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An 1mprovement of the asymptotic Elias bound for
non-binary codes.

Krishna Kaipa

Abstract

For non-binary codes the Elias bound is a good upper bound for the asymptotic information rate at low relative
minimum distance, where as the Plotkin bound is better at high relative minimum distance. In this work, we obtain
a hybrid of these bounds which improves both. This in turn is based on the anticode bound which is a hybrid of
the Hamming and Singleton bounds and improves both bounds. The question of convexity of the asymptotic rate
function is an important open question. We conjecture a much weaker form of the convexity, and we show that
our bounds follow immediately if we assume the conjecture.

Index Terms
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I. INTRODUCTION

Let Aq(n,d; L) denote the maximum size of a code of length n, minimum distance at least d, and
contained in a subset £ C F", where F is an alphabet of finite size ¢q. A central problem in coding theory
is to obtain good upper and lower bounds for A,(n,d) = A,(n,d; F"*). The asymptotic version of this
quantity is the asymptotic information rate function:

a(z) = limsupn ™ log, Ag(n,zn), x € [0,1]. (1)

n—oo

The quantities A,(n,d; L) and A,(n,d) are related by the inequality
Aq(n,d) < q"Ag(n,d; £)/|L], 2)

known as the Bassalygo-Elias lemma. Taking £ to be a Hamming ball of diameter w, and choosing w
optimally gives, at the asymptotic level the Hamming and the Elias upper bounds.

ag(z) =1—H,(z/2), z € 0,1]. 3)
ap(r) =ay(20(1 — /1 —2/6)), x €[0,4]. (4)

The bound «a is better than ay for all z. Here H,(x) is the entropy function (@), and 6 :=1 — ¢~

An anticode of diameter w in F" is any subset of 7" with Hamming diameter w. Let A’(n,w) denote
the maximum size of an anticode of diameter at most w in F". In contrast to the situation with A,(n, d),
the quantity A;(n, d) was explicitly determined by Ahlswede and Khachatrian in [[1]. From their result,
it is easy to determine the asymptotic quantity o*(z) = lim, . n~"log, A%(n,zn). We actually do not
need the results of [1], however it is the main inspiration for this work. Taking £ to be an A(n,w)
anticode in (2)), and choosing w optimally, we get the following two bounds which improve oy and ag
respectively.

Theorem 1. (hybrid Hamming-Singleton bound)

1—Hy(3) ifzel0,2/q

aps(z) = (1 —2)H,(1) if z € [2/q,1].
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The bound opg improves the Hamming and the Singleton bounds. It is U-convex and continuously
differentiable.

Theorem 2. (hybrid Elias-Plotkin bound) Let q > 2.

{1_Hq<9_m> if v € [0, 2]
aEP(:I;) _ q\q

(g=1)Hq(1) : 29-3
(0 —x) . if v € [=5. 0]

The bound agp improves the Elias and Plotkin bounds. It is U-convex and continuously differentiable.

q—2

It is not known if the function «(x) itself is U-convex, although it is tempting to believe that it is. We
propose a weaker conjecture:

Conjecture 1. The function % is decreasing. In other words

a(te + (1 —1)0) < ta(x) + (1 —t)a(d), t € [0,1].

As evidence for this conjecture, we will show that theorems [I] and [2] follow very easily if we admit the
truth of the conjecture.

The bound agp in Theorem 2| is an elementary and explicit correction to the classical Elias bound.
It does not however improve the upper-bounds obtained by the linear programming approach, like the
second MRRW bound a,,ggrwe2 (due to Aaltonen [2]) or the further improvement of aj;grweo due to
Ben-Haim and Litsyn [3, Theorem 7]. The reasons for this are as follows: For small 6 we have agp(d) =
ap(d) > ayrrw2(0). For large 0, the inequality agp(d) > anyrrw2(0) follows from the fact that agp(0)
has a non-zero slope at § = 1 — 1/q where as the actual function «(d) and the bound a;rgwe have zero
slope at 6 =1 —1/q.

The paper is organized as follows. In section [lI, we collect some results on size of anticodes, which we
use in section [T to prove Theorems [I] and 2] We discuss Conjecture [I] in section

II. SIZE OF ANTICODES

We recall that A7 (n,d) is the maximum size of an anticode of diameter at most d in F". If we take £
to be an anticode of size A’(n,d — 1) then clearly A,(n,d; L) = 1. Using this in (2), we get a bound

Ay(n,d) < q" /A (n,d — 1), (5)
known as Delsarte’s code-anticode bound [4]. Taking d = xn where x € [0, 1] we get
n~'log, Ag(n,zn) < 1 —n"'log, A(n,zn — 1).

Taking lim sup,,_,,, we get:

alr) <1-—a*(x), (6)
where
o*(z) = liminf n~" log, A%(n, zn). (7)
n—o0

This is the the asymptotic form of (5). We use the notation B(r;n) and V,(n,r) to denote a Hamming
ball of radius 7 in F" and its volume respectively. The ball B(t;n) where t = [(d — 1)/2] in F" is an
anticode of diameter at most d — 1. Let F" = Fd4=1 x Fn=4+1 and let v € F"~9*! be a fixed word. Sets
of the form F4=1 x {v} of size ¢?~! are also anticodes of diameter d — 1. It follows that:

a*(z) > max{H,(z/2),z}. (8)
Here, we have used the well known formula:

lim n~'log, Vy(n,tn) = Hy(t), t € [0,6],

n—oo



where,

H(x) = wlog,(5)) + (1 - 2)log, (), = € [0, 1], ©)
While the convexity of a(x) is an open question, it is quite easy to see that:
Lemma 1. The function o*(x) is N-convex.

Proof: If S1 C F™ and Sy C F™ are anticodes of diameters d; and dy respectively, then S; x Sy C
F™ x F™ is an anticode of diameter d; + ds. Taking S; to be AZ(ni, d;) anticodes, we immediately get

Ap(ny +ng, di + dy) > Aj(ny, di) Ay (ng, da).
Let n = ny + ny go to infinity with ny/n =t + o(1), di/ny =z + o(1) and ds/ny = y + o(1). Applying
lim inf,, ., n~"log, to this inequality we get:
a*(tr + (1 —t)y) > ta™(z) + (1 —t)a*(y), t € [0,1].
|

We note that with codes we have d(C; x Cy) = min{d(C;), d(C3)}, which is why the above proof method
does not apply to the question of convexity of a(z). From and Lemma |1| we get:

o (tr + (1 —t)y) > tH,(x/2) + (1 — t)y, t €[0,1].
Let 0 =tz + (1 —t)y. We can rewrite this as

a(6) > flz,y),
where f :[0,d) x (9, 1] is defined by

fla,y) = =5 (Hy(x/2) — ) + 0. (10)
We note that

)2
%g_g(xay) = Hq(x/Q) -,

z(y—x)> x x x
%%(&9) = Hy(5) =2+ (1= 7)log, (1 —3).

There is a unique positive number b > 0 satisfying H,(b/2) = b (where the Hamming and Singleton
bounds intersect). Therefore, H,(x/2) — x has the same sign as b — x. Using this in (I0), we see that
f }:c, y) < 0 for > b. Therefore, in order to maximize f(x,y) it suffices to consider x < b. We note that
g—y(as,y) has the same sign as H(z/2) — z and hence that of b — z. Since = < b, we see that for fixed
x < b, the function f(x,y) is maximized for y = 1. We are now reduced to maximizing

Fla,1) =1 — (1 —6) =l 0 e o, 4).

Lemma 2. Let g(x) = %(5/2) for x €0,1].

sign(g'(v)) = sign(z — 2).

Proof: We calculate:

2p(2—z
g/(x) = 2(1;3)2 logq(q4(;_1)))-

¢?z(2—1)
4(q—1)

Therefore sign(¢’(z)) = sign( — 1). Next, we note that

2x(2—x) o 21\ (¢—2)+q(1—x)
q4(q71) —1 =gz~ 5) : 4(q31)

has the same sign as  — 2/¢, as was to be shown. A stronger assertion is that g(x) is in fact U-convex:
differentiating once more, we get:

In(q)(1 — 2)%¢"(x) = (L) + (52 — 1 - In(1))



We note that ¢> > 4(q — 1), and hence the first term is non-negative. The remaining parenthetical term is
non-negative using the inequality

t—1—In(t)>0fort>1, (11)

and the fact that ¢t = 1/(2z — 2?) > 1 for = € (0, 1]. |
It follows from Lemma [2 that

argminze[w]%(;m = min{4, 2/q}. (12)

Therefore we obtain the bound:

Theorem 3. o*(x) > () where

[ H ) i€ 00,2/
’ @)‘{1—(1—@&(1) i € 2/0,1]. 1

Moreover, 3(x) is continuously differentiable and N-convex.

We have used the relation u
1-— q 1 — —_
IOID — H,(1) =log, (¢ — 1). (14)

The function 3(z) is continuously differentiable because the component for > 2/¢ is just the tangent
line at # = 2/q to the component for z < 2/q, i.e. to H,(z/2). We note that 3'(x) equals H(z/2)/2 for
v <2/qand H;(1/q)/2 for x > 2/q. Since 3'(x) is non-increasing, it follows that 3(z) is N-convex.

In the next lemma, we show that there is a sequence of anticodes S, C F™ of diameter at most on
such that lim,, ., n~"log, |S,| equals 5(9), i.e. the lower bound on a*(d) given in theorem

Lemma 3. Consider the anticodes S(d,n) of diameter d in F" (taken from [I|]) given by
S(d,n) = B(rgn;n —d+2rg,) x F&2en where
74, = max{0, min{[ %], [%1 |32
Then lim,,_,o n~"log, |S(0n,n)| = B(9).

Proof: We note that

. T,
p= lim 22" =
n—oo "

¢ if§€10,2/q]
1=04f 6 € [2/q,1].

q—2
Also lim,, o n~"log, |S(dn, n)| equals
(1 =0+ 2p)Hy(1=F5,) + (0 — 2p),

which simplifies to H,(6/2) if 6 < 2/q and (on using (I4)) to 1 — (1 — 0)H,(1) if 6 > 2/q. This is the
same as [3(9). [

We now have all the results we need for proving theorems [T] and 2] However, we will state a remarkable
theorem due to Ahlswede and Khachatrian [1]], which we will not need. We also obtain an asymptotic
version of their result and record it as a corollary, as it does not seem to have appeared in literature. In brief
their theorem states that A’ (n, d) equals |S(d, n)|. Moreover any A’(n,d) anticode is Hamming isometric
to the anticode S(d,n) (with some exceptions). At the asymptotic level, the result is again remarkable:
The lower bound 3(6) for a*(§) given in theorem |3 is actually the exact value of a*(J). Moreover a*(6)
need not have been defined using liminf,_,, as lim,,_,., n~? log, AZ(n, on) already exists.

Theorem. /1] Given q > 2 and integers 0 < d < n, let r4,, and S(d,n) be as in Lemma 3| Then,
Ayn,d) = [S(d,)].



Moreover, up to a Hamming isometry of F" an anticode S of size AZ(n, d) must be:
. S(d, n)
o or S(d,n) with rq, replaced with rq, — 1. This case is possible only if (n —d —1)/(¢ —2) is a
positive integer not exceeding d /2.

Corollary 1.

v ) He(z/2) if0<xz<2/q
o’(@) = 1—(1-2)H,(1) if2/g<z<l.

Proof: It follows from the theorem of Ahlswede and Khachatrian, together with Lemma |3 that

lim log, A;(n,én) — lim logq|STE6n,n)| _ Bq((s)
n—+00 n—00
Therefore low. A*(n.5 o A*(n.6
a*(d) = lim inf 28q ZqO) jl(n’ n) _ lim —8g a0 ;’l(n’ n _ B(6).
n—00 n—00

III. PROOFS OF THEOREMS [1l AND
A. Proof of Theorem [l|

If we use the bound o*(z) > ((z) of Theorem [3| in the inequality a(x) < 1 — o*(z) (see (6)), we
obtain the bound
a(x) <1-p(z) = ans(zx).

Since ((x) is N-convex and continuously differentiable (see Theorem [3)), it follows that cpg(z) is U-
convex and continuously-differentiable. To show that ayg(z) < ag(x) = 1 —z, we note that ag(x) being
the secant line to ays(x) between (0, ays(0)) and (1, apgs(1)), lies above the graph of apg(x) as the
latter is U-convex. To prove that ayg(z) improves ay(x) we note that ayg(z) coincides with ay(x) for
x < 2/q, and for x > 2/q, Lemma [2| implies that ay(z) > (1 — z)H,(1) = ays(z). This finishes the
proof of Theorem 1]

It is worth noting that (I2)) implies the following formula for aygs(9):

aps(6) = min SIS, (15)
Since 42 < 1=% for z € [0,4] and § < 6, we get
aps(6) > agp(d) := min %. (16)

z€[0,9]

It can be shown (see subsection [III-C)) that avyp(d) is an upper bound for «(d) which improves both the
Hamming and Plotkin bounds.

B. Proof of Theorem

It will be convenient to identify the alphabet F with the abelian group Z/qZ. Given 0 < § < w, let
wy, = |wn] and d,, = [on]|. We take L£,, C F" to be the anticode (from Lemma [3):

L, = B(rp;n —w, + 2r,) x F“»~* where (17)

r, = max{0, min{[w";l}, [”_“;”__2”1”}.




We will take the balls B(r;m) to be centered at (0,...,0) € F™. As in Lemma [3, we have

2 if we 0,2
pi= lim % _ %_w 1 w [ ) /Q] (18)
We also note that Lemma [3] gives
nli_)rlolon’l log, |£,| = B(w) =1 — ags(w). (19)

Let A,(n,d,; L£,) be the maximum possible size of a code contained in £,, and having minimum distance
at least d,,.

Theorem 4. lim,,_,o n~" log, Ay(n, dn; L) = 0 if

[ 1-5/6
m <1- I—wt2p° (20)

Proof: Our proof is similar to the standard proof of the analogous result for the Elias bound (which
corresponds to taking p = w/2 instead of the prescription (I8]). First let C C L be a code of size
M = A,(n,d; L), where L C F" is the anticode £ = B(r;n —w + 2r) x F*~*" for some r < w/2. Let

(€)= (Mn) " 37 mia),

1=1 a€F
where m(i,a) = #{c € C : ¢; = a}. We note that M = > _,.m(i,a), and that

MM —1)d <)) d(e,d) =nM>*(1 - ).

ceC ceC

AL

“F-0-9

We can rewrite this as:
, provided 2+ > 1 — £, (1)

For n — w + 2r < i < n we use Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to get >, _»m(i,a)* > M?/q. In particular

a2 2 mba)t > (22)

i=n—w+2r+1 a€F

Let 7, be the projection of F" = Fn=w+r x Fw=2r on to the factor F" "+ We note that for ¢ € C,
we have wt(my(c)) < r because m1(C) C B(r;n —w + 2r). Here wt(v) is the number of nonzero entries
of v. Therefore

n—w-+2r

Z Zm(z’,a) < Mr.

i=1  a#0
Since ST ST m(i,a) = M(n —w + 2r) we get:
n—w+2r
S= Y mi,0)>(n—w+r)M.
i=1

In particular

S _ 1 n—w+r 1 __
M (n—w+2r) q > 0

(23)

n—w-+2r qg 7 n71:+2r'
We note that »,m(i,a) = M —m(i,0). By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality:

n—w-42r

Z m(i,0)* > S?/(n —w +2r), and

i=1



Zmza (M —m(i,0))?/(qg — 1)

Since >0t S ~m(i,a)? equals

2 (m(i,0)2 + Zm(z’,a)2> ,

i=1 a7#0
we get:
n—w-+2r n—w-+2r
2 : 2 :mz a > 2 : <qm(20 +M2 2Mm(z0)>
=1 a€F
This can be rewritten as:
n—w-+2r
1 1\2 1
M2 (n—w+2r) w+2r z : z :m Z CL 2 0 M (n— w+2r) - q) + q
=1 a€F

Combining this with (22) we get:

Y1 n—w+2r S 12 1
M Z no (M(n—w-i—QT’) q ) + q’

Using (23) this can be written as:

Mo 1 n—w+2r o s 2
M q 2 né <9 n—w—i—?r) :

Now let C,, C £,, be a sequence of codes of size M, = A,(n,d,; L,). The preceding inequality gives:

711\(/27) _ % > 1—&;+2p (9 - = w+2p) + 0(1)
Using this in 1)), we get:
LB (9 _L) (9 _ 5) + 0(1)

1-w+2p

provided the denominator is a positive number. Therefore, lim,, ., n~! logq M,, = 0 provided

1—w+2p
—g (60— +2 ) =00
This condition is the same as
o <1-— 1-4/6
0(1—w+2p) — 1—w+2p
Since M,, = A,(n,d,; L,) this finishes the proof. [ |
Using (2) we get:
log, Aq(n,dn) <1— log, [Ln| + log, Aq(n,dn;Ln)
n — n n :

Taking lim sup as n — oo and using the result of Theorem [4] and (T9) we get:
04(6) < aHS'(wmaX((s))a (24)

where wpa(9) is the largest value of w for which the inequality (20 holds. In order to determine wy,x(6),
we introduce functions f, fo on [0, 0] defined by:

f1(8)=20(1 = /1= 5/0) (25)
fa(8)=1—(1-6/0) 1 (26)

Lemma 4. Let q > 2.

1) f1(0) > f2(0) with equality only at § = q%g:i’).




2) f2(0) is the tangent line to f1(d) at 0 = q(q =3

3) sign(f1(0) — 2/q) = sign(f2(8) — 2/q) = szgn((5 %Z:‘?)).
Proof: Let f3(d) :=1— Z—;\/ 1 —6/6. We observe that
sign(fg(é)) = sign(d — 23 i’))

The three assertions to be proved follow respectively from the following three relations:

f0) = £(0) = (1—2/q) f5(9)*,

fi(0) = £3(8) = fs(0)/v/1—4/0,
f1(8)=2/q _ f2(6)—=2/q _ fd((s)

2(1-2/q) (1-2/q)+04/1-5/0

Proposition 1.

201 — /T=6/0) if 6 €0, 23]
Wmax 1— (1 _5/9)((1 1)2 lf(S c [ 2q—3 1]

q(g—1)’

The function Wy, (0) is increasing, continuously differentiable, and U-convex on |0, 0].

q(q—2)

Proof: The inequality reduces to
Lo [n6) o=
f2(0) if p=(1-w)/(2—q),

where p is as given in (I8)). Therefore, for a given 0 € [0, 6], the quantity wpax(0) is the maximum element
of the set

{w:d <w <min{f1(0),2/q}} U{w : max{d,2/q} <w < f2(d)}.
If 6 > ?g 3) then f»(0) > 2/q (by Lemma and hence, the maximum of this set is f5(d). If § < qQ(Z*S

71)’
then f»(d) < f1(6) < 2/q (by Lemma {4) and hence, the maximum of this set is f;(d). This proves the
asserted formula for wy,y(9).

We note that the second component of wy,,(9) is the tangent line to the first component at x = qQ(Z:f).

Therefore wmax(é) is continuously differentiable. The derivative of wya(x) is 1/4/1 — /6 for x < 2(37:1"),
and constant at for x> q?g i’) Since the derivative is positive, the function is increasing. Since the
derivative is non- decreasmg, we see that the function is U-convex. [ |

Proof of agp being an upper bound: We note from lemma [ that

sign (wm(8) — 2/g) = sign(s — 25,

Therefore oy g(wWmax(9)) is just the function app(d) defined in of theorem [2} The bound a(x) < agp(z)
now follows from (24).

Proof of agp being continuously differentiable: The function app(z) = ays(wmax(x)) being a compo-
sition of continuously differentiable functions, is itself continuously differentiable.

Proof of agp being U-convex: Both the functions a s and wy.x are U-convex, but apg is decreasing
and hence it is not obvious that OZEP<I> = ags(Wmx(z)) is U- convex We will show instead that the

derivative o/ p is non-decreasing. Since o/, is constant for z > ( it suffices to show that a/;,(z) > 0

for z € (0, qQ(g 3)} This follows from the next lemma.

1)’



Lemma 5. The Elias bound ag(x) is U-convex on [0, 05| and N-convex on [0g, 0] where 0g satisfies:

2¢—3 3/q—4/3
aa-n <08 <100=0)

Proof: Let Z(x) = 0(1 — /1 — x/0). A calculation shows that

401n(q)(1 — Z2)3a/ (x) = p(Z(x)), where

(4

o(z) = /1;(1 — 1/t)dt.

—Zz

To see this, we note: ap(z) = H,(Z(x)) and hence

In(q)ap(x) = yZg + 2" In(=2),

Since Z' =1/(2(1 — Z/0)) and Z" = Z'/(20(1 — Z/0)?), we get
0

401n(q)(1 — 2230l (z) = / @ (1—1/t)dt,

1-Z(z)

as desired. It follows that sign(a/;(z)) = sign(p(Z(z)). Next we note that Z(z) is increasing on [0, 6]
and

Z2(35) = g, Z(3(52) =1/2.

q(q—1) q-1
It now suffices to show that
sign(ip(2)) = sign(zp — 2), for some zp € (4, 3)-

We note that

0—z
Q) = (= 4) 242
Thus ¢(z) is decreasing on [0, 1/2] and increasing on [1/2, 6]. In order to show sign(y(z)) = sign(zg — 2)
for some zp € (1/q,1/2), it suffices to show that p(1/q) > 0 and p(1/2) < 0. We calculate

se(l/a) = (%57 = 1= In(5) + (35 — In(2).

Since ¢ > 3, we have q;_l > 1. The inequality (T1)) implies that the first parenthetical term above is

non-negative. Again ¢ > 3 implies

gg—:;’ —In(2) > 3 —In(2) >0,

and hence the second parenthetical term is positive. Thus ¢(1/q) > 0.
Next, we note that ¢(1/2) =2 —4/q — In(q — 1). The function a(t) = 2 — 4/t — In(t — 1) satisfies

__ (t=2)?
a(t) =~y

and a(3) = 2/3 —In(2) < 0. Therefore a(t) < 0 for ¢ > 3, and hence ¢(1/2) < 0 for all ¢ > 3.
u
Proof that augp improves the Plotkin bound: We have already shown that app(z) is U-convex, and
hence app(x) lies below the secant line between x = 0 and x = 6, which is the Plotkin bound.

Proof that agp improves the Elias bound: This does not readily follow from our results thus far, and
requires more work. The characterization of agp(x) given in the next theorem clearly implies app(z) <
ap(T).
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0.6

04 agpp(0)

0.2

Fig. 1. ag(d) and agp(d) for ¢ = 16.

O‘GE(i) is decreasing on [0, 22=%.] and

Proof: The theorem immediately follows if we show that —
q(q—1)

increasing on [q%g:f) ,0]. We will use the notation from the proof of Lemma Since ag(z) is N-convex
for x > 0, it follows that the slope ag(z)/(6 —x) of the secant between x and @ is increasing. It remains

to show that == ( is decreasing on [0, %] and increasing on [q Py ,0g]. Since Z(z) is an increasing

function, with Z(O) =0,7(2=3) = 1/q, and (1 — 2/60) = (1 — 2/0)?, it suffices to show that

q(q—1)

1-H,
h(Z) = (g,z)(z) )

is decreasing on [0,1/¢] and increasing on [1/q, zg] where zg = Z(Jg). A calculation shows that

z

(o)~ () = [ ooy

1/q
To see this we note that either side of this equation evaluates to (6 + z) In(
Since ¢(t) > 0 for ¢t € (0, zg), we see
sign(h'(z)) = sign(z — 1/q), z € [0, 2g].

Thus we have also shown that h(z) is decreasing for z € [0,1/¢] and increasing on [1/q, zg| as required.
]

m) + 21In(q(1 — 2)).

The bounds ayg, agp and agp are related as

app(0) < app(d) < ags(d).
We have already shown agp(0) < aps(d) in (16). Since ag(z) < ay(z) for all z, we note that

min agp(z)(0-9) < min OtH(Z’)(e—(S).
zef0,5] 07T T zee  OF

Thus agp(d) < ayp(d). We end this section with a plot comparing ag(z) and agp(z) for ¢ = 16.

C. Another proof of Theorem

Another proof of ayg(x) being an upper bound for «(x) can be given using the following theorem of
Laihonen and Litsyn:

Theorem. [5] Let 01,05, pu € [0, 1].
a((1 = p)or + pdz) < (1 — pan(dr) + pa(ds). (27)
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Proof: We give a quick proof. The result follows from the inequality:
qn1 Aq (77/27 d2>
A di+dy) < Z—1 =2 =7
Q(nl +’I’L2, 1+ 2) = ‘/q(nl,dl/Q) )
by taking ny + ngy = n — oo, and ny/n,ns/n,d;/ny and dy/ny going to 1 — u, p, 61 and I, respectively.
The above inequality in turn comes from the Bassalygo-Elias lemma (2)
q”1+”2Aq(n1 + No, d1 + dz; E)
L] ’
by taking £ = B(d;/2;n1) x F"2, and observing that A,(ny + ng,dy + do; £) < Ay(ng,dz). f C is a
A, (ny +ng,dy + dy; L) code, and 7y : F™ x F™* — F™2 is the projection on the second factor, then the
restriction of 7, to C is injective, and 75(C) has minimum distance at least d5.)

Ag(ny +ng,dy +dy) <

[ |
If we set 0o =1, 9y =z and p= (6 — d1)/(1 — 1) in 27), we get:

a(y) < ap(T)

] <7 for x <.
Thus,
a(3) < min G = airs(9),

where we have used ((15).

We now prove that the function avyp(0) defined in is an upper bound for «(d). Taking dy = 6,
b =x,and p = (y —6)/(0 — ;) in 27), we get:
a(y) < ap(z)

7 <7 for x <y
Thus
a(d) < min DO — oy p(5). (28)

It is not known if the inequality (the theorem of Laihonen-Litsyn) holds if we replace ay by ag.
If such a result were true, then the derivation of the bound ayp(z) above with ay replaced with ap
would immediately yield Theorem [5] We believe that such an inequality

a((1 = @)oy + pda) < (1= pap(dr) + pa(ds), (29)
must be true (it would surely be true if a(z) is U-convex), but we believe it cannot be obtained just by a
simple application of the Bassalygo-Elias lemma (2)). If holds, we can obtain an upper bound which
improves the Laihonen-Litsyn bound [5]. We recall that the Laihonen-Litsyn bound, which we denote
agyvrrw 18 a hybrid of the Hamming and MRRW bounds. It coincides with the Hamming bound for
0 € [0, a] and with the MRRW bound for [b, §] where a < b are points such that the straight line joining
(a,ap(a)) and (b, ap rrw (b)) is a common tangent to both ay at a and ap rrw at b. Since the Hamming
bound is good for small 6 and the MRRW bound good for large J, the Laihonen-Litsyn bound combines
the best features of both bounds in to a single bound. To obtain this bound, we note that implies the
inequality

a((1 = p)d1 + pd2) < (1 — p)oy (d1) + panrrw (2).

We fix 0 = (1 — p)d1 + puds and choose 9; and J, optimally in order to minimize the right hand side. This
yields the agy rrw bound. Since the second MRRW bound a,;ggwe improves the first MRRW bound
QM RRW, a better version ayy rrwe Of the Laihonen-Litsyn bound (see [3, Theorem 2]) can be obtained
by using ajsrrwo in place of ap rrwe. Since the Elias bound ag(d) is better than the Hamming bound
ay(6) for all 4, in case is true, repeating this procedure with ap replacing oy, would yield the
hybrid Elias-MRRW bounds agyrrw (0), @prrrrwe(d) which would improve the respective Laihonen-
Litsyn bounds oy rrw, @marrw2(d). We leave the question of the truth of (29) open.
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IV. ON THE CONVEXITY OF «(x)

A fundamental open question about the function «(z) is whether it is U-convex. In other words is it
true that
a((l =tz +ty) < (1 —t)a(z) + taly), t € [0, 1]. (30)

It is worth noting that non-convex upper bounds like the Elias bound and the MRRW bound admit
corrections to the non-convex part: the bound agp(x) for the Elias bound and the Aaltonen straight-line
bound (see the theorem below and the Appendix) for the MRRW bound. This may be viewed as some
kind of evidence supporting the truth of (30). It is known that holds for z = 0 (for example by taking
91 = 0 in 27)). Another way to state this is that

(1 — a(z))/x is decreasing on [0, 1].
As a consequence, if a,(x) is any upper bound for «(z) we obtain a better upper bound
_ (1 — ay(x))d
0) < au(d)=1-— - 31
a(0) < (0) max " 3D

To see this we use:

1-a()) 5, l-a(@) 1—a;(’”),for x € [0,0].

Thus %@ > MaXye[s,g] % as desired. If (1 — a,(x))/x is a decreasing function then the improved

bound &,(z) coincides with o, (x), but otherwise &, (z) improves o, (z). For example let «,(z) be the
first MRRW bound o rrw () =

Hy((vV0(1 = 2) = Va(1 - 0))%), = € [0,6].

It can be shown that that (1 — aprrw (x)) /2 fails to be decreasing near x = 0, and similarly oy rrw ()
fails to be U-convex near x = 0. This is immediately rectified by passing to the improved bound
anrrw (), resulting in the following theorem of Aaltonen.

Theorem. (Aaltonen bound) [6] [7, p.53] Let ¢ > 2. a(x) < &prrw(x) where

Goman () = S faelo,(1-2)
avrrw(z) ifzel(l— %)2’9]

This bound is U-convex, continuously differentiable, and improves the MRRW bound.

(32)

We note that for x < (1 —2/q)? the bound & rrrw () coincides with the tangent line to ayrrw () at
(1—2/q)?. In particular & prrrw () is continuously differentiable. The assertion that dyrrrw () improves
ayrrw () follows from the fact that &,(x) < «,(z) for any upper bound o, (z) for a(x). The other
assertions are proved in the appendix.

On the other hand, it is not known if the convexity condition holds for y = 6, in other words if
a(z)/(0—x) is a decreasing function of x. We conjecture that this is true (see Conjecture [I). As evidence
for this conjecture, we now show that the bounds agp, agp and ayg can be obtained without doing any
work, if we assume the truth of Conjecture [1} if a,(z) is any upper bound for «(x) we obtain a better
upper bound

a(8) < al(8) 1= min 2O =0)

33
z€[0,9] 00—z (33)

To see this we use:
o) < alr) < ‘);“(I) for z € [0, 4].

00—z —x

Thus «(d) < mingeo,4] % as desired. In case aa“T(w) is a decreasing function then the improved

bound «f (x) coincides with (), but otherwise o (z) improves «, (). Taking a,(z) to be the Elias
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bound, we get o] (z) to be the bound agp. This is the content of Theorem |5 Taking o, (z) to be the
Hamming bound, we get af (x) to be the bound ay;p. This is the content of (28). Moreover, if a(z)/(0—x)
is decreasing then «(x)/(1 — z) being the product of the non-negative decreasing functions a(z)/(0 — z)
and (0 — x)/(1 — ) is itself decreasing. Thus we obtain () < mingcp g M Taking o, (x) to be

the Hamming bound, the bound min,¢(g g M() is ayg(9). This is the content of (15).

APPENDIX A
AALTONEN’S STRAIGHT-LINE BOUND

The bound &y, rrw presented above was obtained by Aaltonen in [6, p.156]. The bound follows from
(31) and the following result
argmaxwe[éye]w = max{4, (1 —2/¢)*}. (34)

T

The argmax above is not straightforward to obtain, and to quote from [6], was found by a mere chance.
The derivation is not presented in [6]. The purpose of this appendix is to i) record a proof of (34)), and ii)
to prove that &y rrw () is U-convex. The author thanks Tero Laihonen for providing a copy of Aaltonen’s
work [6]], which is not easily available.

Let £ : [0,60] — [0,6] be the function defined by &(z) = (1/0(1 —z) — /(1 — 0))*. We note that
aprrw (z) = Hy(&(x )) and that £(z) decreases from 6 to 0 as  runs from 0 to 6. It is easy to check
that £(¢(z)) = x for z € [0, 4. Therefore we can invert the relation y = () as = = {(y). We also note
that £((1 —2/¢)?) = 1/q. Therefore is equivalent to the assertion:

argmax ¢ (o 1;[{;)(3/) = min{t, 1/q}. (35)
In terms of hA(y) — l_gi];)(y) we must show

sign(I,(y)) = sign(1/q — y), v € (0,6).

A calculation shows that:

HAS)" K nle) = /2 () + /5 W) = GO)

Clearly sign(h/;(y)) = sign(G(y)). Therefore, we must show that sign(G(y)) = sign(1/q — y) for y €
(0,8). Clearly G(1/q) = G(1 — 6) = 0. First we will prove that G(y) > 0 on [0,1/q). We calculate:

t)dt + /\/gln(t)dt.

VB =0)C(y) = //gl / i

We make the substitution ¢ = 1/7 in the first integral to obtain:

_maf@)://%m dt+/\/>

We note that ¢ > 1 in both the integrals, and hence both the integrands are non-negative. Consequently,
the first integral is positive, and the second integral is also positive when \/6/y > /(1 —y)/(1 — 6). For
y € [0, 0], this inequality is equivalent to (# —y)(1—6—y) > 0 which in turn is equivalent to y < 1—#6 i.e.
y € [0,1/q). Thus, for y € (0,1/q), we have shown that G'(y) < 0. Since G(0) = In(q)/q¢/(g—1) >0
and G(1/q) = 0, the fact that G(y) is strictly decreasing on [0, 1/q| implies G(y) > 0 on [0,1/q).
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Next we prove G(y) < 0 on (1 /q,0). Differentiating the expression for G'(y) we get:
4\/0 0) G"(y 3/2 + ln(i_e)ﬁ
Differentiating once more, we get:

WO =6)G"(y) = i5m(1+ 3 (1)) — (1 + ()

The second term — \5@ (143 ln(—)) is negative on [1/q, 6) because 6/y > 1 on this interval. The first term

oS )0/2(1 +3 1n(1 9)) has the same sign as y — (1 — ¢g~'€?/3) for y € [1/q,0). It follows that G"(y) < 0

for y € [1/q, ‘1 e%/3]. (We note that the condition for 1/q < 1 — ¢ 'e?/3, is ¢ > 3, which is the case
here).
For y € (1—q'€*3,0), as above (1V E O (1+3 3 In(=2 z)) is positive. It is also an increasing function of

y, because (1 —6)/(1—y) increases with y. For y € [1—¢ %3, 0], we note that §/y decreases with  and
0/y > 1. Therefore the term —y}@ (142 ln( )) increases with y. Thus G”(y) is an increasing function of

y for y € [1 — g 'e??,6]. We note the boundary conditions on G"(y): we have G"(1/q) < 0 < G"(0).
To see this we note that

—4(0(1 - 0))°G"(1/q) = §In(q — 1)(0° + (1 = 0)°) + (6" — (1 - )) > 0
because ¢ > 2 is equivalent to # > 1 — 6 as well as In(¢ — 1) > 0. Also

G”/(Q) = 4(9(210__91))25 > 0.

Since G"'(1 — ¢~ 'e?/?) < 0 < G"(6) and G"(y) is increasing on [1 — ¢~'e*/3, 6], we conclude that there
is a unique ¥, in the interior of this interval such that G"'(y) has the same sign as y — y, on this interval.
Together with the fact that G"(y) < 0 on [1/q,1 — ¢~'e?/?], we obtain:

sign(G"(y)) = sign(y — yo) on [1/q,0].

This is illustrated in Figure 2] which shows the graphs of G(y) (dashed plot) and G"(y) on [1/g, 6] for
q = 8. The point (y, G"(y)) for y = 1 — g '€?/3 is marked. (In this plot, the values of G"(y) are indicated
on the right-vertical axis, and the values of G(y) are indicated on the left-vertical axis). Thus G”(y) is
decreasing on [1/¢,yo| and increasing on [yo, #]. Since G”(6) = 0, it follows that G"(y) < 0 on [yo, 0).
We note that

In 0
G"(1/q) = MG > 0.

Thus G"(1/q) > 0 > G"(yo) together with the fact that G”(y) is decreasing on [1/q, yo] implies that there
is a unique y; in the interior of this interval such that G”(y) has the same sign as y; — y on this interval.
We have already shown that G”(y) < 0 on [yo, f]. Thus we conclude

sign(G”(y)) = sign(y1 —y) on [1/q,0).
This implies G'(y) is increasing on [1/q, y;] and decreasing on [y;,0]. Since G'(f) = 0, we conclude that
G'(y) > 0 on [y;,6). We note that

q—1

G'(1/q) = m In(¢)(1

Since G'(y) is increasing on [1/q,y1] and G'(1/q) < 0 < G'(y1), we conclude that there is a unique y»
in the interior of the interval [1/¢,y;] such that G'(y) has the same sign as y — y» on this interval. Also
G'(y) > 0 on [yy, 0]. Thus we conclude:

— )dt < 0.

sign(G'(y)) = sign(y —y2) on [1/q,0).
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This implies that G(y) is decreasing on [1/q, 2| and increasing on [ys, #]. Since G(1/q) = G(0) =
see that G(y) is negative on (1/q, ys] as well as [ys, 6). This finishes the proof of the assertion G(y

on (1/q, ), and hence of (33).
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, We
) <0

Next, we prove the U-convexity of aprrw (). We must show that the derivative &), py () is non-
decreasing. Since the derivative is constant on [0, (1 — 2/¢)?], the problem reduces to showing that

arrrrw () is U-convex for z € [(1 — 2/q)?, 0]. This follows from the next lemma:

Lemma 6. The first MRRW bound oy rrw(9) is U-convex if ¢ = 2. For q > 2, it is N-convex on

[0, darrrW| and U-convex on [0yrrw, 0] where dyrpw satisfies:

% — %1_1 < 5MRRW < (1 — %)2

Proof: Let y = &(x). Let

X(y) =1—2y+ (20 — 1),/ 455

2 o z(l—-z)
s~ \ o) — XW)

We calculate:

(36)

Since \/x(1 —z)/(A(1 — 0)) is non-negative, we also make the observation that that x(y) > 0 for all

y € [0,0). Since anrrw(z) = Hy(y), we get:

a2 _ _
In(q)ayrrw (v) = ;75 +¥' In (¢=1)A-y) l)y(l y)

y(
Since £(&(x)) = x, we get v/ = &'(x) = 1/€'(y). Using this we get:

yraw (2)(E(Y)?y(1 — y)In(q) = =1+ 2y ZE;‘” In /l=t

Using (36), we obtain:

O (2)(€ () y(1 = y) In(g) = —1 + —

Let y € (0,6). We recall note x(y) > 0 for y € (0,0). Thus for o}, (z) has the same sign as

Ga(y) == In(y/ H=2E=1) — y(y)

(1-y)(g—1)
Yy
x(v)
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We calculate:
Gy(y)y(1 —y) = x(W)(y — 3).

Therefore, sign(G4(y)) = sign(y — 1/2). In other words G»(y) is decreasing on [0,1/2] and increasing
on [1/2,6). We note G(1/q) = In(q — 1) — 2(1 — 2). The function

q

ti In(t — 1) — 2(1 — 2/4),

evaluates to 0 at ¢ = 2, and is an increasing function of ¢ for ¢ > 2 (because its derivative (1—2/t)%/(t—1)
is positive). Thus G(1/q) > 0 for ¢ > 2 and G»(1/q) = 0 for ¢ = 2. Since G(0) = 400 and Ga(y)
is decreasing on [0, 1/¢|, we conclude that Go(y) > 0 on [0,1/q] if ¢ > 2. If ¢ = 2, then G2(y) > 0 on
[0,1/q] = [0, 6]. In particular, for ¢ = 2 the bound a;rrw () is U-convex on [0, ).

For ¢ > 2, we note that Go(1/2) = 3(In(g — 1) — =2). The function b(t) = (In(t — 1) — £=%)

Va—1 Vit—1
satisfies b(3) = $(In(2) — \%) < 0 and V'(t) = i(\fﬁ < 0 for ¢t > 3. Thus G2(1/2) < 0 for all

g > 2. Since Go(1/q) > 0 and G2(1/2) < 0 and Go(y) is decreasing on [1/q,1/2], we conclude
that there is a yyrrw € (1/q,1/2) such that sign(Ga(y)) = sign(ymrrw — y) for y € [0,1/2]. Also
G2(0) = 0, G5(1/2) < 0 and G2(y) is increasing on [1/2, 6], which shows that Go(y) < 0 on [1/2,6). Thus
sign(Ga(y)) = sign(ypmrrw — y) for y € (0,60). Since o, ppw (v) has the same sign as Ga(y) (where

y = &(x)), we finally obtain sign(a/y;ppy () = sign(x — dyrww) for z € (0,0), where dyrww =

E(ymrrw) satisfies £(1/2) < dyrww < £(1/q), or in other words: 5 — —qu_l < Oprrw < (1— %)2. This

completes the proof of the lemma. [ ]
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