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Abstract—We consider deletion correcting codes over g-ary a nonasymptotic version [1L0]. Kulkarni and Kiyavash rebent

alphabet. It is well known that any code capable of correctig s proved a better upper bound for an arbitrary number of
deletions can also correct any combination of total insertions  4g|etions and any alphabet sizé [7].

and deletions. To obtain asymptotic upper bounds on code %z . .
we apply a packing argument to channels that perform differat Another line of work has attacked some related combina-

mixtures of insertions and deletions. Even though the set afodes torial problems. These include characterization of the sét

is identical for all of these channels, the bounds that we obin  superstrings and substrings of any string. Levenshteiwsto
vary. Prior to this work, only the bounds corresponding to the all  that the number of superstrings does not depend on thengtarti
insertion case and the all deletion case were known. We recev string [9]. He also gave upper and lower bounds on the number

these as special cases. The bound from the all deletion caseie . - . .
to Levenshtein, has been the best known for more than forty fie of substrings using the number of runs in the starting s{8hg

years. Our generalized bound is better than Levenshteinsaund ~ Calabi and Hartnett gave a tight bound on the number of
whenever the number of deletions to be corrected is larger tin  substrings of each lengthl[1]. Hirschberg extended the oun
the alphabet size. to larger alphabets [5]. Swart and Ferreira gave a formula fo
the number of distinct substrings produced by two deletions
for any starting string[[13]. Mercier et al showed how to
generate corresponding formulas for more deletions and gav
ELETION channels output only a subsequence of thell, efficient algorithm to count the distinct substrings of an
input while preserving the order of the transmittefhyth of a string[[T2]. Liron and Langberg improved and uni-
symbols. Deletion channels are related to synchronizatigg existing bounds and constructed tightness examplds [11

problems, a wide variety of problems in bioinformatics, ang,me of our intermediate results contribute to this area.
the communication of information over packet networks.sThi

paper concerns channels that take a fixed length input stripg

: 2 Upper bound technique
of symbols drawn from aj-ary alphabet and delete a fixe . )
number of symbols. In particular, we are interested in upper 10 derive our upper bounds, we use a packing argument that

bounds on the cardinality of the largest possibideletion C€an be applied to any combinatorial channel. Any combinato-
correcting codebook. rial channel can be represented by a bipartite graph. Channe
Levenshtein derived asymptotic upper and lower bounds Bputs correspond to left vertices, channel outputs cpord
the sizes of binary codes for any number of deletidris [gP right vertices, and each edge connects an input to an butpu
These bounds easily generalize to tpary case [[14]. He that can be produced from it. If two chann.el inputs share a
showed that the Varshamov Tenengolts (VT) codes, whi€@Mmmon output, they cannot both appear in the same code.
had been designed to correct a single asymmetric error [15{1e degree of an input vertex in the graph is the number of
[16], could be used to correct a single deletion. The VT cod@8ssible channel outputs for that input. If the degree oheac
establish the asymptotic tightness of the upper bound in ti@ut is at least and there areV possible outputs, any code
case of a binary alphabet and a single deletion. contains at mostV/r codewords. For a channel that makes
Since then, a wide variety of code constructions, whicl mosts substitution errors, this argument leads to the well
provide lower bounds, have been proposed for the deletibpown Hamming bound. . o
channel and other closely related channels. One recent con?ny code capable of correctingdeletions is also capable of
struction uses constant Hamming weight deletion constrgct COrrecting any combination of total insertions and deletions
codes [[3]. In contrast, progress on upper bounds has béefe Lemmal3). Despite this equivalence, this packing argu-
rare. Levenshtein eventually refined his original asyniptotment produces different upper bounds for channel that parfo

bound (and the parallel nonbinary bound of Tenengolts) infifferent mixtures of insertions and deletions. &t , be the
size of the largesg-ary n-symbol s-deletion correcting code.
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The s-deletion case is slightly more complicated because We will need the following asymptotic notation: letn) ~
different inputs have different degrees. For instancejripat 5(n) denote thafim,, . % =1 anda(n) < b(n) denote
strings consisting of a single symbol repeatedimes have

- ; : ! thatlim,,_, o % < 1. We will use the following asymptotic
only a single possible output: the string with that symbc()al uality fre uenntl - for fixed: (n) ne

repeated: — s time. Consequently, using the minimum degreeq yireq y: T \e et
over all of the inputs yields a worthless bound. Using the

following argument([8], Levenshtein showed that

c

. B. Deletion distance

Coom S Frr—. &) : o - -
ST~ (Z) (g— 1) The substring relation is a partial ordering [gf*. Conse-

. quently for stringsr andy, we writex < y if x is a substring
The average degree of an input is asymptotic(@eg—l) (’;) of y.

and most inputs have a degree close to that. The inputs ¢s&¥inition 1. For = [q]" andy € [¢]"™, define the deletion
be divided into two classes: those with degree at lg@aste  jistance between them to be (x,y) = n +m — 21, wherel

times the average degree and those with smaller degree. g0 length of their longest common substring.

an appropriately chosen that goes to zero as goes to

infinity, the vast majority of inputs fall into the former ss. It is well known that deletion distance is a metric. We will
Call members of the former class the typical inputs. Theeed a slightly stronger property. The following lemma ie th
minimum degree argument can be applied to bound the numbetrce of the nice properties of the deletion distance.

of typical inputs that can appear in a code. There @re® . n
possible outputs, so the number of typical inputs in a Co&eemma L. Forl,m,n €N W't.hl sm ?ndl < n, letz € [q]
ndy € [g]™. Then there exists € [¢]" such thatr > z and

is asympt0t|ca_1lly at mosEKZ)_. Wg have no |nf0rmat|_0n abo(;éaét ~ = if and only if there exista € [g]"™+"~! such that
what the fraction of the atypical inputs can appear in a co = 2 andw > y

but the total number of atypical inputs is small enough to nét
affect the asymptotics of the upper bound. Proof: Given z, y, and w, a canonicalz can be con-
The bounds(1) and(2) have the same growth rates, but giucted by a simple greedy algorithm. Giveny, andz, at
bound on deletion correcting codes is a factogobetter than |east onew can be constructed by a similar algorithm. m
the bound on insertion correcting codes, despite the fatt th The next lemma is a strengthening of the triangle inequality
any s-deletion correcting code is aninsertion correcting code
and vice versa. Note that there is no possible improveméd@mma 2. Forl,m,n € Nwithl <mandl <n, leta = n—I
to the insertion channel bound from dividing the inputs intgndb = m —I. For z € [¢]" andy € [¢]™, the following are
typical and atypical classes. equivalent:
We extend this bounding strategy to channels that performy There existsz € [¢]* such thatdp(z,z) < a and
both deletions and insertions. We obtain a generalizedruppe dp(y,z) <b.
bound that includes Levenshtein's bound as a special casg d; (z,y) < a+b
Recall that Levenshtein’s bound is known to be tight for onec For all 0 < i < a + b, there exists:; € [¢)'*2 such that
deletion and alphabet size two. The new bound improves upon dp(x,2) < aanddy(y, z) < b.
the Levenshtein’s bound whenever the number of deletions is
greater than the a'phabet size. Proof: (A = B) Let the |ength ofz be k. Because
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sedfibn H(%;2) = a, « and z have a common substring of length
we present some notation and basic results on deletion dfid-*—a)/2. Similarly y andz have a common substringof
insertion channels. In Secti@nllll, we construct a class effw €ngth (m + & —b)/2. By Lemma[l,u andv have a common
behaved edges in the channel graph. Together with an upp@pstringw of length(n +k —a)/2 + (m +k —b)/2 — k =
bound on the number of edges in the channel graph, the si#e + 7 — a —b)/2 = . Becausew is a substring of both
of this class establishes the asymptotics of the average inndy, d(z,y) < a +b.
degree. In SectiolL IV, we prove a lower bound on the degree(B = C) Let z, be a common substring of and y of
of each input vertex and use it to establish our main resalt: kength i. There areu;,v; € [¢)'*" such thatz = u; = 2z
upper bound on the size ofgary s-deletion correcting code. andy = v; = zp. By Lemmall,u; andv; have a common
superstringz; of length 2(1 + i) — I = | + 2i. Becauseu;

is a common substring of and z;, d(z, z;) < a. Similarl
Il. PRELIMINARIES g i d(z, ;) < y

A. Notation (C = A) Trivial. ]
Let N be the set of nonnegative integers. left be the set Corollary 1. Deletion distance is a metric

of nonnegative integers less than{0,1,...,n—1}. Let[¢]" ' '

be the set ofj-ary strings of length. Let [¢]* be the set of Proof: Deletion distance is symmetric. Becauses a

g-ary strings of all lengths. More generally, for a sgtlet S*  substring of itselfd(x, z) = 0. Because the only substring of
be the set of lists of elementsof lengthn and letS* be the =« with the same length is, d(x,y) = 0 impliesz = y. From
set of lists of elements of of any length. Lemma2, deletion distance satisfies the triangle inequaiit



C. Deletion and insertion channels In this section we apply this method to the edge set of
We formalize the problem of correcting deletions and insefa..a.,- We give an upper bound on the number of edges and

tions by defining the following sets. briefly discuss why it is difficult to count the edges exactly.
o . i Y We explain our construction of a subset of the edges and prove
Definition 2. For z € [¢]", defineS,o(x) ={z € [¢d]"™: alower bound on the size of this subset. Finally we show that

z =X x}, the set of substrings of that can be produced by  the ypper and lower bounds match asymptotically.
deletions. DefineSy ,(z) = {w € [¢]"** : w = =}, the set of

superstrings of: that can be produced hyinsertions. Define

Sap(@) = U.es, 02) S0.6(2)- A. An upper bound
The a-deletionb-insertion channel takes a string of length

n, finds a substring of length — a, and outputs a superstring By definition, two vertices.ianJ,a,b are adjacent if they
of that substring of length, — a + b. Consequently, for each share a substring of lengihThis makes the common substring

input z to ann-symbola-deletionb-insertion channeb, ;,(x) a nat(ljjral %ons:ru;:_non p_z;\rqameie_r for tfhle ed?e. W? can eamstr
is the set of possible outputs. an edge by starting with a string of length performinga

The following graph completely describes the behavior @Fb‘”?‘fy ins_ertior)s to obtain _the left yertex, and perfiorgn
the (I + a)-symbol a-deletionb-insertion channel b arbitrary insertions to obtain the right vertex. Our upper

bound will use the following fact about insertions due to
Definition 3. Let B, 4, be a bipartite graph with left vertex Levenshtein[[9]. Eachx € [¢]*~* has the same number of
set[¢]"** and right vertex sefq)' ™. Vertices are adjacent if superstrings of length:

they have a common substring of length

If = is a left vertex of B4, then its neighborhood is [S0,5(2)] = Ig,s,n ®3)
Sa.b(z). When two inputs share common outputs they can
potentially be confused by the receiver. where

Definition 4. A g-ary n-symbola-deletiond-insertion correct- Iy sn= <n> (g — 1)
ing code is a se€’ C [¢]™ such that for any two distinct strings izo \'
T,y € C, Sa,b(x) N Sa,b(y) is empty.

For fixedq ands, Ipsn ~ (%) (g — 1)%.
Lemma 3. Fora,b,n € N, z,y € [q]", Sap(x)NSap(y) = @ s

if and only ifdy (z,y) > 2(a+b). Consequently a sét C [¢q]* Lemma 4. For all ¢,{,a,b € N with s = a + b, the number
is a g-ary n-symbola-deletionb-insertion correcting code if of edges inB, ;. satisfies
and only if for all distinctz,y € C, di(x,y) > 2(a +b).

: <
Proof: Let s = a + b. Suppose there is some ¢ [EBaran)l < d Tgairalyoio

Sa.b(2) N Sep(y). Thendy(z,z) < s anddp(y,z) < s, SO ~ ql<l>(q —1)° <l) (g — 1)
d(z,y) < 2s. a b
If dr(z,y) < 2s, then by Lemmd12 there is some € o I\ (s (g—1)°
[q]"~9b such thatdy (z,w) < s anddr(y,w) < s. [ | T\g)\a)\ ‘
I1l. CONSTRUCTING EDGES Proof: There arequW,Han,b,Hb triples (z,z,y) €

To execute the strategy described in secfion I-A, we ne&d' x [¢]'"® x [¢]'*? such that: <z andz < y. If o € [¢]'**
a lower bound on the degree of each channel input. Thisa8dy € [¢]'** are adjacent i3y, qb, then they have at least
a lower bound on the degree of each left vertexRyf; ,,. ©N€ common substring of lengthand appear in at least one
To obtain this bound, we first construct a subset of the edd&ple. u
of B, 1.4, that is easier to work with than the complete edge This upper bound is not an equality because many pairs
set. Our ultimate lower bound on the degree of an input witif strings (z,y) € [¢]"™* x [¢]'"® have multiple common
actually be a lower bound on the number of edges for thisibstringsz € [¢]'. Pairs of strings with multiple common
subset incident to the input vertex. substrings of lengthi fall into two classes. Pairs in the first
One way to get information about the size of a target selass have a common substring of length more tha@all
T is to find a construction functiori : P — T, where P is this stringw. In this case, every substring of lengtiof w is
an easily counted parameter set.flis injective, then|P| = a common substring of the pair. Pairs in the second class have
|f(P)| and|P| < |T'|. We can demonstrate the injectivity ofmultiple maximum length common substrings. For example,
f with a deconstruction functiog : T — P that is a left the string€)101 and1010 have botl010 and101 as substrings.
inverse of f. This means thay(f(p)) = p for all p € P. If To determine the exact number of edgesBR; o, it is
the functiong is given a constructible member ®f g recovers necessary to determine the sizes of both classes. The size of
the construction parameters that produce it. Similarlyf is the first class can be found easily if the number of edges in
surjective, then we can find an injective: T — P thatis a By i44,a—i,5—: IS known for all¢ up to min(a,b). It is more
right inverse off, so|T| = |¢(T")| and|P| > |T|. If f is both difficult to characterize the vertex pairs of the second<las
injective and surjective, thefP| = |T|. Consequently, our lower bound will also not be tight.



TR0 o2 171 E CoNsTRuUCT(11, (L, 1,102), (R, 2,21211),(L,2,021))

INSERT(L,1,102) = 218;

INSERT(R, 2,21211) = éigﬂ

- INSERT(L,2,021) = Zggi
Fig. 1. An example of an edger, y) € E(Bs,13,2,1) constructed from a 11 2102 21211 2021 112102212112021
common substring: € [3]'3. T 11 102 121211 021 — 11102121211021

) Fig. 2. An example of the construction procedure for a paistahgs. The
B. Constructing edges at most once each INSERTfunction is applied to each tripleLR x ([q] \ {0}) x [¢]*) to produce

air of string segments.@lSTRUCTconcatenates these to produce the final
Our lower bound uses a different construction. To constrqgﬁiJ

an edge(z,y) € E(Bg.q.), Start with a stringz € [¢]'. As
before,z will be a substring of both endpoints of the edge.
Let s = a + b. Partition z into s + 1 nonempty intervals. To Definition 6. A string is alternating if some: € [¢] appears
producez, selecta of the s boundaries between intervals andht all even indices, some € [¢] appears at all odd indices,
insert one new symbol inte at each. To producg, insert one andu # v. Let 4,,, be the set of nonalternatingary strings
new symbol intoz at each of the othdr boundaries. Figuriel 1 of lengthn.
gives an example.

Each way to partitiorz corresponds to a composition bf
with s 4+ 1 parts.

The empty string and all strings of length one are trivially
alternating, so the shortest nonalternating strings hewgth
two. For each lengtm > 2, each of theg choices foru and
Definition 5. A composition ofl with ¢ parts is a list oft ¢ — 1 choices forv results in a unique string, spi, .| =
nonnegative integers with suimlLet M(¢,1, k) be the family ¢" —q(¢ —1).
of compositions of with ¢ parts and each part of size at least To explain the purpose of the second restriction, we must

first describe the deconstruction procedure. Start withdgee
(z,y). Beginning at the left, find the longest matching prefix
M(t,1k) = SXe (N\[E)' D XN=1;. of 2 andy and delete it from both. This prefix is the first
interval of z. Now the first symbols of andy differ. One of
I kt+t 1 these symbols is part of the next interval ofand the other
A standard argument shows tﬁM(t Lk) = ( ) was an insertion, but we do not know which is which.
Thus the parameter set for this construction s’ To resolve this situation, apply the following heuristic.
. [s] Delete the first symbol of and determine the length of the
lg] x M(s+1,1,1) x <a) x [q] longest common prefix of and the rest ofc. Then do the
same with the roles of and y reversed. Assume that the
where (1) is the family ofa element subsets 4f]. The size deleted symbol that resulted in the longer common prefix was
of this set |s(l 1) (a)qHS the insertion and that the longer prefix was the next interval

It is clear that there are many edges that this constructi6hz. After removing this prefi, either the first symbols wof
produces multiple times. We will show that if the followingandy again differ orz andy are both the empty string. Apply
two restrictions are added to construction procedure, edgk this heuristic until the latter case is achieved.
will be produced at most once: We will show that this heuristic is always correct when

« Each inserted symbol must differ from the leftmost Syma_lpplied to edges produced under the second restriction.

bol in the interval to its right.
« Each interval ofz must be nonalternating. C. Formalization of the construction and deconstructiomcfu

The first restriction is well posed because the intervals a#@ns
nonempty. This restriction is needed because insertingra ne Our construction function, GNSTRUCT, is specified in
symbol anywhere within a run of that same symbol has thdgorithm[d and our deconstruction functionEDONSTRUCT,
same effect. Under the restriction, a run incan only be is specified in Algorithni 2. Example of the construction and
extended by inserting a matching symbol at the right end. Be@construction algorithms are provided in Figurks 2[and 3.
implement this restriction, for each insertion point wekpic The functions treat strings as lists of symbols. We represen
0 € [q]\ {0} and make the inserted symbol equabtplus its the empty list ag. We write the concatenation aof andy as
successor. x:y. The function HEAD returns the first symbol of a nonempty

The size of the parameter set for the construction under tigt and the function AL returns everything except the head.
first restriction isq (l 1)(a) (¢ — 1)®, which it very similar to The function LENGTH returns the number of symbols in the
the asymptotic upper bound of Lemia 4. string.



Algorithm 1 Construct an edge

DECONS c 112102212112021 . _ _ .
ECONSTRUCT{ " 11102121211021 CONSTRUCT: [g]* x (LR x ([g]\{0}) x [¢]*)* — [q]* x [q]
Mary ( 112102212112020) _ | 2102212112021 CO?‘;”;“(S‘(&%’)”
11102121211021 ) — 102121211021 Y
return (wo : x, wo : y)
2102212112021
DELETE| 102121211021
102212112021 212112021 C(:)(LR B
_ C(t
MATCH< 102121211021> =102 1512110217 if £ — ¢ then
MATCH 2102212112021\ 2102212112021 return (e, e)
02121211021 = € 02121211021 else
(u,v) < INSERT(HEAD(t))
212112021 (z,y) + C(TAIL(t))
=(L,1,102 Y
( ) 121211021 return (u:z,v:y)
DELETE 212112021 end if
121211021
12112021 12021 INSERT: LR x ([q] \ {0}) x [g]" — [q]" x [q]"
MATCH< 121211021) = 2 2110m INSERT(r, 6, w)
!
212112021 2021 w' (04 HEAD(w)) : w
MATCH< 21211021 ) = 21211 021 v if Ir = LEFT then
return (w’, w)
2021 else
= (R,2,21211) 021 return (w,w’)
DELETE 2021 end
021
MATCH< 831) =021 ¢ v
€ The MATCH function takes two stringse and y, finds
MATCH< 2021 > _ 5 021 their longest common prefix, and outputs the prefix and the
21 1 two corresponding suffixes. TheE@ONSTRUCTUSES MATCH
to remove the common prefix of the input strings, then
= (L,2,021) Z repeatedly calls BLETE. DELETE takes a pair of strings

and y that differ in their first symbol and each application
of DELETE undoes the effect of anNEERT. DELETE calls
MATCH on (TAIL (z),y) and on(z, TAIL (y)) and then pre-
forms the deletion that resulted in a longer common prefix.
The information about the deletion and prefix become a triple

Fig. 3.  An example of the deconstruction process. FirskTvH strips off (LR x ([g] \ {0}) x [q]*). DELETE returns this triple along
the common prefix. The BLETE function tests whether it a longer common ith two suffixes from the match

prefix is achieved by deleting the head of the first string ersbcond string. Wi WO Sufhix )
The check marks indicate the longer match. It produces & tapecifying
that deletion and prefix.

=11,(L,1,102), (R,2,21211), (L, 2,021)

D. Deconstruction

Now we will show that ZECONSTRUCTIs a left inverse of
The CoNSTRUCT function produces a pair of strings. ASCONSTRUCT. The first step is to look at the inner functions:
its input, CONSTRUCT takes s + 1 intervals of arbitrary INSERT and DELETE.

lengths, a subset dfs], and s nonzerog-ary symbols. Let
Lemma 5. For ir € LR, § € [¢] \ {0}, andw € Ay, let
— . C : q,
LR = {LEFT,RIGHT}. We represent the subsgtC [s] as a (z,y) = INSERT(Ir, 6, w). Letu, v € [g]* such that if both are

stringt € LR?, wheret; = LEFTif ¢ € T andt; = RIGHT if ) . .
i ¢ T. Thus the input to ONSTRUCTIs an element of nonempty, they have different first symbols. TBELETE(x :
u,y:v) = ((Ir,6,w),u,v).
m—1

(") X LR (0D = [ (LR x (@ \OD X [0 proot Let s = wgit = (wpvton.... ). Without

The INSERT function takes one of the triplesloss of generality letr = LEFT, S0z = (wp+0):w andy = w.
(LR x ([q] \ {0}) x [¢]*) as an argument and outputdirst, DELETE(x :u,y:v) computesy = (wg + ) — wy = 4.
two strings. Letw be the string from the triple. One of theNext, it evaluates MTCH(w : u,w : v) = (w,u,v) because
output strings isw and the other isv with a single symbol eitheruy, # vy or one ofu andv is the empty string. Thus
has been inserted at the headoNSTRUCT applies NSERT the length of the first match iSHNGTH(w) = m. Second, it
to each triple, concatenates the results, and prepends ghaluates MTCH((wo+0):w:u, w!" *:v). If the length of this
remaining input string to each output. matches is at least — 1, thenwg + § = w; andw; = w;42



= (wo, D(C(t1,...,ts))).
)) = (t1,...,ts) by induction.

DECONSTRUCT: [q]*x[¢]* — [q]*x (LRx([¢]\{0})x[g]*)® We show that DC(t,...

3

Algorithm 2 Deconstruct an edge DECONSTRUCTCONSTRUCT(p))
t1)

DECONSTRUCKz, y) For the base case,(B(¢)) = D(e, €¢) = e. For the induction
(wo, z,y) < MATCH(x, y) step, note thafu,v) = C(¢t,,...,t1) can be taken to be the
return (wo, D(z,vy)) u andv in the statement of Lemnﬁ 5 because they are either

both empty of they have different first symbols. Then Leriina 5

D : [q]* x [q]* = (LR x ([¢] \ {0}) x [¢]*)* gives (C(tit1,---,t0)) = tit1: D(C(ti; ..., 10)). u

D(z,y) Lemma 7. For all ¢,l,a,b €N, s=a+b, andp € Py qp,

if z=¢Vy=cethen

CONSTRUCT(p) € E(By1.a.0)-
assertr =eNy =ce ’

return e Proof: Let (x,y) = CONSTRUCT(p). Let p =
else (wo,tl, Ceey ts) where t, = (l?‘i, 61', wi). One output of

(w,z,y) < DELETE(z,y) INSERT(Ir;, d;, w;) is a strict superstringy; and the other is

return (w : D(z,y)) w;. Thus bothz andy are superstrings ofg : wy : ... : ws.
end if The longer output of NSERT becomes part of a times, so

the length ofz is [ + a. Similarly the length ofy is/+ 6. =

g;gg(x[qy]) x[g]" = (LRx ([g]\{0}) x [¢]") x [q]* x [q]* E The lower bound

g = HEAD(z) — HEAD(y) Lemma 8. For fixedq, a,b € N, [Py1a] 2 ¢' (1) () (g —1)*.
(a,b,c) < MATCH(TAIL (z),y)

(d, e, f) < MATCH(z, TAIL (1)) Proof: RefactorP, ; s as

assertLENGTH(a) # LENGTH(d) . . u
if LENGTH(a) > LENGTH(d) then LR ([ \ {0 < U [T Ase
return ((LEFT,g,a),b,c) AEM (s+1,1,2) i=0
else In P, a5, the element of LR is one of the(?) strings with
return ((RIGHT,(—g),d),e, f) exactlya appearances ofgFT. There argq—1)° possibilities
end if for ([¢] \ {0})*. For\; > 2, |4, | = ¢ — q(qg — 1), so the

size the union is
MATCH : [q]* x g} — [q]* x [q]"™" x [g]"*

MATCH(z, y) Z H q(qg—1))

W€ AEM(5+1,1,2) i=0
while z # e Ay # e A HEAD(z) = HEAD(y) do s

w + w : HEAD(z) z Z H(q -

x + TAIL (z) AEM (s+1,1,2) i=0

y < TAIL(y) _ - 2-X;
end while =¢ Y JJa-¢7)

, i—0
return (w,z,y) NEM (s+1,1,2)

S

> ql Z H (1 _ qz—ki)

AEM (s41,1,2+log, 1) i=0

for 0 < i < m — 3. This would makew alternating, so the > ¢ (l — (I+log, )(s +1) = 1) (1— 1Y)+t
lengths of the second match is at mest- 2. The first match s
is longer than the second, so the first branch of the if stateme ~q (l)
is taken and the function returiéLEFT, 6, w), u, v). [ | s
Definition 7. For all ¢,1,a,b € N, lets = a+b. LetP,; , be Thus|Py .| 2 ¢ () (g1 ]
the set Our bounds establish the asymptotic growth of the number
of edges.
U A x H (LR x ([¢] \ {0}) x Ag.c,) Theorem 1. For fixed g,a,b € N, the number of edges in
cEM(s+1,1,2) By t,a, Satisfies E(By1.a)| ~ ¢' (1) (£)(¢—1)°. The average

and letP, .., be the subset P, ;. with exactlya appear- ©fJa.b(¥) overallz € [g]" is asymptotic ") () (¢=1)*q .

ances ofLEFT. Proof: From Lemma b and Lemma 7E(Bg.a,0)| >
|Py.1.a0]- Lemmal4 provides the asymptotic upper bound and
Lemmal8 provides the asymptotic lower bound.
For x € [q]", the setS,;(x) is the neighborhood of:
Proof: Let p = (wo, ts,...,t1) wheret; = (Ir;,d;, w;). In Byn_aap. Each edge involves exactly one of the left
The initial call to MATCH in DECONSTRUCT finds wy, so vertices and(™ ) ~ (7). ]

a

Lemma 6. For all ¢,l,s € N and p € P,
DECONSTRUCTCONSTRUCT(p)) = p.



Now we can conclude that most edges are constructablefgch substring has exactl ;, ,—.+» Superstrings of length

our method. This is a necessary condition for the asymptotic— a + b. ]
tightness of our ultimate lower bound on input degree. If » = pn for fixed p, both bounds are asymptotic to
T n b
IV. BOUNDS ONINPUT DEGREE AND CODE SIZE o)\ (g—1)°.

Lemma 9. Letz € [¢]" be a string withr runs. Letc be the . o
length of the longest alternating interval of Then|S, ,(z)|, 10 @Pply Lemmal® to a string, we need two statistics

the number of unique strings that can be produced froby of that string: the number of runs and the length of the
a deletions and insertions. is at least longest alternating interval. The next two lemmas concleen t

distributions of these statistics.
r—(a+1)(c+1)\/n—-1—-2a(c+1)—(b+1)c b
a b (¢=1)". Lemma 11. The number ofi-ary strings of lengtm with an

) _ alternating interval of length at least is at most(n — ¢ +
Proof: For eachz € [q]", we identify a subset’, C 1)gn—cti(y_ 1) .

P, n—a.a,p SUch that for alp € P,, CONSTRUCT(p) = (z,y). _ _ _

From Lemm47, aly produced this way are i, (). From Proof: A string of lengthn containsn — ¢+ 1 intervals of

Lemmal®,|S. (z)| > |Pxl. lengthc. If some interval of length at leastis alternating, at
To producé an element @#,, we selecta symbols ofz for least one of intervals of length exacityis alternating. There

deletion, select spaces in: for insertion, and specify the areq(¢—1) choices for the symbols in the alternating interval

new symbols. The symbols selected of deletion and the spadg88¢" ¢ choices for the remaining symbols. u

selected for insertign partitioninto s+ 1 _intervals._To ensuré | emma 12. The number of-ary strings of lengthn with

that none of these intervals are alternating, we will regjthat (q;l _ 6) (n—1)+1 or fewer runs is at mosjne—Q(”—l)€2

all of the intervals contain at least 1 symbols. a '

~ There are many equivalent ways to extends a run by proof: Forz € [¢]", leta’ € [¢]"~" be the string of first

inserting a matching symbol. GNSTRUCT extends runs by differences ofr. That is, letr! = z;41 —x; mod q. If z hasr

adding a symbol at the right end, so we only select symbglsns, then:/ is nonzero at the — 1 boundaries between runs.

for deletion from those at the right end of a run. We neephys there ar@(":i)(q —1)7~! strings with exactly- runs.
there to be at least+ 1 symbols between consecutive deletegthe number of srtrings with few runs is

symbols. It is easier to enforce the stronger conditionttere

are c + 1 end of run symbols between consecutive deleted (4 —e)(n-1)
r—(at1)(c+1) : n—1 ;
symbols. There ar¢ . ) ways to pick the symbols Z o Jg—-1)
for deletion that satisfy this condition. i=0 L
There aren — 1 potential spaces in which an insertion can (L —€)(n-1) i ne1—i
be made. Insertions cannot be performed indhel spaces =gt Z (" B 1> <g) <1>
before and after a deleted symbol. In the worst case, all of =0 v q q
these forbidden spaces are distinct, leaving 1 — 2a(c+ 1) < qn—le—z(n—l)ez_

spaces to choose from. There mustcbel symbols between

any two consecutive chosen spaces, before the first cho3#e upper bound comes from the application of Hoeffding’s

space, and after the last chosen space. Thus there must biaegjuality to the binomial distributior [6]. [

leastc spaces in each of thede+ 1 intervals. Again, it is  Now we have all of the ingredients required to execute the

easier to enforce the stronger condition that there areaat lestrategy described in Section]-A.

¢ spaces not near a deletion in each interval. Thus there are i

always at |eas(n—1—2a(c-lﬁ)-1)—(b+l)c) ways to pick the Spaces_Lemma 13. Let.q,a,b € N be fixed and lets = a + b. For
Finally, for each of the) insertion points, we must specify @l € I, theret is a sequence of subsé{s C [¢]" such that

the difference inserted symbol and its successor. Thuse thel»| 1S O(¢"/n") and

are (¢ — 1) choices for this step. | _(g—1)p° (n) (S)

The following argument, very similar to Lemniz 4, shows min  [Sap(2)] 2 !

2€[q]"\ T q° $

that this degree lower bound is asymptotically tight. Thisi
generalization of a lemma of Levenshtéin [8], Proof: We form two classes of bad strings: strings with a

long alternating interval, and strings with few runs. Chkse
classesl, and T respectively. Lefl,, =T, U T/

A string falls into T}, if it has an alternating subinterval of
r+a-—1 length at least. If we letc = (¢t+1) log,, n, then by Lemmall
[Sa.p()| < ( >Iq,b,na+b- we have q

Lemma 10. For all ¢,n,r,a,b € Nwith s = a+0, if 2 € [¢]"
hasr runs, then

Proof: Any substring ofaz can be the num_ber of s_ymbols IT| < ng" (g —1) = n~tq" (g — 1)
deleted from each run. This is a composition ofwith »
parts, sdS,,0(z)| < |[M(a,r,0)| = (") = ("T*~').Each which is O(¢"/n'). Over all strings in[¢]", the average
string in S, () is a superstring of one of these substringsilumber of runs is% (n — 1) + 1. A string falls into



T if it has at most(q%1 - e) (n —1) + 1 runs. If we let The maximum is achieved by= LZ%J Wheng + 1 divides
e — /Qt(lﬁ?)’ then by Lemma 12 we have s, the maximum is at least

S s+1
|T1/L/| < qn672(n71)€2 _ qneftlogn _ qn/nt <q + 1> l q+1 _ (q + 1) :
q ) 3\ as/(a+1)  3sg+2

For fixedt, this e is (1), so ( 4= — ¢ (n—1)+1~@. Stirling imation. See Anpendi A for detail
Now we can apply Lemmia 9 to lower bound the degree 8\3' tirling's approximation. See Appen or detallsm

the strings in[¢]™ \ T,,. The first multiplicative term in the
lower bound is asymptotic to V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

%n —(a+1)((t+1)log,n+1) %n In this paper, we extended Levenshtein’s strategy for ob-
~ a taining an upper bound on the size of deletion codes. Leven-
(q 1 ) a (n) shtein’s bound arises from the deletion channel. We detived

a

corresponding bounds from channels that perform a mixture
4 of deletions and insertions. This results in an improvement

The second term is asymptotic to whenever the number of errors, is larger than the alphabet
<n —1-2a— (2a+b+1)(t+1)log, n> N (n) size,q. The best version of our bound uses a channel where

a

b the ratio of deletions to insertions isto one.

Our argument relies on the fact that the channel graphs

“ are approximately regular in the asymptotic regime wheee th

min_ |S,(z)| > <g) (”) (”) (g—1)° number of errors is fixed. A natural question is whether it
z€[g]"\Tn can be extended to the regime where the number of errors

(g—1)*° (n\ (s is a constant fraction of the input length. However, it is not
( )( > clear whether the graphs are approximately regular in the

m latter regime. The argument of this paper relies on the pic

Our main theorem follows easily. distance between errors going to infinity. Any interaction

] _ between two errors, which occurs via an alternating interva
Theorem 2. For fixedg, s € N, the number of codewords inpecomes rare. When the typical distance does not grow with

Thus

an n-symbolg-ary s-deletion correcting code satisfies input length, interactions will not be rare and it will not be
o o gt possible to simply discard the cases where they occur.ddste
DI 0T (g — 1)° BIAN it will be necessary to understand the details of more types o
- - S

. . . s ... interactions between errors.
Proof: Consider ana-deletion b-insertion channel with

a + b = s. By Lemmal3, any code for this channel can also

corrects deletions. There arg”~%*+* possible outputs, so for APPENDIXA
anyT, C [q]" One form of Stirling’s approximation i$ [4]
qnfaer n!
Cosmn S | + [Tyl Voar < ———— <ee.

~ minze[q]n\Tn |Sa,b($)

By setting? = s + 1 in Lemma[IB we obtain an asymptoti
upper bound of “Then for a

Vi (2)"

,B8,n € N, consider the binomial distribution
produced bya+ §)n trials and success probability/ (a.+ 3).
gn et ( q" ) N gt The most likely outcome isn successes and the probability

< 1
Cgsn S (q;al)s (")) nstl TS WINE of that outcome is:

[ ] (a+pB)n a \' I6; (atB)n—i
This improves[(R), Levenshtein’s upper bound, by a factor of max i a+ 8 a+ 8
(?)q~". By settingb to zero we recover Levenshtein's bound.

an Bn
Whenevers > ¢, (5)g~* > (5)¢° = 1 so settingb to one in - ((04 +5)”) ( n ) ( : )

the generalized bound offers an improvement. an atf ( ;‘)“' p
) a+B)n

Corollary 2. If ¢+ 1 dividess, the size of a-ary s-deletion 2m(a+ B)n ((atﬁ)n
correcting code satisfies =

aanﬂ,@n
on (a+ p)letdn

3y/5g" ot
Cq,s,n S n\ °
(g+ 1)+ (g —1)*(}) _ V2 a+f
Proof: We optimize overb in Theorem[ 2. The factor e afn
S\ b : e e
(7)q~" is a constant times a binomial distribution: 1 fatp
— 3\ apn

() 0 ) ()
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