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UPPER BOUNDS ON THE SIZE OF GRAIN-CORRECTING CODES*

NAVIN KASHYAP  AND GILLES ZEMOR!

ABSTRACT. In this paper, we re-visit the combinatorial error modelMdizumdar et al.[[3] that
models errors in high-density magnetic recording causeladkyof knowledge of grain boundaries
in the recording medium. We present new upper bounds on thetity/rate of binary block codes
that correct errors within this model.

1. INTRODUCTION

The combinatorial error model studied by Mazumdar ef alig2] highly simplified model of an
error mechanism encountered in a magnetic recording medtuerabit-per-square-inch storage
densites[[4],[[7]. In this model, a one-dimensional traclaanagnetic recording medium is divided
into evenly spaced bit cells, each of which can store onefldfita. Bits are written sequentially
into these bit cells. The sequence of bit cells has an uridgrligrain” distribution, which may be
described as follows: bit cells are grouped into non-oygilag blocks calledyrains which may
consist of up ta adjacent bit cells. We focus on the case 2, so that a grain can contain at most
two bit cells. We define thiengthof a grain to be the number of bit cells it contains.

Each grain can store only one bit of information, i.e., ad it cells within a grain carry the same
bit value (0 or 1), which we call thpolarity of the grain. We assume, followin@![3], that in the
sequential write process, the first bit to be written into @mgsets the polarity of the grain, so that
all the bit cells within this grain must retain this polaﬂ]tyrhis implies that any subsequent attempts
at writing bits within this grain make no difference to thdugactually stored in the bit cells in the
grain. If the grain boundaries were known to the write headdder) and the read head (decoder),
then the maximum storage capacity of one bit per grain camchiexeed. However, in a more realis-
tic scenario where the underlying grain distribution is dixeit unknown the lack of knowledge of
grain boundaries reduces the storage capacity. Constnscéind rate/cardinality bounds for codes
that correct errors caused by a fixed but unknown underlynagnglistribution have been studied
in the prior literature([B],[[5],[[6]. In this paper, we pregemproved rate/cardinality upper bounds
for such codes.

The paper is organized as follows. After providing the nesags definitions and notation in
Section 2, we derive, in Sectidh 3, an upper bound on thereaityi of ¢-grain-correcting codes,
fort = 1, 2,3, using the fractional covering technique frdm [1]. We cahjee that the upper bound
in fact holds for allt. We further conjecture that the same technique should gielitionger upper
bound, and we report some progress towards this in Sddtidmd fractional covering technique
is also used in Sectidd 5 to obtain an upper bound on the maxirate asymptotically achievable
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by codes correcting a constant fraction of grain errors. #armation-theoretic upper bound on
the same quantity is derived in Sectidn 6. We conclude ini@g@twith some remarks concerning
the bounds. The current state-of-the-art on upper boundhi@maximum rate asymptotically

achievable, including the bounds derived in this papeniisrearized in Figures 2 and 3. Some of
the technical proofs from Sectiohk 3 did 5 are given in appesd

2. DEFINITIONS AND NOTATION

Let ¥ = {0,1}, and for a positive integen, let [n] denote the sefl,2,...,n}. A track on
the recording medium consists afbit cells indexed by the integers [n]. The bit cells on the
track are grouped into non-overlapping grains of length estntwo. A length-2 grain consists of
bit cells with indicesj — 1 andj, for somej € [n]; we denote such a grain by the p&jr— 1, j).
Let E C {2,...,n} be the set of all indice$ such that(j — 1, 7) is a length-2 grain. Since grains
cannot overlapf contains no pair of consecutive integers.

A binary sequence = (z1,...,2,) € X" to be written on to the track can be affected by
errors only at the indiceg € E. Indeed, what actually gets recorded on the track is theesegu
y = (y1,-..,Yn), Where

Tj-1 ifjekl
_ 1
vi {xj otherwise. @)

For example, itk = (000101011100010) andE = {2,4,7,9, 14}, theny = (000001111100000).
Note that the selr completely specifies the positions and locations of all ttaéng (both length-1
and length-2) in the track. We will call this set theain pattern It is assumed that the grain pattern
is unknown to both the write head and the read head. The effee grain patterrZ on a binary
sequencex € X" defines an operatafy : X" — X", wherey = ¢p(x) is as specified by {1)
above.

For integers: > 1 andt > 0, let&, ; denote the set of all grain patterfswith |E| < ¢. In other
words,&,, ; consists of all subset®s C {2,...,n} of cardinality at most, such that® contains no
pair of consecutive integers. For arnc X", we define

O (x) ={Pp(x) : E € &4}

Thus,®,(x) is the set of all possible sequences that can be obtainedxfroyrthe action of some
grain pattern® with |E| < ¢. Two sequences; andx, aret-confusablaf ®;(x;) N ®;(x2) # 0.

A binary codeC of lengthn is said to correct grain errors, or be &-grain-correcting codeif
no two distinct vectors;, xs € C aret-confusable. Lef\/ (n,t) denote the maximum cardinality
of at-grain-correcting code of length. Also, forr € [0, %], the maximum asymptotic rate of a
[Tn]-grain-correcting code is defined to be

R(7) = limsup 1 logy M (n, [Tn]). 2
n—oo N

A grain patterny changes a sequengdo a different sequenceiff x;_; # x; for somej € F,

i.e., the length-2 graifj — 1, j) straddles the boundary between two successive rursliere, a
run is a maximal substring of consecutive identical symbossdr1s) inx. A run consisting of)s
(resp.1s) is called &-run (resp.1-run). The number of distinct runs i is denoted by (x).

A convenient means of keeping track of run boundaries is via its derivative sequencex’:
forx = (z1,...,7,), the sequence’ = (25, ..., ;) is defined by’ = ;1 ©x;, 5 =2,...,n,
where® denotes modulo-2 addition. Ths inx’ identify the boundaries between successive runs
in x. Thus,w(x’) = r(x) — 1, wherew(-) denotes the Hamming weight of a binary sequence.

Let supfix’) = {j : 2; = 1} denote the support of. Forx € X", the sequenceg € ®;(x)
are in one-to-one correspondence with the different waysetdcting at most non-consecutive
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integerd from supggx’) to form a grain patterds € Ent- Thus,|®.(x)| counts the number of ways
of forming such grain patterns. This count can be obtainddlasvs. Let/,, /s, .. ., £, denote the
lengths of the distinct-runs inx’, and define the set

T={(t1,....tm) EZT: Y t; <t} (3)
j=1

whereZ_ denotes the set of non-negative integers. In the above ssipret; represents the
number of integers from the support of thid 1-run that are to be included in a grain pattén
being formed. The number of distinct ways in whichnon-consecutive integers can be chosen
from the/; consecutive integers forming the support of jie1-run is, by an elementary counting

argument, equal t()gj‘f]?“). Thus,

Bl = 3 H( ”1) @

(t1, 7tm)eT] 1

Simplified expressions can be obtained for small valugs of

Proposition 2.1. For x € X", letw = w(x’) denote the Hamming weight of the derivative sequence
x'. Also, letm be the number of 1-runs ix'.

@ |P1(x)] =14+ w =r(x).

(b) |2(x)] =1 +m + ().

(€) |®3(x)| = 1+m1+m(w—3)+ (%) — (%) + 2w, wherem, denotes the number of 1-runs
of length 1 inx’.

Proof. (a) While the expression fg®; (x)| can be directly obtained froril(4), it is simpler to ob-
serve that the seb;(x) consists of the sequeneceitself, and thew distinct sequences in the set

{¢p(x) : E = {j} for somej € supp(x’)}.
(b) Fort = 2, it is easy to see that the expressior(in (4) simplifies to

|[D2(x)] = i: §<€_1> >y

(4,5):i<d

A sequence or set of non-consecutive integers is one thatrdmiecontain a pair of consecutive integers.
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We then have

m@ﬂ:l+m+2%—U+Z<% yyz;mj
j=1 j=1 (4,4):1<yg
- 1+m+z<2’>+ 0l
j=1 (4,)5<]
1 m
= l4+m+3 (05— ) + il
Jj=1 (1,9):5<j
= 1+m+ Y £+ 6,@2@]
| 7=1 (4,7):1#£7 j=1

= 1+m+
m
2)’

the last equality being due to the fact that 2211 l;.
(c) Fort = 3, the expression in{4) can be written as

(-1 (-2
mel =+ Y e () (S o)+ ()
(3,5,k)i<j<k i=1 YRE) =1
From here on, straightforward algebraic manipulationd teahe expression given in the statement

of the proposition. We omit the details, noting only that enters the picture when we write the
last term above as

m

(6 —2)(l —3)(4; — 4)

> . +§:L
=1 Z:ZZ‘:1

The extra termy_,,,._; 1, which equalsm;, accounts for the fact that the expansion(6f*) as

E2)E8)(E) s jnvalid whent; = 1; by convention,(¢) = 0 whena < 0. O

We will also find the following simple lower bound df, (x)|, valid for anyt > 1, to be useful.

Proposition 2.2. For x € ¥™ andt > 1, we have

SS (’”<X)j‘j>.

j=0

Proof. Consider the number of different ways of choosing exagtiyn-consecutive integers from
supgx’). This number is smallest when sugp) consists of consecutive integers, e.g., Supp=
[r(x) — 1]. The number of different ways of choosing exacflyyon-consecutive integers from

[r(x) — 1] is, by an elementary counting argument, equs([”féj?‘j). O

3. AN UPPERBOUND ON M (n, t)

In this section, we explore the applicability to grain-emting codes of a technique used by
Kulkarni and Kiyavash 1] to derive upper bounds on the galiies of deletion-correcting codes.
A hypergraph# is a pair(V, X'), whereV is a finite set, called theertex setandX’ is a family

of subsets o¥/. The members oft’ are callechyperedgesA matchingof # is a pairwise disjoint
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collection of hyperedges. Avertex) coveringdf 7 is a subsefl” C V such thatl" meets every
hyperedge of{, i.e.,7 N X # () for all X € X. Thematching number(#) is the largest size of
a matching oft{, while thecovering numberr(# ), is the smallest size of a covering Af

The problems of computing the matching and covering numbansbe expressed as a dual
pair of integer programs. This is done via the vertex-hyggeeincidence matrix4, of #, which
is defined as follows. Lety,vs, ..., vy and Xy, Xo, ..., X| x| be a listing of the vertices and
hyperedges, respectively, &. Then,A = (4, ;) is the|V| x |X| matrix with 0/1 entries, with
A; ; = 1iff v; € Xj. Itis easy to verify that

v(H) = max{17z : z € {0, 1}|X|, Az < 1} (5)
and
7(H) = min{17w : w e {0, 1}V, ATw > 1}, (6)
wherel denotes an all-ones column vector. Note that the linearrproming (LP) relaxations of

®).

vi(H) = max{17z:z >0, Az <1}, (7)
and [6),
74(H) = min{1"w : w > 0, ATw > 1}, (8)
are duals of each other. By strong LP duality, we hamé{) = 7;(#), and hence,
v(H) Svi(H) = 1p(H) < 7(H). 9)

The quantities/;(#) and7;(#) are called thdractional matching numbeandfractional cov-
ering numbey respectively, of the hypergraftf. Any non-negative vectow such thatd”w > 1
is called afractional coverinE of H. To put it in another way, a fractional covering is a function
w:V — Ry suchtha _y w(v) > 1forall X € X. Thevalueof a fractional coveringv is de-
fined to bejw| := > .y w(v). From the inequality (H) < 7¢(H) in (9), we see that(H) < |w|
for any fractional coveringv of /. We use this to suggest an upper bound on the largest size,
M (n,t), of at-grain-correcting code of blocklength

Consider the hypergraphi,, ; = (V, X), whereV = ¥", andX = {®;(x) : x € ¥"}. Note that
v(Hn,) = M(n,t); thus, fractional coverings o, ; yield upper bounds o/ (n,t). Bounding
the size of packings in this way has been extensively usednmbmatorics, see e.g.l[2]. Taking
inspiration from[1], we consider the functian : X — R, defined forx € >" as

1

[P (x)]
Fort = 1,2,3, we can prove thai, is a fractional covering ot,, ;, and conjecture that this is in
fact the case for all > 1.

: (10)

w(x)

Conjecture 3.1. For all positive integers: and¢, the functionw; defined in[(ID) is a fractional
covering ofH,, 4, i.e., for allx € X7,

1
> > 1. (11)
S 2]
Therefore,
1
M(n,t) < |w| = (12)
(8 bl = 2

Our proof of [11) fort = 1,2, 3 relies on an understanding of the relationship betwé@gfx )|
and|®,(y)| fory € ®,(x). Recall, from[(4), that®,(x)| depends only on the lengths of the 1-runs
in x’. Thus, we need to understand how the distribution of 1s ammggoing fromx’ to y’.

3A fractional matching is correspondingly defined, but wd tilve no further use for this concept.
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3.1. Effect of Grains on the Derivative Sequence. Recall thatls inx’ correspond to run bound-
aries inx. We say that a (length-2) graimcts ona 1 in x’ if it straddles the corresponding run
boundary inx. We need to distinguish between two types of 1s in the dérevaequence’. A
trailing 1 is the lastl in a 1-run, while anon-trailing 1 is any1 that is not a trailingl. Grains act
on trailing 1s in a manner different from non-trailinis.

A segment ofx’ that contains a trailing is of the form«10%, or 1 in case the trailind is a
suffix of x. Up to complementation, the corresponding segment isfof the form=011x or x01.
A grain acting on the trailing in x” straddles th@1 run boundary inx. In the sequencg obtained
through the action of this grain, the segment under observétecomes:001x or %00, and the
corresponding segment of the derivative sequerids x01x* or *0.

On the other hand, a non-trailingn x’ belongs to a segment of the forr1x; the firstl shown
is the non-trailingl under consideration. Again, up to complementation, theesponding segment
in x is of the form*010%. A grain acting on the non-trailing in x’ straddles thé®1 run boundary
shown inx. This grain causes the segment being observed to begoie in y, and hence:00x
iny’.

To summarize, the action of a grain on a trailihgonverts a segment of the forai0x or x1 in
x’ to %01 or %0 in y’, and a grain acting on a non-trailirigconverts a segment of the forsi 1x
in x’ to x00* in y’. It should be clear that the bits depicted #s/0n either side of these segments
remain unchanged by the action of the grain. Note, in pdaticthat a grain acting oniin x’ does
not increase the Hamming weight ®f. A grain acting on a trailing either leaves the Hamming
weight ofx’ unchanged, or reduces it iy in the case of a non-trailing, the Hamming weight of
x’ is always reduced by.

Finally, when dealing with a grain pattern containitg> 1 length-2 grains, since the grains
are non-overlapping, the actions of individual grains carcbnsidered independently. Thus, the
discussion above immediately implies the following usédiak.

Lemma3.1. Foranyy € ®,(x), we haveu(y’) < w(x’), or equivalentlyy(y) < r(x).

3.2. Proof of (I1) for ¢t = 1,2,3. Considert = 1 first. For anyy € ®;(x), we havew(y’) <
w(x), and hencel®; (y)| < |®1(x)| by Proposition 211. Therefore,

which proves(TI]) for ¢ = 1.

The simple argument above does not extend directly to 2, the reason being that it is no
longer true in general tha®;(y)| < |®.(x)| for y € ®.(x). For example, considet = 0100,
and note thatbs(x) = {0000, 0100,0110}. Takey = 0110 € ®3(x), and verify that®,(y) =
{0110,0010,0111,0011}. Thus,|®(y)| > |P2(x)].

To prove [11) fort = 2,3, we show that the sequencgse ®,(x) that violate the inequality
|®:(y)| < |®¢(x)| can be dealt with by suitably matching them with sequencas gétisfy the
inequality. To this end, for a fixed € X", let us definef(x) = {y € ®u(x) : [P:(y)| > |P:(x)|}
andG,(x) = {y € Pi(x) : |P:(y)] < [Pi(x)|}. We will construct a one-to-one mappinpg:
F(x) — Gy(x) such that for ally € Fi(x), we have

LS B
()] [@e(p(y))] — [2e(x)]

(13)
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The mapping will be referred to as pairing. Let P,(x) = p(F;(x)) denote the image qf, and
let Qt(X) = Gt(X) \Pt(X) ThUS,‘Pt(X)‘ = ‘Ft(X)‘, and(I)t( ) ( ) U Pt( ) U Qt( ) Then

1 1 1
2y - e > ot Z |<1>t |

yEP:(x) YEF(x YEP(x)
1 1
B Z [P (y)| * Z 12:(p(y))| Z
yEF(x) YEF:(x) yEQt(X)
2
> +
2 |4 (x)] Z (x)]
YEF(x) yEQ+t(x
1

= B Q2IF )]+ 1Q:(x)]).

The last expression above is equaltsince2|F;(x)| + |Q:(x)| = |Fi(x)| + |P:(x)| + |Q¢(x)] =
|®:(x)|. Thus, the construction of a pairing satisfyingl(13) is sigfit to prove[(Ill), and hence,
(I2). Such a pairing can indeed be constructed fer2, 3, and we give a proof of this in Appen-
dix A.

In summary, we have obtained the following result.

Theorem 3.2. For any positive integen, andt = 1,2, 3, we have

Fort = 1, an exact closed-form expression can be denvetﬂggr| 5001 . Indeed,

I @ 1§ 1
2w 2l A 2

= %(2"—1) = —(2"! —2).

=
(]
[}
/N
303
.
==
~_
I
=
)
(]
S|
Y
s 3
~_

Equality (a) above is by virtue of Propositibn 2.1; (b) is doghe fact that the number af € X"
with r(x) = r is equal to twice the number of € X"~! with w(x’) = r — 1; and (c) uses the
identity 2 ("~}) = 1 (™). Thus, we have

Corollary 33. M(n,1) < (27! — 2) for all positive integers:.

Fort = 2,3, analogous closed-form expressions for the upper bouncheoeni 3.2 do not
appear to exist. However, using Proposition] 2.1, the bouwadsbe expressed in a form more
convenient for numerical evaluation.

Corollary 3.4. With the convention thaf %) equalsl if « = —1, and equals) otherwise, the
following bounds hold:

—1 min{w,n—w}
1\ [n— 1
(@) M(n,2) <2 5_3 > (o)) e

w 0
(b) M(n,3) <2 SER S i my(wmmolymoey L here
’ a w=0 m=0 m1=0 mi m—my —1 m ¢3(m17 m, w)’
p3(my,m,w) =1+ m+mw—3)+ (%) — (§) + 2w.
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Proof. The expressions for the upper bounds are simply alternaiyes of expressing @t—l(x)'
using Propositioi 2]1. The factor 2 in the bounds arises fioenfact that eaclx’ ¢ "' is
the derivative of exactly two distinct sequencesc X". In the bound forM (n,2), the term
(“71) ("¥) is the number of sequencas$ € $"~! with Hamming weighto and exactlym 1-
runs. Analogously, in the bound fa¥/(n, 3), the term (" ) (<= ) (" ) is the number of

sequences’ ¢ "~ with Hamming weightv and exactlyn 1-runs, of which exactlyn, runs are

of length1. O
tn 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 | 15 20
1)3(@2)|4(@)|7(6)|12(8)|21(16)| 36(26)|63(44)| 113 | 204|4368| 104857

N

7(4)|11(8)|17(10)| 27 (16)| 43 (22)| 70 |114|1552| 26418
3 17 (8) | 26 (16)| 41 (18)| 65 (32)| 101| 1024 | 12510
TABLE 1. Some numerical values of the upper bound of Thedrem 3uhdexd
down to the nearest integer. Within parentheses are thesponding lower bounds

from Table | of [5].

Table[1 lists the numerical values of the bounds in Cor@8.8 and 314 for some small values
of n. Two other upper bounds al/ (n,t) exist in the prior literature, namely Corollary 6 6f [3]
and Theorem 3.1 of [5]. Numerical computations for< 20 show that our bounds above are
consistently better than the bounds obtained from [5, Térad.1]. On the other hand, the bound
of [3, Corollary 6] may be better than our bound for small eslwfn: for example, the bound in
[3] yields M (10,2) < 92. However, our bound is better for allsufficiently large: fort = 1, our
bound is better for alh > 8; for t = 2, our bound wins for, > 13.

3.3. Some Remarks on the Proof for Arbitrary ¢t. We outline here one possible approach to
proving Conjecturé 3]1 for general To prove [11), it is enough to show that for eack >,

Z [[@:(y)] — |@:(x)]] < 0.
YEP:(x)

Indeed, the above inequality is equivalent to showing therithmetic meafm D yeaix) [Pe(y)]
is at most{®, (x)|. If this is true, then by concavity of the functigi{z) = 2, we would have

1 Z 1 S 1 S 1
| D¢ (x)] yed: (%) [D:(y)| \@tl(x)\ Z:( )\CI)t(y)] P (x)|
y€<1>t X

which is the desired inequality_(IL1). The arguments giveAppendix A fort = 2,3 essentially
follow this approach.

4. A STRONGERUPPERBOUND ON M (n, t)

We in fact conjecture that a bound tighter than that of Cdnje¢3.1 may hold. To state this
bound, let us defin& (n, ¢) to be the cardinality of a Hamming ball of raditig X"

V(n,t) = ‘t (?)

J:
Note that for any € X", we have|®,(x)| < V(w(x'),t), wherew(x’) is the Hamming weight of
the derivative sequencé. This is becaus® (w(x’), t) counts the number of ways that a pattern of
up tot length2 grains could affeck if the grains were not constrained to be non-overlapping.
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We conjecture that the functioi, : ™ — R, defined by
~ 1
= 14
Wi(x) V(w(x'),t) (19

is a fractional covering of the hypergragty, ;. Note that

_ 1 -1\ 1
'wzszwwﬁzxw>vww

xexn

since2("') is the number of sequences € " whose derivative sequencé has Hamming
weightw.
Conjecture 4.1. For all positive integers: andt, and for allx € 3", we have
1
Z ——— > L. (15)
/
Therefore,
Cn-1) 1
M(n,t) <2 —. 16
(n,t) < §;<uj>ij) (16)

Note that[(IB) is tighter than (1L2), singg;(x)| < V(w(x'),t). Fort = 1, the two bounds are
identical by virtue of Proposition 2.1(a); hence, in thisealheorern 312 shows that the conjecture
is true. We can also prove that the conjecture holds fer2, 3.

Theorem 4.1. For any positive integen, andt = 1,2, 3, we have
n—1
n—1 1
M(n,t) <2 —
() < 2;<az>vw¢>

Table[2 lists the numerical values of the bound in the abosertim for some small values of
Again, for the sake of comparison, the corresponding loweainds from Table | of [5] are given in
parentheses. We do not tabulate the rowtfer 1 as this is the same as that in Table 1.

R 5 6 7 8 9 |10 15 | 20
2 [[7(@)] 10 (8)] 15 (10)[ 24 (16)] 39 (22)] 62 |102[1406| 24306
3 15 (8) | 23 (16)| 34 (18)| 53 (32)| 81 | 800 | 9921

TABLE 2. Some numerical values of the upper bound\éfm, t) of Theoreni 4.1,
rounded down to the nearest integer.

In the remainder of this section, we give a proof of Theokeih 4.

4.1. Proof for t = 2. Fixx € X", and letw = w(x’). We want to prove[(15) fot = 2. From
the discussion in Sectidn 3.1, we know that for gng ®,(x), the Hamming weight of’ must lie
betweenv — 4 andw. Forj = 0,1,2, 3,4, let A; be the number of sequencgs: ®,(x) such that
w(y') =w—j.
Lemma4.2. Letm denote the number dfruns inx’, and letm; be the number of these that are
of lengthl. Then,

@ Ao+ A1 =1+m+ (3);

(b) Ay + A3 =(w—m)(m+1)— (m —my);

(€) Ay = (*3") = (w—m) + (m —my).
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Proof. Lety = ¢g(x) for someE € &,,. Writex' = (),...,z}). Note thatx’ containsm
trailing 1s andw — m non-trailing 1s.

(a) We havew(y’) = w orw — 1 iff eachj € FE acts upon a trailind of x'. LetJ = {j €
{2,...,n} : 2 isatrailing1} be the positions of the trailings inx’. Thus,|J| = m, and.J does
not contain consecutive integers. The sequencecounted byAdg + A, iff £ C J. The number
of such grain pattern& is preciselyl +m + ('3).

(b) We havew(y’) = w — 2 orw — 3 iff exactly onej € E acts upon a non-trailing in x'.
Thus, for a grain pattery € &, » to contribute tod, + As, exactly one grain in the pattern must
act on a non-trailind. The number of such grain patterfswith |E| = 1 is preciselyw — m. It
remains to count the number of grain pattem®f cardinality 2 that contribute tad, + As. Let
E = {i,j}, wherei andj are the grains acting on a trailiigand a non-trailindl, respectively. If
1 acts on an “isolatedl, i.e., al-run of lengthl, thenj can act on any of the — m non-trailing
1s. On the other hand, ifacts on a trailing from al-run of length at leas?, then; can be any of
the non-trailingls exceptfor the 1 at position: — 1. It follows that the number of grain patterns of
cardinality2 contributing toAs + A3 equalsm(w — m) + (m — my)(w —m — 1). Thus,

Ay +A3 = (w—m)+mi(w—m)+(m-—mp)(w—m-—1)
= (w—m)(m+1)—(m—m).

(c) This part follows from the fact thatly, = |Po(x)| — Z?:o A;, using the expression for
|®2(x)| given in Propositiof 2]1(b). O

We are now ready to prove_(115). For convenience, weligg to denotel + a + (5). We start
with

1 Ao+ Ay As+ As A,
y;;(x) V(w(y’),2) = Viw) ' V(w-=2) * Viw—4)
_ Hw—m)w+m+1) A+ Ay Ay
= 12 o) e 2 Vw0 (17)

The equality above simply uses the fact thdtv) — V(m) = 3(w — m)(w 4+ m + 1). Now, note
that

Az + A3 Ay (w=—m)(m+1) (") = (w-m)
Viw—-2) V(w—4) — V(w—2) V(w—4)
_ (w—m)(m+1)+%(w—m)(w—m—3)
V(w—2) V(w—4)

Therefore, carrying on froni_ (17), we have

1 m+1 lw=m=-3) Lw+m+1)
ye%(mm = trlemm _V(w—2)+2V(w—4) - V(w) (18)
[m Lw-—m-— Lot m
= it Rl
1 w+tm—-1 w+m+1
= TSy T VW) }
1
= 1+ Q(W— ) [w2—|—2mw—(m—|—3)]. (19)

V(w—2)V(w)
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If w = m, then [18) proved (15). Else,df > m + 1, then the term within square brackets in
(19) can be further bounded as follows:

W 2mw—(m+3) > (m+1)?%+2m(m+1) — (m+3)
= 3m?+3m—2,

which is positive form > 1. Thus, again, we havé (IL5), which completes the proof of the2
case.

4.2. Proof for t = 3. The approach is the same as thatfet 2, but the computations are more
cumbersome. So, let € X" be fixed, and letv = w(x’). The Hamming weight of’, for any

y € ®3(x), lies betweenw — 6 andw. Forj = 0,1,...,6, let B; be the number of € ®3(x) such
thatw(y’') = w — j.

Lemma4.3. Letm denote the number afruns inx’, and letm;, i = 1,2, be the number of these
that are of length. Then,

@ Bo+Bi=1+m+ () +(%);

(b) B+ Bz = (w—m)(1+m+ (%)) —m(m —my);

(€) Bi+Bs=(1+m) [(“3") — (w—m)] = (w—2m —3)(m —my) — mg;

d) Bs = (“3") — (w—m)(w—m~+1) 4+ (w—m)(m —m1) + 4w — 2m + m1) + ma.

Proof. Lety = ¢ (x) for someE € &, 3.

(a) This is proved by an easy extension of the proof of Lemi@).

(b) For a grain patterdy € &, > to contribute toB; + Bs, exactly one grain in the pattern must
act on a non-trailing. The number of such grain patterAswith |E| < 2 is equal tolw — m)(m +
1) — (m — my) by Lemma4.2(b). Extending the arguments in the proof of Ler@h2(b), we
determine that the number of grain patterns of cardinglitiyat contribute taBs + B3 is equal to
(") (w —m) +mi(m—m)(w—m—1)+ ("J")(w—m —2). Thus,

By+ By = (w_m)(m+1)—(m—m1)+<”;1>(w—m)

m—m

= mi)e=m =)+ ("™ )@= m-2),

which simplifies to(w — m)(1 +m + (') — m(m — m4).

(c) This part follows from the fact tha®, + Bs = |®3(x)|— E?:o B — Bg, using the expression
for |®3(x)| given in Proposition 2]1(c).

(d) Bs equals the number of grain patterfise &, 3 with |E| = 3, in which all three grains act
on non-trailingls of x’. The sequence’ hasm — m; 1-runs of length at leas; let ¢+, ..., £y,
denote the lengths of these runs. Thengfer1,...,m —m4, ¢; = ¢; — 1 denotes the number of
non-trailing1s in these runs. With this, we can Wnte

Be= Y s +m§1:m< ><Z£;>+m§:nl <€i_3_2>.

(i,j,k):i<j<k jigi i=1
From this, straightforward algebraic manipulations yi#lé expression in the statement of the
lemma. The algebra here is analogous to that needed to propedtion 2.1(c). O

For convenience, we defité(a) to bel + a + (5) + (3). We then have

> i = L (20)
V(w(y'),3) U(w — 27) U(w—6)'
yEP2(x) J=
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The aim is to show, using Lemnha 4.3, that the right-hand sfdbeabove inequality is at least
1. We dispose of an easy case firstwlf= m, then note that we must have = m; = w, and
mo = 0. With thiS, LemdeB yIE|d§30 + Bl = U(w), anng + Bg = B4 + B5 = B6 = 0.
Hence, the right-hand side ¢f (20) simplifies%éj—g = 1. This proves the desired inequalify {15)
whenw = m.

Also, for small values o, it can be checked by direct computation using Lerima 4.3ttieat
right-hand side of[(20) is at least We used a computer to check this for< 16 and all valid
choices ofm, m; andmsy. Here, “valid” means that these quantities must be redkzab the
number ofl-runs of the appropriate type in a binary sequegicef Hamming weightw.

Thus, we may henceforth assume that m < w — 1 andw > 17.

We carry out some more simplifications. The idea is to judtifyoring the terms that involve
mi andm in the formulae stated in Lemria4.3. When we expanddtss + Pl + il
using Lemm& 4]3, we obtain an expression that includes tlviag terms:

m(m—mi) (w—2m—=3)(m—m1)+my  (w—m)(m—mi)+4dw—2m+mi)+m

U(w — 2) U(w —4) U(w — 6)
Re-write this as

1 1
Uw—4) Uw-2)

1 1
Uw—6) Uw-—4)
3(m —mq)  4(w—2m+my)
Ulw—4) U(w — 6)
The above expression is a sum of four terms, each of whichrisnegative. (To see that the last
term is non-negative, observe that> m; + 2(m — my) = 2m — my; this is because eadhrun

counted bym; contains exactly on&, while the remainingn — m; 1-runs contain at least twis
each.) Therefore, the su :_323) 53;515) + U(fb‘_6) is at least
(w=—m)(1+m+ (7)) N (1+m) [(“F™) = (w—m)] N (“3") = (w—m)(w—m+1)
U(w—2) U(w—4) U(w — 6) ’
which can also be expressed as

1+m+(7§) N %(1+m)(w—m—3) N %[(w—m)2—9(w—m)—4]

tn =) | |+l = m)m =) 0] |

) o) Ulw—14) U(w—6) 1)
Next, we write
Bo+B1  U(m) 1 U(w) —U(m)
Uw) — Ulw) U(w)
- L(w —m)(w? +wm +m? +5)
= 1-5 0 w) (22)
Putting [21) and(22) together, we find that the right-haxié sif [20) is lower bounded by
1+ (w - m)gw (m)7 (23)
where
 1+m+(3)  3(1+m)(w-—m-—3)
gu(m) = U(w—2) U(w—4)
H(w=m)? = 9(w —m) — 4] B t(w? +wm+m? +5)
U(w — 6) U(w)

For a fixedw, considerg,, as a function ofn. Some tedious computations (some of which were
performed with the aid of Maple) show the following:
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e forw > 6, g, is a convex function, i.eg/ (z) > 0for 1 < z < w;

o forw>12,¢g (w—1)<0;

e forw > 13, g,(w—1) > 0.
From this, we obtain the fact that, as longuas> 13, we haveg,(m) > 0for1 < m < w — 1.
Thus, for these values afandm, (23) yields that the right-hand side 6f{20) is lower bowhbtg 1.
Recalling that we only needed to show this doe> 17, the proof of thet = 3 case in Theoreiin 4.1
is complete.

5. AN UPPERBOUND ON R(7)

Were they to be proved, Conjectufes]3.1 4.1 would yiefileupounds on the asymptotic
rateR(r), as defined ir(2). Instead, a slightly different appr&aratn be used to obtain a fractional
covering that does result in a provable upper bound¢n).

Suppose that for any fixea, ¢, we could find a lower boung,, ;(r) on|®.(x)],
depends o only throughr = r(x), the number of distinct runs ir. Furthermore, suppose that
the functiony,, ,(r) is non-decreasing in[6, Section 3]. Then, it is straightforward to see that the
functionx +— m is a fractional covering of the hypergragt, ; for all positive integers:
and¢. Indeed, by Lemm@.l we have

_[9(x)]
R 2w V) = D o 2 -
Thus, for any suckp,, ;, we have
1 " /n—1 1
M s 3 eonmx)):2Z<r—1>g@n,t<r>‘ 9

xePy(x) r=1

Theorem 5.1. For all positive integers: andt¢, the upper boun@24) holds with

=3 < - ) (25)

=0~ 7

Proof. The expression on the right-hand side[of| (25) is clearly decreasing i, and by Propo-
sition[2.2,¢,,+(7(x)) is a lower bound ofd, (x)| for anyx € X" andt > 0. O

The bound of Theorem 5.1 is weaker than that of Theofems 8lZdrfort = 1,2, 3. However,
it has the advantage of being provably true for all values @ind¢. It can therefore be used to
derive an upper bound aR(7 ) by studying the asymptotics @f,, ;(r) asn — oo, with t = [rn]

andr = [pn] for fixedr € [0, 3] andp € (0, 1]. The following theorem is proved in Appendix B.
_ 1+v6 i v 1 1
Theorem 5.2. Let¢ = === (the golden ratio), and defing= NFEEIE For 7 € [0, 5], we have
max hip)—(p—71)h [-= if 7 <46
R(7) < { VBgr<p<i [ @)= lo=7) (p _Tﬂ
logy & ifr>6

Numerically,f ~ 0.1056, andlog, ¢ ~ 0.6942.

Figure[2 contains a plot of the above upper bound. The figweshhat this is the best known
upper bound for values of up to abou.1103, beyond which it is beaten by the bound of the next
section.

4This approach was suggested to the authors by Artyom SharbRanny Roth.
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In Out

11— 11
)

I1—p

10 — 10

00 —— 00
9

I1—p

0l — 01
FIGURE 1. A DMC whose effect can be mimicked by grain patterns

6. AN INFORMATION-THEORETIC UPPERBOUND ON R(7)

In this section, we use an information-theoretic approacterive an upper bound oR(7).
For every evem, by grouping together adjacent coordinates, we can viewcadgC' < {0, 1}"
as a code of blocklength/2 over the alphabef00,01, 10,11}. Let us say that a binary-tuple,
alternatively am /2-tuple over the quaternary alphabet, ljasiternary distributior(or simply dis-
tribution) ( foo, f11, fo1, f10) if it has foon/2 symbols00, f11n/2 symbolsll, fo1n/2 symbols01
and fion/2 symbols10. We will say that a code hasonstant distributionf each of its code-
words has the same quaternary distributigiv, f11, fo1, f10)- Our goal is to find upper bounds
on the rate off7n]-grain-correcting codes of constant distribution: sirfoe humber of possible
quaternary distributions for a code of lengttis O(n?), the maximum of these upper bounds on
constrained codes will yield an unconstrained upper bound.

Let us introduce the following notation:

R¢(7) = limsup 1 logy M(n, f,[Tn])
n—oo T

whereM (n, f,t) denotes the maximum cardinality oftagrain error correcting code of length
and constant quaternary distributign

Our strategy is the following: for any given distributigh= (foo, f11, fo1, fi0), We associate
to it a discrete memoryless channel (DMC) with input and ougdphabetg00, 01, 10,11} such
that any infinite family of{ 7n|-grain-correcting codes of constant distributiprachieves vanish-
ing error-probability when submitted through this channBly a standard information-theoretic
argument, this implies that the asymptotic r&ef any family of [rn]-grain-correcting codes of
constant distributiory is bounded from above by half the mutual information betwienchannel
input with probability distributionf and the channel output.

Consider the channel depicted in Figlile 1. Kétbe a member of a family ofrn]-grain-
correcting codes of length and constant distributioli. Suppose that

(fio + for)pn/2 < (1l —¢),

wherep is the transition probability shown in Figuté 1. When a bynartuple, equivalently a
word of lengthn/2 over the alphabef00,01, 10, 11}, is transmitted over the channel, then with
probability tending td asn goes to infinity, the number of transitiof$ — 00 plus the number of
transitions10 — 11 is not more tharjrn]. Since these transitions are of the kind caused by grain
errors, if there are no more thdmn| such transitions, then the errors they cause are correctabl
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by any[rn]-grain-correcting code. Therefore, for any> 0, any family of [7n]-grain-correcting
codes of constant distributiofi can be transmitted over the above channel with vanishingy err
probability after decoding. By a continuity argument we dade that:

1
Ry(7) < 5I(X.Y) (26)
where X is the channel input with probability distributigi X') = f, andY is the corresponding
output of the channel with parameter

2T

" Fio+ for @7)

p

It remains to compute the mutual informatidaX,Y'). Sincep < 1, (27) implies that we can
write

fio+ fio=21+2x (28)
fo+tfuu=1-271—-x (29)

with z non-negative. Now, for every distribution satisfying|(28id [29) we have

2T
HY|X)=(2 h
013) = 2r (2.
whereh(-) is the binary entropy function defined by¢) = —&log, & — (1 — &) logy(1 — &), for
¢ € [0,1]. This implies that (X,Y) = H(Y) — H(Y | X) is maximum under the constrainis [28)
and [29) wherH (Y') is maximum, i.e. under the distribution:

P(Y =10)= P(Y =01) = &, P(y=00) = P(Y =11) = -~
Therefore, we obtain
2T
I(X,Y) <1+h(z)— (2 h 30
(Y) < Lt ba) - @r b (2. (30)

which together with[(26) gives

1 2T
Ri(r)<=|1+h + —27) — + h{—]1.
£(1) < 5 { (f10 + fo1 ) — (f10 + fo1) <f10+f01>}
The right hand side of (30) is maximized for= 1/2 — r, thus yielding the unconstrained upper
bound stated in the theorem below.

Theorem 6.1. For 7 € [0, 3], we have
1 1 1 2T
<= ——7) (= :
R(T)_2<1+h<2 T> <2+T>h<%+7_>>

The upper bounds of Theoremnsl5.2 6.1 are plotted in HRjUFer comparison, also plotted
are upper and lower bounds froi [3, Figure 1], and the uppendof Sharov and Roth[[6, The-
orem 3.2]. The upper bounds from [3] and [6] are the best beimcthe prior literature. Figuire 2
clearly shows that the upper bounds of Theofenh 5.2’ ard 6.fowapipon the previously known
upper bounds, but still remain far from the lower bound glitlt should be pointed that a slightly
better lower bound was found by Sharov and Roth [5]. Unfately, the improvement is only mi-
nor: the lower bound of [5] remains abo0e only in the interval[0, 0.0566], and in that interval,
the improvement does not exce@d12.
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! e Clique partition bound of [3]
AN i Theorem 3.2 of [6]
0.91= \\/ —— Theorem 6.1
B Cia - - = Theorem 5.2
N '/\/’s‘ IIIII
08l o L max(GV,0.5) lower bound
,I:'\ \s \/‘,
N ~ A -
X 0.7 hEN O 0 LUy U0 )P U0 P g U0 P OO 4
<
\,\’-
0.6[ e ,
0B T
| | | |
0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

FIGURE 2. The upper bounds of Theorefms]5.2 6.1, along with bofnods
[3] and [€].

7. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we derived upper bounds on the maximum cdityin&/ (n, t), of a binaryt-grain-
correcting code of blocklength, and also on the asymptotic rai7). In nearly all cases, the gap
between the upper bound and the best known lower bound rersignificant. A natural question
to ask is whether the putative upper boundsidfn, t) in Conjecture$ 3]1 arld 4.1 would yield a
better bound o (7).

1 T

—— Theorem 6.1
- - - Theorem 5.2
09 \ ‘‘‘‘‘ Conjecture 4.1
A\
\
0.8 £ i
N
—~ \_\
\'T'/ AN
O o7f B 4
\4
.
\~.
~,
0.6 T e N 7
05
| | | |
0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

FIGURE 3. The upper bounds of Theorems|5.2 6.1 compared withsgimepa
totic bound obtained from ConjectUre 4.1.

The bound in Conjecturie 4.1 is the stronger of the two conjedt bounds, and its asymptotics

are straightforward to analyze. L8t (n,t) = 232} (") m denote the upper bound in

(@6), and letR(r) = lim,—o = logy M(n,n7). Conjecturd 4]1 implies thak(r) < R(r). By
standard asymptotic analysis, we obtain

R(7) = nax [h(v) = ()],
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wheren(v) equalsv if v < 27, and equalgh(7/v) otherwise. Thus,

R(1) = h(v) — h(v) — vh .
) = max{ max [(1(0) ], (o)~ vh(r /)]

Using elementary calculus to solve the two maximizationbfgms within the braces in the
above equation, and comparing the solutions (details cktlsalculations are omitted), we obtain
the following:

R(r) = {h(u*) —v*h(r/v*) ifr<1/6 (31)

h(1/3) —1/3 if 7>1/6

wherev* = L(r + 1+ V72— 67 +1). Numerically,h(1/3) — 1/3 ~ 0.5850. This bound is
compared with the bounds of Theoréml6.1 in Figure 3. The plotvs that the conjectured upper
bound [(31) is (expectedly) better than the bound of Thedr&namd improves upon the bound of
Theoreni 6.1 forr < 0.214.

APPENDIX A
In this appendix, we prove the following lemma.
LemmaA.l. Fort = 2,3, a pairing satisfying[(1I3) can be constructed.

We introduce some convenient notation that will be usedémptfoof. Notation of the form

b —s cd or ab -2 ed

will be used to denote the fact that a length-2 grain (fromgisn patternt’) acting ona converts
the substring:b of the derivative sequencé€ to the substringd of y’.

Case Iit = 2. Lety € ®5(x). Letw andm be the number of-runs and the Hamming weight,
respectively, ok’, and leto andm denote the same fgr'. Since the action of a grain pattern cannot
increase the weight of’, we have < w. Also, note that a single grain can cause the number of
1-runs inx’ to increase by a most— an increase by happens either wheal100x —» *1010x,
or whenx«1111%x — %1001, Thus,/m < m + 2.

We first show that®s(y)| > |P2(x)| iff © = w andm > m. The “if” part is clearly true by
Propositior 2.11(b). For the “only if” part, suppose that< m. Then, sinces < w is always true,
we have|®,(y)| < |P2(x)| by Propositiori 2]1(b). On the other handkif< w — 1, then since
m < @ is always true (the number a@fruns cannot exceed the numberisj, we have

0203)] = #260] = (=) + (5) = (5) <@+ (75 1) = () =o-w-v <0

Hence @, (y)| < |®a(x)].

Thus, Fy(x) = {y € ®2(x) : @ = wandm > m}. If x has weightv = 1, then there is no
y € ®o(x) for whichm > m, so thatFy(x) = (. We henceforth consides > 2. We assume
y € Fy(x), and suppose thdl € &, is a grain pattern such thgt = ¢p(x). Sincew = w,
the grains inE do not act upon non-trailings inx’. Letm = m + a, a = 1 or 2, so that
|P2(y)| = |Pa(x)| + a. We will construct a € G2(x) with whichy can be paired.

Suppose first that = 1, i.e., m = m + 1. There is a unique segmenrt100* of x’ such

that+1100% —Z5 ¥1010%. Let j be the position of the trailing affected. Consider the grain pattern
E’ € &, 2 that acts instead on the preceding.e., the positiory in E is replaced by — 1in E’. Let
z = ¢p/(x), and note that ix’ z, z', the same segmenr1100* of x’ now undergoes the change
*1100% i> x0000%. Thus, the number df-runs inz’ does not exceed the numbet, of 1-runs in

: -2
x'; and moreovery(z') = w — 2. Hence,|®a(z)| — [P2(x)| < (¥,°) — (5) = —(2w —3) < -1,
since we assumed > 2 at the outset.
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Thus, we haveds(y)| = [P2(x)| + 1 and|Po(z)| < |P2(x)| — 1. With this, we have]-m +

1 2 . _
@) 2 e So, we can paiy € F»(x) with z.

Now, suppose that = 2, i.e.,n = m + 2. There are now exactly two segmentsxodfsuch that
«1100% 25 %1010%. Let E' = E — 1 be obtained by replacing eaghe F by j — 1, and consider
z = ¢p(x). Once again, the number dfruns inz’ does not exceeth, but now, we havey(z') =
w — 4. This time,|®2(z)| — [®2(x)| < (“3;*) — (§) = — (4w — 10). Note thato must be at least,
sincem = m + 2 is not possible whew = 2. Therefore|®3(z)| — |P2(x)| < —4(w — 10) < —2.
Thus, [®5(y)| = |2(x)| + 2 and|®y(z)] < [®s(x)| - 2. Hence, gy + @ = ) and
we can paity with this z.

By construction, the pairing — z is a one-to-one map.

Case Ilit = 3. Consider any € F3(x). To the notation introduced above, we add andimn,
to denote the number dfruns of lengthl in x’ andy’, respectively. As before, < w, but this
time, m < m + 3 sincex’ can be affected by up to three grains. Also, a single graincease an
increase o in my: *011110% —» %010010% or *01100x —» *01010«. Hencejn; < my + 6.

Suppose first that < w — 2. Then, from Proposition 2. 1(c), we haj®;(y)| < 1+ (mq +6) +
(m+3)(w—2-3)+2((“3%) + (“3%) +2(w—2). Upon simplifying, we obtaif®s (y)|—|®5(x)| <
—(w? — 9w + 20) — 2m. Sincem > 1, we further obtaif®s(y)| — |®3(x)| < —(w? — 9w + 22),
which is a negative quantity. This cannot happenyfar F5(x), Sow must equalo — 1 or w.

Sincew equalsw — 1 or w, we may assume that = ¢x(x), for some grain patter € &, 3
that acts only upon the trailints inx’. Let E;, 7 = 1,2, 3 be the subset af consisting of graing
that act on the trailings of 1-runs of lengthi; also letE, = F \ (E; U E; U E3) be the subset of
E acting on the trailing's of 1-runs of length at least. Sete; = |E;|,i = 1,2,3,4. Itis easy to
see thatn < m + ey + e3 + e4, Whilem; < mq + 2e5 + e3 + e4.

Letd = es +e3+eq. If d =0, thenmm < mandm; < my. Sincew < w always, we have
|®3(y)| < |®3(x)| by Propositio 2]1(c), which is not possible fpre F3(x).

At this point, we have thab equalsv — 1 or w, andd equals 1, 2, or 3. We will now construct a
z to be paired withy. Let ' = F1 U{j — 1:j € Ey U E3U E,}. Thus,E’ is a grain pattern in
&y 3 that retains the grains frod that act on trailingls from 1-runs of lengthl, but pushes back
all the other grains iy by one position. Let = ¢/ (x). We claim that the desired inequality

L L_ > _2 _ holds. The remainder of this proof justifies this claim.

s T Ba(@)] = B o
It is enough to show tha¥[|®;(y)| + |®3(z)[] < |®5(x)]|, since by the concavity of the function

f(z) = 1/x, we would then have
1 1 1 1 1
2 ([0 | @) 3[123(y)| + [ @3(2)]] = [t
To this end, note first that
|P3(y)| — |P3(x)| < 2e3 + €3+ eq + (w— 3)d. (32)

Next, we bound®s(z)| — |®3(x)|. It is not difficult to check thatv(z') = w — 2d, the number
of 1-runs inz’ is at mostm, and at mostn; + ez of these are of length. Thus, |®3(z)| <

1+ (m1 + e3) +m(w — 2d — 3) + (*3*) — (*3%)) +2(w — 2d), and hence,
|®3(z)| — |®3(x)| < e3 — 2md — &(w, d), (33)
whereg(w, d) = (%) — (%) +2w — [(“37) — (“3*) +2(w — 2d)]. From [32) and{33), we obtain

S18)] + [Bs()] — [Bs()| < ea+ s+ gest o0 —B)d —md — J6(w,d)

d+ %(w —3)d —d* — %é(w, d), (34)
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where we have used the fact that> d, which is simply the observation thgf, U E5 U E,| cannot
exceed the number afruns inx’.

If d = 1, the expression in(34) reducesﬂ% (w? — Tw + 14), a negative quantity. i = 2, we
obtain—(w? — 9w + 24) instead, which is still a negative quantity.df= 3, we get—3 (w? — 11w+
19), which is also a negative quantity. Thus, in all cases, we B&®;(y)| + [®3(z)[] < |®5(x)|
as desired. O

APPENDIX B

We prove Theorein 5.2 here. Throughout this appendix, we-seftrn| andr = [pn] for some
T €[0,4] andp € [0, 1].

The asymptotlcs ofp, +(r) is determined by the largest term within the summatioriE) (25
Letting (; = ( ) it is easy to verify that the ratig;_, /(; is at mostl whenj < (5r + 7 -
V5r2 +10r + 9), and is strictly larger tham for - (5r + 7 — v/5r2 + 10r +9) < j < r/2; for

j > r/2, we have¢; = 0. Therefore, setting/ = | (5r +7 — v6r2 + 10r 4+ 9), we see that
if t < J, then the dominant term il (R5) {§; and if¢t > J, the dominant term ig;. Passing to

asymptotics, it follows that if we define = 3<¥%, then

) (p—7)h (%) if 7 <ap
L 7 35
e 108 o l) = {p(l—a)h(ﬁ) fr=ap -

We record in the following lemma some facts about the constarn 2= f that will be useful
in the sequel. They are proved by straightforward algebrainipulations. For ease of verification,
we give a proof of part (c) at the end of this appendix.

LemmaB.1. Recall thatp = % is the golden ratio.

(@) o' =59
(0) 1% = 1L
© (1~ a)h(y2s) = log, o

Resuming the proof of Theordm 5.2, from{24), we obtain

1
R(r )<0133§1 h(p) = i —gp iy ([on)] -

Hence, using (35) and Lemrha B.1, we have

R(r) < max{A(r), B(7)}, (36)
where
A(r) = o< e 1}[h(p) — plog, ¢, @37
and
B(r) = max [h(p) —(p—7)h (p;ﬂ (38)

For convenience, we defiig(r) = 0if o~'7 > 1. Note that the term within square bracketdin (38)
reduces th(a~17) — a~17log, ¢ if we setp = a~!7; thereforeh(a=17) —a~!7logy, ¢ < B(7).
Now, using elementary calculus to solve the maximizatiabl@m in [37), we obtain
A(r) — {h(a‘lT) —a lrlogy ¢ ifalr < 1+¢
1 1 e 1 1
h<m>—m10g2¢ if o TZm
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Somewhat miraculously, the expresslt(q}r—) 1+¢ -log, ¢ simplifies tolog, ¢ using parts (b) and

(c) of LemmdB.1L: replacq}r—d) andlog, ¢ by %- and(1 — a)h(%;), respectively, and simplify.
Thus, we have

Alr) = {h(()é_lT) —a lrlogy ¢ ifalr < ﬁ (39)

logy ¢ if a7 > L

As a result, whem 17 < 1+¢, we haveA(r) = h(a='7) — a~l7log, ¢ < B(7). Thus, [36)
reduces taR(7) < B(r), which proves one half of Theorém 5.2.
To complete the proof of the theorem, we must show that wiehn > ﬁ, we haveA(r) >

B(7). This would then imply thamax{A(7), B(7)} = A(7) = log, ¢ by (39). The above cIearIy
holds whem~!7 > 1, sinceB(7) = 0 in this case; so we henceforth assume a7 > 1+¢

We will show that the maximum in the definition &f(7) is achieved ap = o~ !7. With this,
B(r) =h(a”'7T) —a”'Tlogy s < _max [h(p) — plogy 6] = A(7).
p<a~'T

Definef-(p) = h(p) — (p — T)h(;%;), so thatB(7) = max,-1,<,<1 f-(p). We want to show
that, under the assumptidn> o~'7 > ﬁ, the functionf,(p) is monotonically decreasing in
the rangem‘% < p < 1. We accomplish this by showing th#f(a~*7) < 0, and f”(p) < 0 for

a~l7 < p < 1. Here, all derivatives are with respect to the vanable
fL(a=17) < 0: Computing the derivativg’ (p) by direct differentiation, then plugging in =
o~ and simplifying using LemmaBl.1, we obtain

1—a 17 _
filat7) = logy — " ~logy6 = /(a7 '7),

whereg is the function defined by(x) = h(z) —(log, ¢)x. Observe thag(x) is strictly concave on

[0,1], and attains its uniqgue maximumat= 1# Hence, forz > 1+¢, ¢'(z) < 0. In particular,

+o°
J(a717) <0.
f(p) < 0for a=17 < p < 1: Routine differentiation yields

" 1 1+ T
l—p p (p—7)(p—27)

Fort < ap, we have
T ap

—p—21) = (o—ap)(p— 2a0)
a1 _5-vE1 ol
S (l-a)1-20) p 145 p p

Hence.f/ (p) < —11; < 0.
This completes the proof of Theorém15.2, modulo the promisedf of Lemmd B.IL(c).
Proof of Lemm&aBI1(c)We first write

(1—a)h<

Usinga(l — a) = % andl — 2a = f, the right-hand side above simplifies to

- a) — —alogy(a(l — a)) - (1 - 20) logy(1 — 20) + loga(1 — a).

1
3 logy 5 + logy(1 — a) = logy[V/5(1 — a)].

It is easy to verify that/5(1 — ) = ¢. a
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