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Abstract—Many of the classic problems of coding theory described. Erasure and deletion errors differ from sulkiiit
are highly symmetric, which makes it easy to derive sphere- errors in a more fundamental way: the error operation takes
packing upper bounds and sphere-covering lower bounds on #1 5 innyt from one set and produces an output from another.

size of codes. We discuss the generalizations of sphere-piag In thi il di th lizati f
and sphere-covering bounds to arbitrary error models. Thes n this paper, we will discuss the generalizations of sphere

generalizations become especially important when the sigef the Packing and sphere-covering bounds to arbitrary error tsode
error spheres are nonuniform. The best possible sphere-piing These generalizations become especially important when th

and sphere-covering bounds are solutions to linear progras  sjzes of the error spheres are nonuniform. Sphere-packitg a
We derive a series of bounds from approximations to packing ghnere-covering bounds are fundamentally related to dinea

and covering problems and study the relationships and tradeffs . . .
between them. We compare sphere-covering lower bounds with programming and the best possible versions of the bounds

other graph theoretic lower bounds such as Tuan’s theorem. We ~are solutions to linear programs. In highly symmetric cases
show how to obtain upper bounds by optimizing across a familpf  including many classical error models, it is often posstole

channels that admit the same codes. We present a generalicat  get the best possible sphere-packing bound without dyrectl
of the local degree bound of Kulkarni and Kiyavash and use it qnsigering any linear programs. For less symmetric cHanne
to improve the best known upper bounds on the sizes of single . . . .
deletion correcting codes and single grain error correctilg codes. the linear programming perspective b.ecfomes _essen_t'al_'

In fact, recently a new bound, explicitly derived via linear
programming, was applied by Kulkarni and Kiyavash to find
an upper bound on the size of deletion-correcting cadest[2].

. INTRODUCTION was subsequently applied to grain erroris [3], [4] and maitip
mutation errors([5]. We will refer to this as the local degree
bound. The local degree bound constructs a dual feasibig poi
for the sphere-packing linear program because computation
of the exact solution is intractable. Deletion errors, likest
the number of vectors that can be produced frofyy making interesting error models, "?‘Ct on an exponentiglly Iargqﬁnp

space. Because computation of the best possible packing and

up to s substitutions, the size of the sphere aroundoes not overing bounds is often intractable. simplified boundshsuc
depend onx. The sizes of these spheres play a crucial ruf@Vering bou ' ! » Simpiin u u

in both upper and lower bounds on the size of the largest asSthEeI;)ecala((j:ekigr:eeaggusndh::z ﬁ(s)sgur:n arquments have been
substitution-error-correcting codes. The Hamming boumnd i P P 9 P g arg

sphere-packing upper bound and the Gilbert-Varshamovrlo plied in an ad hoc fashion throughout the coding theory

bound is a sphere-covering lower bound. The two symmetriégrature' We attempt to present a unifying framework that

that we have described make the proofs of the Hamming aﬁ%rbm':ﬁ sug? argumgnts n thfe|r most geneLaI fO”T‘ appﬁabl
Gilbert-Varshamov bounds extremely simple. 0 both uniform and nonuniform error sphere sizes. More

Many other interesting error models do not have this d recisely, we derive a series of bounds from approximations

gree of symmetry. Substitution errors with a restricted cfet 0 packmg and covering problem_s. The local dggree bound of
L . . . [2] is one of the bounds in the series. We associate each bound
allowed substitutions are sometimes of interest. The @sipl

: . ) . with an iterative procedure such that the original boundhés t
example is the binary asymmetric errors, which can replace a . . o .
result of a single step. This characterization makes it easy

one with a zero but cannot replace a zero with a one. Bmatg/ study the relationships between the bounds. We apply our

asymmetric errors have neither of the two symmetries we h"Jlg\;/eeneralization of the local degree bound to improve the best

The material in this paper was presented (in part) at therdat®enal known upper. bounds_on the sizes of_smgle deletion corrgctin
Symposium on Information Theory, Honolulu, July 204 [1hi§work was codes and single grain error correcting codes.
supported in part by NSF grants CCF 10-54937 CAR and CCF 0885  \\e yse the concept of a combinatorial channel to represent
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The classic problem of coding theory, correcting substitut
errors in a vector ofi-ary symbols, is highly symmetric. First,
if s errors are required to change a vectanto another vector
y, thens errors are also required to changénto . Second,
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spheres in the space while another uses only the size of #weinputx by the channel ifA, , = 1. Each row or column
smallest sphere. of A must contain at least a single one, so each input can

In general, there are many different combinatorial channgiroduce some output and each output can be produced from
that admit the same codes. However, each channel gigsne input.

a different sphere-packing upper bound. We show that theWe will often think of a channel as a bipartite graph. In this

Hamming bound, Wh'.Ch can be derived from a subst|tut.|ocn se, the left vertex set i&, the right vertex set i, and A
error channel, the Singleton bound, which can be denv:le the bipartite adiacency matrix. We will refer to this bit
from an erasure channel, and a family of intermediate bounas P ) Y )

provide an example of this phenomenon. graph as thehannel grapl{ﬂ Forz € X, let Na(z) CY be

. . the neighborhood af in the channel graph (the set of outputs
Sphere-packing upper bounds and sphere-covering Ionlﬂean\t can be produced from). The degree of: is [N(z)|
bounds are not completely symmetric. The linear progrargmirlgory €Y, let Nay) C X b'e the neighborhood f in thé

apprpmmaﬂontechmques that we discuss ea_ch yields ae'phechannel graph (the set of inputs that can prodgicdn most
packing upper bound and a sphere-covering lower bound, . . : .
. . : cases, the channel involved will be evident and we will drop
We explore the relationship between sphere-covering lower .
bound d oth hth el bound has’s [the subscript onV.
ounds and other graph theoretic lower bounds such as$uran . thatAl,,, = 1y, andlfz}A _ 1%@). Thus A1 is

th .
eorem rg]e vector of input degrees of the channel graph] is the

Our contributions can be summarized as follows. We p tor of outout d ad A1 is th ber of ed
vide a unified framework for describing both upper and low&FClor of oulput degrees, a IS Ihe number of edges.
IWe are interested in the problem of transmitting infornatio

bounds on code size. This allows us to make very gener . . . LS
statements about the relative strengths of the bounds. tﬁﬁOUQh a comblnatorlgl channel with no possibility of o
particular, our generalization of the local degree boutmiral 0 do th|§, the t_ransmltter only uses a SUbse.t of the possible
us to improve the best known upper bounds for a few channe E'.anne.l mput_s n such a way th"’.‘t the receiver can always
Finally, we demonstrate the power of considering familiés etermine which input was transmitted.
channels with the same codes. Definition 2. A code for a combinatorial channed €

In Section[l, we discuss the linear programs associatéd, 1} is a setC C X such that for ally € Y,
with sphere-packing bounds. In Sectignl Ill, we present [&/(y) N C| < 1.

eneralization of the local degree bound that is relatedhto a __ . - L . .
i%erative procedure. We use t%]is to improve the best known-rh's.condltlon ensures that decoding is always possible: .'f
upper bounds on the sizes of single deletion correcting col erecewed, the transmitted symbol must have been the aniqu
and single grain error correcting codes. In Secfion IV, Weelement ofN(y) N C.
discuss sphere-packing bounds related to the degree sEguen )
and average degree of a channel. In Secfion] V-B, we dfs: SPhere-packing
cuss families of channels that have the same codes but givé\ code is a packing of the neighborhoods of the inputs
different sphere-packing bounds. In Sectlod VI, we discugso the output space. The neighborhoods of the codewords

sphere-covering lower bounds, lower bounds related tarTsr” must be disjoint and each neighborhood contains at least

theorem, and their relationships. mingecx |[N(z)| outputs. Thus the simplest sphere-packing
upper bound on the size of a codeis
Il. SPHERE-PACKING BOUNDS AND LINEAR PROGRAMS | < Y]
A. Notation = mingex [Na(z)]

Let X andY be a finite sets. For a semiring, let RX  This is theminimum degree upper bounblecauseN 4 (z)| is
denote the set gfX |-dimensional column vectors of elementshe degree of in the channel graph od. The sphere-packing
of R indexed byX. Let RX*Y denote the set ofX| by |Y| upper bounds discussed in this paper are generalizatiarsiof
matrices of elements ok with the rows indexed byX and improvements on this bound.

the columns indexed by . Let 2% denote the power set df . Maximum input packing and its dual, minimum output
Let N denote the set of nonnegative integers andrletienote covering, are naturally expressed as integer linear progra
the set of nonnegative integers less thar{0,1,...,n — 1}.

1 An equivalent approach, taken by Kulkarni and Kiyavash [g],to
Let 1 be the column vector of all ones and (ebe the column represent an error model by & hypergraph. A hypergraph sisnsi a vertex

vector of all zeros. For a s&t C X, let 15 € {0,1}* be the set and a family of hyperedges. Each hyperedge is a nonerbsgsof the

indicator column vector for the sé. vertices. A hypergrapii{ = (V, E) can be described by a vertex-hyperedge
incidence matrixif € {0,1}"*E. There are two ways to encode as error
model as a hypergraph. Let € {0, 1}XXY be the combinatorial channel

B. Combinatorial channels for that error model. The first option is to také = A to be the incidence
matrix of the hypergraph. The hypergraph vertices and tlamél inputs and

We use the concept of a combinatorial channel to formalizere is an edge for each output. Alternatively, we canHet= A7 and

a set of possible errors. obtain the dual of the previous hypergraph. Now the hypelgrsertices are
the channel outputs. This is the option taken by Kulkarni Eidvash.

Definition 1. A combinatorial channel is a matrixd < Throughout this paper, we use the language of channels grattite

XxY . . . channel graphs rather than that of hypergraphs. This allosigo refer
{O, 1} , Where X' is the set of channel Inputs and is to channel inputs and outputs using symmetric language aodlsany

the set of channel outputs. An outputan be produced from confusion between a hypergraph and its dual.



Definition 3. For a channeld € {0,1}**", the size of the [1l. THE LOCAL DEGREE ITERATIVE ALGORITHM

largest input packing, or code, is Let A € {0, I}XXY be a channel. We can obtain an upper

bound forp*(A4) (and consequently(A)) by finding a feasible

_ T
p(4) = ﬁ%ﬁil w point in the program fok*(A). Given some € RY, consider

s t.ATw < 1. the_ smallest € R such thatz = ¢t is feasible fors*(A). To
satisfy Atc > 1, we need
The size of the smallest output covering is . 1
~ (At)y
— min1”T
w(4) = zré%l/l ? for all z. As long as(At), > 0 for all z, the vector

s.t.Az > 1. "

2y minge x (At), (1)

An output covering can be thought of as a strategy for the
adversary operating the channel that is independent of iRdeasible and we have the upper boyrid4) < 17z, which
transmitter's choice of code. In Sectién]VI, we use outpite call s, (A, t). The special case
coverings of an auxiliary channel to obtain a lower bound on . Y|
the p(A). Kwpu (4, 1) = mingex |Na(z)]’
is the minimum degree upper bound, which explains our
choice of notation.
There is an analogous construction of a feasible point for
However, the maximum independent set and minimupt(A):
dominating set problems over general graphs are NP-Hard . 17¢
[6]. The approximate versions of these problems are alsh. har Puoc (A1) = m'
The maximum independent set of arvertex graph cannot be
approximated within a factor af! =< for any epsilon unless
P=NP [7]. We seek efficiently computable bounds. These . Y| |X]||Y]
bounds cannot be good for all graphs, but they will perform fivpu (4, 1) = 0 W’
reasonably well for many of the graphs that we are interested )
in. where F is the edge set of the channel graph Alfis output

TA _ 31T
The relaxed problem, maximum fractional set packiné?gmar' ther” A = d'1" and

D. Fractional relaxations

If a channelA is input regular, therd1 = d1 and

provides an upper bound on the original packing problem. (A1) X | XY
Pwo\ A L) = —F = —/——-
Definition 4. Let A € {0,1}**" be a channel. The size of d &l
the maximum fractional input packing ia is Consequently, ifA is both input and output regular, then
XY
*(A) = max 17 *(A) = |—
p*(A) = max 1w p*(4) ]
S. tw > .
wT— 0 Each bound fop*(A) or p*(A) that we present will have
ATw < 1. a vector parametet ¢ RY or t € RX. Usually there is
_ o _ o somet for which the approximation is exact, but finding
The size of the minimum fractional output covering is this ¢ is no easier that solving the original problem so this
o is not our motivation for including the extra parameter. The
k" (A) :Zlgﬂlg‘}l z t parameter allows us to convert a single bound into an
s.t.2>0 iterative apprloximation procedure. Computation 01_‘ thertpbu
s> 1 for somet will also suggest next anothér By taking this
z > 1.

perspective for all of the bounds we consider, we can make

) ) strong comparisons between them.
The fractional programs have larger feasible spaces, so

p(4) < p*(A) and k*(A) < k(A). By strong linear pro-
gramming dualityp* (A) = x*(A). A. The local degree bound

Unlike the integer programs, the values of the fractiomal li  For channels that are both input and output regular, compu-
ear programs can be computed in polynomial time. Howeveéation of the sphere packing boupd is trivial: the minimum
we are usually in sequences of channels with exponentiafiggree bound is exact. However, even a single low degree
large input and output spaces. In these cases, finding exagiut will ruin the effectiveness of the minimum degree baun
solutions to the linear programs is intractable but we woultb obtain a better upper bound @A) and p*(A), we will
still like to know as much as possible about the behavior ebnstruct a more sophisticated feasible point in the progra
the solutions. for k*(A) by making a small change tbI(1).



Definition 5. Let A € {O,l}XXY be a channel. Forr ¢ RY  Kulkarni and Kiyavash computed the local degree upper

such thatAz > 0, definep4(z) € RY as follows: bound, or equivalently(1) [2]. This shows that*(A,,) is at
B 2y most
palz)y = ——————~—.
A - n n n
minge n(y) (A42) 2 .= 2 : (1_|_ 2 1) = 2 1(1+O(n_1)).
Define the local degree upper bourg,, (4, z) = 17p(2). n- n+ n- n+

Recently, Fazeli et al. found a fractional covering fby that
provides a better upper bourid [9]. In this section, we comput
o (1) for these channels and analyze the values of these
points. We show that Fazeli's improved covering is related t

Proof: To demonstrate feasibility ofp(z), we need the coveringy o ¢(1), but ¢ o (1) provides a better bound
¢(z) > 0 and Ap(z) > 1. The first condition is trivially asymptotically.

Lemma 1. For z € RY such thatz > 0 and Az > 0, p4(2)
is feasible in the program fat* (A). If z is feasible forx*(A),
thenp,(z) < 2.

met. Forz € X andy € N(z), we have More precisely, the upper bound fromo (1), given in
) Zy > Py Theorenl 2, shows that*(A) is at most
PRy = — - = )
Y mingen(y) (Ay)e — (A2)s 2" <1 2 + O( 2)> 2" (1+0(n™?%)
1 — n = n .
(Ap(2))s = Z o(2)y > s Z zy=1 n—1 n—1 n+1
yEN (z) ¥ yeN(z) The covering in Fazeli et al. gives an upper bound of
and ¢(y) is feasible. on 1 Ly
If = is feasible, themdz > 1. For ally € Y we have i} (1 +—7+0Mn )) :
Zy *
p(2)y = Min ey (y)(A2)s SE Let 7, u,b € NI?I" be vectors such that for all € [2]*, r,

is the number of runs i, u, is the number of length-one

. . . . runs, or unit runs, ing, andb,, is the number of unit runs at
More generally, we can view this as a single step in Ao start or end of

iterative procedure. Suppose that we have a vectoRY that
is a feasible vector in the program fet(A). For any channel,
we can takez = 1 as an initial vector. At each input, the
total coverage(Az),, is at least one. The input informs Theorem 1. Let

Proofs of the theorems and lemmas stated in this section
can be found in Appendix A.

each output inV(x) that it can reduce its value by a factor of -1
. ) 1 max(2u — b — 2,0)

(Az),. Each output receives such a message for each input flryu,b)=—-1+ 5 1

in N(y), then makes the largest reduction consistent with the " (r+2)(r+1)

messages. Then the vector, = f(ry,uy,b,) is feasible forx*(A,), so
We can iterate this optimization step. An iteration fails*(A,) < 172.
go mg_ke progress un.der the foII.owu?g condition. From th‘?heorem 2. Forn>2,
efinition p(z), = z, if and only if mingcn(y)(A42), = 1.
Thusp(z) = z if for all y € Y there is some: € N(y) such . 2" 26
. . : L K*(An) < — .
that (Az),, = 1. This algorithm is monotonic in each entry of n(n —1)

“n+1
the feasible vector, so it cannot make progress if its input i Now we will compare this bound to the bound correspond-

at the frontler .Of the fea5|ble.§pace. ing to the cover of Fazeli et al. Let
Scaling the input by a positive constant does not affect the

output of p: for c € R, ¢ > 0, p(4, z) = p(A, cz). We could ,

think of k. (A,t) as an involving iterative procedure as well. fi(ryu,b) =

It has the same scaling property. In contrast to the localedeg

iteration, the maximum degree iteration always stops aterFazeli et al. establish that, = f'(ry, uy,b,) is feasible for
single step because the output vector is a constant mutifplex* (A4, ). Compare this with the cover given hf/ and note
the input. The local degree iteration scales differentiestin that the coefficient on is 1 in f” and 2 in f'.

the initial vector by different amounts, so it is possible fio
to make progress for multiple iterations.

(l—urzb) u—b>2
u—>b<1.

S =3 =

Lemma 2. Let z, = f'(ry,uy,by,). Then
2" —2
o . . 172> <1 PR 5 >
B. Application to the single deletion channel n+1 n—1 (m-1)(n-2)

Let A, be then-bit 1-deletion channel. The input to the This shows that the bound of Theoréin 2 is asymptotically
binary single deletion channel is a stringe [2]” and the better than the bound corresponding to the cover of Fazeli
output is a substring of, y € [2]"~!. Each output vertex in et al. We could continue to iterate to produce even better

A, has degree. + 1. Thusp*(A,,) > pioy (4n) = Tfjl. bounds. The fractional covers produced would depend on more
Levenshtein[[8] showed that statistics of the strings. For example, the value at a pdstic
on output of the cover produced by the third iterationofvould

R (An) < nt 1(1 +o(1)). depend on the number of runs of length two in that output



n| |[VIo| p*(A) Thm.[d FvY KK_Thm.[2 and overlapping grain error channels[12]. We discuss the
5 6 6 7 7 7 12 degree sequence bound and its relationship to the locateegr
6 10 10 12 12 12 17 bound in Sectioh IV. Kashyap and Zémor applied the local
7 16 17 20 20 21 25 degree bound to improve on Mazumdar et al. for the 1,2, or
8 30 30 35 35 36 41 3 error cases [3]. They conjectured an extension for larger
9 52 53 61 61 63 69 numbers of errors. Gabrys et al. applied the local degreadou
10 94 96 109 109 113 119 to improve on Sharov and Roth][4].

11 172 175 196 197 204 211 The input and output of this channel are stringg < [2]".

12 316 321 357 358 372 377 To produce an output from an input, select a grain patterh wit
13 586 593 653 657 682 682 at most one grain of length two and no larger grains. The grain
14\ 1096 1104 1205 1212 1260 1248 of length two, if it exists, bridges indicesandj + 1 for some

15 2048 2237 2251 2340 2301 0 < j <n—2. Then the channel output is

16 3856 4174 4202 4368 4272

17| 7286 7825 7882 8191 7977 e i#

18| 13798 14727 14845 15420 14969 vi= Tipr =]

19| 26216 27820 28059 29127 28207 . . .

20| 19940 59720 53202 55188 53348 If uj =y orif there_ is no grain pf length two, thep= z.

21| 95326 100194 101163 104857 101226 The degree of an input string |s_equal to the r_1umber of

29 | 182362 190912 192850 199728 192623 runss: each of ther — 1 run boundaries cquld be bridged by

23 | 349536 364621 368478 381300 367485 a grain or there could be no error. A grain error rgduces the

24 | 671092 697365 705511 729444 702697 number of runs by 0,1, or 2. The number of runs is reduced

by 1 Ifj =0 andxo 75 X1, by 2 Ifj > 1, T 75 Tjt1, and

Fig. 1.  The cardinality of the VT construction and severapempbounds ) — ; ;
on p(Ay), where A,, is the n-bit single deletion channel. Far < 14, rj-1 = -1, and by 0 otherwise. Equivalently, the number

Kulkarni and Kiyavash were able computed the exact valup*dfd,,) [2]. Of_ runs is reduced b_y 1 it has a length-1 run aF ind_ex_ Ois
This requires solving an exponentially large linear progr&kulkami and eliminated and by 2 if a length-1 run elsewhere is eliminated

Kiyavash also constructed a dual feasible point with weié—:ﬁlf—2 (column | the previous section, we let, be the number of Iength-l

KK). This is equivalent to the first iteration of the local deg algorithm. . .
Fazeli et al. improved on this construction (column FVY).[@ur Theoreni 1L runs inz andb, be the number of length-1 runs appearing

uses two interactions of the local degree algorithm. Coinguhe value of at the start or end of. For the grain channel, we need to
the FVY and Thm[ll columns requires a sum over abtitterms. Our  distinguish between length-1 runs at the start and at the end
Theoren R gives an analytic upper bound on the weight of thsilfée point lethl dbR t th

from Theoren{L, which improves on existing bounds #fop 22. S0 leto; ando, coun ese.

Theorem 3. Let A,, be then-bit 1-grain-error channel. The

vector
string, in addition to the total number of runs and the number 1
of runs of length one. _1( 2u, — 2bfF — bl — 2
The largest known single deletion correcting codes are the v = Ty (ry +2)(ry + 1)

Varshamov-Tenengolts (VT) codes. The lengthvT code _ .
contains at Ieastn%%l codewords, so these codes are asymjs feasible forx"(Ay,).

totically optimal. The VT codes are known to be maximum By applying the techniques used in the proof of Theorém 2,

independent sets fon < 10, but this question is open forit can be shown that Theorefd 3 implies that(4,) =
larger n [10]. Kulkarni and Kiyavash computed the exacm(l +0(n2)).

value of k*(A4,) for n < 14 [2]. For 7 < n < 14, the gap "'

bet\_/ve_em*(_An) and the size of the_ VT codes was at least one, IV. THE DEGREE SEQUENCE UPPER BOUND
so it is unlikely that sphere-packing bounds will resolve th
optimality of the VT codes for larget. Despite this, it would
be interesting to know whether* (4,,) < f:l + O(2™) for
some constant < 1.

The degree sequence upper bound is an important technique
for dealing with nonuniform combinatorial channels thagpr
dates the local degree bound by many decades. This is a simple
generalization of the minimum degree bound and the basic
idea behind the bound does not require linear programming.
C. Application to the single grain error channel For any codeC' C X, 3, o |N(z)| < |Y|. The size of

Recently, there has been a great deal of interest in grdive largest input sef’ satisfying this inequality is an upper
error channels, which are related to high-density encodimg bound on the size of the largest code. This set can be found
magnetic media. A grain in a magnetic medium has a singieeedily by repeatedly adding the minimum degree remaining
polarization. If an encoder attempts to write two symbols tmput vertex. This approach is more robust than the minimum
a single grain, only one of them will be retained. Becausiegree upper bound because it takes all of the input degrees
the locations grain boundaries are generally unknown to tho account. Call this the degree sequence upper bound.
encoder, this situation can be modeled by a channel. Levenshtein applied this idea to obtain an upper bound on

Mazumdar et al. applied the degree sequence boundctmles for the deletion channel. Kulkarni and Kiyavash aapli
non-overlapping grain error channels [11]. Sharov and Rathe local degree bound to the deletion channel and showed
applied the degree sequence bound to both non-overlappingt the resulting bound improved on Levenshtein’s result.




Although its definition does not require a linear prograne, thof inputs:
degree sequence bound still has a nice linear programming B _
interpretation. Taking this perspective, we compare the pe Xo={zeX:(At), <d},
formance of the degree sequence bound to the local degree Xo={zr € X :(At), =d}.
bound _for arbitrary channels and show that the local degrﬁeleAt <1Tt< (1% + 1§0)At, then the point
bound is always better. The degree sequence bound uses less’

information about the channel than the local degree boudd an 1 1 1
achieves a weaker but still not trivial result. At the endlut zy =ty p + Z max ( YT 0)
section, we discuss bounds that use even less informatéon th TEN(y) (At)e

degree sequence bound.

is feasible ink*(A), pie,(A,t) =172z, andpa(t) < z. Thus
Kiou (A1) < Ppsy(A ).
Proof: First we establish thapi,(A4,t) = |X_| +

While the local degree upper bound is naturally expresséat‘l?t At by constructing a primal feasible point and a dual
as a feasiple point in th_e program fai*, the easiest linear feasidble point with this value.
programming interpretation of the degree sequence bound ) 1Te-1% At , .
works differently. The degree sequence upper bound is thelh€ pointw = 1x + —=—1x, is feasible for
value of a further relaxation of the program fer. It turns out € Primal program. This puts the maximum possible weight
that the minimum degree upper bound is easily expressedogse_aCh of t_he '”p‘%ts with _degree below the threshold and
both a dual feasible point and a primal relaxation. Sedflfn fractional weight on inputs with degree equal to the thrézsho

included the former interpretation and the latter is giveneh 1€ dual program is

A. Linear programs for the degree sequence bound

For a channeH € {0,1}**" and a vectott € RY, define min 17tz + 172
z{ER, 2/ €RX
* o T
Puou (4, 1) = wmeg]%k)’(fl w s. t. (2’6, 2/) >0
s.tw>0 Atzy+ 2 > 1.
T AT T
A w <t 1. The pointz) = 3, 2 = max(0, &=4=) is feasible in the

/!
The solution to this program puts all of the weight or%jual program. Note that; > 0 only for > € X_. The value

the minimum degree inpuirgmin, (At),, SO pypy(4,t) = of this point is

Fpu (A 1) 17¢ d— (At), 17t - 1% At
Recall thatA1 is the vector of input degrees of the channel " + Z g = X[+ a4

graph of A. Thus the main constraint of the program for

fapu (A, 1) i8>0 ¢ [N(2)|w, < |Y]. In a code, each vertex We construct: from (z(, z’). Let

can only be included once. We can capture this fact and

improveythe upper bound by adding the aF:JIditionaI constraint z = diag(t)(1z + A" diag(At) ')

rzeX_

w < 1 to the program. Then
Definition 6. For a channeld € {0,1}**" and a vector 172" =17 diag(t) (12} + AT diag(At) %)
t € RY, define the degree sequence bound _ tle{) 4T AT diag(At)_lz'
Phsu(A:1) = max 1Tw =17t +172
s.to<w<1 so z has the necessary weight. Substituting the valyes é
tTATw < +71. andz, = max(%, 0), we obtain

The degree sequence upper bound is tight: for a given
input degree distribution and output space size, thererngeso

H—|z\;
@~
Il
Ul
+
—~
—

<
8
M
2
N
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channel where the neighborhoods of the small degree inputs 1 1 1

are disjoint. For this channel, the degree sequence upp@idbo =7 + Z max ((At) A 0)

is tight. The bound cannot be improved with incorporating €N (y) ‘

more information about the structure of the channel. S 1 4 max max ( 1 )
The local degree upper bound, which incorporates informa- ~d  zeN(y) (At), d’

tion about the channel beyond the degree sequence, is always 1 1

at least as good as the degree sequence bound. To do this, we = Igl]f}é) max (mv a)

associate the degree sequence bound with a particulablieasi ‘ 1

point in the program fok*(A). > Irenzgé) (41),

Theorem 4. Let A € {0, I}XXY be a channel and lete RY . 1

Letd € R be a degree threshold and define the following sets g‘p“‘(t)'



Becausep 4 (t) is feasible ink*(A), z is as well. [ | 0
This interpretation of the degree sequence bound allows us 0

to iteratively construct dual feasible points, but thesisoare 100 1
dominated by those produced by the local degree algorithm. 4, _ | 1 1 0 1
However, this interpretation does give some intuition abou 101
the source of the superior performance of the local degree 0 11 2
bound. When multiple low-degree inputs have a common 2
output, the local degree bound takes advantage of this fact. 3
This information is not contained in the degree distributio

The degree sequence upper bound is monotonic and de- 1110 0 0
creasing in the degree of each vertex. For a complicateﬁioAT _ (111
channel, as a tractable alternative to computing the exact 1 1 11
degree sequence bound, we can compute the bound for a 01 11 1 1
simplified degree sequence. Pick a degree threstiolteat
each vertex with degree at leasss if it had degree exactly 2 2
and treat each vertex with degree less ttias if it had degree
one. The bound coming from this modified degree sequence 1 3 3
is

X| -8
EMERVE I ; ;

where S = {z € X : |N(x)| < d}, the set of low degree
inputs. This approach is effective when the degree didtdhu
concentrates around its mean but still has a few verticds wit 2

much lower degree. ) X3 )
Fig. 2. At the top, a channell € {0, 1}[ 1XB3] with its corresponding

channel graph. In the middle, the channgb A7, and the composition of

B. Bounds that use only the number of edges the channel graph oft with the channel graph aA7. (A o0 AT); ; =1 if
. there is a path going left to right fromto ; in that graph. At the bottom,
The degree sequence bound uses the full input degig€confusability graph oft, which has adjacency matrit o AT — I.

distribution of the channel graph and the local degree bsund

use the degrees of the endpoints of each edge. Suppose that

we only know the number of inputs, output, and edges they are disjoint, andlJ, . N(z) = Y. Meeting the first two
the channel graph. This means that we know the averaggnditions is possible is possible becayiSe< |Y'|. Because
input degree and the average output degree but nothing dls neighborhoods are disjoirfi, is a packing. For each €
about the de%;ree distributions. Recall from Secfioh llitthaX \ S, let N(z) = Y. Then all output degrees are all equal
K*(A) = XI¥T for a channeld € 0,1} with constant to |X|—|S|+ 1. [ |

[E]
input and output degrees. The po%t{rl c RX is feasible in In other Woro!s, a large number (_)f edges are necessary to
rule out the existence of a set of input vertices with small

the primal program fopjg,(4,1), so ‘)‘(g‘y‘ < pieu(A, 1), degree.

To give us a relationship betweetr(A) and the average

input degree of, we would need an inequality running iy, - -\ EySABILITY GRAPHS AND FAMILIES OF CHANNELS
the other direction. It turns out that the number of edges in

a bipartite graph gives us weak bounds on the packing and>Phere packing upper bounds are obtained from combina-
covering numbers for the graph. torial channels. However, for any channel there is a simpler

Xy object that also characterizes the set of codes: the cdrifitga
Lemma 3. Let A € {0,1} be a channel and leE’ be graph. Furthermore, any particular confusability grapisesr

the edge set of the channel graph. Then from many combinatorial channels. To obtain upper bounds
|E| on the size of codes for one channel it can be useful to
K(A) < X - m + 1. (2)  consider the sphere packing bounds that arise from some othe

equivalent channel. At the end of this section, we show how
the Hamming and Singleton bounds are an example of this
phenomenon.

For any X, Y, and S C X such that|S| < |Y|, there is a
channel A such that|E| = |Y|(|X]| — |S| + 1) and S is an
input packing inA. Thus(@) cannot be improved.

Proof: For any outputy € Y, we can construct a coverA, Confusability graphs and independent sets
using y together with|.X| — [N (y)| other outputs: for each potinition 7. Let 4 e (0,17 and B € {0,1}"*Z be
€ X\ N(y), we add an arbitrary member of (z) 10 OUr  cponnels Then defindo B e {0,1}%7 the co’mposition of
cover. Because .y [N(y)| = |E|, there is somey with and B, such that ’ ’
IN(y)| > 12
We construct the tightness exampleas follows. Choose Naop(z) = U Np(y)
the neighborhoods of the inputs fhso that each is nonempty, yeNa(x)



We can characterizd o B in two other ways: Each edge in7 is a clique, soE(G) is one natural choice
for . Thena(G) = p(Hg), where Hy € {0,119 is

(AoB), . = 1 Na(z) N Np(2) # @ () the vertex edge incidence matrix fof. However, relaxing the
7 0 Na(z)NNp(z)=2 integrality constraint for this program gives a uselessaupp
= ?eagmm(Am’y’By’z) (4) bound. The vectow = %1 is feasible, sop*(Hg) > @

regardless of the structure 6f.
The characterization(4) states thét B is the matrix product
of A and B in the Boolean semiring.

Let I denote the identity matrix.

Definition 10. Let 2 be the set ofmaximalcliques inG and
let Hy € {0,1}°* be the vertex-clique incidence matrix.
Thena(G) = p(Hg). Define the minimum clique cover of
Definition 8. For a channelA € {0,1}**Y, define the G, 6(G) = x(Hg) and the minimum fraction clique cover
confusability graph of4 to be the graph with vertex set 0*(G) = x*(Hq).

. ) 7
and adjacency matrix o A™ — I. Unlike the program derived from the edge t(G) gives

Becaused o AT — I is a zero-one symmetric matrix witha nontrivial upper bound omx(G). In fact, 6*(G) is the
zeros on the diagonal, the confusability graph is simple ahést sphere packing bound for any channel that(iass its
undirected. From({3), verticesandv are adjacent in the con- confusability graph.
fusability graph ofA if and only if N(u) and N (v) intersect.
Figure[2 shows an example of a channel, its composition wi
its reverse, and its confusability graph.

emma 5. Let G be a graph with vertex seX and let

1,9 C 2% be families of cliques that cover every edge
in G. Let Hy, H, be the vertex-clique incidence matrices for
Definition 9. Let G be an undirected simple graph with verteX2; and 2, respectively. If for eachk € Q,; there is some
setX. A setS C X is independent irGG if and only if for all S € Q2 such thatk C S, thenp*(Hz) < p*(Hy).
u, v € S, u andv.are. not adjacent. The maximum size of an Proof: A clique $ gives the constrairy, ., w, < 1 in
independent set it is denoted by (G). p. If ReQy, S e, andR C S, then the constraint from

Now we have a second important characterization of codds.is implied by the constraint fo. Any additional cliques
in Q5 can only reduce the feasible space f0f,). Thus the

Lemma 4.XLXe}G be the confusabil_ity graph for a _Channelfeasible space fop(H>) is contained in the feasible space for
A e {0,1} . Then a setC C X is code for aA if and p(H?). -

only if it is an independent set i&. Thusa(G) = p(A). oy
Corollary 1. Let A € {0,1}"*" be a channel and le€ be

Proof: A setC'is not a code if and only if there is somey,o confusability graph ford. Thend*(G) < *(A).
y such thatN(y) contains distinct codewords and v, or -

equivalentlyy € N (u) N N (v). This meangA o AT),, =1, Proof: For each outputy € Y, N(y) is a clique in

u andv are adjacent in the confusability graph, afids not G and these clique cover every edge @f Each clique in

independent. m G is contained in a maximal clique, so the claim follows
The confusability graph does not contain enough inform#nmediately from Lemmals. ]

tion to recover the original channel graph, but it contains Corollary[l suggests that we should ignore the structure of

enough information to determine whether a set is a code kI original channeld and try to computé”(G) instead of
the original channel. k*(A). However, there is no guarantee that we can efficiently

construct the linear program fd&t*(G) by starting with G
and searching for all of the maximal cliques. We are often
interested in graphs with an exponential number of vertices
There are many different channels that h&veas a con- Even worse, the number of maximal clique<ircan exponen-
fusability graph. Acliquein a graphG is a set of verticess' tially in the number of vertices. To demonstrate this, cdesi
such that for all distincu,v € S, {u,v} € E(G). If G is a completek-partite graph with 2 vertices in each part. If we
the confusability graph for a channdl € {0, 1}XXY, then select one vertex from each part, we obtain a maximal (and
for eachy € Y, N(y) is a clique inG. Let @ C 2% be a also maximum) clique. The graph has vertices, but there
family of cliques that covers every edge (i This means are2* maximal cliques.
that for all {u,v} € E(G), there is someS € Q such that  The fractional clique cover number has been considered in
u,v € S. Let H € {0,1} *“? pe the vertex-clique incidencethe coding theory literature in connection with the Shannon
matrix: H, s = 1 is « € S and H, ¢ = 0 otherwise. Then capacity of a graph®(G). The capacity of a combinatorial
a(G@) = p(H). channelA is lim,_,. p(A™)=, the number of possible mes-
Thus each family of cliques that covers every edge giveages per channel use when the channel can be used many
us an integer linear program that expresses the maximtimes. Like p(A), the capacity of the channel depends only
independent set problem far. These programs all containon its confusability graph. Thus the Shannon capacity of a
the same integer points, the indicators of the independssat ggraph G can be defined as the capacity of a channel with
of G. However, their polytopes are significantly different se thconfusability graph=. The Shannon capacity of a graph is at
fractional relaxations of these programs give widely vagyi least as large as the maximum independent set and is exyremel
upper bounds o (G). difficult to compute. Shannon used something equivalent to a

B. Families of channels with the same codes



cligue cover as an upper bound for Shannon capacity [13].Two special cases give familiar bounds. For eyesetting
Rosenfeld showed the connection between Shannon’s bound 0 andb = s/2 produces the Hamming bound:

and linear programming_[14]. Shannon also showed that the q
feedback capacity of a combinatorial channglis p*(A). K (Agn0,s/2) = =573 70 -
Lovasz introduced the Lovasz theta function of a grafild), 2o (g =1y

and showed that it was always between the Shannon capa8ttinga = s andb = 0 produces the Singleton bound:
and the fractional clique cover numbér [15]. All togetheg w
have

mn

K (Agn,s,0) =q" "
a(G) < O(G) <V(G) < 0*(G). For ¢ = 2, the Hamming bound is always the best bound
in this family. Wheng is at least 3, each bound in the family

The Lovasz theta function is derived via semidefinite progra is the best for some region of the parameter space.
ming and consequently is not a sphere-packing bound. . .

There are also several connections between these clﬁﬁmma 6. 5"(Agnap) < K" (Agnat2p-1) Whena + gb <
cepts and communication over probabilistic channels. For'a
combinatorial channeld, the minimum capacity over the The proof of Lemmd&l6 can be found in Appendix A.
probabilistic channels with suppcmtiSp*(_A).__Recently_DaIai Theorem 5. Let ¢.n, s € N such thatg > 3, 0 < s < n — 1,
has proven upper bounds on the reliability function of 2.4 even. Then
probabilistic channel that are finite for all rates abovehat t '
(logarithmic) Shannon capacity of the underlying confasio
graph, in contrast to previous bounds that were finite fazgat
abovelog p*(A) [16]. The idea of multiple channels with the
same confusion graph plays an important role here. For fixed5,§ <i<1,ands=dn

S

(AVARRVAY

S

. 5/2
argmin K (Aq,n7s—2b,b) = \‘nflfsJ

0<b<s/2 )

1

. ) lim —log min K*(Agn,s—2v) = (1 —0)log(g—1).

C. Hamming and Singleton Bounds n—oon T 0<b<s/2 (4 ) =1 )log( )
Sometimes a channel has some special structure that allows Proof: Leta +2b = s, soa +¢b = s + (¢ — 2)b. From
us to find an easily described family of channels with the sark8MMal,x"(Ag,n0,5/2) is the smallest In the family when
codes. Then we can optimize over the family by computing thet (¢ — 2)3 <n — 1 or equivalentlys < Z(n — 1).
a bound for each channel and using the best. This techniqu&or b = 1 the following are equivalent:
has_been succ_essfully applied to deletion-insertion celarb_y K (Agmas2i—1) > 6 (Agn.as) < 5 (Agma2bi1)
Cullina and Kiyavash[[1]. Any code capable of correcting 9\p < 1 < N (bt 1
deletions can also correct any combinatiors odtal insertions stlg-2)b< n; <st(g-2)(b+1)
n — — S

and deletions. Two input strings can appear insaseletion- hb< —— = <ph+1.
correcting code if and only if the deletion distance between q-2

them is more tham. In the asymptotic regime with going Let b* be the optimal choice df. Then

to infinity and s fixed, each channel in the family becomes b 1-5

approximately regular. Thus the degree threshold bounekgiv nh_{{.lo W = =2

a good approximation to the exact sphere-packing bound for n— s+ ob* -6 q(1—26)
these channels. The best bound comes from a channel that lim ———— =1—-§ +2 = ,
performs approximately.; deletions and_*; insertions, e ; . -2 q=2
wheregq is the alphabet size. lim —— — =

In this section we present a very simple application of this ~ "7>°n —$+2b" ¢

technique. Consider the channel that takegaxry vector of Finally,

lengthn as its input, erases symbols, and substitutes up o g2
symbols. Thus there ag® channbel mggis(a)q"*‘f outputs, Jim = log NG
and each input can produgg) >, ("7%)(¢ — 1)° possible =0\
outputs. Two inputs share a common output if and only if_ ;,, 7 +2b log g

n

their Hamming distance is at most = a + 2b. For each n—oo . . .
choice ofn ands, we have a family of channels with identical _ 7 — 5+ 2b H ( b ) v log(q — 1)

confusability graphs. Call theg-ary n-symbol a-erasureb- n n — s+ 2b*
substitution channell, ,, . ». These channels are all inputand _ ¢(1 —0) q(1—9) 1-96
output regular, so I loggq — q—2 Hy(1/q) ~ q—2 log(q — 1)
N nea 1-946
* _ (a)a =— (qlogq—logq—(q—l)log —log(q—1)>
K (Agn,ab) = b n—a ; q—2 q—1
() Xizo (") (@ = 1)’ 1-6
g = 2@~ Dloglg — 1) —log(g — 1))

Yoo (") g - 1) =(1-0)log(q—1)
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lim l log k* is a dominating set id7 if and only if S is an output covering
n—oo M, for B. Thusvy(G) = x(B).

log 4 We are interested in dominating sets because of their
relationship with independent sets.
Lemma 7. For any graphG, v(G) < a(G).
Proof: If no additional vertices can be added to an inde-
pendent set, each vertex 6fis either in the independent set
%]Ogg or adjacent to a vertex in the independent set. Consequently
any maximal independent set is dominating. [ ]
Because dominating set is a minimization problem, its
fractional relaxation is a lower bound. Overall, we have
5 * *
0 1 1 p"(B) = £*(B) < k(B) =7(G) < a(G) = p(A).

This motivates simple lower bounds fot(B). In SectionsTll
Fig. 3. Sphere-packing bounds for channel performing #ulish  gnd[TVf, we discussed the minimum degree, degree sequence,
errors and erasures. The curved line is the Hamming boundchwis
ity —s00 L log 5% (A4 1.0.0/2). The upper straight line is the Single- and local degree upper bounds. Each of these has a lower
ton bound, which islimy, oo L log £*(A4n,s,0). The straight line run- bound analogue. The maximum degree lower bound is

ning from (%7 1log3) to (1,0) is the optimized sphere-packing bound,

limp ll0g2mino<b< /2 K (Adn,s—2b,p)- coL (A1) = 17t
" - S Puo 158 = maxyey (ATt),
The degree sequence lower bound is
which proves the last claim. ] "
This family of bounds fills in the convex hull of the Posu(A, 1) = max 17w
. . . . L. weR
Hamming and Singleton bounds. Figlie 3 plots this optimized s to<w<1
bound, the Hamming bound, and Singleton boundgfer 4. th_4Tw_< /T

There are several open questions regarding families of
channels with the same confusability graphs. Under whghe |ocal degree lower bound is
conditions can we find these families? What is the relatigmsh

- . . t
between these families and distance metrics? When we have KoL (A,1) = VT
i i maxye N (z) (A1),
a family of channels that are not input or output regular, twha zeX
should we do to get the best bounds? These satisfy the same inequalities as the upper bounawsrsi

but in the reverse order:
VI. LOWER BOUNDS

. . N * < p* < KkF < p*(A).
In this section, we will discuss two sources of lower bounds Pt (A1) < ppsi (A, 1) < ki (A t) < p™(A)

on the size .of an optimal code: sphere-covering boundstlat The quantityp(B) also has combinatorial significance. Let
to the dominating set problem and bounds related to Tura@s be a graph with the same vertices @s Distinct vertices
theorem. The dominating set problem is closely connectgge adjacent irG? if they are connected by a path of length

to linear programming, so there is a local degree spheeg-most 2 inG. Then the confusability graph of the channel
covering lower bound. This lower bound has some interestimgis G2 and a(G?) = p(B).

relationships with the Turan type bounds.

B. Caro-Wei, Motzkin-Straus, and & Theorems

A. Sphere-covering and dominating sets Turan’s theorem is

Recall a few facts from Section V}A. Codes for a channel are IX|
independent sets in the confusability graph for that chenne a(G) > ———,
For a channeM € {0,1}**", the confusability graplt? has 1+d(G)

adjacency matrixs — I where B = Ao A. The size of the | hare Q) = % _ Wll Y,cx da(z) is the average

largest code isy(G) = p(A). We will use these notational yegree ofG. In this section, we discuss two strengthenings
conventions throughout this section. of Turan’s theorem: the Caro-Wei theorem and the Motzkin-
Definition 11. Let G be a graph with vertex sek. A set Straus theorem. All three of these theorems are often stated
S C X is dominating inG if and only if for all z € X \ S, terms of cliques rather than independent sets. To comaent fr

there is someu € S, such thatz and v are adjacent. The one form to the other, replace the graph with its complement.

minimum size of a dominating set d# is denoted byy(G). Like pps (B,1), the Caro-Wei theorem uses the degree
o _ . sequence of the graph_[17]. It states that for a graph
Dominating set is a covering problem. A vertexe S

covers itself and all adjacent vertices. li@te a simple graph o(G) > Z - Z L

with vertex setX and adjacency matri8 — 1. ThenS C X o 1+de(x) = (Bl),
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The following is an slight generalization of the Caro-Wei a(G?) = p(B) k(B) =~(G)

theorem. \ /

Lemma 8. Let B — I be the adjacency matrix of a graph p*(B) = x*(B)
G with vertex setX. For anyt € R¥ such thatt > 0 and / \
Bt > 0, define Ko (B 1) Koy (Bst)
den(Got) = 37 L e
reX (Bt)s Pos (B 1) aCW(G7 t) a(G)
Thena(G) > acw(G, 1). e e

~+

X . PuoL (B, 1)
Proof: Let h € R* be a vector of independent expo-

nentially distributed _random variables such .th@thas_mean Fig. 4. Lower bounds om(G), whereB — I is the adjacency matrix af:.

1/t,. Order the vertices by the value of their entrylinLet For each arrow, the quantity at the tail is at most as larga@sjgantity at the
— . ; i i head. IfG is regular, therpy,, (B, t) = Kby (B, t) so all of the fractional

S(h) {x € X :he < mlr.luej.v(””) h”}' Thls set contains sphere-covering bounds arhfgLTurén typeLE)L(J)unds to that.value

the vertices that appear earlier in the ordering than alheirt

neighbors. For any:, S(h) is an independent set i@. Then

ty The inequalities among all of these lower boundsagty)
E|S(h)| = Z Prlz € S(h)] = Z (Bt)y are summarized in Figuig 4. Note that there is no inequality
zeX zeX

relating the Caro-Wei number to either the domination numbe
Some independent set must be at least as lar@& 66:)|. ® or the fractional domination number. The star grafh
The Motzkin-Straus theorem is an immediate consequerg@monstrates that the Caro-Wei number can much larger than

OéMS(Ga

of LemmalB. It states that for anyc RX such thatt > 0 the domination numberacy(Kix,1) = % + 25 while
and Bt > 0, o a(K3y) = v(K1x) = 1. For then-vertex path graphP,,
(@) > (17¢) . the inequality can go in the other direction:
~ tTBt G acw(G, 1) | a(G?) =~(G)
Call the quantity in this lower boundys(G,t). The function Py, k+ é k
f(x) =z~ is convex, so by Jensen’s inequality Pipi1 || K+ 35 k+1
Pypio || E+1 E+1

—1

ts _ ta 174)2 For the strong graph product af copies of P, the Caro-

ey m(Bt)zl >1" (Z m(Bt)w> = (tTB)t © Wei number is(3)" and the domination number #'. Thus
veX veX the gap between the two bounds can be arbitrarily large in
Specializing tot = 1, we obtain Turan’s theorem: either direction. The Caro-Wei number is always larger than

(171)2 X2 IX| IX| any of the gpprpximations to the fractional dorr_1ination r_u_amb

TBL — X2 2Ba] STEG] —. presented in this paper. If the exact value fractional dautidm

(X[ +21E@G)] 1+ TIXT 1+d(G) number cannot be efficiently computed, the Caro-Wei number
ié likely to be the best available lower bound.

The expression for Turan’s theorem is very similar to th
expression for the maximum degree bouyijd, (B, 1), except
that the maximum degree has been replaced with the aver&geBounds using only the number of edges
degree. Thus Turan's theorem is always stronger. In fact,Turan’s theorem uses the number of edge&jror equiva-
PuoL (B, 1) < ans(G, t) for all admissiblet. Additionally, the |ently the number of edges in the channel graptBoto give

vectorz = ———1 = o1 is feasible in the program for a reasonably good lower bound eriG) = p(A). However,
Pos (B, 1), S0pss (B, 1) < aws(G, 1). the best lower bound op(A) that uses only the number of

The Caro-Wei lower bound.y (G, t) is always at least as edges in the channel graph dfis very weak.

ltﬁrgé as t\?ve .degrebe sgqulence Igvx;er bopg%g(f?,t)l.dln fact,l Lemma 9. Let A € {0,1}**" be a channel and lef be
e Caro-Wei number is always between the local degree lowgr edge set of the channel graph. Then

and upper bounds or*(B). For anyz € X,

X Y| — |E| < p(A). 5
min (Bt), < (Bt); < max (Bt), XT+ Y= 1Bl < p(4) ©)
veN(@) veN(=) For any X, Y, and R C Y such that|R| < |X]|, there is a
SO channelA such thai E| = | X|+|Y|—|R| and R is an output
ke (Bit) = 22 covering in A. Thus(8) cannot be improved.
LDL ? - N2 >
S maxyen () (Bh)y Proof: For eachy € Y, we select| N (y)| — 1 inputs to
< acw(G, 1) = Z le forbid from the code. We forbid at mogE| —|Y'| total inputs,
= e (Bt), so our code contains at ledst| + |Y| — | E| inputs.
reX .
t, We construct the tightness exampleas follows. Choose
<kiou(Bit) =) i v (B the neighborhoods of the outputs iR so that each is
vex  WEN @)Y nonempty, they are disjoint, and, . N(y) = X. Meeting
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the first two conditions is possible becal& < | X|. Because [8] V. I. Levenshtein, “Binary codes capable of correctinglefions, inser-
the union of neighborhoods cover all &f, R is a covering tions, and reversals,” iBoviet physics doklagdyol. 10, 1966, p. 707710.

. [9] A. Fazeli, A. Vardy, and E. Yaakobi, “Generalized sphegracking
andp(A) < |R| We have 'nCIUde¢X| edges.so far. For. ea(.:h bound,” arXiv:1401.6496 [cs, math]Jan. 2014. [Online]. Available:
y € Y\R, let|N(y)| =1 and choose the neighbor arbitrarily.  |http:/arxiv.org/abs/1401.6496
ThUS|E| — |X| + |y| _ |R| m [10] N. J. A. Sloane,Challenge Problems: Independent Sets in Graphs

[Online]. Available:| http://neilsloane.com/doc/gragttsl
Only a few edges are needed to create a small number[ﬂﬁ A. Mazumdar, A. Barg, and N. Kashyap, “Coding for higargity

output vertices with large degree. Compare this to Ledfima 3.  recording on a 1-d granular magnetic mediurmformation Theory,

For the tightness examplg, note that the channel graph of _ IEEE Transactions omvol. 57, no. 11, p. 74037417, 2011.
2 [12] A. Sharov and R. M. Roth, “Bounds and constructions foanglar
B = AoAhas)

9 .
yeR N(y)* edges. This is at Ieaé%, media coding,” ininformation Theory Proceedings (ISIT), 2011 IEEE
which is usually much larger thatX | + |Y| — |R| and is also International Symposium 012011, p. 23432347.

A ] C. Shannon, “The zero error capacity of a noisy chahd&E Trans-
exactly the number of edges forced by Turan’s theorem. actions on Information Theorywol. 2. no. 3. pp. 819, 1956,

[14] M. Rosenfeld, “On a problem of C. E. Shannon in graph thgo

Proceedings of the American Mathematical Socigetl. 18, no. 2, pp.
VIl. CONCLUSION 315-319, Apr. 1967.

We have discussed a wide variety of upper and IowElr5] L. Lovasz, ‘_‘On the Shannon capacity of a grapltEE Transactions
. . . on Information Theoryvol. 25, no. 1, pp. 1-7, Jan. 1979.

bounds on the size of codes for combinatorial channels. @] m. Dalai, “Lower bounds on the probability of error fotassical and
can summarize the most important points as follows. When classical-quantum channelsiformation Theory, IEEE Transactions on
the channel is input-regular, the minimum degree, d_egree ﬁgi] KJOIAﬁgn n;)ﬁdlzj. pﬁ 85%2637n_(:8ecr)56T521::135 theorem,” the probabilistic
quence, and local degree upper bounds here are equivalént, D" method John Wiley & Sons, 2004, pp. 95-96.
not necessarily equal to the fractional covering numberelivh
the channel is also output-regular, all of the upper bounds
discussed become equivalent. Knowledge of the averagée inpu
degree alone gives a very weak bound. If the input degrees
concentrate around the average, the degree sequence bdueprem[d. Let
will be fairly strong. The local degree bound is always at 1 max(2u — b — 2,0) -1
least as good as the degree sequence bound but uses more f(r,u,b) = — <1 + 0T 1)’ >
information about the structure of the channel. The local
degree bound can be iterated to obtain stronger bounds. THeen the vector, = f(r,,uy,b,) is feasible fors*(A,), so
best sphere packing bound for a given channel can be mucifA,) < 17.
weaker than the best sphere packing bound for some other
channel that admits the same codes. Consequently, findipr%
a family of channels equivalent to the channel of interest
can be very powerful. If the confusion graph is regular, all Y _ min (Anz)a
lower bound discussed in this paper are equivalent. In aentr ¢(2)y  zeN(y)
to the situation for upper bound;, knowledge of the averagegscp,. 2]
degree alone is sufficient to obtain a good lower bound. The
best of the Iqwer boun_ds <_j|scussed are the Caro-Wei bound L min (A,1), = min r, =7y,
and the fractional dominating set number. These bounds are ¢(1)y @eN() €N (y)
incomparable in general, but the Caro-Wei bound is betear thandgp(l)y =1/r,.
the local degree lower bound for fractional dominating set. = ¢ 44 0 substrings of, w, — b, haver, — 2 runs, b, have

r, — 1 runs, andr, — u, haver, runs, so

APPENDIXA
PROOFs

<

Proof: By Lemmall,y o p(1) is feasible forx*(A4,).
m the definition ofp,

" hasr, total substrings, s64,z"), = r.,
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Lety € [2]"~! be a string and let € [2]" be a superstring  If 2z, = f(rs, us, b)), then
of y. It is possible to create a superstring by extending an
existing run, adding a new run at an end of the string, or by
splitting an existing run into three new runs, 8p<r, +2 17, — Z f (e, g, by)
The only way to destroy a unit run ipis to extend it into a run ce[2
of length two, sau, > u,—1. Similarly, u, —b; > u,—b,—1, = 2£(1,0,0)+
S0 2u, — by > 2uy — by — 2. Applying these inequalities to

(Anp(1)), we conclude that 5 Xn: Z 22: (:_—27; N 1u) (2 - i) <§) F(r,u,b)

o(1)y ~ min (A o1 =2 u=0 b=0
(poelly weNgiX(;(_)i_zo) —2'E| & [f(r )] ©)

3

S ) Ry

1 max(2u — b —2,0)\ "
AR

IN

(pop(l)), Analysis of the feasible point constructed in Theorgm 1

relies on the following identities. Fdt > 0,
[ |

Lemma 10. The number of strings if2]™ with » runs is
2(n—1)

1 Z (nJrkfl)
n—r)" E _ r>1 n—r
The number of strings if2]” with » runs andw unit runs T (T+k11)] on— 1(n+k11)
; n—r—1 r r— n
1S 2(n—27‘+u) (r—u)' . i . . 2k
For » > 2, the number of strings if2]™ with r runs, « unit < e (7
r—1Y\(r—2\ (2 nrR—
runs andb external unit runs (", =" ) (7 27) (3)- (21 »
Proof: For k > 1, there are("**~!) ways to partition E [( U )] — M (8)
n identical items intok distinguished groups. Thus there are wb [ \u—k (nﬁk_l)
(PR — (nmUTDRED) ways to partitionn items intok 2(r —1)
groups such that each group contains at l¢a&ms. Eb (] = n—1 "~ ©)

A binary string is uniquely specified by its first symbol
and it run length sequence. We havesymbols to distribute
amongr runs such that each run contains at least one symbBhch of these can be easily derived from the binomial theorem
so there are(Zj) arrangements. This proves the first claimand Vandermonde’s identity.
We can also specify the run sequence of a string by giving
the locations of the unit runs and the lengths of the long&heorem[d. For n > 2,
runs. Ther — u runs of length at least two can appearrin
positions so there arérfu) arrangements, We have — u

symbols to distribute among — « runs such that each run K (A,) < 2" <1 4 26 > .
contains at least 2 symbols, so there gfe* (;(T“)u)l) - "= n41 n(n—1)
(n"ﬂ:d:u) arrangements, which proves the second claim. As

long asr > 2, the internal unit runs two can appearsin- 2

positions and the external unit runs can appear in 2 position  Proof: For n < 13, this follows from the bound of

so there ard”—?) (7) possible arrangements, which proves thisulkarni and Kiyavash[[2]. This proof covers > 10.

third claim. u From Theorem[J1 and[]6), we have*(A,41) <
Note that Lemmd_10 uses the polynomial definition oan wsf(r,u, b)]] where

binomial coefficients, which can be nonzero even when the ’

top entry is negative. For example, the nhumber of strings of

lengthn with n runs,n unit runs, and 2 external unit runs is 1 max(2u — b — 2,0) -1

2(,)(-9 ) =2 b= (14 )

For compactness, let (r+2)(r+1)
n—1
E[f
01 5 (1)

and let Eb[f(r, u, b)] equal

Forz >0, (1+x)~! <1—x+22 sof(r,u,b) is at most

n—r—1\ /1 —2\ /2 1 _max(2u—b—2,0) (max(2u — b —2,0))2
(" (G Zoz<n—2r+u><u_b) <b>f(““’b) r (1 ) [ R CE I EC e )
n—rl u=0b=0 1 2u —b—2 2u(2u — 2)
for r > 1 and letE, [ f(1,u,b)] = f(1,0,0). e S O E) [ RS e o) Y e e
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We will bound this term by term usin@l(7).1(8), arid (9). First

[ 1 2u—b—2

Tl {? BRI m”
=]l 1 r(r=1) 2(r—1)
_IrE_r (r+2)(r+r (2 n—1 n—1
a2 .(r—l)Q—n—i—l
_ITE_T n—1 (T—|—2)(T+1)7’:|

n— 10

2 n—1 1 5)
— ]:E .
n—1r| 2r r  (r+Lr

2 IE[n—3 5

+

n— 10
2r (r+1)r

(r+2)(r+r
n—3 20
n (n+1)n

8n — 80 )
(n+2)(n+1)n
28n — 40 )
(n+2)(n+1)n
28n — 40 >

(
Y
2 (nn(;ﬁ)(i Ly
(
(

22n — 46 )
(n+1)nn-1)

Y i21>n) |

£ :Eb [(r +4;)(3(;j)1)2r]]

Il
s =

A
==

IN
el

I
~ =
|

S Dt n

Combining these two terms, we get

K (Ang1) < 2

2 14 22 n 4
n+2 (n+Ln  (n+1)

Lemmal2d. Let z, = f'(ry, uy, b,). Then

2" —2
n—+1

172 >

(1+ 1 3
n—1 (n—-1)mn-2)

Proof:

flr,u,b) >

Sl= 3=
N

—

|
S

<

| |
>
~——

Y

(=)

)

r+2)(r + 1)7}

-)

rele [l (- =)
"”@_%( <r_ﬁb_z>fﬁff) 23:;U)]
22 (1-759))
2o (k)

Theorem|[3. Let A,, be then-bit 1-grain-error channel. The

vector
1
2y = — <1 +
Ty

is feasible forx*(A4,,).

-1
2uy—2b5—b5—2
(ry + 2)(7°y +1)

Proof: By Lemmadl,00¢(1) is feasible fors*(A). From
the definition ofyp,

= min (4,2);
zGN(y)( )

Eachz € [2]™ hasr, total neighbors, s¢A,,z"), = rs,
1 —_
90(1)2;

andp(1), = 1/ry.

Of the neighbors of:, u, — b% — bf* haver, — 2 runs,bZ
haver, —1 runs, and-,, —u, +b% haver, runs, so(4,,¢(1)),
equals

min (Al), = min 7, =7y,
€N (y) zEN(y)

1
yeN(z) 'Y
wy —bE— bR bL

Tz—uz—i-bf

Ty —2 ry —1 Ty

1 1 1 1
=1 . — b — — ) 48k —
+(u w)<rw—2 rm)+m<rm—1 rm—2>

2(uy — b)) (ry — 1) — bLr,

=1+ re(re — 1)(ry —2)

=1+ (2um B 2b§ — bé)(rw B 2) +2(um B bf — bé)
re(re — 1)(re — 2)

>1+2uw—2bf—bﬁ

- re(re — 1)

Let x € [2]™ be an input and ley € N(z). A grain error
can leave the number of runs unchanged, destroy a unit run
at the start ofx, or destroy a unit run in the middle of,
merging the adjacent runs. Thug > r, —2 The only way to
produce a unit run iny is shorten a run of length two in, so



Uy > Uy — 1. Similarly, 2u, — 2bf— bg% > 2uy— 2b5 - bﬁ —2.
Applying these inequalities t6Ap(1))., we conclude that

(1), , 2uy — 2b5 — bl — 2
Y Ap(1)), > 1 y_
Goo))y  conpyAPM)e 2 14 = o)

—1
Qu, — 2068 — b, — 2
«ooso(l))ysi(w e )
Ty

)

(ry +2)(ry +1)
|

LemmalB. * (A n.ap) < £ (Agnat2,—1) Whena + gb <
n— 1.

Proof: We can rewrite the initial inequality as

K (Agn.at2-1) 2 £ (Agn.ab)
n—a—2 n—a

b—1 gfa72 _1)i z b 3*(1 —1)¢
Zi:O ( i )(q 1) Zi:o( i )(q 1)
b

Z(n;a)(q—l)iZng(n_j_2>(q—1)(‘10)

=0

To simplify (I0), we us the following identity:

(5 e

(e () (7)o

S T (e T

b—1 n—c ‘
(a-17+20-0+0% ("7 a1y

=0

= (Z:lc)(q—l)b (%_bﬂ—qﬂ%

b—1
2 n-—«c¢ i
—1)".
q ; ( . )(q )
By settingc = a + 2, we can use this to rewrite the left side
of (0). Eliminating the common term from both sides of the
inequality gives

n—a-—2 p(n—a—b—1
— - >
("5 - (P e 20

n—a—b-—1

— 1>0
b q+1>

n—a—1—qgb>0

which proves the claim. ]
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