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Introduction

Many interesting families of polynomials are indexed by permutations, and are
constructed using divided difference operators and their generalizations. The
most classical one is the Schubert polynomials, as introduced in [LS1], and their
doubled version from [Mac]. The former show up naturally in the cohomology
theory of flag varieties, see, e.g., [FP], yields the quantum generalization from
[FGP], and the universal one from (the quantum and universal Schubert
polynomials cannot be constructed using the usual divided difference operators,
and require variants which are not considered in the current paper, but their
double version of the former can be obtained in this way by acting on the second
set of variables—see Appendix J of [FP]). A recent generalization is the twisted
Schubert polynomials from [Li], which is constructed using modified divided
difference operators, in the form considered here.

Another generalized version of the Schubert polynomials consists of the
Grothendieck polynomials, originally defined in [LS2] (see also [Lall]). They
can also be constructed using divided difference operators, but their operation
is combined with multiplication by additional polynomials. They too have a
double version, as well as a quantum version (see [LM]) and a universal one
(as in [BKTY]). We also mention the Grothendieck H-polynomials from [LS3],
which admit a similar definition. Note that like the Stanley symmetric functions
(originally defined in [S]) show up as a stable limit of the Schubert polynomials,
there are also stable Grothendieck polynomials (defined in [FKI]), and when
the permutation has only one descent, so that the Schubert polynomial is a
Schur polynomial (and the Stanley symmetric function is a Schur symmetric
function), the stable Grothendieck polynomials admit duals, as considered in
[LP]. Generalizations of the latter are investigated in [Ye].

The Schubert and Grothendieck polynomials associated with a permutation
w, with their doubled versions, are the generating functions, or partition func-
tions with appropriate weights, of many interesting objects. To name a few,
we mention on one side pipe dreams (or RC-graphs, or compatible sequences),

as in [FK3|, [BJS|, [BB], and [FS] (see also [KM], [Knl], and the appendix of
[Hud]), and on the other hand bumpless pipe dreams—see [LLS], [W], and [Hual.
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The resulting matching between the two objects is far from obvious, and was
completed in the reduced (or Schubert) case in [GH|. There is also a lattice
model interpretation as given in [BS]. The recent preprint [LOTRZ] establishes
a bumpless pipe dream model also for the quantum Grothendieck polynomials.
We also mention a further generalization of both the Grothendieck polynomials
and their H-versions, namely the biaxial double Grothendieck polynomials of
[BEHTW], involving a more complicated modification of the divided difference
operators, which are also shown there to be the partition functions of appropri-
ate colored lattice models (yet another generalization is defined in [GZJ]).

Another family of polynomials, whose indices are compositions but which
are constructed similarly using divided difference operators (with polynomials)
via the permutation yielding the composition from the associated partition, is
the family of key polynomials. They were defined in [D1] and [D2], and they
are constructed using the Demazure atoms from [[S4] (defined by yet another
modification of the divided difference operators), which also related them to
Young tableaux. Many properties of these polynomials are presented in the
thesis [P]. Other related objects are skyline fillings (see [Masi] and [Mas2]) and
Gelfand—Tsetlin polytopes (as in [KST]). In fact, the key polynomials and the
Demazure atoms are connected as special cases of the non-symmetric Macdonald
polynomials (see [AS] and the papers cited therein).

The same type of generalization that produces the Grothendieck polynomials
from the Schubert polynomials yields, when applied to the key polynomials
and Demazure atoms, the Lascoux polynomials from [La2] and the Lascoux
atoms defined in [Mo] respectively. The divided difference operators in this case
involve quadratic polynomials. They admit, by [BSW], associated colored lattice
models, and [Yu] relates them to set-valued tableaux. A conjecture relating the
Lascoux polynomials to the Grothendieck polynomials was posed in |[RY] and
answered soon after in [SY].

All these interesting families of polynomials are based, in their definitions via
the divided difference operators and their modifications, on the braid relations
required for making well-defined indices in terms of permutations. The closely
related question, of operators satisfying the Yang—Baxter equation, more specifi-
cally in the exponential setting, was considered in [FKI1], [FK2], and [FK3]. The
paper [Ki| introduces more general divided difference operators, and considers
more general families of operators and polynomials, including those mentioned
above, the ones from [dFZJ], and others. The most general family of operators
there involves five parameters, which must satisfy a quadratic equation in or-
der for a relation similar to the braid relation to hold (see Lemma 4.14 of that
reference).

This motivates the question—which modifications of the divided difference
operators by arbitrary polynomials satisfy the braid relations, in order to be
possibly used for defining families of polynomials with indices that are permu-
tations? This paper answers this question in full. Under a certain condition of
non-degeneracy, the family from [Ki is almost the only possible choice, though
there are a few smaller families of possible operators.



We will now explain the notions and results of this paper in more detail. For
a function f of variables including x; and z;y1, the ith transposition operator
s; takes f to the function s;f obtained by interchanging the values of z; and
xi+1. Recall the divided difference operator 0;, taking such a function f to
zf%ilil While the fact that f = s;f at points where x; = x;41 makes the
expression 0; f for a general smooth function f well-defined at such points by
taking limits and derivatives, in most applications f is a polynomial, and then
this property implies that 0;f is also a polynomial. Moreover, as the quotient
of two expressions that are anti-symmetric with respect to interchanging x; and
Zi+1, the dependence of the function 0;f on these two variables is symmetric.

Fix now some n > 3, and consider functions f that depend, among perhaps
some extra parameters, on the variables {z;}?,. On any such function f we
have an action of every operator 9; with 1 < ¢ < n —1. It then well-known, and
straightforward to check (and will also follow from the calculations carried out

in this paper), that the operators {9; ?;11 satisfy the braid relations

61-6;€ = 8;@61 if |k — Zl 2 2 and 61-61-“61- = 6i+161-61-+1 for 1 S ) S n— 2.

(1)
We call the first relations in Equation ([I) the quadratic braid relations, and the
second ones the cubic braid relations. Of course, for n = 1 the family is empty
and for n = 2 no relations are imposed, so we assume n > 3 throughout.

For various applications a modification of 9; is required, usually involving
combining the action on 0; with multiplication by a polynomial in z; and x;41.
We gather these operations, recall that f and s; f are involved in the definition of
such an operator on a function f, and we define in general a polynomial divided
difference operator to be an operator of the form

mi: [ 0i(P(xiy wis) f) +Q@i, 2i41)0i f + R(wi, wigr) f+ S (i, w1 )sif. (2)

We allow P, @, R, and S in Equation (2] to depend on additional parameters
that are not the z;’s (as can the function f on which they operate), but for
fixed ¢ the only dependence of the expression in that equation on z; with j that
equals neither ¢ nor 7 + 1 is through f.

The most interesting case is that of the operators which are non-degenerate,
in the sense that the action of 7; on f is not just a multiple of f or of s;f by
some polynomial (see Remark [ for the precise definition). As a consequence
of our results, we obtain a motivating characterization for the general family of
operators from [Ki], as follows.

Theorem. Given n > 3, assume that {m; ;’:_11 is a family of non-degenerate

polynomial divided difference operators as in Equation ), with R =5 =0 for
each i and P and @ being the same polynomial for all i, for which the braid
relations hold. Then there are five constants a, b, ¢, d, and e such that the first
four are not all zero and satisfy ad — bec = 0, such that for every 1 <i<n—1
and function f we have

7Tif = (b —Cc— e)az(xlf) + [CL{EZ':Z?iJrl + (C + 6)171' + cxiqp1 + d](?lf



(note that our choice of parametrization differs slightly from that of [Kil,
but is more convenient for our analysis).

Recall that the Hecke algebra H, , with parameters y and v, that is as-
sociated with S,, (or the root system A,) is generated by elements {u;}/~}'
that satisfy the braid relations from Equation (), plus the quadratic relation
u? = pu; + v for every i. Such an algebra is called double affine nilCozeter alge-
bra of type A in [Ki], and generalizes the notions of the nilCoxeter and Demazure
algebras from other references mentioned above. The family of operators from

the last theorem form a Hecke algebra Hy_ c(eqc—b)-

The results in this paper are more general, and for describing them in more
detail we need some notions. First, the form of the operator in Equation (2]
is not unique, and one may wish to normalize it in a more canonical form. We
describe in Proposition [ three ways to do it, two of whose require a certain
“canonical lift” of a polynomial that is symmetric in x; and z;41 to an ap-
propriate pre-image under 9;, which we call 9;-positive (see Definition [2)). This
produces two canonical polynomials associated with each such operator, namely
Qo from Proposition Bl and T from Equation (B]), which for the operators from
the theorem mentioned above are

ax;xi1+ (c+e)r;+ (b—e)rip1 +d and  ax;xipq +br; + cxipr +d

(the latter independently of e) respectively. The non-degeneracy assumption is
equivalent to neither Q¢ nor 7' vanishing.

In the most general setting, we do not require that the operators from Equa-
tion (@) are the same for all i. However, under the non-degeneracy assumption,
the braid relations imply that the polynomial 7" must be the same for all ¢,
and for Qo this is almost correct, namely the polynomials @)y associated with
different indices 7 in such a family are “the same up to replacing one variable
in a univariate divisor of the polynomial by the other variable” (see Definition
for the precise notion). Back to our family of polynomials, T is always a
product of two non-zero linear (or constant) polynomials, one in each variable
(by the equality ad = be), and Qg is also such when e = 0 or e = b — ¢, but is
irreducible and contains both variables otherwise. Hence for a generic value of e
the conditions that all the operators are based on the same polynomials becomes
redundant, but the operators with e-values 0 and b — ¢ are interchangeable, and
they are also interchangeable with the operators taking f to

dil(ax? +-bx;) f14 (caivr +d)0; f —azx; f or 8;[(cxiv1+d) f]+ (aa? +ba;)0; f —axif.

Note that the interchangeable options show up precisely when the parameter
v =e(e+ c—1D) of the Hecke algebra structure vanishes.

We also determine the families satisfying the braid relations in which some
of the operators may be degenerate (but not 0, for trivial reasons). First we
show that if the T polynomial vanishes for one operator then it does for all of
them, and the families arising in this way are precisely those in which every
7 is the transposition operator s; multiplied by a polynomial S;, and the S;’s



are all almost equal (see Proposition [[2). When the Qp-ones are allowed to
vanish, the T-polynomials cannot vanish, and the set of indices ¢ for which m;
is non-degenerate is divided into a separated collection of consecutive intervals
and isolated operators. We prove the following result.

Theorem. Assume that n > 4, and that some of the m;’s have vanishing Qg
polynomials. Then all the non-degenerate m;’s are pld for some non-zero con-
stant u, the consecutive intervals are as in the non-degenerate case with a Hecke
algebra H,, o (for some smaller value of n), and the isolated operators are of the

form f — ©;0;(¢i f) where 0;(ihi) = p.

The operators in the latter theorem also generate a Hecke algebra H, 0.
The ones with vanishing T-polynomials generate a Hecke algebra only when
m; = rs; for a constant r, and then the Hecke algebra is H 2. We remark that
the hypothesis n > 4 is important in the last theorem, and for n = 3 there are
additional families—see Proposition 25 and Remark 26] (none of which produces
a Hecke algebra though). We conclude with some remarks about commutation
relations between the operators in the families that we found.

The paper is divided into 5 sections. Section [I] defines the notions required
for describing the canonical forms of polynomial divided difference operators,
as well as discusses the quadratic braid relations. Section [2] establishes the
basic equalities associated with the cubic braid relations, and determines the
families with vanishing T-polynomials. Section[B]investigates the families of non-
degenerate polynomial divided difference operators satisfying the braid relations
(thus establishing the first main theorem), and Section[B] and Section [l presents
the results involving also operators for which the @)y polynomials might vanish
(yielding the second main theorem). Finally, Section [f] contains the connections
with Hecke algebras and the comments about commutation relations.

I am grateful to B. Brubaker for his encouragement to pursue the investi-
gation of these questions, as well as to P. Alexandersson, A. Weigandt, and D.
Huang for interesting discussions around related topics.

1 Canonical Forms and the Quadratic Relations

We fix a number n > 3 (smaller n’s give trivial results), and we work throughout
with an unspecified field of coefficients (of arbitrary characteristic), over which
all of our polynomials and operators are defined.

One of the elementary but crucial property of the divided difference operator
0; is the modified Leibniz rule, as follows.

Lemma 1. We have the equality 0;(fg) = 0;f-g+sif-0ig for any two functions
f and g. In particular, if g is symmetric in x; and x;11 then multiplication by
g commutes with O;, namely 0;(fg) = 0if - g.



Proof. The first equality is obtained by adding and subtracting $if°9 6 the

- Ti—Tit1
expression % defining 9;(fg) (recall that s;(fg) = s;f - sig) and using
the definition of 0;f and 0;¢g. By noting that the symmetry condition on g
implies that s;g = g and hence 0;g = 0, the second equality follows from the

first one. This proves the lemma. O

Lemma [ implies that given a polynomial divided difference operator, the
expression from Equation (2)) describing it is not unique. In order to obtain a
unique presentation, we make the following definition.

Definition 2. A monomial zz{,, times a monomial in other variables per-
haps, is 0;-positive is r > s. A general polynomial in z; and z;41 (among other
variables) is 0;-positive if it is a linear combination of 9;-positive monomials.

The reason for the terminology in Definition [2]is that the 0;-positive mono-
mials are precisely the monomials in x; and ;1 to which applying 0; yields
a non-zero combination of monomials with positive coefficients. Since the ;-
positive monomials zjx;,; combine with the symmetric ones xjx?, , + zix],
and xjx{ ; to produce a basis for all polynomials, it is clear that every polyno-
mial in x; and x;41 can be uniquely presented as the sum of a polynomial that
is symmetric in these variables and a 0;-positive one.

Remark 3. Recall that if a polynomial in z; and z;41 is symmetric then its
degree in x; and in z; 41 separately is the same. We call this degree the variable
degree of this polynomial. Thus, for a polynomial like z{xj | + zjz,, with
r > s mentioned above, its homogeneity degree is r + s and its variable degree
is r. It is clear that if such a polynomial is homogeneous of degree m and has

variable degree r then 2r > m.

Now, it is clear from the definition that the kernel of 9; consists of the
polynomials that are symmetric in z; and x;41 (as in the proof of Lemma
), and since both the numerator and denominator in its definition are anti-
symmetric, its image also lands in the symmetric polynomials. These properties
are complemented by the following result.

Lemma 4. The map 0; is a bijection from the 0;-positive polynomial in x; and
Ziy+1 onto those that are symmetric in these variables.

Proof. We saw that the 0;-positive monomials intersect the symmetric ones
trivially, whence the injectivity of the map. We also know that the image
consists only of symmetric polynomials, so it remains to prove surjectivity onto
these polynomials.

We now note that if a polynomial is homogeneous of degree m + 1 in z;
and x;11 then the degree of homogeneity of its 0;-image in these variables is
m. It thus suffice suffices to consider a polynomial ¢ that is symmetric and
homogeneous of degree m in these variables, and find a 0;-positive pre-image
under J; that is homogeneous of degree m + 1. We then argue by induction on
the variable degree r of , which was seen to satisfy 2r > m (see Remark [3]).



The variable degree condition implies that ¢ is a non-zero multiple of 7 2%, i
plus a linear combination of monomials 1nv01v1ng powers of x; that are smaller
than 7. We can thus write ¢ as a).._,  af 331+1 for the appropriate a # 0,
plus a symmetric polynomial that is homogeneous of degree m and has variable
degree smaller than r (in particular the remainder is 0 in case 2r — 1 < m).
Now, the induction hypothesis implies that remainder is the 9;-image of some
0O;-positive polynomial (which is unique and homogeneous of degree m-+1, where

for 0 we just take 0), and as 0;(z T+13:‘Zi+f) equals >0, Txlxwf, addmg the

0;-positive monomial cm:r+1 d 1 to that pre-image produces a pre-image of ¢,
as desired. This proves the 1emma O

The uniqueness of the 9;-positive pre-image of ¢ under 0; is also visible in the
fact that the multiple of each 0;-positive monomial xr+1xf+{ in the construction
of that pre-image in the proof of Lemma [4] was determined by ¢.

A polynomial divided difference operator can have many presentations, with
different polynomials P, @, R, and S. However, there are three specific forms

of the operator that are canonical, each with its own normalization.

Proposition 5. Let w; be a polynomial divided difference operator as in Equa-
tion @). Then there is a unique way of writing m; with P = S = 0, another
unique way of writing m; with S = 0 and Q and R that are 0;-positive as in
Definition[d, and a third unique way in which S = 0 and 9;-positive P and R.
The polynomial R in the two last presentations is the same.

We denote the polynomials showing up in the first canonical form of m; by
Qo and Ry, those in the second one by Py, @, and R, and the ones showing
up in the third form by P+, @, and R, . Indeed, we get the same R = R, in
the latter two presentations, and we keep the notation P, and @4 to indicate
O;-positive polynomials, while @t and Pt indicate that the other polynomial
in the presentation is 0;-positive.

Proof. The definition of 9; implies that s;f = f — (x; — x;41)0;f. Thus we can
replace R by R+ 5, Q by Q — (x; —x,41)S, and S by 0 and get a presentation of
the same polynomial divided difference operator. We may thus restrict attention
to presentations in which S = 0.

Recall now from Lemma [I] that we can write 9;(Pf) as O;P - f + ;P - 0;f.
Thus, by replacing @Q by Qo := ;P + @, R by Ry := R+ 0;P, and P by 0
we obtain the first asserted form. Now, if 7; is given in such a form then by
substituting f = 1 (hence 9;f = 0) we get m;(1) = Ry. Moreover, we have
mi(x;) = Qo + Rox;, which determines Qy once Ry is known. The canonicity of
this form follows.

Next, write R as Ry + Rs, with R, symmetric with respect to interchanging
x; and x;41, and such that Ry is 0; posmve (which can be done in a unique
manner). Lemma [l produces a polynomial R such that 0; R = Rs. We write
81(§f) as Rsf + siR - 0;f (Lemma [), so that replacing P by P + R, Q by
Q- sifi, and R by R, yields a presentation of the same operator but in which



R = Ry is 0;-positive. Moreover, if m; is given in any form with S = 0 then
m;(1) = 0; P+ R, so that R, is determined as the 9;-positive part of m;(1).

Knowing that S = 0 and R = R, is the uniquely determined 0;-positive
option, we consider the decompositions for P = Py + P and Q = Q4+ + Qs
in the same manner, and the second assertion of Lemma [ implies that the
symmetric parts Ps; and Qs can be taken in and out of the action of 9;. The
second form is thus with this P, and with Q™ := Q + P, and the third one
involves Q; and Pt := P+ ),. This implies that P, + Q" and PT + @ both
equal P+ Q = PL + Q4 + Ps + Qs.

Finally, recalling that 7;(1) = 9; P + R with R = R, Lemma [ implies that
P, is the unique 0;-positive polynomial whose 0;-image is the symmetric part
of m;(1). We also have m;(z;) = 0;(Pz;) + Q + Rx;, from which we extract the
value of QT in case R = R, and P = P,. This also shows that @, is the
8;-positive part of m;(x;) — z; Ry, and once P, QT, and Q, are known, the
value of P¥ is given by P, + Q" — Q. from above. Hence the second and third
forms of any polynomial divided difference operator are also canonical. This
proves the proposition. O

It follows from the constructions in Proposition Bl that Qo(z;, z;+1) and
Ro(Ii, Il’Jrl) can be given by P($i+1,171') + Q($i,$i+1) — (:Ez — $i+1)S(Iiaxi+1)
and R(x;, xi41)+S(x, ®iv1)+0; P(x;, x;41) respectively, given any presentation
of m; as in Equation (2 (the ones with + require a decomposition, and thus
cannot be written directly using such formulae). These combinations are thus
independent of the presentation. We now introduce a third combination that
will turn out useful later. We define

T(wi, xiv1) = P(xi, xip1) + (00 — 2ip1) R(zi, wip1) + Qi i1),  (3)
and prove the following consequence of Proposition [B or rather of its proof.

Corollary 6. The polynomial T' from Equation @) is independent of the pre-
sentation of m;.

Proof. One way of obtaining this property is by verifying that T remains invari-
ant under the operations in the proof of Proposition[Bl A second way one is by
observing that the values of m;(1) and m;(z;) (to which we have to add S and
Sx;+1 respectively in case S # 0) imply, after expanding 9(Pf) as in Lemma
[[ and using similar arguments, that T'(x;, ;1) is given by m;(x;) — x;41m: (1)
(in a similar manner we get Qo = m;(x;) — 2;m;(1) as well). A third way is via
T(ziwip1)f—Qo(@i,Tiv1)sif
T;—Tit1
formula that will also be useful below. This proves the corollary. O

the fact that similar considerations express m; f as , a

In fact, in Proposition[flone could consider the normalization in which R = 0,
and then P = 0 as well. In this normalization the coefficient of 9;f is T from
Equation ([B]), and Ry shows up again, as the multiplier of s; f.

As Proposition [ reduces the presentation of a general polynomial divided
difference operator by the last term in Equation ([2)), we can simplify some



calculations. First we establish the quadratic braid relations from Equation ()
for our operators, which hold in general.

Proposition 7. Let i and k be indices with |k —i| > 2, and set m; and m, to be
as in Proposition [, with polynomials that may be different for the two indices.
Then we have m;m = Tpm;.

Proof. The assumption on ¢ and k implies, via the second part of Lemma [Tl and
the fact that functions that are independent of x; and x;y1 (or xx and zg41)
are symmetric with respect to them, that the polynomials showing up in 7y
commute with 0; and vice versa. For simplicity we shall use the normalization
with Qo and Ry (so that P = S = 0) for both operators, and we shorthand
Qi0(%i, it1), Qro(h, Tey1), Rio(wi,iy1) and Rio(zg, zer1) to QY, QF, RY,
and R respectively. The commutation relations allow us to write

mimkf = QYQRO0f + QVRROf + R)QROkf + RIR} S,

and 7p7; f is given by the same expression with i and k interchanged. As the
assumption on ¢ and k implies that s;spg = sk ;g for any function g that depends
on I, Ti+1, Tk, and x4, similar considerations show that 0;0xg = 0x0;g for
any such g, which yields the equality of our expressions for m;m f and 7, f as
desired. This proves the proposition. o

One could, in fact, prove Proposition [f] without invoking Proposition B but
the expressions in the proof would have contained more terms but still lead to
the same result by the same reasoning.

2 The Cubic Braid Relations and Degeneracy

For the cubic braid relations in Equation (), only the three variables x;, x;+1,
and z;42 are concerned. To ease notation we replace them by z, y, and z
respectively. To remove more indices, we denote the operator s;, interchanging
x and y, by simply s, and write o for the operator s;;; interchanging y and
z. The cubic braid relation for permutations thus becomes sos = gso in this
notation. We also write 7 for 7m; and w for m;11, and recalling that we allow
different polynomials for them in Equation (2), we denote those of m = 7; as
in that equation, and the ones showing up in w = m;4; by adding tildes. We
shall also write Py, for P(z,y), Q. for Q(y,z), and similarly for the other
polynomials, including those of the tildes. Note that sP,, thus equals P,
while 0Qz, = Quy, SRy. = R;, and so on, and pnce again for the polynomials
Qo and Ry we shall add the superscript 0 (like in the proof of Proposition [7).

The expressions that we must consider for the cubic braid relation are the
following ones.

Lemma 8. Let f be any function of x, y, and z (among possibly other vari-
ables). Then mrwonf equals

(@ —y)*(z—2)(y - 2)




_ Tiyégz[TlEZUf - ngosf] - gy ~2z[TyZSUf - QSZSUSf]
(z —y)(@ —2)(y —2)
while the expression for wrw f is given by

)

[TwyTVyQZ (x—2) —Tmz@jz ~gy (x — y)]f_égz[TwyTyz (= 2)=ToyTs(x — y)lof
(—y)(z—2)(y —2)°

_Tyngy[TVLEZSf - @ngO'f] - Ngz gz[j:iyasf - QvgyO'SUf]
(z —y)(@ —2)(y —2)
Moreover, the two compositions coincide for every function f if and only if the

polynomials multiplying f, sf, of, sof, and osf are the same on both sides,
and the one of sosf coincides with that of osof.

Proof. Recall from the proof of Corollary [6] that for every function g we have

Ty g—Q0 Ty9—Q°
g = 7yngi”sf and thus also wg = == gyinyzsf

30 Tpof —Q% 0sf
- 2)

. This expresses wr f as

~ Tmyf_ngSf
Pl —y)(y—2)

where in the second term the denominator is symmetric in x and ¥, so that the
action of 7 on it yields the second asserted fraction. We divide and multiply the
first term by = — z, yielding a denominator which is multiplied by —1 under the
action of s. Applying the action of 7, and gathering the multipliers of f and
sf, then produces the first term in the desired formula.

In a similar manner we get that 7w f equals

)

Tyt = @0l o Tuzsf — Qosof
Pa-yly-2 T (@-yle-z)
with the second denominator being o-invariant so that the w-image of that
term is the last required term. Expanding the first fraction by z — z to get a
denominator that is multiplied by —1 under o, letting w act, and gather the
terms containing f and o f yields the remaining asserted expression.

For the comparison, we recall that osoc = sos, so that if the coeflicients
coincide as stated then so do the operators. Conversely, take f(x,y) to be
22NyN for some very large N, so that its images under the combinations of
s and o are 22NV, 92NN 2NN 2NN and 22NyN. When N is large
enough, we can recognize the contribution of f to each side as the part in which
the exponent of x is at least 2INV and that of y is at least NV, and similarly for the
contributions of all the images of f under permutations. Thus comparing both
sides with such a function f implies the equality of the coefficients as desired.
This proves the lemma. O

10



Remark 9. When we make the comparisons of the coefficients below, we will
have many instances of a common multiplier that is some Qg or T. These
multipliers can be cancelled out only when they are non-zero. Note, however,
that if Qo = 0 then our operator 7 simply multiplies f by Ry (see Equation (2])
and Proposition 2]), and when T vanishes, Equation (3] with Qo and Ry (and
P = 0yields Qo(z,y) = —(x—y)Ro(z,y), and 7 f reduces to Ry-sf (see, e.g., the
proof of Corollary[f]). We thus call the operator 7 degenerate if Qo = 0 or T = 0,
and non-degenerate otherwise. The 0 operator is, of course, degenerate, but we
exclude it from our calculations as it breaks the family {m—};‘z_ll of polynomial
divided difference operators into one or more families that are associated with
smaller permutation groups.

Some of the polynomials that we shall encounter below will be related by
the following property.

Definition 10. Two non-zero polynomials @ and @ in two variables z and y
(among possibly others) are called almost equal if there exist a polynomial @
in two variables, and four univariate polynomials g;, g-, ¢, and ¢, that satisfy
the product property qqr = qQ1qr, such that Q(z,y) = q(z)g.-(y)Q(z,y) and
Q(z,y) = q(2)g-(y)Q(z,y). In case more variables are involved, we say that @
and @ are almost equal in x and y in case confusion in terms of the variables
involved may arise.

Note that the condition from Definition [I0is equivalent to the existence of
such (non-zero) g, qr, qi, and g, (with the product property) such that the
equality q;(2)g-(v)Q(z,y) = ql(;v)qr(y)@(x,y) holds (and almost equality is an
equivalence relation). This is easily verified by using the UFD property of the
ring of polynomials. We also observe that among the irreducible polynomials
in that ring, some may depend both on x and on y, and others may depend
only on one of them (ignoring the ones that depend on neither). We shall call
the first ones pure irreducible polynomials (or irreducible polynomials that are
pure in x and y when there may be confusion as to the variables considered),
and the second ones univariate irreducible polynomials. Finally, we remark
that the decomposition in that definition is not unique, as if () has univariate
divisors then they can be put into ¢; and q; or ¢, and g, instead. Conversely,
any common divisor of ¢; and ¢;_and any one of ¢, and g, can be canceled out
from them and rather put into Q.

We begin with the following observation, which will be useful for both the
degenerate and the non-degenerate cases, as defined in Remark

Lemma 11. Let m and w be non-zero polynomial divided difference operators
as in Lemmal8 for which the cubic braid relation holds, and assume that Qo and
Qo do not vanish. Then the polynomials T and T coincide, and Q¢ and Qg are
almost equal, as in Definition [I0

Proof. We note either that the coefﬁments of sof on the two sides of Lemma
Bl are Q Ty. and Q T,., or that those of osf are Q° Q T, zy and
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v Nngmy. Since the @Qo-polynomials are the same on both sides and are
assumed not to vanish, the first assertion follows.

For the second one, note that comparmg the coefficients of sosf = osof
yields the equality Q = Q yz, with none of the multipliers
vanishing. Consider now a pure 1rreduc1ble polynomial H in the variables z and
y (for which we write Hy, for H(z,y) and similarly for its values in other pairs
of variables). By purity, the polynomials Hy,, H,., and H,, are all distinct
irreducible polynomials, and every polynomial that one of them divides must
involve both variables showing up in it. Assume that H divides @, and then
H,. divides Q and thus it divides the right hand side, hence it divides the
left hand side as well. As it cannot divide Quy or Qy- (as neither involve both

x and z), it divides Q and thus H divides QO Similarly if such H divides QO
then it divides g, and by canceling out H, H,.H,, for such H from both sides
and applying the same argument until no pure irreducible polynomial divides
Qo and @, we deduce that the parts of Qg and @ that are based on produces
of powers of pure irreducible polynomials are the same. _

The remaining irreducible polynomials dividing (o and @ are thus uni-
variate (or involve neither  nor y nor z), so that by gathering the product of
the pure irreducible polynomials into a polynomial @ and the univariate ones
as well, we obtain non-zero univariate polynomials q;, ¢., q;, and ¢, such that
the presentation in Definition [0l holds (the irreducible polynomials that depend
on neither variable can be put arbitrarily into the univariate products). Sub-

stltutlng these into the equality Q gz = Ngy v, uz?

szQmQyz cancels from both sides as do q(x)q(x) and qr(2)qr(z), we obtain
the equality ¢;(y)q-(v) = q(y)q-(y), establishing the product property as well.
This proves the lemma. O

and noting that

It is clear from the proof of Lemma [I1] that if T =T and Qo and @0 are
almost equal, then the coefficients multiplying so f, osf, and sosf = osof on
both sides of Lemma [§ are the same.

Using Lemma [l we can immediately deduce the form involving one type
of degenerate polynomial divided difference operator.

Proposition 12. Let {m;}""" be a family of non-zero polynomial divided dif-
ference operators that satisfy the cubic braid relations. If the polynomial T
associated with one of these operators vanishes then it does for all of them. In
this case each m; f equals R; - s;f for a polynomial R;, such that R; and R;4q
are almost equal in the variables x; and x;41 for every 1 <i <n —2.

Note that the polynomials in Equation (), and thus all those determined in
Proposition [ and Equation (B]), may depend on the variables x; and z;41, as
well as additional variables that are not any of the x;’s, but not on any x; for
j & {i,i+1}. Therefore there is no problem in combining the transitivity of the
equivalence relation from Definition [[0] with changing the indices of the vari-
ables, as long as it is done on both sides of the same comparison in a compatible
manner.
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Proof. Consider m = 7; and w = m;41 as in Lemma 8 If T = 0 then sf, of,
so f, and osf do not show up at all in the expression for 7eon f, while the one for
wnw f contains the term Ty,.QY, [Th.sf — Q) so f]. Since we have QY # 0 and
either T, #0 or @gz # 0 by non-vanishing, it follows that T = 0. Conversely,
the vanishing of T implies that wrwf does not involve sf, o f, sof, and osf,
and we argue similarly using the term 1%, QY. [T.0 f — Q3,05 f] from 7wn f. By
applying this argument to every 1 < ¢ < n — 1, the first assertion is established.

Now, we recall from Equation (@]), with P =0, @ = Qo, and R = Ry as in
Proposition[l that if ' = 0 then Qo(x;, z;4+1) reduces to (z;41—x;)Ro(zi, it1)-
Moreover, the non-vanishing of all the operators implies that none of the Qg
polynomials vanishes, and to put the dependence of i back into the notation we
write @Q; and R; for the polynomials Qg and Ry that are associated with m;,
so that @Q; = (x;41 — x;)R;. The formula from the proof of Corollary [ then
expresses m; f as R; - s; f, as asserted.

But Lemma [II] implies, via non-vanishing, that Q; and Q;+1 are almost
equal in the variables x; and x;41 for every 1 < i < n — 2. As the polynomial
Zi+1 — x; is a pure irreducible polynomial that divides Q;, we can cancel it from
the corresponding @-part in Definition 0, and obtain the same property for the
R;’s (and as already mentioned, moving the indices of the variables compatibly
does not interfere with this argument). This proves the proposition. O

The operators from Proposition [[2] are those obtained from Equation (2]) by
the substitution P = QQ = R = 0, since the proof of Proposition Bl shows that in
this case we have Ry = S and Qo (i, %it+1) = (41 —x;)S(x4, Tiv1). Proposition
[12] states, in fact, that when a family of non-zero polynomial divided difference
operators satisfying the cubic braid relations involves such an operator, then all
the operators are of this sort, and the different S-polynomials are almost equal.

3 The Non-Degenerate Operators

Since the other degenerate cases eventually lead to more complicated results,
we now turn to the families of non-degenerate polynomial divided difference
operators. Recall from Remark [@ that this means that for every operator m; in
the family, neither the polynomial Q¢ from Proposition B nor the polynomial T
from Equation (B]) vanishes.

We adopt again the notation with x, vy, 2, s, o, 0, §, 7, w, etc., where now
we have, by Lemma [[I] the same polynomial T for all the operators. We shall
keep using the index notation like Ty, for T'(z,y), and write the polynomials
associated with 7 and w, as Qg and @0 respectively (they are almost equal by
Lemma [IT]). We now deduce from Lemma [ the following result.

Proposition 13. A necessary condition for the braid relation Towr = wnw is,
when neither Qg nor Qo nor the joint polynomial T vanishes, that the polynomial
T is of the form T,y = axy + bx + cy + d for constants a, b, ¢, and d.
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Proof. Note that sf shows up on both expressions in Lemma [§ with the multi-
plier ng, and for o f we have a multiplier of ng. By removing denominators
in both comparisons, canceling these multipliers (which are non-zero by non-

degeneracy), and moving sides, we get the equalities
Toz[Tya(y—2) + Ty:(x—y)] = ToyTy.(x— 2) = To:[Toy(x —y) + Tay(y — 2)]. (4)

The equality between the two extremal expressions in Equation () reduces,
after canceling T, (which is also non-zero by non-degeneracy), to the equality
(Tyy — Tya)(y — 2) = (Ty, — T,y)(x — y), which amounts to 01y, = 6T}, after
dividing both sides by (z — y)(y — z). But as the first expression is symmetric
in  and y and independent of z, and the second one is symmetric in y and z
and independent of z, we deduce that this equality can hold only if both sides
equal a constant, which we denote by u. It follows, via the proof of Lemma [4]
that Ty = T'(x,y) must be of the form pz + V(x,y) where V is a symmetric
polynomial in two variables.

We now claim that the variable degree r of the symmetric polynomial V,
defined in Remark[3] is at most 1. Indeed, if » > 1 then the degree in y (ignoring
powers of z and z) of Tyy, Tys, Ty, and T, is 7, while it is 1 for x —y and y — 2z
and 0 for T;,,. But then the degree in y of the extremal expressions in Equation
@) is r + 1, while it is 2r > r + 1 for the middle one and this equation cannot
hold. This proves the claim, from which it follows, via the symmetry of V', that
V(z,y) must be of the form azy + ¢(x + y) + d where a, ¢, and d are constants.
By adding pzx and setting b := ¢ + p, the desired formula for 77, follows. This
completes the proof of the proposition. O

For obtaining the next property, we shall need the following technical result,
for which we recall that [¢] is the minimal integer that is not smaller than the
real number ¢, and |¢] is the maximal integer that is not larger than ¢.

Lemma 14. Let B be a symmetric polynomial in two variables x and y that
is homogeneous of degree m, and let r be its variable degree. Then the only
symmetric polynomials A that are homogeneous of degree m and such that the
variable degree of A(A+ B) is less than r+ [m/2] are a =0 and A = —B, with
vanishing product. In particular, if C is a non-zero symmetric polynomial that
is homogeneous of degree 2r and has variable degree less than r + [m/2] then
the equation A(A+ B) + C =0 has no solution A.

Proof. If we write the homogeneity degree m as 2k + ¢ with ¢ € {0, 1}, then
the equality 2r > m implies that r = k + & + h for some 0 < h < k (since
m — r then equals k — h). It follows that the B is spanned by the polynomials
{E;Zr,ffj a:lym’l};;o (since the variable degree of the jth polynomial here is
k + e+ j), and if the spanning coefficients for B are {8;}, then B # 0 by
the assumption on the variable degree of B. Moreover, when looking for such
a polynomial A, note that if A has variable degree larger than r then so is the
variable degree of A + B, and thus A(A + B) has variable degree that is larger
than 2r hence than r + [m/2]. Thus we may restrict attention to polynomials
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A that have variable degree at most r, meaning that we can write A(z,y) as
E?:o aj Ef;r,fj; zty™~! with some coefficients {c;}"_, as well. The coefficients
for A+ B are thus {a; + 8i}.

Now, the assumption on the variable degree of the product is equivalent, via
the fact that m — [m/2] = |m/2], to the assertion that the product is divisible
by (zy)mt+lm/2l=+1 Using k and h, this exponent is 2k — h+ 1. This property
is unaffected by multiplying by « — y, and note that the jth basis polynomial is
O(xktetitlyk=i) or equivalently (zy)¥=79(x?++1), namely multiplying it by
x —y produces (zy)F~7 (z2Fe+1 — 427+=+1) Moreover, the product of two such
polynomials, say the ¢th and the jth, is

(Iy)2k7i7j(x2(i+j)+s+l _|_y2(i+j)+5+1_ (xy)Q min{i,j}+e+1 (I2 max{i,j} +y2 max{i,j})),

and as in the last terms the total exponent is 2k — |i — j| + € + 1, which is at
least 2k — h + 1 when ¢ and j are between 0 and k, we may ignore these terms
in our calculations.

It follows that the divisibility of A(A + B) by (zy)2*~"*+1 is equivalent to
the latter monomial dividing the expression

h j —i—j i+j i+j
>izo Z;:O (o + Bi) (wy)?F—+ (IQ( Farerl 4 g2 ﬂHEH),

where the expression corresponding to ¢ and j depends only on ¢ and j and
is divisible by precisely (zy)?*~*=7 and no higher power of xy. It follows that
the total coefficient that expression must vanish whenever ¢ + j > h (the terms
with ¢ + 7 > h are divisible by the monomial in question. This implies, with
i+ j = 2h — p, the equality Ef:h_p aop—p—i(a; + B;) =0 for every 0 < p < h.

Now, for p = 0 this is ap(an + Bn) = 0, meaning that either aj = 0 or
ap+Pr = 0 (but not both, since 8}, # 0 by assumption). We prove, by decreasing
induction on [, that a; = 0 in the first case and a; + 8; = 0 in the second one,
where we have established the basis of the induction with [ = h. Assume that
[ < h and that the assertion holds for every index [ < j < h, and consider the
equality with p = h —[. In the first case we have asp—p—; = apy—; = 0 for
every h — [ < i < h by the induction hypothesis, and the last summand, with
1 = h, is oy times the non-zero expression ay + 8, = Br, implying that oy = 0 as
desired. In the second case the induction hypothesis yields a; + 38; = 0 for every
[ < i < h, with the remaining summand, associated with i = [, being «; + 0;
times «p, = — B, # 0, so that «; + 5; as needed. This proves our claim.

But then the first case yields A = 0, and the second one produces A = —B,
which establishes the first assertion. The second one thus follows from the first,
since we then get A(A + B) = 0 and thus A(A+ B) + C = C # 0 by the
assumption on C'. This completes the proof of the lemma. O

We can now deduce another property that is required for our relation.
Proposition 15. For T as in Proposition [I3, and with Ry and EJF that are
0-positive (or §-positive), if the cubic braid relation holds then R;‘y must be just

a multiple of x, }Nisz has to be a multiple of y, and 0Py, and 5ﬁyz have degree
at most 1.

15



Proof. Consider the coefficients multiplying f in Lemma R with T=T by
Lemma [II], and recall from the proof of Proposition [[3] that the cubic braid
relation implies Equation ). As this equation expresses TfyTyz(x — 2) as
Ty Tz Tya(y—2)+Ty=(x—y)] and Tpy Ty (2 —2) as Tp Ty [Toy (2 —y)+ Toy (y—2)],
we can divide again by the common multiplier T, (by non-degeneracy), cancel
TyyTy. from both sides, and obtain the equality

[TwyTyw_ gy gz]z:; = [Tszzy_ gz Sy];:g

(in fact, since Qp and @0 are almost equal, the product égz@gy
equals gz gy and one can equally well work with @ alone below).

For applying Proposition below, we first recall from Equation (@) and
Remark [ that QY, can be written as Ty, — (¢ — y)R),, which means that

81 =Tyo + (z — y)Rgm, and similarly for @22 and @Sy The left hand side
thus becomes (z — y)(y — z) times Ry, R), + (RS, Ty — R, Tyy)/(x — y), with
the second summand being just B(ngTym), and the right hand side is thus the
same multiplier times Rgzﬁgy +0 (}N%ngzy). We cancel this multiplier, and are
again left with an equality between a polynomial that is symmetric in z and
y and independent of z and a polynomial that is symmetric in y and z and
independent of x. Thus, as in the proof of Proposition[I3] both polynomials are
equal to the same constant v.

We thus concentrate on the equality d(RJ, Ty.) + R2, RY, = v and its conse-
quences, and the equality involving }Nigz and T, will yield similar consequences
in the same manner. We recall from the proof of Proposition [ that if R = Ry
then Ry = Ry + 0P, and with T as in Proposition [I3] we can write T}, as the
sum of the symmetric expression axy + bx + by + d and (¢ — b)z. Our second
summand thus expands as R} R/, + 0P.y (R}, + R}, + 0Py, ), Lemma [ shows
that the symmetric part of T" multiplies OR, and the constant ¢ — b multiplies
the sum of d(zRy) and P (Lemma [Il again, with the symmetric 9P and with
Ox = 1). Altogether we obtain the equality

from above

(5)
Denote the degree of R4 by m, and recall that if Ry # 0 then m > 1 since
R, is O-positive. The 0-positivity implies that R, + sRy is also of degree m
and the degree of OR is m — 1, and write h for the degree of Q. Then the
degrees of the terms on the left hand side of Equation (@) are m + 1, 2m, h, m,
m+h (for 0Q- (R4 +sR4) considered as a single term), and 2h respectively. As
the total combination equals the constant v by that equation, it follows that h
cannot be larger than m (since then the highest degree part of the term (9Q)?,
of degree 2h, cannot cancel), and if m > 1, so that 2m > m + 1, the degree
h cannot be smaller than m either (by applying the same consideration to the
highest degree part of R4 - sRy, of degree 2m).
The last paragraph assumed that Ry # 0. But when R4 = 0 Equation (&)
only involves the terms (c — b)0Q, of degree h when non-vanishing, and (9Q)?,
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of degree 2h, on the left hand side. Thus similar considerations show that if
R4 =0 then h <0, meaning that Q) is a constant in this case.

It follows that if m > 1 then we must have h = m, and we set B to be the
part of Ry +sR, that is homogenous of maximal degree m. If r be the variable
degree of R + sR,, then the fact that R, hence also its m-homogenous part,
is O-positive, implies that the degree of this part of Ry in the variable x is also
r, while that of the m-homogenous part sRy is smaller than [m/2] (for the
exponent of y to always be larger). Therefore if C' is the part of the symmetric
polynomial R, - sRy that is homogenous of degree 2m then it is the product of
these parts of R, and sR., and its degree in x, which is its variable degree, is
smaller than r+ [m/2]. Take now A to be the part of dQ that is homogenous of
maximal degree m, and then our degree considerations show that the left hand
side of Equation (&) is A(A + B) 4+ C. But this equation implies the vanishing
of the latter expression and we have C' # 0 by definition, while Lemma [I4]
shows that there is no choice for A such that this equality holds under these
assumptions.

We have thus proved that the degree m of R is bounded by 1, meaning that
R+ is a multiple of x since it is 0-positive. Moreover, we saw that the degree
of 8@ is bounded by m when m > 1 and by 0 when R4 = 0, so that it is also
bounded by 1 in general. From the analogue of Equation (H) with R+ = R

Yz
Q Qyz, and 6Q = 5Qyz, we obtain that the former is a multiple of y and the
degree of the latter is also bounded by 1. This proves the proposition. o

Propositions [[3] and [[T] put restrictions on the polynomials T, R, and 0Q,
that arise from the fact that the cubic braid relation in question implies the
validity of Equations (@) and (B). But we can extract more data out of these
equations. We begin with the former one.

Lemma 16. Let T be as in Proposition[Id. The Equation {l) holds if and only
if ad = be.

Proof. 1t is straightforward to verify, with the given expression for 7', that both
terms in brackets in Equation @) reduce to (ay® + by + cy + d)(x — 2). We
can thus cancel the multiplier x — z, so that this equation is equivalent to the
equality T, Ty, — (ay® + by + cy + d)T, = 0. But by substituting all the T-
polynomials, this difference is just (ad — be)(z — y)(y — z), and the vanishing of
this polynomial is equivalent to the vanishing of the asserted expression. This
proves the lemma. O

The second equation produces the following extra equality.

Lemma 17. Take some constants a, b, ¢, and d, set Ry(x,y) to be ax for
another constant «, let  and e be two additional constants, and let Q be a
polynomial in two variables such that 0Qg, = B(z + y) + e. Then Equation
@) holds if and only if either « = 8 =0, or « = —a, 8 =0, and e = —c, or
a=—a, f=a, and e =b.
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Proof. With our Ry the expressions ORy, Ry - sR4, 0(zR4+), and Ry + sRy
are a, ozy, a(r +vy), and a(x + y) respectively. Substituting these, as well as
the value of 9Q), into Equation (@) produces

alazy + bz +by +d) + a’zy + [z +y) +e+c—bl[(a+ ) (z +y) +e] = v

The left hand side is the sum of the quadratic terms B(a + 8)(z + y)? and
aa + a)zy, the linear term [ba + (a + B)(c — b) + e(a + 25)](x + y), and the
constant term da + e(e + ¢ — b). Thus the equality holds if and only if the first
three terms, namely their coefficients, vanish.

Now, the vanishing of a(a + «) implies that either & = 0 or &« = —a. When
a = 0, the vanishing of 8(a + ) implies that S = 0 as well, and then the
linear term already vanishes regardless of the value of e. Otherwise a = —a,

and from B(« + B) we get either 8 =0 or § = a. When 8 = 0, the remaining
expression to vanish is —a(c+ e), which implies that either a = 0 and we are in

the previous case again, or e = —c. The remaining case is where 8 = a, yielding
the vanishing of a(e —b), hence either a = 0 which sends us to the previous case
yet again, or we have e = b. This proves the lemma. O

Remark 18. Note that the constant v equals, by the proof of Lemma [I7 to
the constant da + e(e + ¢ — b). In the first case there it is just e(e + ¢ — b),
while in the other two cases it becomes —ad + bc, which vanishes when Lemma
holds. The fact that if @« = 0 then 8 = 0 in Lemma [I7 is in correspondence
with the fact that when R, vanished in the proof of Proposition [IH] the degree
of 0Q) was bounded by 0 rather than 1. Of course, Lemma [I7 holds equally well
for Ry (y,2) = ay and 6Q(y, z) = B(y + 2) + €.

We can now prove our main theorem.

Theorem 19. Let {m}?z_ll be a family of polynomial divided difference operators
such that for any 1 < i < n — 1, neither the polynomial Qo from Proposition
nor the polynomial T from Equation [Bl) vanishes. Then the cubic braid relations
hold between these operators if and only if the family is as in one of the following
two cases.

(1) There exist constants a, b, ¢, d, not all 0 and such that ad — bc = 0, and
another constant e that equals neither 0 nor b — ¢, such that the polyno-
mials Proposition [ are P (x;, 201) = axizier + (b — e)xy + cripr + d,
Q+(zi,xi41) = exy, and Ry(x;,xi41) = 0, uniformly for all 1 <i<n—1.

(2) There are a, b, ¢, and d with the same properties, such that for every i
independently the polynomials P¥(x;, xi11), Q+ (s, Tit1), and Ry (z;, xi41)
are given by

ax;Tiy1 + br; + cxiv1 +d, 0, 0;
ax;Tiy1 +cx; + cxip +d,  (b—c)xy, 0;
ar? + (b+ ¢)z; + cwiqq +d, —cx;, —ax;;

cxiv1 +d, a:z:? + bx;, —ax;.
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Proof. The asserted relation holds if and only if the two expressions from Lemma
Rlare equal. We saw that in the non-degenerate case, the conditions from Lemma
[T are equivalent to the coefficients of osf, sof, and sosf = osof in both of
them being the same. Moreover, under these conditions, the proof of Proposition
shows that the coefficients of sf and o f coincide if and only if Equation ()
holds. From Lemma we deduce that this is the case precisely when the
polynomial T'(z,y) from Equation @) equals azy + bz + cy + d for constants a,
b, ¢, and d that satisfy ad = bc. In addition, under these assumptions, it follows
from the proof of Proposition [I5] that the coefficients of f on both sides are also
equal precisely when Equation () is satisfied, both for @ and R and for @
and §+.

Next, assume that Q = @ is J-positive and @ = @Jr is §-positive, and then
the proposition itself, together with the uniqueness in Lemma @] imply that
RJr(I’y) = ar, QJr('rvy) :Nﬂxz + ex, RJr(yvz) = ayv and QJr(yaZ) = ﬂyQ + gy
for constants «, 8, e, a, §, €. Recalling from Equation (8] and Proposition
(with S = 0) that P*(z,y) = T(z,y) — Q+(z,y) — (x — y)R4+(z,y) and
Qo(z,y) = PT(y,z) + Q+(z,y), we deduce that

Qo(z,y) = fz’ + (a+ a)zy — (a + B)y* + (c+e)z + (b~ e)y +d,
and similarly for the polynomial that is associated with w we get
Qo(y,2) = By’ + (a+@)yz — @+ By + (c+ )y + (b— &)z + d.

We also recall from Lemma [TT] that Qo and @0 are almost equal, in the sense of
Definition 10l

Now, Lemma [T7] determines the cases of values of the constants that satisfy
Equation (@), and we consider first the situation with & = 8 = 0. Then the
expression for Q) is either univariate or reducible if and only if ad = (b—e)(c+-e),
which is equivalent to e(e + ¢ — b) = 0 since ad = be by assumption. Thus for
e that equals neither 0 nor b — ¢, the polynomial Qg is pure and irreducible,
so that is equals Qo as well and hence @ = 8 = 0 and ¢ = e. Clearly, when
a = f =0 and € is neither 0 nor b — ¢ we get a pure irreducible Qo and thus
Qo =Qo, a=p=0,and e =€. As this is the case when 7 = m; and w = m;41
for any 1 < ¢ < n—2, we deduce that the polynomials are independent of ¢, and
this produces, by using the original variables, the first asserted case.

It remains to consider the cases with e = 0 and with e = b— ¢, as well as the
two other possibilities from Lemma [[7 This gives the values axy + bx + cy + d,
ary~+cr+by+d, ay?+ (b+c)y+d, and ax?+ (b+c)z+d for Qo(x,y), and since
ad = be, they are all almost equal (either they are all the same linear polynomial
in either x or y when a = 0, or they are the product of two non-constant linear
polynomials, each of which can be in either x or y). Similarly, the resulting
values of @0 are the same (in the appropriate variables). Bt returning to the
original variables again, this yields the second asserted case, and since all of our
arguments are invertible, we also proved that both cases do construct families
of non-degenerate polynomial divided difference operators that satisfy the cubic
braid relations. This proves the theorem. o
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Remark 20. Theorem[I9expresses the families of polynomial divided difference
operators using the polynomials Py, Q%, and Ry from Proposition Here
we record the formulae for the polynomials in the other normalizations from
Proposition [l in the two cases from that theorem.

(1) Pi(zi, 2501) = (b—c—e)z; and QT (x;, 2441) = ax;wip1+(c+e)zi+crig+d,
and with them Qo(x;, zit+1) = ax;zi41 + (¢ + e)x; + (b — e)x;41 + d and
Ro(xi,xiy1) = b— ¢ — e, uniformly for all 1 < ¢ < n — 1, where e equals
neither 0 nor b — c.

(2) For each ¢ separately, the values of Py (z;, zi11), Q1 (zi, Tit1), Qo(Ti, Tiv1),
and Ro(x;,z;4+1) are given by

(b—c)zi, axixig1 +cxi+crip1 +d,  ar;Tip1 + cx; + briy +d, b—c
0, ax;Tit1 +br; +cxiy1 +d, ax;zip1 + b+ cxipr +d, 0;
CL.IZZ + bxiv Criy1 + d, CL.IZZJrl + (b + C)$i+1 + d, ar;+1 + b,
—czi,  ax} + (b+c)w + cxipa +d, az? 4+ (b+c)x; +d, —az; — c.

These are all obtained, as in the proof of Proposition B, by decomposing P*
as Py + P, with the former 0-positive and the latter symmetric, and using the
relations QT = Q4 + PT — Py, Qo = sPT + Q. = sP, + QT (since S = 0),
and Ry = Ry + 0P, = R, + OPT. In fact, the value of Qo was already
determined in the proof of Theorem [[9 and that of Ry is also obtained, via
Equation @) as T(“’“;li)__gigm“““), as we recall from Proposition that

T(l‘i, $i+1) = ax;Ti+1 + bx; + cxiy1 +d.

Remark 21. We have a symmetry in the polynomials from Theorem and
Remark 20, of the following kind. Taking e to b — ¢ — e interchanges the Py
with Q4 polynomials sa well as the P+ with Q* polynomials, and operates as
s = s; on Qg. The special case of the values 0 and b — ¢ is revealed in such a
symmetry involving an interchange of the first two lines of Case (2) in them.
This symmetry is completed by noticing that the same occurs when the last two
lines in Case (2) are interchanged in a similar manner. We also note that in
some situations, some of the four options in Case (2) coincide: When b = ¢ the
first two are the same, and recall that a = 0 then either b = 0 or ¢ = 0 since
ad = be. Then for a = ¢ = 0 the third line there equals the first and the fourth
one is like the second, while if ¢ = b = 0 then the third one coincides with the
second and the fourth one is the same as the first. Finally, if a = b = ¢ = 0 then
Case (2) contains just one option, which produces the family in which m; = do;
for every 1 < ¢ < n — 1, with some non-zero constant d.

4 The Second Degenerate Type

To complete the analysis, it remains to consider the polynomial divided dif-
ference operators involving a vanishing Qo. We stick again to the notation
involving z, v, z, s, 0, 9, 0, m, w, etc., and the first step now is the following
one.
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Lemma 22. Assume that m and w, with the polynomials Qqg, Ro, @0 and Ro
from Proposition[3, satisfy the cubic braid relation. Then if Qo = 0 then Rgz 18
7(y) for a non-zero univariate polynomial r, and fyz = (y — 2)r(y). Similarly,
when Qo = 0 we get Ty, = (x — y)RY, and RY, = r(y), where r is a non-zero
univariate polynomial.

Proof. When @0 = 0, the expression for both mwnf and wrwf in Lemma

Bl involve only f and sf, and we recall that T, = (y — z)R),. Thus, when

comparing the coefficients of f on both sides of that lemma, we get the equality
2 po —2)z—2 _po 0 0 T—z —z ~

of Leufy:(W=2)(@=z) Rsz”Q”( W=2) ond sz(Rgz)Q(y—z)(:zr—z). Canceling

T~y
out the multiplier (x — z)(y — z) and multiplying by = — y yields the equality

Recalling that w # 0, we deduce that T # 0, which implies, by Proposition [12]
that Ty # 0 as well.

Now, the only dependence of Equation (@) on z is through the EQ polyno-
mials, and let m denote the degree of this polynomial in the second variable.
Then the degree of the first term in z is 2m (since Ty, # 0), while those of the
other terms is bounded by m. This equality can only hold if m = 0, namely if
Ro(y,z) = 7(y) for a univariate polynomial r. This proves the first assertion.

The second assertion is similar, with Ty, = (z — y)ng and Tyz # 0 via

Proposition 2 the equality (ng)nyz (y—2z)— ngfyzz +RY, ~2z ~2y =0, and
checking the degree of each term in z, so that R, = r(y) for univariate r. This

proves the lemma. O
We shall also need the following auxiliary result.

Lemma 23. Assume that 7 is a univariate polynomial, and that T is a polyno-

mial of two variables such that 7(x)T (z,y) — x is symmetric in x andy. Then T
has degree at most 1. If the polynomial F(x)2f(x, y)? —F(y)f(x, y)(x—y) is also
symmetric, then either T is a constant and T is a monic linear polynomial, or
T is a constant and T is any polynomial such that Ff(:v,y) — x s symmetric.
These conditions are also sufficient for these symmetry properties.

Proof. Comparing our first expression with its s-image implies that x —y lies, in
the ring of polynomials in = and y, in the ideal generated by 7(z) and 7(y). But
modulo that ideal, the monomials 2%y with a and b smaller than the degree
of f are still linearly independent. It follows that if this degree is at least 2,
then z — y cannot vanish modulo this ideal, hence cannot lie in this ideal. This
proves the first assertion.

Assuming now that the degree of 7 is 1, so we can write 7(x) as a(xz + b)
for some constants b and a # 0, and then a(z + b) (f(x,y) — 1) yields the

~

expression 7(x)T (z,y) — x — b, which was assumed to be symmetric (subtracting
the constant b does not affect this property). As it is divisible by x + b, it must

also be divisible by y+b, meaning that T'(z, ) can be written as (y-+b)U (z, y)+2
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for some polynomial U. Moreover, the symmetric expression in question then
becomes a(z + b)(y + b)U(x,y), so that U is also symmetric.

Now, our second expression is divisible by T(z, y) = (y+b)U(, y) +1 andis
symmetric, so that it is also divisible by T(y, z) = (z + b)U(z,y) + L (using the
symmetry of U). If U # 0 then this polynomial does not divide f(:z:, Yy), so that
it has to divide the other multiplier, which is the scalar a times the expression
a(z +b)?[(y + b)U(z,y) + 2] — (y + b)(z — y). If we subtract the multiple
a(y +b)(z + b)[(z + b)U(z,y) + 1] of T(y, ), then the difference, which equals
(z4b)2— (y+b)(z+b) — (y+b)(z—y) = (x—y)2, is also divisible by T(y, z). But
as neither x—y nor its square are of the form (:C—i—b)U(:v y)+1, we deduce that U
cannot be non-zero. But then U = 0, T = =, and Tr( ) is the monic polynomial
2+, so that ()T — is the (symmetric) constant band 7(z)2T2 =7 (y)(x—y)T
indeed yields the symmetric expression z2 — xy + y2 + bx + by + b2.

If 7 is a constant then 7 # 0 (since —z is not symmetric), and the first
condition expresses the constant multiple ﬁ(l‘, y) of f(x, y) as x + U(x,y) for
some symmetric polynomial U. Then FQf(x,y)Q - Ff(:v, y)(x — y) equals the
product (x4 U)(y+U), which is symmetric since U is. This completes the proof
of the lemma. O

Another auxiliary result that we shall require is the following one.

Lemma 24. Let T and Qo be two non-zero polynomials in the variables x and y
that are both divisible by x—1vy, such that the products T-sT and Qqy-sQq coincide.
Then there exist polynomials @ and v such that T(x,y) = ¢(z,y)¥(z,y) and

QO(xv y) = 90(557 y)w(yv ,T)

Proof. We take ¢ to be the greatest common divisor of T" and Qg (the choice of
the precise scalar multiple will not play a role here) and let 1/) be the polynomial
such that T' = <p1/) But then Qo -sQo = T'-sT expands as ¢-s@- 1/) s, and since
@ divides Qo and thus s¢ divides sQo, we get that 1 sy equals (Qo/P) s(Qo/P)-
But the ged property of ¢ implies that z/NJ T/ is co-prime to /@, so it must
divide s(Qo /@), and therefore sw divides Qo/@.

We can thus write Qg as - sw, so that sQ = s€-s¢- w, and by comparing the
product of these expansions with the one for Qg - sQo, we deduce that -se = 1.
This implies that ¢ is a scalar satisfying €2 = 1, so that ¢ € {£1}.

If ¢ = +1 then we are done by taking ¢ = ¢ and ¢ = ¥. Otherwise
¢ = —1 we recall that z — y divides both T and @, so that it divides ¢.
Then @(z,y) = (x — y)@(z,y), and by setting ¢ (z,y) = (x — y)i(z,y), we still
get T = ¢ip. By observing that ¢(y,z) = —(z — y)i(y,z), we deduce that
s =—p- 51/; = @y, as desired. This proves the lemma. O

We obtain at the following result, for which we define ¢ to be a scalar satisfy-
ing (?—(+1 = 0 (namely a primitive 6th root of unity, away from characteristics
2 and 3). Note that the other root of that polynomial, which we denote by (,
is given by either 1/¢ of 1 — (.

22



Proposition 25. Take again m and w as above, with the cubic braid relation,
and assume that Qo = 0. Then there are three cases.

(1) nf =wf =r(y)f for a univariate polynomial r # 0.

a(x +b)[(¢x + Cy + b)df + Cf]
(z 4+ b)[(Cx + Cy +b)Of + (f]
(y+b)(Cz + Cy + b)of +a(z+Cy+(1+)b) f
a(y+b)(Cz + Cy + b)0f +a(z+Cy+(1+b)f,

for some constants a # 0 and b, if ¢ exists in our field of definition.

S

(2) wf =aly+d)f andwf =

S

(8) w is a multiple pu1d of the identity operator and there exist two polynomials
© and ¥ such that O(pY) = p and 7f = AW f).

We remark that in characteristic 3 we have ( = ( = 1/( = 1—-( = —1,
and the four cases for mf in the second case reduce to the two expressions

a(z+b)[(b—xz—y)0f — fland a(y+b)(b—z —y)Of +alx —y)f.

Proof. LemmaBexpresses Ty, as (y—z)égz and }N%gz as 7(y) for some univariate

polynomial 7 (so that R%, = 7(z)), and Equation (@) becomes
T(Y)* Toy(z — y) = T(y) T2, + 7(2)Qay Qe = 0. (7)

We now consider the coefficients of sf in Lemma [8] which with our value of
T and Ry produce, after canceling %—(Z_Z)’ the equality

0 [ (Y) Ty — F(@) Ty — F(y)() (x — y)] = 0. (8)

Now, if Qo = 0 as well then we can also replace T,y by (x —y)r(y), and the last
term in Equation (7)) vanishes. Then we can cancel the multiplier (z—y)?, as well
as the non-vanishing product r(y)7(y), and this equality reduces to 7(y) = r(y).
This produces the first case.

We can thus henceforth assume that Qg # 0, and so after canceling ng
from Equation (8), we deduce that 7(z) divides Tj,. We also note that 7(y)
divides the rightmost term in Equation (@), so that it divides the symmetric
polynomial Q9,QY, (indeed, this is clear when it is constant, and otherwise
none of its irreducible divisors divide 7(x)), so by symmetry 7(x) also divides it.
As 7(x)? then divides the last two terms in that equation, it must divide T}, as
well (since when it is not a constant, its irreducible divisors will divide neither

~

7(y) nor z —y). We thus write T, as 7(x)*T},, and after substituting it into
Equation (8) and canceling Q9,7(x)7(y), we obtain that d[r(x)T,,] = 1. But
this implies, via Lemma @l and the O-positive pre-image z of 1 under 9, that
7(2)Tyy — x is symmetric. In addition, substituting this expression for T}, into

Equation (7)) and dividing by 7(x)?7(y) shows that ?(z)2ffu — () Tuy(z — ) is
the symmetric function Q9,QY, /7(x)7(y).
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But now we are in the setting considered in Lemma 23] meaning that there
are two possible situations. In the first one we have 7(z) = a(z+b) and T = 1 for

constants a # 0 and b, and fQ?(x)Q - f?(y) (z —y) was seen in the proof of that
lemma to be 22 —xy+y? +bx+by+b2. When ( exists in our field of definition, this
polynomial decomposes as the product of Cx+Cy+0band (x+Cy+b. Comparing
this expression with the value Q9,QY, /a®(z+b)(y+b) of Q%, QY. /7(x)7(y) and
recalling that Q is the s-image of Qxy, we deduce that Q must be one of the
four polynomials a(z+b)((x+Cy+b), a(x+b)(Cx+Cy+b), (y+b) (Cx+Cy+b), and
a(y+b)({x+Cy +b), or their inverses Recalling that Equation () (with P = 0)
expresses Ro(z,y) as %‘W, and T'(z,y) = T7(z)? = a(x+b)2, we obtain
the asserted four options for 7f in the second case with these polynomials, and
the inverses do not give more options as with them the difference T'— g is not
divisible by x — y.

In the second one 7 is a non-zero constant, which we denote by u (so that
w = pu1Id), and the symmetry of eﬁcy—x = Ty, /pu—2 is equivalent to the equality
9T,y = p. But then Equation (@) compares Q9,Q5, with Ty, (Thy — p(z —y)),
and the value of 077, implies that the latter multiplier is just T,. We can
then invoke Lemma 24, and write T = @1 and Qg = ¢ - s for polynomials
¢ and 7. Recalling the formula % from the proof of Corollary [6] for
7f, substituting these expressions for 7' and Qg and recalling the definition of
0 implies that this is the situation described in the third case. This completes
the proof of the proposition. O

Remark 26. Assuming, analogously to Proposition 25 that Q¢ = 0 now, we
get the same Case (1) there. When comparing the coefficients of f and o f, we
obtain that if Qy # 0 then T, = r(z 2T (y, z) with 5[r(z)fyz] = 1. Lemma
3| applies, with a very similar proof, for a umvariateApolynomial r, using the
symmetry of r(2)T(y, z) + z and r(z)2T(y, z) (y)T(y, z)(y — z) in y and z,
but now we take r(z) = —a(z + b) to get T = +1 (with the same expression
y? —yz + 22 + by + bz + b?) and when r is a constant the symmetric product is
(U —y)(U — z). In Case (2) we then have

a(z+b)[(Cy + ¢z +0)df — (f]
a(z +b)[(Cy + ¢z +0)Af = (f]
(z+b)(Cy + (2 + b)Af —a(Cy+2z+ (1+()b) f
(z+b)(Cy + ¢z +b)af —a(Cy+z+ (1+b) f

7f =—a(y+d)f and wf =

a

a

(note the signs), which in characteristic 3 reduce to a(z + b)[(b —y — 2)0f + f]
and a(z + b)(b - y —2)0f + a(y — z)f. If ris the constant s, then 6T, = p,
the product Q zy
wf = <p8(1/)f) for polynomials @ and 1 in y and z that satisfy 5(<p1/))

equals Tszzy, and Case (3) becomes with 7 = ,uId and

Proposition 25l and Remark 28] consider the case of two operators, involving
three variables. In general, however, we will be interested in families of polyno-
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mial divided difference operators involving more variables and more operators.
We then obtain the following consequence.

Corollary 27. Consider, for n > 4, a family {m}?z_ll of mon-zero polyno-
mial divided difference operators, again with the cubic braid relations. Then
any operator m; for which the associated Qo polynomial vanishes a mon-zero
scalar multiple of Id. Moreover, each of the operators m;—1 and w41 is either
of the form f — d(y f) where ¢ and ¥ are polynomials whose product satisfies
A(ew) = u, or also equals p1d.

Proof. We first consider 2 < i < n — 2 (which is possible since n > 4). Since
1 > 2, we can apply Proposition 25 with 7 = 7,1 and @w = m;. Then we have,
in all three cases, that m; f = (x;11)f for some non-zero univariate polynomial
7 (this was seen already in Lemma 22]). But with ¢ < n —2 we can also consider
Remark 26 with 7 = 7; and @w = 741 (or Lemma again), and obtain that
mif = r(x;—1)f for a non-zero univariate polynomial . But these two can
happen together if and only if both polynomials are the same scalar p.

Assume now that ¢ = n — 1, and we take @w = m,_1 and ® = m,_2 in
Proposition 28l Hence wf = r(z,—1)f, and we need to show that r is a scalar,
which is automatic in Case (3). In Case (1) we have the same polynomial also
for m = wp_o, with n — 2 > 2, and we already saw that this polynomial must
then be a scalar. We need to show that Case (2) cannot happen, for which
we observe, via the proof of Proposition 25l that the polynomial T associated
with 7 is a(z,_2 +b)? with a # 0, and the corresponding polynomial Qg is also
non-zero. When we consider the braid relation between 7, _3 and m,_2, note
that if the polynomial Qg that is associated with 7, _3 is non-zero, then Lemma
[T shows that the two operators must produce the same polynomial T', which
was seen to be non-zero. But then Proposition [[3] forces T the quadratic form
of T(xp—2,Tn—1) to be a multiple of x,,_ox,_1, a property that our value of T
does not have.

It remains to consider the situation in Case (2) where 7,3 has a vanishing
polynomial @, so that we are in the situation considered in Remark for
T = mp—3 and w = m,_3. But our situation is not the one described in Case (1)
there since the polynomial @ associated with 7, _o is non-zero. Case (2) there
would have implies that the polynomial T of 7,5 is of the form c(z,_1 + d)?,
which is impossible since our T is a(z,,_o + b)?. Finally, we saw in the proof of
PropositionI3 and Remark[26lthat in Case (3) the product ¢ is the polynomial
T. But the condition that 9,_2(pv) is a constant does not hold for our T,
which means that this last option for Case (2) for @w = 7,—1 and 7 = 7,2 in
Proposition 25 is impossible as well, and 7,1 is as desired.

The remaining index ¢ = 1 is dealt with in an analogous manner, by invoking
Remark for m = m and @w = w9, obtaining the result immediately in Case
(3) and easily in Case (1), and excluding Case (2) by a similar consideration
using the braid relations between mo and 73 (with Lemma [Tl and Proposition
in case the polynomial Qg corresponding to the latter does not vanish, and
the cases in Proposition 28] when it does vanish). This proves the corollary. O
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5 Hecke Algebras and Commuting Operators

Recall that given constants p and v, the Hecke algebra #,, (of degree n)
is generated by {ui}?z_ll satisfying the braid relations as well as the equality
uf = pu; + v for every 1 <4 < n —1. We wish to show that the polynomial
divided difference operators {m—}?;ll from Theorem [I9] always generate such an
algebra, and see which of the families involving degenerate polynomial divided
difference operators also produce a algebra of that sort. In fact, when n > 4 this
will be the case for any family, except the one from Proposition 23 in case the
polynomials there are not scalars. We will also determine when two families of
polynomial divided difference operators that satisfy the braid relations generate
commuting algebras.

For this we once again fix the index i, denote the variables z; and z; 1 by
x and y respectively, and write s, 0, and 7 for s; = sz, 0; = Oyy, and 7;
respectively. We work with the first normalization in Proposition B in which
g = Qo(x,y)0g + Ro(x,y)g for every function g of z and y, and we shorten the
coefficients to Q%, and RY, as above. In addition, let another family {7;}]_}'
of polynomial divided difference operators be given, whose ith element T =T
takes a function g = g(z,y) to ngag + ngg.

We now carry out the following evaluation.

Lemma 28. For m and 7 as above and a function f of x and y we have

m(7f) = (Q2,0Q%, + RY,Q°%, + Q°, RS, )af + (Q2,0RS, + RS, RY) f.

Proof. Using the definition of 7 and 7 we obtain that
m(7f) = Q0,0(Q4,0f + By, f) + R, (Q0,01 + Ry, f).

We apply Lemma [Tl to the first two terms while recalling that df is symmetric,
and when we gather the resulting multipliers of f and of Jf, we obtain the
asserted expression. This proves the lemma. O

In particular, the composition of two polynomial divided difference operators
acting on the same variables is also a polynomial divided difference operator,
whose form in the first normalization from Proposition [0l is immediately read
off of Lemma

For Hecke algebras we deduce from Lemma 2§ the following consequence.

Corollary 29. A polynomial divided difference operator m, with polynomials
Qo # 0, Ry, and T, satisfies the Hecke condition m2 = un + v1d if and only if
the equalities 0Ty, = pu and 8(RY,Tye) + RY, R, = v hold.

Proof. By taking # = 7 in Lemma 28, the multiplier of 8f in 72f becomes
QY times 9QY, + R), + Ry, and as Ty, = QY + (z — y)R2, by Equation (3]
(as in Remark [A)), a simple calculation using Lemma [I] shows that the latter

combination is just 97%,. Since for 7% and pm + v to coincide for every f we
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need the coefficients of 9f and f in them to be the same (as in, e.g., the last
assertion in Lemma [§]), the comparison of those of df and the assumption that
gy = 0 yield the first equality.

From the coefficients of f in 72f — urf = vf we obtain that ¥ must equals
the combination Q9,0RY, + Ry, (RY, — ). We express QY using T, as above,
recall that (z — y)dR), = R, — R, cancel (RY,)?, write yu as —9T), by the
previous equality, and apply Lemma [Il to get that the expression that equals v
is the asserted one. Since our argument goes also in the opposite direction, the

other implication is established as well. This proves the corollary. o
We can now establish the quadratic relation required for the Hecke property.

Proposition 30. The operators {m—}?z_ll from Theorem generate a Hecke
algebra Hyp_c,, where v equals e(e + ¢ — b) in Case (1) and 0 in Case (2).

Proof. We need to show that each operator m = m; from that theorem satisfies
72 = (b — c¢)7 + v1d for the asserted value of v. The proof of Proposition
shows that the polynomial T satisfies 01 = b — ¢ as Corollary 29 requires, and
the proof of Proposition [T5] establishes the second equality there, where Lemma
[ and Remark [I§ establish the value of v to be the desired one. This proves
the proposition. o

One can write the Hecke equation for every m = m; in Proposition as
(m —eld)(mr — (b —c—e)Id) = 0. When e equals neither 0 nor b — ¢, this
m—(b—c)Id
e(e—b+c) °

It is clear that for u # 0, the Hecke relation 72 = urm (with v = 0) is
equivalent to 7 and p Id satisfying the cubic braid relation. We can thus deduce
from Corollary 27 the general form of a family of polynomial divided difference
operators that satisfy the braid relations and where at least one of the Q-
polynomials vanish. Just like Proposition shows that those from Theorem
[[9] always produce Hecke algebras, we will get that when n > 4, families with
some vanishing Qg’s also do the same.

Let I be a subset of the integers between 1 and n — 1, and take i € I. We
will say that i is isolated if neither ¢ — 1 nor ¢ + 1 lie in I, where for s = 1 and
for i = n — 1, only the neighbor 2 or n — 2 has to be considered. The elements
of I that are not isolated form a disjoint union of separated sets of consecutive
integers, which we will call the intervals of I. In particular, an interval of I is
not an isolated point, and is maximal in the sense that it cannot be extended
to a larger set of consecutive integers that are all contained in I. With this
terminology, we can now obtain the following result.

expresses each such 7 as an invertible operator, with 7—! =

Theorem 31. Forn >4, let {m; ?:_11 be a family of non-vanishing polynomial
divided difference operators, in which we let I be the set of indices 1 <i<n—1
for which m; is not a scalar multiple of 1d. Then this family satisfies the braid
relations and contains at least one vanishing Qo-polynomial precisely when the
following conditions hold:
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(1) The complement of T is not empty, and for every i in that complement we
have ; = plId for the same non-zero constant ;

(2) For any isolated element of I we have m;f = @;0;(;f), where p; and ;
are functions of x; and x; 41 that satisfy 0;(ihi) = s

(8) The restriction of {m;}1=}! to an interval of I yields a family like in Case (2)
of Theorem[I9, in which the parameters a, b, ¢, and d also satisfy b—c = p.

Moreover, every such family generates a Hecke algebra of the form H, 0.

Proof. The quadratic braid relations are clear via Proposition[7, and we focus on
the cubic ones. It is clear that non-zero two multiples, say pId and \Id, satisfy
the cubic braid relation if and only if A = p (indeed, the scalar multiples Au?
and A2z have to be the same). Case (3) in Proposition 25 and Remark 26 shows
that the operators from our Condition (2) satisfy the cubic braid relations with
their neighbors from the complement of I, and Theorem [19 implies the cubic
braid relation among any consecutive operators that lie inside an interval of
I. Moreover, as Condition (1) implies that no interval is the full set, each one
must involve at least one operator at an end of an interval, and this operator
has to satisfy the cubic braid relation with its neighbor pId. But Proposition
shows that it satisfies the Hecke condition 77 = um;, and we saw that this
is equivalent to the desired braid relation. We have thus obtained that every
such family satisfies the braid relations, and using the same equivalence we also
obtain the generation of a Hecke algebra H, o.

Conversely, Corollary 27 shows that since n > 4, all the operators that have
a vanishing Qg-polynomial are in the complement of I, so that this complement
is not empty. We also saw that neighboring operators in the complement of I
are the same scalar multiple of Id. This corollary produces Condition (2) as
well, and the fact that we can extract the value of the scalar from ¢; and
implies that the scalar multiples of Id on both sides of an isolated element of T
are the same. Finally, no T-polynomial can vanish (by Proposition [12]), so the
form of the restriction of the family to every interval of I is given by Theorem
But Proposition B0l then produces a Hecke condition for such a restriction,
and we saw that this restriction has to satisfy a Hecke condition with v = 0 for
the cubic braid relation with a neighbor from the complement of 7. Thus the
restriction is as in Case (2) of that theorem, and again the value of the scalar
multiples of Id on both sides are determined by the Hecke condition from that
proposition, namely b — ¢ on both sides of the interval. Hence Conditions (3)
and (1) are also established. This proves the theorem. O

Note that in Theorem [BI] the braid relation between an operator as in Case
(2) of Theorem [[9 and pId implies that the former operators have to be of the
form f — @I f), or equivalently f — - (s0f + 0 - f), for functions ¢ and
1. Indeed, the polynomial T" is either linear univariate (including a constant)
if a = 0, or the product of two strict linear polynomials, one in each variable,
otherwise. Then the second line in Case (2) of Remark 20 is with ¢ = T
and ¥ = 1, the first one is obtained by taking ¢ = 1 and ¥ = T, and when
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a # 0 (otherwise we covered all options, by Remark 21]) in the third line ¢ is the
polynomial in x; 11 and 1 is the one in z;, while in the fourth one we interchange
their roles.

We conclude the discussion about Hecke algebras by considering the remain-
ing cases from Proposition 25 and Remark 26 for n = 3, as well as the families
from Proposition When the operator multiplies any function f by a non-
scalar polynomial, it does not satisfy any Hecke relation, as the only polynomials
r that satisfy 72 = ur + v are scalars. It follows that for n = 3 the families
of non-vanishing polynomial divided difference operators, with non-vanishing
T-polynomials, that satisfy the braid relation and the Hecke condition are those
from Theorem [I9 and from the extension of Theorem 31 to n = 3.

Similarly, the only Hecke relation that an operator 7 taking f to a polynomial
times s; f is one of the form 7% = v (the argument at the end of the proof of
Lemma [§] explains this). This again happens if and only if the polynomial is
a scalar A, and then v = A2, Hence the operators from Proposition [[2 satisfy
the Hecke condition if and only if the polynomials R; there are scalars (and
then they are the same scalar, by being almost equal). Note that the almost
equality condition implies that for the operators from that proposition we have
72 f = Ri(z;, 2i41)Ri(wit1, z;) f, and the multiplier is the value on x; and x;1;
of the same symmetric polynomial for all 7.

For commutativity, we draw from Lemma 28] the following consequence.

Corollary 32. The operators m and T from Lemma[28 commute precisely when
s 0 5900 — OO 0 0 9p0 _ OO 0
the equalities Q,,0Q, = Q3,0Q;, and Q. 0R,, = Q,,0R,, hold.

x

Proof. We compare the expression for (7 f) from that lemma with that of 7(r f)

obtained by interchanging ng with @gu and ng with ng, and note that the

term ngﬁgyf is the same on both sides. As in Lemmalg| the operators commute
if and only if the coefficients of f and Of are the same in both compositions,
and the second assert equality is that of the remaining coefficients of f on the
two sides. Now, when we consider the difference between the coefficients of Jf,

the parts involving Ry and Ry reduce to the difference between ngaﬁgy and

Agyang. Hence, given the second equality, the coefficients of Of are the same
if and only if the first equality holds as well. This proves the corollary. O

We can now establish the commutativity relations between two polynomial
divided difference operators m = m; and T = 7; with the same index 4, when
both operators are of the type considered in Theorem [[9 and Remark 20l Since
we now take one operator in each family, it will be convenient to gather Case
(1) with the first two lines in Case (2) to obtain the extended Case (1) (in which
the value of e is simply unrestricted). Moreover, Remark 2T shows that the
remaining two lines in Case (2) are special cases of the extended Case (1) when
a = 0, so that we refer as the strict Case (2) to the operators obtained by the
last two lines in Case (2) under the assumption that a # 0.

Proposition 33. Let 7 be as in Theorem [I9 and Remark [20, and let T be
another such operator, that is based on the coefficients a, b, ¢, and d, and also
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€ in the extended Case (1). Assuming that m and T are not scalar multiples of
one another, they commute if and only if their description as in Proposition 3
with Qq, Ro, Qu, and Ry is in one of the following situations.

(1) m and T are operators from the extended Case (1) that are not scalar mul-
tiples of one another, and we have the equalities c —b+2e =¢c—b+2e = 0.

(2) There are constants a, b, ¢, d, and e with ad = bc, b # ¢, and b — ¢ # 2e
such that nf = (azy + (c+ e)z+ (b—e)z+d)of + (b—c—e)f and 7 f is
a scalar multiple of (axy +(ct+e)z+(b—e)x+ d)af —ef.

(38) 7f = (aa®+(b+c)x+d)df —(ax+c)f for constants a # 0, b # ¢, and d with
ad = be, and Tf is a scalar multiple of (az® + (b+ )z +d)0f — (ax +b)f.

(4) f = (ay® + b+ )y + d)Of + (ay + b) f for a, b, ¢, and d as in Case (3),
and 7 f is a scalar multiple of (ay® + (b+ c)y +d)0f + (ay + ) f.

We have once again adopted the notation x = x; and y = z;41 as above.

Proof. Tt is clear from Remarks 20 and 21] and our definition that Ry vanishes
when 7; is in the extended Case (1) and equals a non-zero constant in the strict
Case (2), and the same for ORy and 7. Since Qo and @0 do not vanish in
Theorem [I9] the second equality in Corollary 2] implies that Ry # 0 if and
only if ORy # 0, so that m; and 7 are either both in the extended Case (1) or
both in the strict Case (2). Consider first the latter case, and since we work
up to scalar multiplication, we may assume that a = a, and then the equality
in question implies that @y = Qo, from which the first equality in Corollary
immediately follows. Thus both are of the same type (either a quadratic
polynomial in x; or one in z;41), and we also have d=dandb+c=0b+ec.
But since the equalities ad = be and ad = be imply that be = be as well, and
we assume that m and 7 are not scalar multiples of one another, we must have
b=c,¢="b,and b # c. This produces the asserted Cases (3) and (4), according
to the type of Q¢ and @0.

We thus now assume that m; and 7 are both as in the extended Case (1),
and we only have to consider the first equality in Corollary[32 Once again both
sides vanish simultaneously, with @y and QO non-zero, and we recall that 9Qo
and BQQ are now scalars. If the scalars are non-zero then Qg and Qo are again
scalar multiples of one another, and without loss of generality we can once again
assume that they are equal. In this case @ = a and d = d once more, and we
have ¢+¢é=c+eand b—¢= b—e, as well as be = be as before. Since 7 and T
are not scalar multiples of one another, this is only possible when again b=c
and ¢ = b with b # ¢, and € = ¢ — b + e. This yields the operators described in
the asserted Case (2).

The remaining situation is where m; and 7 are in the extended Case (1) and
the scalars 0Qy and 8@0 vanish. Then the operators commute by Corollary 321
As the scalars in question are ¢ — b+ 2e and ¢ — b+26= 0, this is the situation
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considered in the asserted Case (1). As all of our arguments are invertible,
the operators in all cases indeed commute (and are not scalar multiples of one
another). This completes the proof of the proposition. o

Note that in the three last cases in Proposition 32, the operators from The-
orem [19 and Remark 20l that commute with 7 are the multiples of 7 and those
of m— (b —¢)Id (hence just those of 7 when b = ¢), and the latter is a multiple
of the inverse of m when 7 is invertible via Proposition B0l The operators from
the first case in Proposition [32] which thus all commute with one another, are
invertible in this sense when b # ¢ (since then e equals neither 0 nor b — ¢), and
not otherwise. The latter are also precisely the operators in the extended Case
(1) whose Qo-polynomial is symmetric (as was seen in the proof). Note that
in characteristic 2, Case (1) of Proposition 32 occurs for every e and every € in
the extended Case (1) when b = ¢ and b = ¢, and for none in case the latter
equalities do not hold.

The operators associated with intervals in Theorem [31] are special cases of
those from Theorem and Remark 20, hence their commutation relation is
already covered in Proposition[321 When considering the more general operators
than can show up for isolated indices, i.e., those from Case (3) of Proposition 23]
and Remark 26 (or Corollary 27), the determination of commutation of these
operators with themselves or with those from Theorem [[9 and Remark 20l is
more involved. We only remark that in the extended Case (1) of the latter,
since its Ro-polynomial is annihilated by 0, so does the product 00, so that
either o or ¢ is symmetric. But then it divides the non-zero scalar d(pv) = p,
so that the scalar 0Qg = b — ¢ — 2e must be non-zero, and the operators are
either the appropriate scalar multiples of f — Qodf, or of f — d(sQo - f) (with
the scalar multiplier determined by p). These operators are the translations
7—(b—c—e)ld and 7 — elId of m. As for commuting with the operators from
Proposition[I2] with vanishing T-polynomials, they can only commute with the
operators from the first case in Proposition (by the symmetry of Qo and
the vanishing of dRy), and they indeed commute if and only if the associated
polynomial R; from that proposition is symmetric as well.

We conclude by remarking that there are virtually no pairs of families, as
in Theorems [I9 or B1I] where all the operators in one family commute with all
the others in the second one. while Proposition B2 deals with the operators of
the same index in two families, and Proposition [7] shows that commutativity
is trivial when the indices differ by 2 or more, the condition that operators
with consecutive indices commute is very restrictive. Indeed, comparing the
expressions for 7w f and wr f in the proof of Lemma[§ shows, via the coefficients
of sof and osf, that the equality 7o = wm can hold only if either ng with
Ngz vanish. Then, via Corollary 27, we obtain the case where one family only
involved multiples of Id, which trivially commute with all operators.
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