arXiv:2201.10828v2 [cs.IT] 20 Jul 2022

Reflexivity of Partitions Induced by Weighted Poset Metric and Combinatorial Metric^∗

Yang Xu^1 Haibin Kan^2 Guangyue Han^3

March 24, 2023

Abstract—Let H be the Cartesian product of a family of finite abelian groups. Via a polynomial approach, we give sufficient conditions for a partition of H induced by weighted poset metric to be reflexive, which also become necessary for some special cases. Moreover, by examining the roots of the Krawtchouk polynomials, we establish non-reflexive partitions of H induced by combinatorial metric. When H is a vector space over a finite field F, we consider the property of admitting MacWilliams identity (PAMI) and the MacWilliams extension property (MEP) for partitions of H. With some invariance assumptions, we show that two partitions of H admit MacWilliams identity if and only if they are mutually dual and reflexive, and any partition of H satisfying the MEP is in fact an orbit partition induced by some subgroup of Aut_F (H), which is necessarily reflexive. As an application of the aforementioned results, we establish partitions of H induced by combinatorial metric that do not satisfy the MEP, which further enable us to provide counter-examples to a conjecture proposed by Pinheiro, Machado and Firer in [39].

∗A preliminary version of this paper has been presented in IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT) 2022.

1Shanghai Key Laboratory of Intelligent Information Processing, School of Computer Science, Fudan University, Shanghai 200433, China.

Department of Mathematics, Faculty of Science, The University of Hong Kong, Pokfulam Road, Hong Kong, China. E-mail:12110180008@fudan.edu.cn 2Shanghai Key Laboratory of Intelligent Information Processing, School of Computer Science, Fudan University, Shanghai 200433, China.

Shanghai Engineering Research Center of Blockchain, Shanghai 200433, China. Yiwu Research Institute of Fudan University, Yiwu City, Zhejiang 322000, China. Email:hbkan@fudan.edu.cn 3Department of Mathematics, Faculty of Science, The University of Hong Kong, Pokfulam Road, Hong Kong, China. E-mail:ghan@hku.hk

1 Introduction

For a set E, a partition of E is a collection of nonempty disjoint subsets of E whose union is E. MacWilliams identities based on partitions of finite abelian groups have been established by Zinoviev and Ericson in [45], by Gluesing-Luerssen in [18], and by Gluesing-Luerssen and Ravagnani in [21] (c.f. Delsarte [10] and Ravagnani [40] for MacWilliams identities based on association schemes and numerical weights, respectively). The above mentioned work provides a general and unified framework for recovering known or deriving new MacWilliams identities in more explicit forms.

The notion of reflexive partition is introduced by Gluesing-Luerssen in [18]. More specifically, reflexive partitions are ones which coincide with their bi-duals, and alternatively, they can be characterized in terms of association schemes (see [10, 11, 46]). Reflexive partitions arise naturally from various weights and metrics in coding theory such as poset metric (see [5, 22, 35]), rank metric (see [17, 21]) and homogeneous weight (see [19]). We refer the reader to [18, 19, 21, 40, 44, 45, 46] for more results and examples. The MacWilliams identity based on a reflexive partition is invertible, and the inverse is essentially the MacWilliams identity based on the dual partition. So, in this sense, reflexive partitions provide a symmetric situation and form the most appealing case (see [18, Section 2]).

In this paper, we study partitions induced by weighted poset metric and combinatorial metric, and examine when such partitions are reflexive or nonreflexive. Moreover, we study the relations among reflexivity, the property of admitting MacWilliams identity (PAMI) and the MacWilliams extension property (MEP), three widely explored properties in coding theory.

The notion of weighted poset metric has been introduced by Hyun, Kim and Park in [23], where the authors have classified all the weighted posets and directed graphs that admit the extended Hamming code ~H_3 to be a 2-perfect code, and relevant results for more general ~H_k, k ⩾ 3 have also been established. A weighted poset metric is determined by a poset and a weight function, both defined on the coordinate set (see [23] or Section 2.2 for more details). Weighted poset metric boils down to poset metric (see [5, 22, 35]) if the weight function is identically 1, and to weighted Hamming metric (see [2]) if the poset is an anti-chain. As has been stated in [23, Section 1], weighted poset metric can be viewed as an algebraic version of the directed graph metric introduced by Etzion, Firer and Machado in [13]. More recently in [29], Machado and Firer have proposed and studied the labelled-poset-block metric, which, in our terminology, is also a weighted poset metric (see Section 2.2). Weighted poset metric can be useful to model some specific kind of channels for which the error probability depends on a codeword position, i.e., the distribution of errors is nonuniform, and can also be useful to perform bitwise or messagewise unequal error protection (see the abstract of [2] and [13, Section I, Paragraph 6]).

The notion of combinatorial metric has been introduced by Gabidulin in [15, 16]. A combinatorial metric is determined by a covering of the coordinate set (see Section 2.3 for more details). If the covering consists of singletons, then combinatorial metric boils down to Hamming metric. Several subclasses of combinatorial metric have been studied in the literature, such as the block metric (see [14]), the b-burst metric (see [4]) and the translational metric (see [33]). In [3], Bossert and Sidorenko have derived a Singleton-type bound for combinatorial metric. In [39], Pinheiro, Machado and Firer have studied the PAMI, the group of isometries and the MEP for combinatorial metric. They have also proposed a conjecture in [39, Section 5] on the MEP, which we will disprove in this paper. Our approach towards the conjecture is based on non-reflexive partitions induced by combinatorial metric along with the relation between reflexivity and the MEP.

The PAMI has been first introduced by Kim and Oh in [24], where the authors have proven that being hierarchical is a necessary and sufficient condition for a poset to admit MacWilliams identity. The original property has since been extended and generalized to poset-block metric by Pinheiro and Firer in [38], to combinatorial metric by Pinheiro, Machado and Firer in [39], to directed graph metric by Etzion, Machado and Firer in [13], and to labeled-poset-block metric by Machado and Firer in [29]. In [8], Choi, Hyun, Kim and Oh have proposed and studied MacWilliams-type equivalence relations, which, roughly speaking, are defined as equivalence relations which admit MacWilliams identities, where such relations are defined on the ideal lattice of a given poset on the coordinate set.

In 1962, MacWilliams proved in [30] that a Hamming weight preserving map between two linear codes can be extended to the whole ambient space (see [6] for a different proof). Such a property, henceforth referred to as the MEP, has since been extended, generalized and discussed extensively in the literature: with respect to other weights and metrics; with respect to codes over ring and module alphabet; and with respect to partitions of finite modules; see, among many others, [1], [12], [13], [17], [20], [21], [28], [29], [39], [42] and [43].

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present some definitions, notations and basic facts on partitions of finite abelian groups, weighted poset metric and combinatorial metric. In particular, the conjecture proposed in [39] is stated in Section 2.3 as Conjecture

2.1. In Section 3, for a partition induced by weighted poset metric, we give sufficient conditions for two codewords to belong to the same member of its dual partition, and give a sufficient condition for its reflexivity. By relating each codeword with a polynomial, we show that such sufficient conditions are also necessary if the poset is hierarchical and the weight function is integer-valued. In Section 4, we consider partitions induced by combinatorial metric. After giving a sufficient but not necessary condition for reflexivity in Section 4.1, we turn to a particular subclass of partitions which is related to Conjecture 2.1 in Section 4.2. Adopting the polynomial approach given in Section 3, we characterize the dual partitions of such partitions in terms of the classical Krawtchouk polynomials. Then, using the properties of Krawtchouk polynomials, especially those of their roots, we give a number of sufficient conditions for such partitions to be non-reflexive. In Section 5, we consider partitions of a finite vector space over a finite field F, and study the relations among reflexivity, the PAMI and the MEP for F-invariant partitions. More precisely, we show that for such partitions, the MEP is stronger than reflexivity, and reflexivity is equivalent to the PAMI. Finally, combining these results with non-reflexive partitions established in Section 4.2, we give several classes of counter-examples to Conjecture 2.1.

2 Preliminaries

Throughout the remainder of the paper, we let Z, Z^+, R, R^+ and C denote the set of all the integers, positive integers, real numbers, positive real numbers and complex numbers, respectively. Furthermore, we let N = Z^+ ∪ {0}, C^∗ = C − {0}. For any a, b ∈ Z, we use [a, b] to denote the set of all the integers between a and b, i.e., [a, b] = {i ∈ Z | a ⩽ i ⩽ b}.

In addition, consider a finite set E. A covering of E is a collection of subsets of E whose union is E, and hence a partition of E is exactly a covering of E whose members are nonempty and disjoint. Consider a partition Γ of E. For any u, v ∈ E, we write u ∼_Γ v if u and v belong to the same member of E. For any D ⊆ E, the Γ-distribution of D is defined as the sequence (|D ∩ B| | B ∈ Γ), and for any D, L ⊆ E, we write D ≈_Γ L if D and L have the same Γ-distribution. For two partitions Γ, Ψ of E, we say that Γ is finer than Ψ, if for any u, v ∈ E, u ∼_Γ v implies that u ∼_Ψ v. One can verify that Γ is finer than Ψ if and only if any member of Γ is contained in some member of Ψ.

2.1 Partitions of finite abelian groups

Let G and H be finite abelian groups, and let f : G × H −→ C^∗ be a pairing, i.e., for any a, c ∈ G and b, d ∈ H, it holds that f(ac, b) = f(a, b)f(c, b), f(a, bd) = f(a, b)f(a, d) (see [34, Definition 11.7]). For any additive codes (i.e., subgroups) C ⩽ G and D ⩽ H, define the codes C^‡ ⩽ H and^‡D ⩽ G as C^‡ ≜ {b ∈ H | f(a, b) = 1 for all a ∈ C}, (2.1) ‡D ≜ {a ∈ G | f(a, b) = 1 for all b ∈ D}. (2.2) We further assume that the pairing f is non-degenerate, i.e., G^‡ = {1_H }, ‡H = {1_G} (see [34, Definition 11.7]). Note that the non-degenerate condition implies that G ∼= H as groups, and conversely, G ∼= H implies the existence of such a non-degenerate pairing (see [34, Lemma 11.8]).

For a partition Γ of H, the left dual partition of Γ with respect to f is the partition l(Γ) of G such that for any a, c ∈ G, a ∼_{l(Γ)} c if and only if ∑ b∈B f(a, b) = ∑ b∈B f(c, b) for all B ∈ Γ. (2.3)

For a partition Λ of G, the right dual partition of Λ with respect to f is the partition r(Λ) of H such that for any b, d ∈ H, b ∼_{r(Λ)} d if and only if ∑ a∈A f(a, b) = ∑ a∈A f(a, d) for all A ∈ Λ. (2.4)

Equations (2.3) and (2.4) are closely related to the notion of dual partition and bi-dual partition proposed in [18]. Indeed, for any a ∈ G, define τ_a : H −→ C^∗ as τ_a(b) = f(a, b). By [34, Lemma 11.8], we have τ ∈ Aut (G, Hom (H, C^∗ )). Consequently, for a partition Γ of H, we have {τ[A] | A ∈ l(Γ)} = ^Γ, r(l(Γ)) = ^Γ, which are exactly the dual partition and the bi-dual partition of Γ proposed in [18, Definition 2.1] (c.f. [1, Proposition 4.4], [7, Section 2.1], [19, Proposition 2.4]).

The following definition follows [18, Definition 2.1] and [46, Definition 2]. Definition 2.1. Let Γ be a partition of H, and let Λ be a partition of G. If Λ is finer than l(Γ), then the left generalized Krawtchouk matrix of (Λ, Γ) with respect to f is defined as ρ : Λ×Γ −→ C , where for any (A, B) ∈ Λ×Γ, ρ(A, B) = ∑ b∈B f(a, b) for any chosen a ∈ A. If Γ is finer than r(Λ), then the right generalized Krawtchouk matrix of (Λ, Γ) with respect to f is defined as ε : Λ × Γ −→ C , where for any (A, B) ∈ Λ × Γ, ε(A, B) = ∑ c∈A f(c, d) for any chosen d ∈ B. (Λ, Γ) is said to be mutually dual with respect to f if both Λ is finer than l(Γ) and Γ is finer than r(Λ). Finally, Γ is said to be reflexive if Γ = ^Γ.

The following lemma is a consequence of [18, Theorem 2.4].

Lemma 2.1. Let Γ be a partition of H, and let Λ be a partition of G. Then, we have {1_G} ∈ l(Γ), |Γ| ⩽ |l(Γ)|, r(l(Γ)) is finer than Γ. Moreover, it holds true that Γ is reflexive ⇐⇒ Γ = r(l(Γ)) ⇐⇒ |Γ| = |l(Γ)|. In addition, the following four statements are equivalent to each other: (1) (Λ, Γ) is mutually dual with respect to f; (2) Γ is Fourier-reflexive and Λ = l(Γ); (3) Λ is Fourier-reflexive and Γ = r(Λ); (4) |Λ| ⩽ |Γ| and Λ is finer than l(Γ).

For partitions Γ of H and Λ of G such that Λ is finer than l(Γ), let ρ : Λ × Γ −→ C be the left generalized Krawtchouk matrix of (Λ, Γ) with respect to f. It has been proven in [18, Theorem 2.7] that for an additive code C ⩽ G, the Λ-distribution of C determines the Γ-distribution of C^‡ via the following MacWilliams identity ∀ B ∈ Γ : |C||C^‡ ∩ B| = ∑ A∈Λ |C ∩ A| · ρ(A, B). (2.5) Consequently, we have

C_1 ≈_Λ C_2 =⇒ C_1^‡ ≈_Γ C_2^‡ for any C_1, C_2 ⩽ G. (2.6)

The following theorem can be viewed as a partial converse of the fact that “Λ is finer than l(Γ) implies Equation (2.6)”.

Theorem 2.1. Let S be a collection of non-identity subgroups of G with the same cardinality, and let Δ be a partition of G such that {1_G} ∈ Δ, and for any A ∈ Δ with A ≠ {1_G}, there exists C ∈ S such that C − {1_G} ⊆ A. Let Γ be a partition of H such that Δ is finer than l(Γ), and let Λ be a partition of G such that {1_G} ∈ Λ, Δ is finer than Λ. Further assume that for any C, M ∈ S, we have C ≈_Λ M =⇒ C^‡ ≈_Γ M^‡. Then, Λ is finer than l(Γ).

Proof. Letting W ∈ Λ and a, c ∈ W , we will show that a ∼_{l(Γ)} c, which immediately yields the desired result. Let U, V ∈ Δ such that a ∈ U, c ∈ V .

Since Δ is finer than Λ, we have U ⊆ W , V ⊆ W . If W = {1_G}, then a = c = 1_G, as desired. Therefore in the following, we assume that W ≠ {1_G}. By {1_G} ∈ Λ, we have 1_G ∉ W , which further implies that U ≠ {1_G}, V ≠ {1_G}. Hence we can choose C, M ∈ S such that C − {1_G} ⊆ U, M − {1_G} ⊆ V . We note that |C| = |M| ⩾ 2. It is straightforward to verify that C∩W = C−{1_G}, M ∩W = M −{1_G}, |C∩{1_G}| = |M ∩{1_G}| = 1, and for any A ∈ Λ such that A ≠ W , A ≠ {1_G}, it holds that C ∩A = M ∩A = ∅. Therefore we have C ≈_Λ M, and hence C^‡ ≈_Γ M^‡. Consider an arbitrary B ∈ Γ. Since Δ is finer than l(Γ), {1_G} ∈ Δ, U ∈ Δ, C ∩ U = C − {1_G}, a ∈ U, V ∈ Δ, M ∩ V = M − {1_G}, c ∈ V , applying (2.5) to C ⩽ G and M ⩽ G, respectively, we deduce that |C||C^‡ ∩ B| = |B| + (|C| − 1) ( ∑ b∈B f(a, b) ) ,

|M||M^‡ ∩ B| = |B| + (|M| − 1) ( ∑ b∈B f(c, b) ) . Since C^‡ ≈_Γ M^‡, B ∈ Γ, we have |C^‡ ∩ B| = |M^‡ ∩ B|, which, along with |C| = |M| ⩾ 2, immediately implies that ∑ b∈B f(a, b) = ∑ b∈B f(c, b). It then follows from the arbitrariness of B that a ∼_{l(Γ)} c, as desired.

Remark 2.1. Theorem 2.1 is largely inspired by [8, Corollary 3.2 and Theorem 3.3], and will be used in Section 5 to establish the equivalence between reflexivity and the PAMI.

2.2 Weighted poset metric

Throughout this subsection, we let Ω be a nonempty finite set, and let P = (Ω, ≼_P) be a poset. A subset B ⊆ Ω is said to be an ideal of P if for any v ∈ B and u ∈ Ω, u ≼_P v implies that u ∈ B. The set of all the ideals of P is denoted by I(P). For B ⊆ Ω, we let max_P(B) and min_P(B) denote the set of all the maximal (resp., minimal) element of B, and let ⟨B⟩_P denote the ideal {u ∈ Ω | ∃ v ∈ B s.t. u ≼_P v}. In addition, B is said to be a chain in P if for any u, v ∈ B, either u ≼_P v or v ≼_P u holds, and B is said to be an anti-chain in P if for any u, v ∈ B, u ≼_P v implies that u = v. For any u ∈ Ω, we let len_P(u) denote the largest cardinality of a chain in P containing u as its greatest element. The set of all the order automorphisms of P will be denoted by Aut (P). The dual poset of P is defined as P = (Ω, ≼_P), where

u ≼_P v ⇐⇒ v ≼_P u for all (u, v) ∈ Ω × Ω.

The following definition will be used frequently in our discussion.

Definition 2.2. (1) P is said to be hierarchical if for any u, v ∈ Ω such that len_P(u) + 1 ⩽ len_P(v), it holds that u ≼_P v.

(2) For ω : Ω −→ R^+ , we say that (P, ω) satisfies the unique decomposition property (UDP) if for any I, J ∈ I(P) such that ∑ i∈I ω(i) = ∑ j∈J ω(j), there exists λ ∈ Aut (P) such that J = λ[I] and ω(i) = ω(λ(i)) for all i ∈ Ω.

The following lemma is an immediate consequence of Definition 2.2 and the fact that I(P) = {Ω − I | I ∈ I(P)} (see [22, Lemma 1.2]).

Lemma 2.2. Let ω : Ω −→ R^+ . Then, (P, ω) satisfies the UDP if and only if (P, ω) satisfies the UDP.

Now we let (H_i | i ∈ Ω) be a family of finite abelian groups, and let H ≜ ∏ i∈Ω H_i. For any codeword β ∈ H, we let supp (β) denote the set

supp (β) = {i ∈ Ω | β_i ≠ 1_{Hi} }. (2.7)

Consider ω : Ω −→ R^+ . For any β ∈ H, the (P, ω)-weight of β is defined as

wt_{(P,ω)}(β) ≜ ∑ i∈⟨supp (β)⟩_P ω(i). (2.8)

It has been proven in [23, Lemma I.2] that d_{(P,ω)} : H × H −→ R defined as d_{(P,ω)}(α, β) = wt_{(P,ω)}(α^{−1}β) induces a metric on H, which is henceforth referred to as a weighted poset metric. We note that if H is a vector space over a finite field and the weight function is integer-valued, then the weighted poset metric coincides with the labeled-poset-block metric proposed in [29, Section III].

Finally, we introduce partitions induced by weighted poset metric.

Notation 2.1. For ω : Ω −→ R^+ , we let Q(H, P, ω) denote the partition of H such that for any β, θ ∈ H, β ∼_{Q(H,P,ω)} θ ⇐⇒ wt_{(P,ω)}(β) = wt_{(P,ω)}(θ).

2.3 Combinatorial metric

Throughout this subsection, we let Ω be a nonempty finite set. For a covering T of Ω, define ω_T : 2^Ω −→ N as ∀ A ⊆ Ω : ω_T (A) = min{|S| | S ⊆ T, A ⊆ ⋃ I∈S I}. (2.9) For any r ∈ N, we let P(r, Ω) denote the set of all the subsets of Ω with cardinality r, i.e., P(r, Ω) = {A ⊆ Ω | |A| = r}. (2.10) We collect some basic facts in the following lemma.

Lemma 2.3. (1) Let T be a covering of Ω, and let R denote the set of all the maximal elements of (T, ⊆). Then, R is a covering of Ω, (R, ⊆) is an anti-chain, and it holds that ω_T = ω_R.

(2) Let T and R be coverings of Ω such that both (T, ⊆) and (R, ⊆) are antichains. Further assume that for any A ⊆ Ω, ω_T (A) = 1 ⇐⇒ ω_R(A) = 1. Then, it holds that T = R.

(3) Let k ∈ [1, |Ω|]. Then, P(k, Ω) is a covering of Ω, (P(k, Ω), ⊆) is an anti-chain, and for any A ⊆ Ω, it holds that ω_{P(k,Ω)}(A) = ⌈_{|A|} k ⌉ . Proof. We note that (1) and (2) have been stated in [39, Propositions 1 and 2]. Since all the proofs are straightforward, the details are omitted.

Now we let (H_i | i ∈ Ω) be a family of finite abelian groups, and let H ≜ ∏ i∈Ω H_i. Consider a covering T of Ω. For any codeword β ∈ H, the T -weight of β is defined as

wt_T (β) = ω_T (supp (β)) = min{|S| | S ⊆ T, supp (β) ⊆ ⋃ I∈S I}. (2.11) It has been proven in [15] that d_T : H × H −→ N defined as d_T (α, β) = wt_T (α^{−1}β) induces a metric on H, which is henceforth referred to as the T -combinatorial metric. Based on (1) of Lemma 2.3, one can assume that (T, ⊆) is an anti-chain without loss of generality. In addition, let k ∈ [1, |Ω|]. Then, by (3) of Lemma 2.3 and (2.11), we have

∀ β ∈ H : wt_{P(k,Ω)}(β) = ⌈ |supp (β)| k ⌉ . (2.12)

In particular, the P(1, Ω)-combinatorial metric is exactly the Hamming metric.

Now we introduce partitions induced by combinatorial metric.

Notation 2.2. For a covering T of Ω, we let CO(H, T ) denote the partition of H such that for any β, θ ∈ H, β ∼_{CO(H,T )} θ ⇐⇒ wt_T (β) = wt_T (θ).

At the end of this subsection, we state the following conjecture proposed by Pinheiro, Machado and Firer in [39] using our notation.

Conjecture 2.1. Let F_2 be the binary field and suppose that H = F_2^Ω. Consider k ∈ [1, |Ω|]. Then, for any additive code C ⩽ H and f ∈ Hom (C, H) such that wt_{P(k,Ω)}(α) = wt_{P(k,Ω)}(f(α)) for all α ∈ C, there exists φ ∈ Aut (H) such that φ |_C = f and wt_{P(k,Ω)}(α) = wt_{P(k,Ω)}(φ(α)) for all α ∈ H. Alternatively speaking, for any k ∈ [1, |Ω|], CO(H, P(k, Ω)) satisfies the MEP (see Definition 5.1).

We will prove in Section 5 that Conjecture 2.1 does not hold in general, as detailed in Theorem 5.3 and Remark 5.2. Our approach is based on the non-reflexivity of CO(H, P(k, Ω)) and the relation between reflexivity and the MEP, as detailed in Section 4.2 and Section 5, respectively.

3 Partitions induced by weighted poset metric

Throughout this and the next section, we let Ω be a nonempty finite set, and let (G_i | i ∈ Ω) and (H_i | i ∈ Ω) be two families of finite abelian groups such that G_i ∼= H_i and |H_i| ≜ h_i for all i ∈ Ω. Write G ≜ ∏ i∈Ω G_i, H ≜ ∏ i∈Ω H_i. For any i ∈ Ω, let π_i : G_i × H_i −→ C^∗ be a non-degenerate pairing. We define the non-degenerate pairing f : G × H −→ C^∗ as ∀ (α, β) ∈ G × H : f(α, β) = ∏ i∈Ω π_i(α_i, β_i). (3.1)

For any partition Γ of H, we let l(Γ) denote the left dual partition of Γ with respect to f, as defined in (2.3). For any partition Δ of G, we let r(Δ) denote the right dual partition of Δ with respect to f, as defined in (2.4).

Throughout this section, we fix a poset P = (Ω, ≼_P). For any D, I ⊆ Ω, define φ(D, I) ∈ Z and ψ(D, I) ∈ Z as follows:

φ(D, I) = { (−1)^{|I∩D|} (∏ i∈I−max_P(I) hi ) (∏ i∈max_P(I)−D(hi − 1) ) , I ∩ D ⊆ max_P(I); 0, I ∩ D ⊈ max_P(I),

ψ(D, I) = { (−1)^{|I∩D|} (∏ i∈D−min_P(D) hi ) (∏ i∈min_P(D)−I (hi − 1) ) , I ∩ D ⊆ min_P(D); 0, I ∩ D ⊈ min_P(D). We also fix ω : Ω −→ R^+ , and define ϖ : 2^Ω −→ R as ϖ(I) = ∑ i∈I ω(i). Moreover, we write Λ = l(Q(H, P, ω)), Θ = r(Q(G, P, ω)).

3.1 A sufficient condition for Q(H, P, ω) to be reflexive

We begin by computing the left generalized Krawtchouk matrix of (Λ, Q(H, P, ω)) with respect to f. By [44, Proposition II.1], for any α ∈ G and I ∈ I(P), we have ∑ (β∈H,⟨supp (β)⟩_P=I)

f(α, β) = φ(⟨supp (α)⟩_P, I). (3.2)

Hence by (2.8), for any α ∈ G and b ∈ R, it holds that ∑ (β∈H,wt_{(P,ω)}(β)=b) f(α, β) = ∑ (I∈I(P),ϖ(I)=b) φ(⟨supp (α)⟩_P, I). (3.3)

The right generalized Krawtchouk matrix of (Q(G, P, ω), Θ) with respect to f can be computed in a parallel fashion. More precisely, for any θ ∈ H and D ∈ I(P), we have ∑ (γ∈G,⟨supp (γ)⟩_P=D)

f(γ, θ) = ψ(D, ⟨supp (θ)⟩_P). (3.4)

Hence for any θ ∈ H and b ∈ R, it holds that ∑ (γ∈G,wt_{(P,ω)}(γ)=b) f(γ, θ) = ∑ (D∈I(P),ϖ(D)=b) ψ(D, ⟨supp (θ)⟩_P). (3.5)

Using (3.3) and (3.5), we give the following sufficient conditions for two codewords to belong to the same member of Λ or Θ.

Proposition 3.1. Let λ ∈ Aut (P) such that h_i = h_{λ(i)}, ω(i) = ω(λ(i)) for all i ∈ Ω. Then, we have:

(1) For α, γ ∈ G with ⟨supp (γ)⟩_P = λ[⟨supp (α)⟩_P], it holds that α ∼_Λ γ; (2) For β, θ ∈ H with ⟨supp (θ)⟩_P = λ[⟨supp (β)⟩_P], it holds that β ∼_Θ θ. Proof. We only prove (1), and the proof of (2) is similar. Let D = ⟨supp (α)⟩_P. Then, we have ⟨supp (γ)⟩_P = λ[D]. From λ ∈ Aut (P) and h_i = h_{λ(i)} for all i ∈ Ω, one can check that for any I ⊆ Ω, it holds that φ(D, I) = φ(λ[D], λ[I]). Consider an arbitrary b ∈ R. From λ ∈ Aut (P) and ω(i) = ω(λ(i)) for all i ∈ Ω, one can check that for any I ∈ I(P) with ϖ(I) = b, it holds that λ[I] ∈ I(P), ϖ(λ[I]) = b. Now by (3.3), we have ∑ (β∈H,wt_{(P,ω)}(β)=b) f(γ, β) = ∑ (I∈I(P),ϖ(I)=b) φ(λ[D], I) = ∑ (I∈I(P),ϖ(I)=b) φ(λ[D], λ[I]) = ∑ (I∈I(P),ϖ(I)=b) φ(D, I) = ∑ (β∈H,wt_{(P,ω)}(β)=b) f(α, β), which immediately implies the desired result.

Now we prove the main result of this subsection.

Theorem 3.1. Assume that (P, ω) satisfies the UDP, and for any u, v ∈ Ω such that len_P(u) = len_P(v) and ω(u) = ω(v), it holds that h_u = h_v. Then, we have Λ = Q(G, P, ω), Θ = Q(H, P, ω), and both Q(G, P, ω) and Q(H, P, ω) are reflexive.

Proof. First, consider α, γ ∈ G with wt_{(P,ω)}(α) = wt_{(P,ω)}(γ). By (2.8), we have ϖ(⟨supp (α)⟩_P) = ϖ(⟨supp (γ)⟩_P). Since (P, ω) satisfies the UDP, by Lemma 2.2, we can choose λ ∈ Aut (P) such that ⟨supp (γ)⟩_P = λ[⟨supp (α)⟩_P] and ω(i) = ω(λ(i)) for all i ∈ Ω. For any i ∈ Ω, it follows from the fact λ ∈ Aut (P) that len_P(i) = len_P(λ(i)), which, along with ω(i) = ω(λ(i)), implies that h_i = h_{λ(i)}. By Proposition 3.1, we have α ∼_Λ γ. It follows that Q(G, P, ω) is finer than Λ. A similarly discussion leads to the fact that Q(H, P, ω) is finer than Θ. Therefore (Q(G, P, ω), Q(H, P, ω)) is mutually dual with respect to f, which, along with Lemma 2.1, immediately implies the desired result.

3.2 The case that P is hierarchical

Throughout this subsection, we assume that ω is integer-valued, i.e.,

ω(i) ∈ Z^+ for all i ∈ Ω. (3.6)

We also let m be the largest cardinality of a chain in P, and for any j ∈ [1, m], let W_j ≜ {u ∈ Ω | len_P(u) = j}. Moreover, for any D ⊆ Ω, we let σ(D) denote the largest integer r ∈ [1, m] such that D ⊆ ⋃_m j=r W_j. As a generalization of [44, Notation II.1], we can relate each α ∈ G with a polynomial F (ω, α) defined as

F (ω, α) ≜ ϖ(Ω)∑

l=0 ∑ (β∈H,wt_{(P,ω)}(β)=l) f(α, β)x^l. (3.7)

By the definition of Λ, we infer that ∀ α, γ ∈ G : α ∼_Λ γ ⇐⇒ F (ω, α) = F (ω, γ). (3.8) In addition, we can derive a more explicit form of F (ω, α), as detailed in the following proposition.

Proposition 3.2. (1) Let α ∈ G, and write D = ⟨supp (α)⟩_P, X = (Ω − D) ∪ min_P(D). Then, we have

F (ω, α) = ∑ (I∈I(P),I⊆X) (−1)^{|I∩D|} ∏ i∈I−max_P(I) h_i ∏ i∈max_P(I)−D (h_i − 1) x^{ϖ(I)}.

In addition, if h_i ⩾ 2 for all i ∈ Ω, then deg(F (ω, α)) = ϖ(X). (2) Suppose that P is hierarchical. Let α ∈ G, and write D = ⟨supp (α)⟩_P, r = σ(D). Then, we have

F (ω, α) = ∏ i∈(^{⋃r−1}_{j=1} Wj ) h_i · x^{ω(i)} ( ∏ i∈W_r ∩D ( 1 − x^{ω(i)} )) ( ∏ i∈W_r −D ( (h_i − 1)x^{ω(i)} + 1 ))

+ r−1∑ t=1 ∏ i∈(^{⋃t−1}_{j=1} Wj ) h_i · x^{ω(i)} ( ∏ i∈W_t ( (h_i − 1)x^{ω(i)} + 1 ))

− r∑ t=2 ∏ i∈(^{⋃t−1}_{j=1} Wj ) h_i · x^{ω(i)} .

In addition, if h_i ⩾ 2 for all i ∈ Ω, then deg(F (ω, α)) = ϖ( ⋃_r j=1 W_j).

Proof. (1) For any I ∈ I(P), one can check that I ∩ D ⊆ max_P(I) ⇐⇒ I ⊆ X. With such an observation, the first part is a direct consequence of (3.3) and (3.7). In addition, the second part follows from the first part and the fact that X ∈ I(P), as desired.

(2) Define g : {(t, V ) | t ∈ [1, m], V ⊆ W_t, V ≠ ∅} −→ 2^Ω as g(t, V ) = ( ⋃_{t−1} j=1 W_j ) ∪ V . From P is hierarchical, we infer that g is injective and the range of g is equal to I(P) − {∅}. Moreover, for any t ∈ [1, m], V ⊆ W_t, V ≠ ∅, we have max_P(g(t, V )) = V . Again by P is hierarchical, together with σ(D) = r, we have min_P(D) = W_r ∩D, (Ω−D)∪min_P(D) = ⋃_r j=1 W_j .

By (1), we have F (ω, α) − 1 = r∑ t=1 ∑ (V ⊆W_t,V ≠∅) (−1)^{|V ∩D|} ∏ i∈(^{⋃t−1}_{j=1} Wj ) h_i ( ∏ i∈V −D (h_i − 1) ) x^ϖ(( ⋃_{t−1} j=1 W_j )∪V )

= r∑ t=1 ∏ i∈(^{⋃t−1}_{j=1} Wj ) h_i · x^{ω(i)} ∑ (V ⊆W_t,V ≠∅) (−1)^{|V ∩D|} ( ∏ i∈V −D (h_i − 1) ) x^{ϖ(V )}

= r∑ t=1 ∏ i∈(^{⋃t−1}_{j=1} Wj ) h_i · x^{ω(i)} (( ∏ i∈W_t∩D ( 1 − x^{ω(i)} ) ) ( ∏ i∈W_t−D ( (h_i − 1)x^{ω(i)} + 1 ) ) − 1 ) .

Since for any t ∈ [1, r − 1], it holds true that W_t ∩ D = ∅, W_t − D = W_t, the first part immediately follows from the above computation. In addition, the second part immediately follows from (1), as desired.

We are in a position to derive a necessary and sufficient condition for two codewords of G to belong to the same member of Λ when P is hierarchical.

Proposition 3.3. Assume that h_i ⩾ 2 for all i ∈ Ω and P is hierarchical. Let α, γ ∈ G, and write D = ⟨supp (α)⟩_P, B = ⟨supp (γ)⟩_P. Then, α ∼_Λ γ if and only if there exists λ ∈ Aut (P) such that D = λ[B] and h_i = h_{λ(i)}, ω(i) = ω(λ(i)) for all i ∈ Ω.

Proof. Since the “if” part follows from Proposition 3.1, it remains to establish the “only if” part. Suppose that α ∼_Λ γ, and write r = σ(D), s = σ(B). By (3.8), we have F (ω, α) = F (ω, γ). From Proposition 3.2, we deduce that ϖ( ⋃_r j=1 W_j) = deg(F (ω, α)) = deg(F (ω, γ)) = ϖ( ⋃_s j=1 W_j), which implies that r = s. Now Proposition 3.2 further implies that ( ∏ i∈W_r∩D (x^{ω(i)} − 1) ) ( ∏ i∈W_r−D (x^{ω(i)} + (h_i − 1)^{−1}) )

= ( ∏ i∈W_r∩B (x^{ω(i)} − 1) ) ( ∏ i∈W_r −B (x^{ω(i)} + (h_i − 1)^{−1}) ) . By Proposition A.1, which we state and prove in the appendix, we can choose a bijection ε : W_r ∩ B −→ W_r ∩ D such that h_i = h_{ε(i)}, ω(i) = ω(ε(i)) for all i ∈ W_r ∩ B. Now we can further choose a permutation ε_1 of W_r such that ε_1 |_{Wr ∩B} = ε and h_i = h_{ε1(i)}, ω(i) = ω(ε_1(i)) for all i ∈ W_r. Define λ : Ω −→ Ω as λ |_{Wr} = ε_1 and λ |_{Ω−Wr} = id_{Ω−Wr} . Since P is hierarchical, it is straightforward to verify that λ ∈ Aut (P), λ[B] = D, and h_i = h_{λ(i)}, ω(i) = ω(λ(i)) for all i ∈ Ω, as desired.

Now we give necessary and sufficient conditions for Q(H, P, ω) to be reflexive when P is hierarchical. The following is the main result of this subsection.

Theorem 3.2. Assume that h_i ⩾ 2 for all i ∈ Ω and P is hierarchical. Then, Λ is finer than Q(G, P, ω). Moreover, the following four statements are equivalent to each other:

(1) (P, ω) satisfies the UDP, and for any u, v ∈ Ω such that len_P(u) = len_P(v) and ω(u) = ω(v), it holds that h_u = h_v; (2) (Q(G, P, ω), Q(H, P, ω) is mutually dual with respect to f; (3) Q(H, P, ω) is reflexive; (4) Λ = Q(G, P, ω).

Proof. First of all, it follows from Proposition 3.3 that Λ is finer than Q(G, P, ω). Since I(P) = {Ω − I | I ∈ I(P)} and h_i ⩾ 2 for all i ∈ Ω, we have |Q(G, P, ω)| = |Q(H, P, ω)|. Now (1) =⇒ (2) follows from Theorem 3.1, and (2) =⇒ (3) follows from Lemma 2.1. Suppose that Q(H, P, ω) is reflexive. Then, by Lemma 2.1, we have |Λ| = |Q(H, P, ω)| = |Q(G, P, ω)|, which, along with the fact that Λ is finer than Q(G, P, ω), implies that Λ = Q(G, P, ω), which further establishes (3) =⇒ (4). Therefore it remains to prove (4) =⇒ (1).

(4) =⇒ (1) First, we let D, B ∈ I(P) with ϖ(D) = ϖ(B). Since h_i ⩾ 2 for all i ∈ Ω, we can choose α, γ ∈ G such that ⟨supp (α)⟩_P = D, ⟨supp (γ)⟩_P = B. From ϖ(D) = ϖ(B), we infer that wt_{(P,ω)}(α) = wt_{(P,ω)}(γ), which further implies that α ∼_Λ γ. By Proposition 3.3, we can choose λ ∈ Aut (P) such that D = λ[B] and h_i = h_{λ(i)}, ω(i) = ω(λ(i)) for all i ∈ Ω. It follows from Lemma 2.2 that (P, ω) satisfies the UDP. Next, we let u, v ∈ Ω such that len_P(u) = len_P(v) and ω(u) = ω(v). Consider B_1 = ⟨{u}⟩_P, D_1 = ⟨{v}⟩_P. Since P is hierarchical, it is straightforward to verify that B_1, D_1 ∈ I(P), ϖ(B_1) = ϖ(D_1). Hence we can choose μ ∈ Aut (P) such that D_1 = μ[B_1] and h_i = h_{μ(i)} for all i ∈ Ω. Since μ ∈ Aut (P), we have v = μ(u), which further implies that h_u = h_v , as desired.

Remark 3.1. If ω is the constant 1 map, then Theorem 3.2 recovers [18, Theorem 5.5] and part of [18, Theorem 5.4].

4 Partitions induced by combinatorial metric

Throughout this section, for a covering T of Ω, we define ω_T : 2^Ω −→ N as in (2.9), and for any α ∈ G, β ∈ H, we let wt_T (α) ≜ ω_T (supp (α)), wt_T (β) ≜ ω_T (supp (β)), as in (2.11). For any polynomial g ∈ C [x], we let g_{[i]} denote the coefficient of x^i in g.

4.1 Sufficient but not necessary conditions for reflexivity

In this subsection, we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1. Assume that h_i ⩾ 2 for all i ∈ Ω. Let T be a covering of Ω such that (T, ⊆) is an anti-chain. Then, the following three statements are equivalent to each other:

(1) CO(G, T ) is finer than l(CO(H, T )); (2) CO(G, T ) = l(CO(H, T )); (3) T is a partition of Ω, and ∏ i∈U h_i = ∏ j∈V h_j for all U, V ∈ T . Proof. First of all, since h_i ⩾ 2 for all i ∈ Ω, we have |CO(G, T )| = |CO(H, T )| = |{ω_T (A) | A ⊆ Ω}|, which, along with Lemma 2.1, implies that (1) ⇐⇒ (2). Next, suppose that (2) holds true, and we will show that T is a partition of Ω. By way of contradiction, we assume that T is not a partition of Ω. Since (T, ⊆) is an anti-chain, we have ∅ ∉ T . Hence we can choose A, B ∈ T such that A ∩ B ≠ ∅, B ⊈ A. Therefore we can further choose u ∈ B−A, v ∈ A∩B. Apparently, we have ω_T ({u}) = ω_T ({u, v}) = 1. Since h_i ⩾ 2 for all i ∈ Ω, we can choose α, γ ∈ G such that supp (α) = {u}, supp (γ) = {u, v}. Applying (3.2) to the anti-chain (Ω, =), we have

a ≜ ∑ (β∈H,wt_T (β)⩽1) f(α, β) = ∑ (I⊆Ω,ω_T (I)⩽1) (−1)^{|I∩{u}|} ∏ i∈I−{u} (h_i − 1) ,

b ≜ ∑ (β∈H,wt_T (β)⩽1) f(γ, β) = ∑ (I⊆Ω,ω_T (I)⩽1) (−1)^{|I∩{u,v}|} ∏ i∈I−{u,v} (h_i − 1) . By wt_T (α) = wt_T (γ) = 1 and (2), we have α ∼_{l(CO(H,T ))} γ, which further implies that a = b. On the other hand, some straightforward computation yields that

a − b = ∑ (J⊆Ω−{u,v},ω_T (J∪{v})⩽1,ω_T (J∪{u,v})⩾2) ∏ i∈J (h_i − 1) h_v. (4.1)

Noticing that u ∉ A, we have A − {v} ⊆ Ω − {u, v}. Since v ∈ A, A ∈ T , we have (A − {v}) ∪ {v} = A, ω_T (A) = 1. Again by v ∈ A, we have (A − {v}) ∪ {u, v} = A ∪ {u}. If ω_T (A ∪ {u}) ⩽ 1, then we can choose C ∈ T such that A ∪ {u} ⊆ C, which, along with u ∉ A, further implies that A ⫋ C, which is impossible since A, C ∈ T , (T, ⊆) is an anti-chain. It then follows that ω_T (A ∪ {u}) ⩾ 2. By the above discussion and h_i ⩾ 2 for all i ∈ Ω, (4.1) immediately implies that a − b ⩾ 1, a contradiction to a = b, as desired. Therefore we have shown that T is a partition of Ω.

Now we prove (2) ⇐⇒ (3). By the discussion in the previous paragraph, we assume that T is a partition of Ω. Let G_1 = ∏ A∈T ( ∏ i∈A G_i), H_1 = ∏ A∈T ( ∏ i∈A H_i). For any A ∈ T , define the non-degenerate pairing ς_A : ( ∏ i∈A G_i) × ( ∏ i∈A H_i) −→ C^∗ as ς_A(γ, θ) = ∏ i∈A π_i(γ_i, θ_i). Moreover, define the non-degenerate pairing f_1 : G_1 × H_1 −→ C^∗ as f_1(λ, μ) = ∏ A∈T ς_A(λ_A, μ_A), and let ~ω denote the constant 1 map defined on T . Since T is a partition of Ω, some straightforward computation implies that CO(G, T ) = l(CO(H, T )) holds true if and only if Q(G_1, (T, =), ~ω) is the left dual partition of Q(H_1, (T, =), ~ω) with respect to f_1. For any A ∈ T , by A ≠ ∅ and h_i ⩾ 2 for all i ∈ Ω, we have | ∏ i∈A H_i| = ∏ i∈A h_i ⩾ 2. It follows from applying Theorem 3.2 to G_1, H_1, f_1 and ((T, =), ~ω) that Q(G_1, (T, =), ~ω) is the left dual partition of Q(H_1, (T, =), ~ω) with respect to f_1 if and only if ∏ i∈U h_i = ∏ j∈V h_j for all U, V ∈ T , which further concludes the proof of (2) ⇐⇒ (3).

We remark that by Lemma 2.1, each of (1)–(3) of Theorem 4.1 is a sufficient condition for CO(H, T ) to be reflexive. We will show in Section 4.2 that such sufficient conditions are not necessary.

4.2 Non-reflexive partitions of the form CO(H, P(k, Ω))

Throughout this subsection, we fix q ∈ Z^+ such that q ⩾ 2. From now on, we will focus on the P(k, Ω)-combinatorial metric, where k ∈ [1, |Ω|]. In addition, we will always assume that all the H^′_is have order q. Such an additional assumption will enable us to relate the partitions with the well known Krawtchouk polynomials, which we first recall in the following definition (see, e.g., [9, 25, 32]).

Definition 4.1. For any (n, k) ∈ N × N, define the Krawtchouk polynomial KU_{(n,k)} as

KU_{(n,k)} =

(−1)^k k! k∑ t=0 ( k t ) (q − 1)^{k−t} (_{t−1} ∏ i=0 (x − i) ) (_{k−t−1} ∏ i=0 (x − n + i) ) .

We collect all the properties of the Krawtchouk polynomials that we need in the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. (1) Let (n, k) ∈ N × N. Then, we have deg(KU_{(n,k)}) = k. Moreover, for any s ∈ [0, n], it holds that

KU_{(n,k)}(s) = k∑ t=0 (−1)^t(q−1)^{k−t} ( s t )( n − s k − t ) = ((1−x)^s(1+(q−1)x)^{n−s})_{[k]}.

(2) Let n ∈ Z^+, k ∈ N. Then, for any s ∈ [1, n], we have ∑_k l=0 KU_{(n,l)}(s) = KU_{(n−1,k)}(s − 1).

(3) Suppose that q = 2. Let (n, k) ∈ N × N. Then, for any s ∈ [0, n], it holds that KU_{(n,k)}(n − s) = (−1)^kKU_{(n,k)}(s).

(4) Let n ∈ Z^+, k ∈ [1, n]. Then, KU_{(n,k)} has k distinct roots in R, all of which lie between 0 and n. Moreover, KU_{(n,k)}^′ has k − 1 distinct roots in R, all of which lie between the smallest root and the largest root of KU_{(n,k)}. (5) Fix k ∈ Z^+. For any n ∈ N such that n ⩾ k, let u_{(n)} denote the smallest root of KU_{(n,k)}. Then, the sequence (^{u(n)}_n | n ∈ N, n ⩾ k) converges to^{q−1}_q .

Proof. We note that (1)–(3) and the first part of (4) are well known and can be found in [9, 25], and the second part of (4) follows from the first part of (4) along with the fact that deg(KU_{(n,k)}) = k. Hence it remains to establish (5). Fix k ∈ Z^+, and let T = {λ = (λ_0, . . . , λ_{k−1}) ∈ R^k | ∑_{k−1} i=0 λ_i^2 = 1}.

For any n ∈ N such that n ⩾ k, let c_{(n)} denote the following real number

max { (q − 2) (_{k−1} ∑ i=0 iλ_i^2 ) + 2 √ q − 1 (_{k−2} ∑ i=0 λ_iλ_{i+1} √ (i + 1)(n − i) ) | λ ∈ T } . By [25, Theorem 6.1], for any n ∈ N such that n ⩾ k, we have^{u(n)}_n = q−1 q −^{c(n)}_{qn} . For an arbitrary n ∈ N such that n ⩾ k, some straightforward computation yields that −2(k−1) √ (q − 1)(k − 1)n ⩽ c_{(n)} ⩽ (q−2)(k−1)+2(k−1) √ (q − 1)(k − 1)n. Consequently, the sequence (^{c(n)}_{qn} | n ∈ N, n ⩾ k) converges to 0, which immediately implies the desired result.

Next, we characterize l(CO(H, P(k, Ω))) in terms of the Krawtchouk polynomials, and give some sufficient conditions for CO(H, P(k, Ω)) to be non-reflexive in terms of the Krawtchouk polynomials, especially in terms of their roots.

Proposition 4.1. Suppose that h_i = q for all i ∈ Ω. Fix k ∈ [1, |Ω|], and let Λ = l(CO(H, P(k, Ω))). Then, the following five statements hold true: (1) |CO(H, P(k, Ω))| = ⌈^{|Ω|}_k ⌉ + 1, |Λ| ⩾ ⌈^{|Ω|}_k ⌉ + 1, {1_G} ∈ Λ. Moreover, CO(H, P(k, Ω)) is non-reflexive if and only if |Λ| ⩾^{|Ω|}_k + 2; (2) Let α, γ ∈ G, α ≠ 1_G, γ ≠ 1_G, and write |supp (α)| = t, |supp (γ)| = r. Then, α ∼_Λ γ if and only if for any s ∈ [1, |Ω| − 1] such that k | s, it holds that KU_{(|Ω|−1,s)}(t − 1) = KU_{(|Ω|−1,s)}(r − 1); (3) Let s ∈ [1, |Ω| − 1] such that k | s. Then, it holds that |Λ| ⩾ |{KU_{(|Ω|−1,s)}(j) | j ∈ [0, |Ω| − 1]}| + 1. Further assume that |{KU_{(|Ω|−1,s)}(j) | j ∈ [0, |Ω| − 1]}| − 1 ⩾^{|Ω|}_k . Then, CO(H, P(k, Ω)) is non-reflexive;

(4) Let s ∈ [1, |Ω| − 1] such that k | s, and let u denote the smallest root of KU_{(|Ω|−1,s)}. Assume that ⌊u⌋ ⩾^{|Ω|}_k . Then, CO(H, P(k, Ω)) is non-reflexive; (5) Suppose that |Ω| ⩾ 3. Let s ∈ [2, |Ω| − 1] such that k | s, and let w denote the smallest root of KU_{(|Ω|−1,s)}^′ . Further assume that ⌊w⌋ ⩾^{|Ω|}_k . Then, CO(H, P(k, Ω)) is non-reflexive.

Proof. (1) First, by (2.12) and the fact that h_i ⩾ 2 for all i ∈ Ω, we have |CO(H, P(k, Ω))| = | | {⌈ |supp (β)| k ⌉ | β ∈ H }| | = | |{⌈ s k ⌉ | s ∈ [0, |Ω|] }| | = | | |[0, ⌈ |Ω| k ⌉ ] | | | = ⌈ |Ω| k ⌉ + 1.

Now the rest immediately follows from Lemma 2.1.

(2) First, we consider α ∈ G − {1_G} with t = |supp (α)|. Applying Proposition 3.2 to the anti-chain (Ω, =) and the constant 1 map, we have |Ω|∑ l=0 ∑ (β∈H,|supp (β)|=l) f(α, β)x^l = (1 − x)^t(1 + (q − 1)x)^{|Ω|−t},

which, along with (1) of Lemma 4.1, implies that for any l ∈ N, ∑ (β∈H,|supp (β)|=l) f(α, β) = ((1−x)^t(1+(q−1)x)^{|Ω|−t})_{[l]} = KU_{(|Ω|,l)}(t). (4.2)

For an arbitrary b ∈ N, (2.12) implies that (∀ β ∈ H : wt_{P(k,Ω)}(β) ⩽ b ⇐⇒ |supp (β)| ⩽ bk), which, in combination with (4.2) and (2) of Lemma 4.1, further implies that ∑ (β∈H,wt_{P(k,Ω)}(β)⩽b) f(α, β) = ∑ (β∈H,|supp (β)|⩽bk) f(α, β)

= bk∑ l=0 ∑ (β∈H,|supp (β)|=l) f(α, β)

= bk∑ l=0 KU_{(|Ω|,l)}(t) = KU_{(|Ω|−1,bk)}(t − 1).

Now for α, γ ∈ G − {1_G} with t = |supp (α)|, r = |supp (γ)|, from the above discussion and the definition of Λ, we deduce that

α ∼_Λ γ ⇐⇒ ∀ b ∈ N : ∑ (β∈H,wt_{P(k,Ω)}(β)⩽b) f(α, β) = ∑ (β∈H,wt_{P(k,Ω)}(β)⩽b) f(γ, β) ⇐⇒ (∀ b ∈ N : KU_{(|Ω|−1,bk)}(t − 1) = KU_{(|Ω|−1,bk)}(r − 1)). By (1) of Lemma 4.1, we have KU_{(|Ω|−1,0)}(t − 1) = KU_{(|Ω|−1,0)}(r − 1) = 1 and KU_{(|Ω|−1,s)}(t − 1) = KU_{(|Ω|−1,s)}(r − 1) = 0 for all s ∈ N with s ⩾ |Ω|, which immediately implies the desired result.

(3) The first part follows from (2) and the fact that {1_G} ∈ Λ, and the second part follows from (1) and the first part, as desired. (4) By (4) of Lemma 4.1, we have |{KU_{(|Ω|−1,s)}(j) | j ∈ [0, |Ω| − 1]}| ⩾ ⌊u⌋ + 1, which, together with (3), immediately implies the desired result. (5) By (4) of Lemma 4.1, we have |{KU_{(|Ω|−1,s)}(j) | j ∈ [0, |Ω| − 1]}| ⩾ ⌊w⌋ + 1, and hence the desired result again follows from (3).

As a first application of Proposition 4.1, we show that the sufficient conditions for reflexivity given in Theorem 4.1 are not necessary.

Proposition 4.2. Suppose that h_i = q = 2 for all i ∈ Ω. (1) Assume that |Ω| ⩾ 2, and let Λ = l(CO(H, P(|Ω| − 1, Ω))). Then, for any α, γ ∈ G−{1_G}, α ∼_Λ γ if and only if |supp (α)| ≡ |supp (γ)| ( mod 2). Moreover, CO(H, P(|Ω| − 1, Ω)) is reflexive;

(2) Assume that |Ω| ⩾ 2, and let Λ = l(CO(H, P(2, Ω))). Then, for any α, γ ∈ G, α ∼_Λ γ if and only if either |supp (α)| = |supp (γ)| or |supp (α)| + |supp (γ)| = |Ω| + 1 holds true. Moreover, CO(H, P(2, Ω)) is reflexive.

Proof. (1) Let α, γ ∈ G − {1_G}, and let t = |supp (α)|, r = |supp (γ)|. By (2) of Proposition 4.1 and (1) of Lemma 4.1, we have α ∼_Λ γ ⇐⇒

KU_{(|Ω|−1,|Ω|−1)}(t − 1) = KU_{(|Ω|−1,|Ω|−1)}(r − 1) ⇐⇒ (−1)^{t−1} = (−1)^{r−1} ⇐⇒ t ≡ r (mod 2), as desired. It then follows from (1) of Proposition 4.1 that |CO(H, P(|Ω| − 1, Ω))| = |Λ| = 3, which implies that CO(H, P(|Ω| − 1, Ω)) is reflexive, as desired.

(2) Let Δ denote the partition of G such that for any α, γ ∈ G, α ∼_Δ γ if and only if either |supp (α)| = |supp (γ)| or |supp (α)| + |supp (γ)| = |Ω| + 1 holds true. Let α, γ ∈ G such that α ∼_Δ γ, and let t = |supp (α)|, r = |supp (γ)|. We will show that α ∼_Λ γ. If t = r, then α ∼_Λ γ follows from (2) of Proposition 4.1. Hence in the following, we assume that t + r = |Ω| + 1. By (3) of Lemma 4.1, for any s ∈ [1, |Ω| − 1] such that 2 | s, we have KU_{(|Ω|−1,s)}(t−1) = KU_{(|Ω|−1,s)}(r −1), which, along with (2) of Proposition 4.1, implies that α ∼_Λ γ, as desired. It then follows that Δ is finer than Λ. Also noticing that |Δ| = |CO(H, P(2, Ω))| = ⌈^{|Ω|}_2 ⌉ + 1, from Lemma 2.1, we infer that Λ = Δ and CO(H, P(2, Ω)) is reflexive, as desired.

Remark 4.1. If |Ω| ⩾ 3, then neither P(|Ω|−1, Ω) nor P(2, Ω) is a partition of Ω. Hence Proposition 4.2 gives sufficient conditions for reflexivity which are not covered by those presented in Theorem 4.1.

Now we give some criterions for non-reflexivity.

Proposition 4.3. Suppose that h_i = q for all i ∈ Ω.

(1) Assume that q ⩾ 3, |Ω| ⩾ 3. Fix k ∈ [2, |Ω| − 1] such that |Ω| ≡ 1 ( mod k), and let Λ = l(CO(H, P(k, Ω))). Then, for any α, γ ∈ G, α ∼_Λ γ if and only if |supp (α)| = |supp (γ)|. Consequently, CO(H, P(k, Ω)) is nonreflexive;

(2) If q ⩾ 3, |Ω| ⩾ 4, then CO(H, P(|Ω| − 2, Ω)) is non-reflexive; (3) Assume that q = 2, |Ω| ⩾ 5. Then, for any k ∈ [⌈^{|Ω|}_2 ⌉, |Ω| − 2], CO(H, P(k, Ω)) is non-reflexive;

(4) Assume that q = 2, |Ω| ⩾ 7. Then, for any k ∈ [⌈^{|Ω|}_5 ⌉, |Ω| − 2] such that 2 ∤ k, CO(H, P(k, Ω)) is non-reflexive.

Proof. (1) Let α, γ ∈ G, and let t = |supp (α)|, r = |supp (γ)|. By (2) of Proposition 4.1, we only need to prove the “only if” part. Suppose that α ∼_Λ γ. If 1_G ∈ {α, γ}, then by {1_G} ∈ Λ, we have α = γ = 1_G, and hence t = r = 0, as desired. Therefore in the following, we assume that α ≠ 1_G, γ ≠ 1_G. By |Ω| ≡ 1 (mod k) and (2) of Proposition 4.1, we have KU_{(|Ω|−1,|Ω|−1)}(t − 1) = KU_{(|Ω|−1,|Ω|−1)}(r − 1), which, along with (1) of Lemma 4.1, implies that (−1)^{t−1}(q − 1)^{|Ω|−t} = (−1)^{r−1}(q − 1)^{|Ω|−r}. Since q ⩾ 3, we have |Ω|−t = |Ω|−r, and hence t = r, as desired. It follows that Λ is the partition induced by Hamming weight, which, together with |Ω| ⩾ 3, k ⩾ 2, implies that |Λ| = |Ω| + 1 >^{|Ω|}_k + 2. Now the non-reflexivity of CO(H, P(k, Ω)) immediately follows from (1) of Proposition 4.1, as desired.

(2) Write n = |Ω|. Since q ⩾ 3, n ⩾ 4, one can check that KU_{(n−1,n−2)} takes different values on 0, n − 2, n − 1, respectively, which further implies that |{KU_{(n−1,n−2)}(j) | j ∈ [0, n − 1]}| − 1 ⩾ 2 ⩾^n_{n−2} . It then follows from (3) of Proposition 4.1 that CO(H, P(n − 2, Ω)) is non-reflexive, as desired.

(3) and (4) Write n = |Ω|. Suppose that n ⩾ 5, and fix k ∈ [3, n − 2]. It follows from (1) of Lemma 4.1 and some straightforward computation that

KU_{(n−1,k)}(0) = ( n − 1 k ) ≜ a, KU_{(n−1,k)}(1) = ( n − 2 k ) − ( n − 2 k − 1 ) ≜ b,

KU_{(n−1,k)}(2) = ( n − 3 k ) − 2 ( n − 3 k − 1 ) + ( n − 3 k − 2 ) ≜ c, KU_{(n−1,k)}(3) = ( n − 4 k ) − 3 ( n − 4 k − 1 ) + 3 ( n − 4 k − 2 ) − ( n − 4 k − 3 ) ≜ d. It is straightforward to verify the following facts: a > |b|, a > |c|, a > |d|, (b = c ⇐⇒ n = 2k), (b = d ⇐⇒ n = 2k + 1). (4.3) From (4.3), we infer that |{a, b, c, d}| ⩾ 3. If k ∈ [⌈^n_2 ⌉, n − 2], then we have |{KU_{(n−1,k)}(j) | j ∈ [0, n − 1]}| − 1 ⩾ 2 ⩾^n_k , which, along with (3) of Proposition 4.1, implies that CO(H, P(k, Ω)) is non-reflexive, which further establishes (3). Hence it remains to prove (4). From now on, we assume that n ⩾ 7, k ∈ [⌈^n_5 ⌉, n − 2], 2 ∤ k. It follows from (3) of Lemma 4.1 that KU_{(n−1,k)}(n − 1) = −a, KU_{(n−1,k)}(n − 2) = −b, KU_{(n−1,k)}(n − 3) = −c, KU_{(n−1,k)}(n − 4) = −d. From (4.3), we infer that |{±a, b, c, d}| ⩾ 4. Hence if k ⩾^n_3 , then we have |{KU_{(n−1,k)}(j) | j ∈ [0, n − 1]}| − 1 ⩾ 3 ⩾^n_k , and the desired result follows from (3) of Proposition 4.1. Therefore in the following, we assume that k ⩽^{n−1}_3 . By straightforward computation, we have b + c = 2 (_{n−3} k ) − 2 (_{n−3} k−1 ) , b − c = 2 (_{n−3} k−1 ) − 2 (_{n−3} k−2 ) . Since n ⩾ 7, we have^{n−1}_3 ⩽^{n−3}_2 , and hence k ⩽^{n−3}_2 . It immediately follows that b + c > 0, b − c > 0, and hence b > ±c. The above discussion yields that a > b > ±c > −b > −a. (4.4) From (4.4), we infer that |{±a, ±b, ±c}| ⩾ 5. Hence if k ⩾^n_4 , then we have |{KU_{(n−1,k)}(j) | j ∈ [0, n − 1]}| − 1 ⩾ 4 ⩾^n_k , and the desired result follows from (3) of Proposition 4.1. Therefore in the following, we further assume that k ⩽^{n−1}_4 . Then, some straightforward computation yields that c ≠ 0, which, along with (4.4), implies that |{±a, ±b, ±c}| = 6. It then follows from k ⩾^n_5 that |{KU_{(n−1,k)}(j) | j ∈ [0, n − 1]}| − 1 ⩾ 5 ⩾^n_k , and hence (3) of Proposition 4.1 concludes the proof.

The following theorem is the main result of this subsection. It includes the largest amount of non-reflexive partitions obtained in this section.

Theorem 4.2. Let X be a finite abelian group with |X| = q. Then, the following four statements hold true:

(1) Fix k ∈ Z^+ such that k ⩾ 2, (k, q) ≠ (2, 2). Then, there exists m ∈ Z^+ such that for any n ∈ Z^+ with n ⩾ m, n ⩾ k + 1, the partition CO(X^n, P(k, [1, n])) is non-reflexive;

(2) If q ⩾ 3, then for any n ∈ Z^+ such that n ⩾ 3, CO(X^n, P(2, [1, n])) is non-reflexive;

(3) Let n ∈ Z^+ such that one of the following three conditions holds:

3.1) 3 | n and n ⩾ 9(q − 1) + √ 48q^4 − 144q^3 + 189q^2 − 162q + 81 2(2q − 3)^2

+ 3;

3.2) n ≡ 1 (mod 3), n ⩾ 4, q ⩾ 3; 3.3) n ≡ 2 (mod 3) and n ⩾ 4q^2 + 3q − 9 + √ 48q^4 − 72q^3 + 9q^2 − 54q + 81 2(2q − 3)^2

+ 3.

Then, it holds that n ⩾ 4 and CO(X^n, P(3, [1, n])) is non-reflexive; (4) If q = 2, then for any n ∈ Z^+ such that n ⩾ 5, CO(X^n, P(3, [1, n])) is non-reflexive.

Proof. (1) For any n ∈ N such that n ⩾ k, let u_{(n)} denote the smallest root of KU_{(n,k)}. By (5) of Lemma 4.1, the sequence (⌊u_{(n−1)}⌋/n | n ∈ N, n ⩾ k + 1) converges to^{q−1}_q . Since k, q ⩾ 2, (k, q) ≠ (2, 2), we have^{q−1}_q >^1_k . Hence we can choose m ∈ Z^+ such that for any n ∈ Z^+ with n ⩾ m, n ⩾ k + 1, it holds that ⌊u_{(n−1)}⌋ > n/k. Now for any n ∈ Z^+ such that n ⩾ m, n ⩾ k + 1, applying (4) of Proposition 4.1 to [1, n] and X^n leads to the non-reflexivity of CO(X^n, P(k, [1, n])), which further establishes (1).

(2) Suppose that q ⩾ 3. We consider n ∈ Z^+, n ⩾ 3. It follows from some straightforward computation that the only root of KU_{(n−1,2)}^′ is equal to v =^{q−1}_q n −^3_2 +^2_q . If 2 ∤ n, then the desired result follows from (1) of Proposition 4.3; if 2 | n, n ⩾ 5, then along with q ⩾ 3, one can readily verify that ⌊v⌋ ⩾^n_2 , and hence the desired result follows from (5) of Proposition 4.1; and if n = 4, then by q ⩾ 3 and (2) of Proposition 4.3, the partition CO(X^4, P(2, [1, 4])) is non-reflexive, which concludes the proof of (2).

(3) Apparently, we have n ⩾ 4. Let w denote the smallest root of KU_{(n−1,3)}^′ . Some straightforward computation yields that

w = q − 1 q n − 2 + 3 q − √ (q − 1)(n − 3) +^1_3 q^2 q . (4.5)

If either 3.1) or 3.3) holds true, then from (4.5) and some straightforward computation, we have ⌊w⌋ ⩾^n_3 , and hence the desired result follows from (5) of Proposition 4.1; and if 3.2) holds true, then the desired result follows from (1) of Proposition 4.3, which further establishes (3).

(4) Suppose that q = 2. Let n ∈ Z^+, n ⩾ 5, and let w denote the smallest root of KU_{(n−1,3)}^′ . If n ∈ {5, 6}, then the desired result follows from (3) of Proposition 4.3; if n ∈ [7, 15], then the desired result follows from (4) of Proposition 4.3; if n ⩾ 16, n ≢ 1 (mod 3), then we note that n satisfies either 3.1) or 3.3), and hence the desired result follows from (3); if n ⩾ 20, n ≡ 1 (mod 3), then by (4.5), we have ⌊w⌋ ⩾^n_3 , and hence the desired result follows from (5) of Proposition 4.1; and if n ∈ {16, 19}, then some straightforward computation yields that |{KU_{(15,3)}(j) | j ∈ [0, 6]}| = 7, |{KU_{(18,3)}(j) | j ∈ [0, 7]}| = 8, and hence the desired result follows from (3) of Proposition 4.1, which further concludes the proof of (4).

Remark 4.2. In Section 5, we will use Proposition 4.3 and Theorem 4.2 to provide counter-examples to Conjecture 2.1 (see Theorem 5.3).

5 Reflexivity, the PAMI and the MEP

Throughout this section, we let F be a finite field, Ω be a nonempty finite set, and (k_i | i ∈ Ω) be a family of positive integers. We consider the F-vector space H ≜ ∏ i∈Ω F^{ki} . Define the inner product ⟨ , ⟩ : H × H −→ F as ⟨α, β⟩ = ∑ i∈Ω ∑_{ki} t=1 α_{i,t} · β_{i,t}, where for α ∈ H and i ∈ Ω, α_{i,t} denote the t-th entry of α_i ∈ F^{ki} . For any linear code (i.e., F-subspace) C ⊆ H, we let C^⊥ ≜ {β ∈ H | ⟨α, β⟩ = 0 for all α ∈ C} denote the dual code of C.

We also fix a non-trivial additive character χ of F, and define the nondegenerate pairing f : H × H −→ C^∗ as f(α, β) = χ (⟨α, β⟩). It is well known that for any linear code C ⊆ H, we have

C^⊥ = {β ∈ H | f(α, β) = 1 for all α ∈ C}. (5.1)

For a partition Δ of H, we let l(Δ) denote the left dual partition of Δ with respect to f, and let inv (Δ) denote the following subgroup of Aut_F (H):

inv (Δ) = {σ ∈ Aut_F (H) | β ∼_Δ σ(β) for all β ∈ H}. (5.2)

For a subgroup K ⩽ Aut_F (H), we let orb (K) denote the orbit partition of K acting on H, i.e., for any α, β ∈ H, α ∼_{orb (K)} β if and only if there exists σ ∈ K such that β = σ(α).

Definition 5.1. (1) Let Γ and Λ be partitions of H. We say that (Λ, Γ) admits MacWilliams identity if for any linear codes C_1, C_2 ⊆ H such that C_1 ≈_Λ C_2, it holds that C_1^⊥ ≈_Γ C_2^⊥.

(2) Let Δ be a partition of H. We say that Δ satisfies the MacWilliams extension property (MEP) if for any linear code C ⊆ H and g ∈ Hom_F (C, H) such that g is injective and α ∼_Δ g(α) for all α ∈ C, there exists φ ∈ inv (Δ) such that φ |_C = g.

(3) A partition Δ of H is said to be F-invariant if for any B ∈ Δ and c ∈ F − {0}, it holds that B = {c · β | β ∈ B}. We first examine the relations between reflexivity and the PAMI. The following lemma is an immediate consequence of Lemma 2.1, (2.6) and (5.1).

Lemma 5.1. Let Γ and Λ be partitions of H such that Λ is finer than l(Γ). Then, we have {0} ∈ Λ and (Λ, Γ) admits MacWilliams identity. Furthermore, for a reflexive partition Δ of H, we have {0} ∈ Δ, and both (l(Δ), Δ) and (Δ, l(Δ)) admit MacWilliams identity.

Now we show that the converse of Lemma 5.1 holds true for F-invariant partitions. We begin with some basic properties. By [21, Remark 1.4], for an F-invariant partition Θ of H, l(Θ) is again F-invariant and is independent of the choice of the non-trivial additive character χ, and the left generalized Krawtchouk matrix of (l (Θ), Θ) is independent of the choice of χ as well.

The following is our first main result of this section.

Theorem 5.1. Let Γ and Λ be F-invariant partitions of H. Then, the following three statements are equivalent to each other: (1) Λ is finer than l(Γ);

(2) {0} ∈ Λ, and (Λ, Γ) admits MacWilliams identity;

(3) {0} ∈ Λ, and for any 1-dimensional linear codes C_1, C_2 ⊆ H such that C_1 ≈_Λ C_2, it holds that C_1^⊥ ≈_Γ C_2^⊥.

Further assume that |Λ| ⩽ |Γ|. Then, (2) holds true if and only if Γ is reflexive and Λ = l(Γ).

Proof. We note that (1) =⇒ (2) follows from Lemma 5.1 and (2) =⇒ (3) is trivial. Now we prove (3) =⇒ (1). Let S denote the set of all the 1- dimensional linear codes. Then, S is a collection of non-identity subgroups of H with equal cardinality. Let Δ = {C − {0} | C ∈ S} ∪ {{0}}. Then, Δ is a partition of H, and for any A ∈ Δ with A ≠ {0}, there exists C ∈ S such that C − {0} = A. Since Γ is F-invariant, l(Γ) is again F-invariant and hence Δ is finer than l(Γ). Moreover, it follows from Λ is F-invariant that Δ is finer than Λ. Now we apply Theorem 2.1 and (5.1) and reach the fact that Λ is finer than l(Γ), which further establishes (3) =⇒ (1). The rest is a direct consequence of Lemma 2.1 and the proven part (1) ⇐⇒ (2).

Now we apply Theorem 5.1 to MacWilliams-type equivalence relations proposed in [8] as well as partitions induced by weighted poset metric and combinatorial metric, as detailed in the following three examples.

Example 5.1. (Characterizing MacWilliams-type equivalence relations) Fix a poset P = (Ω, ≼_P), and consider an equivalence relation E on I(P). Let Γ denote the partition of H such that for any β, θ ∈ H, β ∼_Γ θ ⇐⇒ (⟨supp (β)⟩_P, ⟨supp (θ)⟩_P) ∈ E, and let Λ denote the partition of H such that for any α, γ ∈ H, α ∼_Λ γ ⇐⇒ (Ω − ⟨supp (α)⟩_P, Ω − ⟨supp (γ)⟩_P) ∈ E. Since Γ and Λ are F-invariant partitions with |Λ| = |Γ|, Lemma 2.1 and Theorem 5.1 imply that (Λ, Γ) is mutually dual with respect to f if and only if (Λ, Γ) admits MacWilliams identity and {Ω} is an equivalence class of E, which recovers (i) ⇐⇒ (ii) of [8, Theorem 3.3]. In addition, the general MacWilliams identity (2.5) along with (5.1) recovers (ii) ⇐⇒ (iii) of [8, Theorem 3.3]. In [8], E is referred to as a MacWilliams-type equivalence relation if (Λ, Γ) admits MacWilliams identity.

Example 5.2. Let P = (Ω, ≼_P) be a poset, and fix ω : Ω −→ R^+ . Since Q(H, P, ω) and Q(H, P, ω) are F-invariant partitions of the same cardinality and containing {0}, Theorem 5.1 implies that (Q(H, P, ω), Q(H, P, ω)) admits MacWilliams identity if and only if Q(H, P, ω) = l(Q(H, P, ω)). Further assume that P is hierarchical and ω is integer-valued. Then, by Theorem 3.2, (Q(H, P, ω), Q(H, P, ω)) admits MacWilliams identity if and only if Q(H, P, ω) is reflexive, if and only if (P, ω) satisfies the UDP, and for any u, v ∈ Ω such that len_P(u) = len_P(v) and ω(u) = ω(v), it holds that k_u = k_v. The latter equivalence has also been established in [29, Theorem 7] for labelled-poset-block metric by using different methods.

Example 5.3. Let T be a covering of Ω such that (T, ⊆) is an anti-chain. Since CO(H, T ) is an F-invariant partition containing {0}, Theorems 4.1 and 5.1 imply that the following three statements are equivalent to each other:

(1) (CO(H, T ), CO(H, T )) admits MacWilliams identity; (2) CO(H, T ) = l(CO(H, T )); (3) T is a partition of Ω, and ∑ i∈U k_i = ∑ j∈V k_j for all U, V ∈ T . In addition, (1) ⇐⇒ (3) recovers [39, Theorem 1] if k_i = 1 for all i ∈ Ω.

Now we summarize the relations among reflexivity, the PAMI and the MEP in the following theorem.

Theorem 5.2. Let Γ be an F-invariant partition of H such that {0} ∈ Γ, and consider the following five statements: (1) Γ satisfies the MEP; (2) Γ = orb (inv (Γ)); (3) Γ is reflexive;

(4) (Γ, l(Γ)) admits MacWilliams identity;

(5) There exists an F-invariant partition Λ of H such that {0} ∈ Λ and both (Λ, Γ) and (Γ, Λ) admit MacWilliams identity.

Then, it holds true that (1) =⇒ (2), (2) =⇒ (3) and (3) ⇐⇒ (4) ⇐⇒ (5).

Proof. We begin by noting that {0} ∈ l(Γ) and l(Γ) is F-invariant. Now (2) =⇒ (3) follows from [18, Theorem 2.6] and (3) =⇒ ((4) ∧ (5)) follows from Lemma 5.1. Next, we prove (4) =⇒ (3) and (5) =⇒ (3). If (4) holds true, then Theorem 5.1 implies that Γ is finer than l(l(Γ)), which, along with Lemma 2.1, further implies that Γ is reflexive, as desired. If (5) holds true, then Theorem 5.1 implies that (Λ, Γ) is mutually dual with respect to f, which, along with Lemma 2.1, further implies that Γ is reflexive, as desired. Hence it remains to establish (1) =⇒ (2). From now on, we assume that Γ satisfies the MEP. By definition, it can be readily verified that orb (inv (Γ)) is finer than Γ. Next, we will show that Γ is finer than orb (inv (Γ)), which immediately implies that Γ = orb (inv (Γ)). Consider α, β ∈ H such that α ∼_Γ β. If α = 0, then by {0} ∈ Γ, we have β = α = 0, and hence α ∼_{orb (inv (Γ))} β, as desired. Therefore in what follows, we assume that α ≠ 0. Then, by {0} ∈ Γ, we have β ≠ 0. Define g ∈ Hom_F (F · α, H) as g(α) = β. Apparently, g is injective. Moreover, it follows from Γ is Finvariant that γ ∼_Γ g(γ) for all γ ∈ F · α. Since Γ satisfies the MEP, we can choose φ ∈ inv (Γ) such that φ |_{F·α} = g. It follows that φ(α) = g(α) = β, which immediately implies that α ∼_{orb (inv (Γ))} β, as desired. By now, we have shown that Γ = orb (inv (Γ)), which further establishes (2).

Remark 5.1. In Theorem 5.2, (2) =⇒ (1) does not hold in general. We refer the reader to [1, Example 2.9], [17, Example 1.12] and [21, Section 8] for counter-examples arising from partitions of matrix spaces and rank metric codes.

Finally, we disprove Conjecture 2.1. The following theorem is a direct consequence of Proposition 4.3, Theorem 4.2 and Theorem 5.2, in which we collect all the counter-examples to Conjecture 2.1 that we have obtained.

Theorem 5.3. (1) Suppose that |F| = 2. Then, for any n ∈ Z^+, n ⩾ 5, CO(F^n , P(3, [1, n])) does not satisfy the MEP. Moreover, fix k ∈ Z^+, k ⩾ 4. Then, there exists m ∈ Z^+ such that for any n ∈ Z^+ with n ⩾ m, n ⩾ k + 1, CO(F^n , P(k, [1, n])) does not satisfy the MEP. In addition, for any n ∈ [k + 2, 2k], CO(F^n , P(k, [1, n])) does not satisfy the MEP. Further assume that 2 ∤ k. Then, for any n ∈ [max{k+2, 7}, 5k], CO(F^n , P(k, [1, n])) does not satisfy the MEP.

(2) Suppose that |F| ⩾ 3. Then, for any n ∈ Z^+, n ⩾ 3, CO(F^n , P(2, [1, n])) does not satisfy the MEP. Moreover, fix k ∈ Z^+, k ⩾ 3. Then, there exists m ∈ Z^+ such that for any n ∈ Z^+ with n ⩾ m, n ⩾ k+1, CO(F^n , P(k, [1, n])) does not satisfy the MEP. In addition, CO(F^{k+2} , P(k, [1, k + 2])) does not satisfy the MEP, and for any n ∈ Z^+ such that n ⩾ k + 1, n ≡ 1 (mod k), CO(F^n , P(k, [1, n])) does not satisfy the MEP.

Remark 5.2. Fix k ∈ Z^+, k ⩾ 3, and consider the set

Q ≜ {n ∈ Z^+ | n ⩾ k + 1, CO(F_2^n, P(k, [1, n])) satisfies the MEP}.

By (1) of Theorem 5.3, Q is a finite set. Moreover, if k = 3, then Q ⊆ {4}; if k ⩾ 4, then Q∩[k+2, 2k] = ∅; and if 2 ∤ k, then Q∩[max{k+2, 7}, 5k] = ∅. In addition, (2) of Theorem 5.3 shows that similar conditions remain valid if F_2 is replaced by a non-binary finite field.

Appendix

A Proof of Proposition A.1

In this appendix, we prove the following Proposition A.1, which has been used in the proof of Proposition 3.3.

Proposition A.1. (1) Let I, J be finite sets, (n_i | i ∈ I), (m_j | j ∈ J) be two families of positive integers, and (a_i | i ∈ I), (b_j | j ∈ J) be two families of positive real numbers. Assume that one of the following two equations holds: ∏ i∈I (x^{ni} + ai) = ∏ j∈J (x^{mj} + bj ); (A.1) ( ∏ i∈I (x^{ni} − ai) ) ( ∏ j∈J (x^{mj} + bj ) ) = ( ∏ i∈I (x^{ni} + ai) ) ( ∏ j∈J (x^{mj} − bj ) ) . (A.2)

Then, there exists a bijection σ : I −→ J such that for any i ∈ I, n_i = m_{σ(i)}, a_i = b_{σ(i)}.

(2) Let Y be a finite set, (n_i | i ∈ Y ) be a family of positive integers, and (a_i | i ∈ Y ) be a family of positive real numbers. Fix C, D ⊆ Y such that ( ∏ i∈D (x^{ni} − 1) ) ( ∏ i∈Y −D (x^{ni} + a_i) ) = ( ∏ i∈C (x^{ni} − 1) ) ( ∏ i∈Y −C (x^{ni} + a_i) ) . Then, there exists a bijection σ : C −→ D such that for any i ∈ C, n_i = n_{σ(i)}, a_i = a_{σ(i)}.

Proof. (1) Without loss of generality, we assume that there exists γ ∈ I such that for any i ∈ I and j ∈ J, n_γ ⩾ n_i, n_γ ⩾ m_j. Let λ ∈ C be a 2n_γ -th primitive root, and set c = (a_γ )^{1/nγ} . Then, cλ is a root of x^{nγ} + a_γ . For any i ∈ I, the facts n_γ ⩾ n_i, a_i > 0 imply that cλ is not a root of x^{ni} − a_i. Therefore either (A.1) or (A.2) implies that there exists θ ∈ J such that cλ is a root of x^{mθ} + b_θ. By n_γ ⩾ m_θ and b_θ > 0, we have m_θ = n_γ , b_θ = a_γ . We then deduce that either (A.1) or (A.2) remains valid if we let I − {γ} and J − {θ} take the place of I and J, respectively. Applying an induction argument to I − {γ} and J − {θ}, and noticing that n_γ = m_θ, a_γ = b_θ, we conclude that there exists a bijection σ : I −→ J such that n_i = m_{σ(i)}, a_i = b_{σ(i)} for all i ∈ I, as desired.

(2) Since for any i, j ∈ Y with a_i ≠ 1, gcd(x^{ni} + a_i, x^{nj} ± 1) = 1, we have the following two equations: ( ∏ i∈D (x^{ni} − 1) ) ∏ (i∈C,ai=1) (x^{ni} + 1) = ( ∏ i∈C (x^{ni} − 1) ) ∏ (i∈D,ai=1) (x^{ni} + 1) , (A.3) ∏ (i∈C,ai≠1) (x^{ni} + ai) = ∏ (i∈D,ai≠1) (x^{ni} + ai). (A.4)

By (1) and (A.4), we can choose a bijection τ from {i ∈ C | a_i ≠ 1} to {i ∈ D | a_i ≠ 1} such that n_i = n_{τ (i)}, a_i = a_{τ (i)} for all i ∈ C with a_i ≠ 1. It follows that ∏ (i∈C,a_i≠1)(x n_i − 1) = ∏ (i∈D,a_i≠1)(x n_i − 1), which, together

with (A.3), further implies that ∏ (i∈D,ai=1) (x^{ni} − 1) ∏ (i∈C,ai=1) (x^{ni} + 1) = ∏ (i∈C,ai=1) (x^{ni} − 1) ∏ (i∈D,ai=1) (x^{ni} + 1) . By (1), we can choose a bijection η from {i ∈ C | a_i = 1} to {i ∈ D | a_i = 1} such that n_i = n_{η(i)} for all i ∈ C with a_i = 1. Define ε : C −→ D as ε |_{{i∈C|ai≠1}}= τ and ε |_{{i∈C|ai=1}}= η. It follows that ε : C −→ D is a bijection such that n_i = n_{ε(i)}, a_i = a_{ε(i)} for all i ∈ C, as desired.

References

[1] A. Barra, H. Gluesing-Luerssen, MacWilliams extension theorems and the local-global property for codes over Frobenius rings, Journal of Pure and Applied Algebra, vol. 219, no. 4 (2015), 703-728.

[2] S. Bezzateev, N. Shekhunova, Class of binary generalized Goppa codes perfect in weighted Hamming metric, Designs, Codes and Cryptography, vol. 66, no. 1-3 (2013), 391-399.

[3] M. Bossert, V. Sidorenko, Singleton-type bounds for blot-correcting codes, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 42, no. 3 (1996), 1021-1023.

[4] J. D. Bridwell, J. K. Wolf, Burst distance and multiple-burst correction, Bell System Technical Journal, vol. 49, no. 5 (1970), 889-909.

[5] R. A. Brualdi, J. S. Graves, K. M. Lawrence, Codes with a poset metric, Discrete Mathematics, vol. 147, no. 1-3 (1995), 57-72.

[6] K. Bogart, D. Goldberg, J. Gordon, An elementary proof of the MacWilliams theorem on equivalence of codes, Information and Control, vol. 37 (1978), 19-22.

[7] E. Byrne, M. Greferath, M. E. O’Sullivan, The linear programming bound for codes over finite Frobenius rings, Designs, Codes and Cryptography, vol. 42 (2007), 289-301.

[8] S. Choi, J. Y. Hyun, D. Y. Oh, H. K. Kim, MacWilliams-type equivalence relations, arXiv:1205.1090v2 (2013), 20 pages.

[9] R. Coleman, On Krawtchouk polynomials, arXiv: 1101.1798v1 [math.CA], 2011.

[10] P. Delsarte, An algebraic approach to the association schemes of coding theory, Philips Research Reports Supplements, No. 10, 1973.

[11] P. Delsarte, V. I. Levenshtein, Association schemes and coding theory, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 44, no. 6 (1998), 2477- 2504.

[12] S. Dyshko, Generalizations of the MacWilliams extension theorem, General Mathematics [math.GM]. Université de Toulon, 2016. English. NNT: 2016TOUL0018.

[13] T. Etzion, M. Firer, R. A. Machado, Metrics based on finite directed graphs and coding invariants, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 64, no. 4 (2018), 2398-2409.

[14] K. Feng, L. Xu, F. J. Hickernell, Linear error-block codes, Finite Fields and Their Applications, vol. 12, no. 4 (2006), 638-652.

[15] E. M. Gabidulin, Combinatorial metrics in coding theory, In: 2nd International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), Akadémiai Kiadó (1973).

[16] E. M. Gabidulin, A brief survey of metrics in coding theory, Mathematics of Distances and Applications, 2012, 66-84.

[17] E. Gorla, Rank-Metric codes, arXiv:1902.02650 (2019).

[18] H. Gluesing-Luerssen, Fourier-Reflexive partitions and MacWilliams identities for additive codes, Designs, Codes and Cryptography, vol. 75, no. 3 (2015), 543-563.

[19] H. Gluesing-Luerssen, Partitions of Frobenius rings induced by the homogeneous weight, Advances in Mathematics of Communications, vol. 8, no. 2 (2014), 191-207.

[20] H. Gluesing-Luerssen, T. Pllaha, Extension theorems for various weight functions over Frobenius bimodules, Journal of Algebra and Its Applications, vol. 17, no. 3 (2018).

[21] H. Gluesing-Luerssen, A. Ravagnani, Partitions of matrix spaces with an application to q-rook polynomials, European Journal of Combinatorics, vol. 89, no. 3 (2020), 103-120.

[22] J. Y. Hyun, H. K. Kim, Maximum distance separable poset codes, Designs, Codes and Cryptography, vol. 48, no. 3 (2008), 247-261.

[23] J. Y. Hyun, H. K. Kim, J. R. Park, Weighted posets and digraphs admitting the extended Hamming code to be a perfect code, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 65, no. 8 (2019), 4664-4672.

[24] H. K. Kim, D. Y. Oh, A classification of posets admmiting MacWilliams identity, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 51, no. 4 (2005), 1424-1431.

[25] V. I. Levenshtein, Krawtchouk polynomials and universal bounds for codes and designs in Hamming spaces, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 41, no. 5 (1995), 1303-1321.

[26] R. Lidl, H. Niederreiter, Finite Fields, Cambridge University Press, 1997.

[27] R. A. Machado, M. Firer, MacWilliams’ identity for metrics determined by directed graphs, 2016 IEEE Information Theory Workshop (ITW), 2016, DOI: 10.1109/ITW.2016.7606803.

[28] R. A. Machado, J. A. Pinheiro, M. Firer, Characterization of metrics induced by hierarchical posets, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 63, no. 6 (2017), 3630-3640.

[29] R. A. Machado, M. Firer, Weights which respect support and NNdecoding, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 66, no. 6 (2020), 3664-3674.

[30] F. J. MacWilliams, Combinatorial problems of elementary abelian groups, Ph.D. Dissertation, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass, 1962.

[31] F. J. MacWilliams, A Theorem on the distribution of weights in a systematic code, The Bell System Technical Journal, vol. 42, no. 1 (1963), 79-94.

[32] F. J. MacWilliams, N. J. A. Sloane, The Theory of Error Correcting Codes, North-Holland Publishing Company, Amsterdam, the Netherlands, 1977.

[33] M. H. Mohamed, M. Bossert, Combinatorial metrics and collaborative error/erasure decoding for translation metrics, In: Information Technology and Systems, 2015, 550-559.

[34] P. Morandi, Field and Galois Theory (second edition), Springer-Verlag New York, USA (1996).

[35] A. de Oliveira Moura, M. Firer, Duality for poset codes, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 56, no. 7 (2010), 3180-3186.

[36] D. Y. Oh, Poset metrics admitting association schemes and a new proof of MacWilliams identity, Journal of the Korean Mathematical Society, vol. 50, no. 5 (2013), 917-931.

[37] L. Panek, J. A. Pinheiro, General approach to poset and additive metrics, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 66, no. 11 (2020), 6823-6834.

[38] J. A. Pinheiro, M. Firer, Classification of poset-block spaces admitting MacWilliams-type identity, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 58, no. 12 (2012), 7246-7252.

[39] J. A. Pinheiro, R. A. Machado, M. Firer, Combinatorial metrics:

MacWilliams-type identities, isometries and extension property, Designs, Codes and Cryptography, vol. 87, no. 2-3 (2019), 327-340.

[40] A. Ravagnani, Duality of codes supported on regular lattices, with an application to enumerative combinatorics, Designs, Codes and Cryptography, vol. 86, no. 9 (2018), 2035-2063.

[41] S. Roman, Coding and Information Theory, Springer-Verlag New York, USA (1992).

[42] J. A. Wood, Duality for modules over finite rings and applications to coding theory, American Journal of Mathematics vol. 121, no. 3 (1999), 555-575.

[43] J. A. Wood, Foundations of linear codes defined over finite modules: the extension theorem and the MacWilliams identities, Codes Over Rings, World Scientific Pub. Co. Inc., (2009), 124-190.

[44] Y. Xu, H. B. Kan, G. Y. Han, Fourier-reflexive partitions induced by poset metric, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 68, no. 4 (2022), 2319-2330.

[45] V. A. Zinoviev, T. Ericson, On Fourier-invariant partitions of finite abelian groups and the MacWilliams identity for group codes, Problems of Information Transmission, vol. 32 (1996), 117-122.

[46] V. A. Zinoviev, T. Ericson, Fourier-invariant pairs of partitions of finite abelian groups and association schemes, Problems of Information Transmission, vol. 45, no. 3 (2009), 221-231.