arXiv:2306.13065v1 [math.CO] 22 Jun 2023

LUCKY CARS AND THE QUICKSORT ALGORITHM

PAMELA E. HARRIS, JAN KRETSCHMANN, AND J. CARLOS MARTÍNEZ MORI

Abstract. Quicksort is a classical divide-and-conquer sorting algorithm. It is a comparison sort that makes an average of 2(n+1)H_n −4n comparisons on an array of size n ordered uniformly at random, where H_n := ∑_n i=1 1 i is the nth harmonic number. Therefore, it makes n! [2(n + 1)H_n − 4n] comparisons to sort all possible orderings of the array. In this article, we prove that this count also enumerates the parking preference lists of n cars parking on a one-way street with n parking spots resulting in exactly n − 1 lucky cars (i.e., cars that park in their preferred spot). For n ≥ 2, both counts satisfy the second order recurrence relation f_n = 2nf_{n−1} − n(n − 1)f_{n−2} + 2(n − 1)! with f_0 = f_1 = 0.

1. Introduction

A common student experience is to form a line where people are sorted by their height, say with the shortest student on the left and the tallest student on the right. One approach to sort the students is to have students join the line one at a time, each finding their place in line by comparing their height to that of those already in it. Thereby one at a time, students self-sort and the end result yields the desired student ordering.

As inconspicuous as this activity may seem, sorting algorithms and their use of computational resources (e.g., comparisons) are subject to vast amounts of scientific attention. One such algorithm, aptly called Quicksort, was developed by was developed by Tony Hoare— who would later become Sir Tony Hoare— in 1961 while he was a British Council exchange student visiting Moscow State University [14, 18, 19]. Quicksort is a classical sorting algorithm and a prime example of the divide-and-conquer paradigm. By now, its design and analysis is covered in most undergraduate textbooks on algorithm design (e.g., [12, 20, 21, 25], to list a few).

The algorithm first bipartitions the array elements by selecting a pivot element: elements less than or equal to the pivot element are assigned to a “left” array, whereas elements greater than the pivot element are assigned to a “right” array. In this way, given an array with n ∈ N := {1, 2, 3, . . .} elements, the algorithm first makes n−1 pivot comparisons. Then, the algorithm recurses separately on the left and right arrays to obtain their respective sorted versions^1.

In Figure 1, we illustrate an execution of the algorithm as described in [20, Chapter 13.5]. (A more detailed description, with precise array-indexing and swap operations, can be found in [12, Chapter 7]).

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary 05A05; Secondary 68P10. Key words and phrases. Parking Functions, Lucky Cars, Sorting. P. E. Harris was supported through a Karen Uhlenbeck EDGE Fellowship.

1In practice, Quicksort is implemented in conjunction with non-recursive sorting algorithms that work well on small arrays. This and other practical optimizations of the algorithm are described by Sedgewick in [24]. 1

25318764

23145876

12345687

12345678

Figure 1. Using Quicksort to sort the permutation 25318764. The rightmost subarray element is chosen as the pivot, highlighted in yellow. The algorithm partitions the array into elements larger and smaller than the pivot. If the subarray is length 3 or smaller, it sorts by brute force. Otherwise, it recurses on the resulting subarrays, marked in blue. Correctly ordered elements are highlighted in green.

Given an array of size n, the overall number of pivot comparisons made by Quicksort (including all recursive calls) crucially depends on the choice of pivot elements. For example, if the algorithm happens to repeatedly select the smallest element as the pivot element, then the input array of any particular recursive call is only one unit smaller than that of the preceding call. It follows that, in the worst case, the algorithm makes ∑_n i=1(n − i) = n(n−1) 2 = O(n^2) pivot comparisons^2. However, if we assume the original array is ordered uniformly at random (i.e., it is in any given ordering with probability 1/n!), the expected number of pivot comparisons is O(n log n). This bound can be obtained as follows: Let Q_n be the expected number of pivot comparisons performed by Quicksort given an array of size n ordered uniformly at random. Then, regardless of the pivot selection strategy (e.g., selecting the right-most element), any choice of pivot element is equally likely to be the kth smallest and we have

Q_n = (n − 1) + 1 n (_n ∑ k=1 Q_{k−1} + Q_{n−k} ) . (1)

This recursive relation unravels (see [6, Chapter 4.7] for details) to obtain

Q_n = 2(n + 1)H_n − 4n = O(n log n), (2)

where H_n is the nth harmonic number, i.e. H_n := ∑_n i=1 1 i . Note that while Q_n is not an integer sequence, A_n = n!Q_n is an integer sequence and denotes the total number of comparisons performed by Quicksort given all possible orderings of an array of size n, (see [23, A288964]).

In fact, by the definition of expectation, A_n is given by

A_n = n!Q_n = n! [2(n + 1)H_n − 4n] . (3)

2Given f, g : N → N, we say f = O(g) is there exist k ∈ N and C ∈ R_{>0} such that f(n) ≤ C · g(n) for all n ≥ k. 2

2132134α = (3, 1, 1, 2)

Lucky(α) = 2 21341234exits α = (2, 1, 4, 4)

Lucky(α) = 3

Figure 2. Examples of parking preference lists, with cars that park highlighted in blue, lucky cars marked in black, and cars that fail to park highlighted in red. On the left, the preference list α = (3, 1, 1, 2) is a parking function and has two lucky cars. On the right, the preference list α = (2, 1, 4, 4) is not a parking function and has three lucky cars.

2. Main Result

In this work, we give a new and surprising connection between the sequence A_n and a certain class of “parking objects.” To describe this connection, we begin with some preliminaries on parking functions. For n ∈ N we let [n] := {1, 2, . . . , n}. Suppose there are n cars, numbered 1, 2, . . . , n, which enter (in order) a one-way street with n parking spots. Each car i ∈ [n] has a preferred parking spot p_i ∈ [n]. Car i parks in the first unoccupied spot numbered greater than or equal to its preference, if such a spot exists. If no such spot exists, car i is unable to park. We say α = (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) is a preference list of length n. If α allows all cars to park, we say it is a parking function of length n. For example, as illustrated in Figure 2, α = (3, 1, 1, 2) is a parking function of length 4, where car 1 parks in spot 3, car 2 parks in spot 1, car 3 parks in spot 2, and car 4 parks in spot 4, while α = (2, 1, 4, 4) is not a parking function as car 4 is unable to park. Throughout we let [n]^n denote the set of preference lists of length n and PF_n ⊆ [n]^n denote the set of parking functions of length n.

Parking functions were introduced by Konheim and Weiss [22] in their 1966 study of hashing functions. They showed that |PF_n| = (n + 1)^{n−1}. Since then, there has been much interest in parking functions and related combinatorial objects, which have been shown to have connections to a wide variety of areas such as hyperplane arrangements [27], polyhedral combinatorics [4, 5], and the Tower of Hanoi game [3], to list a few. Many have studied variants of parking functions to include cars that move backwards when they find their preferred space occupied [9, 11], cars having a set of preferences rather than a single preference [10, 26], cars bumping earlier cars from their preferred spot [17], cars having a variety of lengths [13, 2, 8, 15], and cars arriving after construction on the street made certain spots unavailable for parking [1]. For a technical survey on parking functions we recommend [28], and for those interested in open problems related to parking functions we recommend [7].

We study a special statistic of preference lists defined as follows. If car i parks in its preferred spot p_i, we say it is lucky. For a preference list α = (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) ∈ [n]^n we consider the statistic

Lucky(α) := |{i ∈ [n] : car i is lucky}|,

which simply counts the number of lucky cars in the preference list α. Note that we do not require α to be a parking function. For the parking preferences in Figure 2, note that 3

Lucky(3, 1, 1, 2) = 2 and Lucky(2, 1, 4, 4) = 3. In fact, Lucky(α) ≥ 1 for all α ∈ [n]^n, as the first car always parks in its preferred spot (and hence car 1 is always lucky). If S_n denotes the set of permutations of [n], then Lucky(α) = n for all α ∈ S_n, as all cars have distinct preferences and park precisely in their preferred spot (and hence are all lucky).

Gessel and Seo studied the lucky statistic, and gave the following generating function [16, Theorem 10.1]: ∑ α∈PF_n q^{Lucky(α)} = q n∏ i=1 (i + (n − i + 1)q). (4)

In what follows, we let L_n = {α ∈ [n]^n : Lucky(α) = n − 1} and give a formula for L_n = |L_n|; the number of preference lists in [n]^n with n − 1 lucky cars. Note that unlike (4), where the sum is over parking functions of length n, L_n is not restricted to elements of PF_n.

Our main result shows that L_n = A_n, where A_n is given by (3) and counts the total number of comparisons performed by Quicksort given all possible orderings of an array of size n.

Theorem 1. If n ≥ 2, then L_n = A_n = n! Q_n.

Proof. It suffices to show that both A_n and L_n satisfy the second order recurrence relation

f_n = 2nf_{n−1} − n(n − 1)f_{n−2} + 2(n − 1)! with f_0 = f_1 = 0. (5)

Algebraic manipulations involving telescoping sums show that (1) implies nQ_n = (n + 1)Q_{n−1} +2(n−1) with Q_0 = 0. As A_n = n!Q_n we have that A_n = (n+1)A_{n−1} +2(n−1)(n−1)! with A_0 = 0. Then,

A_n = 2nA_{n−1} − (n − 1)A_{n−1} + 2(n − 1)(n − 1)!

= 2nA_{n−1} − (n − 1)(nA_{n−2} + 2(n − 2)(n − 2)!) + 2(n − 1)(n − 1)! = 2nA_{n−1} − n(n − 1)A_{n−2} + 2(n − 1)!

with A_0 = A_1 = 0, as desired.

We now show that L_n, which is the number of preference lists in [n]^n with exactly n − 1 lucky cars, also satisfies (5). Note that each α ∈ L_n contains exactly one duplicate entry; all other entries are pairwise distinct. Hence, there is exactly one pair of cars that share a preference; call this pair of cars the competing cars. This also implies that there is exactly one parking spot that is not preferred by any car; call this parking spot the undesired spot. Note that L_n = |N_n| + |M_n|, (6) where

N_n = {α ∈ L_n : car 1 is not a competing car}, and M_n = {α ∈ L_n : car 1 is a competing car}.

We begin by enumerating the elements of N_n. To do so we use the following fact. If car 1 is not a competing car and prefers spot a_1, then the remaining n − 1 cars behave as if car 1 preferred spot n. Namely, by shifting the preferences so that a_i = a_i − 1_{{ai >a1}} for each i ∈ [n] \ {1}, where 1 denotes the indicator function, we note there are L_{n−1} preference lists 4

that satisfy the required condition. As there are n options for the preference a_1 of car 1 we have that |N_n| = nL_{n−1}. (7) Now, if α = (a_1, a_2, . . . , a_n) ∈ M_n, then car 1 is a competing car. This implies that there exists an index 2 ≤ j ≤ n such that a_1 = a_j , while all other entries are pairwise distinct as well as distinct from this value. We now consider the cases j = 2 and 3 ≤ j ≤ n separately:

• If j = 2, then a_1 = a_2. If a_1 = a_2 = n, then cars 3, 4, . . . , n have pairwise distinct preferences among the first n − 1 parking spots. Hence, if a_1 = a_2 = n, there are (n − 1)! possibilities for the remaining entries a_3, a_4, . . . , a_n in α. If a_1 = a_2 = k < n, then spot k + 1 is the undesired spot and cars 3, 4, . . . , n have pairwise distinct preferences among the n − 1 parking spots {1, 2, . . . , k − 1, k + 2, . . . , n}. Hence, if a_1 = a_2 = k < n, there are (n−1)! possibilities for the remaining entries a_3, a_4, . . . , a_n in α. Together, these mutually exclusive cases contribute 2(n − 1)! toward the total count.

• If 3 ≤ j ≤ n, then car 2 is not a competing car. Note that there are n possible preferred spots for car 2. Moreover, the preference list (a_1, a_3, a_4, . . . , a_n) contains the two competing cars (with the first car being in the competing pair), and all of the remaining n − 1 cars have preferences in the set [n] \ {a_2}. By shifting the preferences so that a_i = a_i − 1_{{ai >a2}} for each i ∈ [n] \ {2}, we note that the total number of such preferences for cars 1, 3, 4, . . . , n is given by |M_{n−1}|. This case contributes n|M_{n−1}| toward the total count.

Therefore, |M_n| = n|M_{n−1}| + 2(n − 1)!. (8) Substituting (7) and (8) into (6) yields

L_n = nL_{n−1} + n|M_{n−1}| + 2(n − 1)!. (9)

Subtracting 2nL_{n−1} from both sides of (9) yields L_n − 2nL_{n−1} = −nL_{n−1} + n|M_{n−1}| + 2(n − 1)! = −n((n − 1)L_{n−2} + |M_{n−1}|) + n|M_{n−1}| + 2(n − 1)! = −n(n − 1)L_{n−2} + 2(n − 1)!

which upon rearranging is the desired recurrence relation

L_n = 2nL_{n−1} − n(n − 1)L_{n−2} + 2(n − 1)!

with L_0 = L_1 = 0. □

Remark 2. In Section 3 we give an alternative proof of Theorem 1; we establish a rather technical binomial identity which shows L_n = A_n for n ≥ 2. However, given the proofs of Theorem 1, it is natural to ask for a more fine-grained relationship between lucky cars and pivot comparisons in the Quicksort executions. Given the many algebraic manipulations used to arrive at either proof of Theorem 1, it is unclear how these two (or objects derived from them) are related. We welcome an analysis of this relationship. 5

3. Alternative Proof of Main Result

In this section we present an alternative proof of our main result. This approach relies on the following combinatorial enumeration.

Theorem 3. If n ≥ 2, then the number of parking preference lists [n]^n with exactly n − 1 lucky cars is given by

L_n = 2 n∑ i=2 i−1∑ ℓ=0 ℓ(n − i + 1) (i − 1)!(n − ℓ − 1)! (i − 1 − ℓ)! . (10)

Proof. Assume that car i is the unlucky car, so 1 < i ≤ n. Note that either car i is unlucky and is unable to park, or car i is unlucky and is able to park.

In the first case, there must be a subset of the cars 1 through i − 1 that park contiguously at the end of the street. Let ℓ denote the number of such cars and note 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ i − 1. Then the only way for car i to be unlucky and unable to park is if car i has preference in the spots n − ℓ + 1, n − ℓ + 2, . . . , n, of which there are ℓ options. Now we must select ℓ cars among the cars 1 through i − 1 to park contiguously at the end of the street. We can do this in (_{i−1} ℓ ) ways, and we can permute their parking order among those spots in ℓ! ways so that they remain lucky. Now the remaining i − 1 − ℓ non-selected cars must park in some of the spots numbered 1 through n − ℓ − 1. Note they cannot park in spot n − ℓ as that would mean that ℓ + 1 cars are parked contiguously at the end of the street, and we know we only have ℓ such cars. Then, there are (_{n−ℓ−1} i−1−ℓ ) ways to select their preferences, and we can permute their parking order among those spots in (i − 1 − ℓ)! ways so that they remain lucky. At this point we have accounted for cars 1 through i − 1 being lucky and car i being unlucky and unable to park. It remains for us to consider the preference for cars i + 1 through n, all of which must also be lucky and can therefore only have preference among the remaining available spots on the street. Since car i is unable to park and i − 1 cars are parked on the street, we have n − (i − 1) unoccupied spots remaining. Then the remaining cars, of which there are n − i, can select among those open spots in (_{n−i+1} n−i ) ways, and we can permute their parking order among those spots in (n − i)! ways so that they remain lucky. Thus the total count of parking preferences ensuring that car i is unlucky and unable to park, while all of the other cars are lucky is given by n∑ i=2 i−1∑ ℓ=1 ℓ ( i − 1 ℓ ) ℓ! ( n − ℓ − 1 i − 1 − ℓ ) (i − 1 − ℓ)! ( n − i + 1 n − i ) (n − i)!. (11)

In the second case, there can still be a subset of the cars 1 through i − 1 which park contiguously at the end of the street. Let ℓ denote the number of such cars and note 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ i − 1. Then the only way for car i to be unlucky and park on the street is if car i has preference in the spots not occupied by the cars parked in the last ℓ spots at the end of the street. Now we must select ℓ cars among the cars 1 through i − 1 to park contiguously at the end of the street. We can do this in (_{i−1} ℓ ) ways, and we can permute their parking order among those spots in ℓ! ways so that they remain lucky. Now the remaining i − 1 − ℓ non-selected cars must park in some of the spots numbered 1 through n − ℓ − 1. Note they cannot park in spot n − ℓ as that would mean that ℓ + 1 cars are parked contiguously at the end of the street, and we know we only have ℓ such cars. Then, there are (_{n−ℓ−1} i−1−ℓ ) ways to select their preferences, and then we can permute those in (i − 1 − ℓ)! ways. At this point we 6

have accounted for cars 1 through i − 1 being lucky with ℓ of those cars parking at the end of the street. Now for car i to be unlucky and able to park, its parking preference must be one of the i − 1 − ℓ spots occupied by the i − 1 − ℓ cars not parked at the end of the street.

It remains for us to consider the preference for cars i + 1 through n, all of which must also be lucky and can therefore only have preference among the remaining available spots on the street. Since cars 1 through i parked on the street, we have n − i unoccupied spots remaining. Then the remaining n − i must choose among those spots and they can do so in (n − i)! ways. Thus the total count of parking preferences ensuring that car i is unlucky and able to park, while all of the other cars are lucky is given by n∑ i=2 i−1∑ ℓ=0 (i − 1 − ℓ) ( i − 1 ℓ ) ℓ! ( n − ℓ − 1 i − 1 − ℓ ) (i − 1 − ℓ)!(n − i)!. (12)

The result follows from the fact the two cases considered are disjoint. We remark that through straightforward algebraic manipulations involving binomials one can verify that in fact the counts are equinumerous, namely that the expressions in (11) and (12) are equal, and that their sum simplifies to the following expression:

L_n = 2 n∑ i=2 i−1∑ ℓ=0 ℓ(n − i + 1) (i − 1)!(n − ℓ − 1)! (i − 1 − ℓ)! . □

The proof of Theorem 3 immediately implies the following.

Corollary 4. If n ≥ 2, then L_n 2 = |{α ∈ [n]^n \ PF_n : Lucky(α) = n − 1}| = |{α ∈ PF_n : Lucky(α) = n − 1|}.

We now complete our alternative proof.

Proof of Theorem 1. By Theorem 3, it suffices to show that the following holds for n ≥ 2:

2 n∑ i=2 i−1∑ ℓ=0 ℓ(n − i + 1) (i − 1)!(n − ℓ − 1)! (i − 1 − ℓ)! = n![2(n + 1)H_n − 4n].

By induction on i and n with i ≤ n, and using standard techniques manipulating binomials one can establish the following identity: i−1∑ ℓ=0 ℓ ( n − ℓ − 1 i − ℓ − 1 ) = ( n i − 2 ) . (13) 7

Using identity (13) in line (14) below, we have

L_n = 2 n∑ i=2 i−1∑ ℓ=0 ℓ(n − i + 1) (i − 1)!(n − ℓ − 1)! (i − 1 − ℓ)! = 2 n∑ i=2 (n − i + 1)(i − 1)!(n − i)! i−1∑ ℓ=0 ℓ ( n − ℓ − 1 i − ℓ − 1 )

= 2 n∑ i=2 (n − i + 1)(i − 1)!(n − i)! ( n i − 2 ) (14)

= 2 n∑ i=2 (i − 1) n! (n − i + 2)

= 2n! n−1∑ i=1 i (n + 1) − i

= 2n! [_n ∑ i=1 ( i (n + 1) − i ) − n ]

= 2n! [( 1 n + 2 n − 1 + · · · + n 1 ) − n ]

= 2n! [(H_n + H_{n−1} + · · · + H_1) − n] = 2n! [((n + 1)H_n − n) − n] = n! [2(n + 1)H_n − 4n] = n!Q_n = A_n, as desired. □

References

[1] Ayomikun Adeniran, Steve Butler, Galen Dorpalen-Barry, Pamela E. Harris, Cyrus Hettle, Qingzhong Liang, Jeremy L. Martin, and Hayan Nam. Enumerating parking completions using join and split. Electron. J. Combin., 27(2):Paper No. 2.44, 19, 2020.

[2] Ayomikun Adeniran and Catherine Yan. On increasing and invariant parking sequences. Australas. J.

Combin., 79:167–182, 2021.

[3] Yasmin Aguillon, Dylan Alvarenga, Pamela E. Harris, Surya Kotapati, J. Carlos Martínez Mori, Casandra D. Monroe, Zia Saylor, Camelle Tieu, and Dwight Anderson Williams II. On parking functions and the tower of hanoi. The American Mathematical Monthly, 0(0):1–7, 2023.

[4] Aruzhan Amanbayeva and Danielle Wang. The convex hull of parking functions of length n. Enumer.

Comb. Appl., 2(2):Paper No. S2R10, 10, 2022.

[5] Carolina Benedetti, Rafael S. González D’León, Christopher R. H. Hanusa, Pamela E. Harris, Apoorva Khare, Alejandro H. Morales, and Martha Yip. A combinatorial model for computing volumes of flow polytopes. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 372(5):3369–3404, 2019.

[6] Peter J Cameron. Combinatorics: Topics, Techniques, Algorithms. Cambridge University Press, 1994. [7] Joshua Carlson, Alex Christensen, Pamela E. Harris, Zakiya Jones, and Andrés Ramos Rodríguez.

Parking functions: choose your own adventure. College Math. J., 52(4):254–264, 2021. 8

[8] Douglas M. Chen, Pamela E. Harris, J. Carlos Martínez Mori, Eric J. Pabón-Cancel, and Gabriel Sargent. Permutation invariant parking assortments, 2022.

[9] Alex Christensen, Pamela E. Harris, Zakiya Jones, Marissa Loving, Andrés Ramos Rodríguez, Joseph Rennie, and Gordon Rojas Kirby. A generalization of parking functions allowing backward movement. Electron. J. Combin., 27(1):Paper No. 1.33, 18, 2020.

[10] Emma Colaric, Ryan DeMuse, Jeremy L. Martin, and Mei Yin. Interval parking functions. Adv. in Appl.

Math., 123:Paper No. 102129, 17, 2021.

[11] Laura Colmenarejo, Pamela E. Harris, Zakiya Jones, Christo Keller, Andrés Ramos Rodríguez, Eunice Sukarto, and Andrés R. Vindas-Meléndez. Counting k-Naples parking functions through permutations and the k-Naples area statistic. Enumer. Comb. Appl., 1(2):Paper No. S2R11, 16, 2021.

[12] Thomas H Cormen, Charles E Leiserson, Ronald L Rivest, and Clifford Stein. Introduction to Algorithms.

MIT Press, 3rd edition, 2009.

[13] Richard Ehrenborg and Alex Happ. Parking cars of different sizes. Amer. Math. Monthly, 123(10):1045– 1048, 2016.

[14] Michael Foley and Charles Antony Richard Hoare. Proof of a recursive program: Quicksort. The Computer Journal, 14(4):391–395, 1971.

[15] Spencer J. Franks, Pamela E. Harris, Kimberly Harry, Jan Kretschmann, and Megan Vance. Counting parking sequences and parking assortments through permutations, 2023.

[16] Ira M. Gessel and Seunghyun Seo. A refinement of Cayley’s formula for trees. Electronic Journal of Combinatorics, 11(2):Article Number 27, 2006.

[17] Pamela E. Harris, Brian M. Kamau, J. Carlos Martínez Mori, and Roger Tian. On the outcome map of MVP parking functions: permutations avoiding 321 and 3412, and Motzkin paths. Enumer. Comb. Appl., 3(2):Paper No. S2R11, 16, 2023.

[18] Charles Antony Richard Hoare. Algorithm 64: Quicksort. Communications of the ACM, 4(7):321, 1961. [19] Cliff B. Jones and Jayadev Misra, editors. Theories of Programming: The Life and Works of Tony Hoare. Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1st edition, 2021.

[20] Jon Kleinberg and Eva Tardos. Algorithm Design. Pearson Education, Inc., 1st edition, 2006. [21] Donald E Knuth. The Art of Computer Programming, volume 3: Sorting and Searching. Addison-Wesley, 2nd edition, 1998.

[22] Alan G. Konheim and Benjamin Weiss. An occupancy discipline and applications. SIAM Journal on Applied Mathematics, 14(6):1266–1274, 1966.

[23] OEIS Foundation Inc. Entry A288964 in The On-Line Encyclopedia of Integer Sequences, 2023.

https://oeis.org/A288964.

[24] Robert Sedgewick. Implementing quicksort programs. Communications of the ACM, 21(10):847–857, 1978.

[25] Robert Sedgewick and Kevin Wayne. Algorithms. Pearson Education, Inc., 4th edition, 2014. [26] Sam Spiro. Subset parking functions. J. Integer Seq., 22(7):Art. 19.7.3, 15, 2019. [27] Richard P. Stanley. Hyperplane arrangements, parking functions and tree inversions. In Mathematical essays in honor of Gian-Carlo Rota (Cambridge, MA, 1996), volume 161 of Progr. Math., pages 359–375. Birkhäuser Boston, Boston, MA, 1998.

[28] Catherine H. Yan. Parking functions. In Handbook of enumerative combinatorics, Discrete Math. Appl.

(Boca Raton), pages 835–893. CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL, 2015.

(P. E. Harris) Department of Mathematical Sciences, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, Milwaukee, WI 53211

Email address: peharris@uwm.edu

(J. Kretschmann) Department of Mathematical Sciences, University of Wisconsin Milwaukee, Milwaukee, WI 53211

Email address: kretsc23@uwm.edu

(J.C. Martínez Mori) Schmidt Science Fellows Email address: jmartinezmori@schmidtsciencefellows.org 9