
ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

20
27

3v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

N
A

] 
 2

8 
D

ec
 2

02
4

Integer Representations in IEEE 754, Posit, and

Takum Arithmetics

Laslo Hunhold

Parallel and Distributed Systems Group
University of Cologne

Cologne, Germany
hunhold@uni-koeln.de

Abstract—The posit and takum machine number
formats have been proposed as alternatives to the
IEEE 754 floating-point standard. As floating-point
numbers are frequently employed to represent integral
values, with certain applications explicitly relying on
this capability, it is pertinent to evaluate how effectively
these new formats fulfil this function compared to the
standard they seek to replace. While empirical results
are known for posits, this aspect has yet to be formally
investigated.

This paper provides rigorous derivations and proofs
of the integral representation capabilities of posits and
takums, examining both the exact number of bits re-
quired to represent a given integer and the largest con-
secutive integer that can be represented with a specified
number of bits. The findings indicate that, while posits
are generally less effective than IEEE 754 floating-point
numbers in this regard, takums demonstrate overall
superior representational strength compared to both
IEEE 754 and posits.

Index Terms—IEEE 754, floating-point numbers,
posit arithmetic, takum arithmetic, largest consecutive
integer

I. Introduction

Although not primarily designed for this purpose,
floating-point numbers are often employed to rep-
resent integers in various applications. For instance,
JavaScript uses double-precision floating-point numbers
for all numerical representations, defining the second-
largest consecutively representable integer as the con-
stant Number.MAX_SAFE_INTEGER [1, Sections 6.1.6.1 and
21.1.2.6]. Similarly, the NIfTI image format, a stand-
ard in neuroimaging and MRI, utilises single-precision
floating-point numbers to specify voxel offsets [2]. This
characteristic also has implications for discrete Fourier
transforms (representing discrete frequencies), statistical
analyses (discrete distributions), deep learning (quantisa-
tion) and other contexts where integral and continuous
quantities coexist.

The integer representation limits of a given floating-
point format are, therefore, of considerable interest. One
metric used to evaluate this is the largest consecutive
integer, defined as the smallest exactly representable pos-
itive integer m ∈ N0 such that m + 1 is no longer
exactly representable. Notably, this usually results in m+1

rounding down to m, which poses challenges in scenarios
where floating-point numbers are employed as indices,
potentially causing loops to never terminate. This further
underscores the importance of understanding the integral
representation limits of a given format.

With the advent of new machine number formats, it is
important to assess their ability to represent integers and
determine whether they can serve as drop-in replacements,
offering at least the same representational power as IEEE
754 floating-point numbers. This paper examines two such
formats in particular: posits and linear takums. Neither
format has been formally analysed in this context; only
empirically derived formulae are available for posits. Both
formats belong to the class of tapered precision number
systems, in which the exponent is variable-length encoded.
Consequently, the number of fraction bits varies depend-
ing on the value of the exponent, rendering the analysis
significantly more complex than the straightforward proof
for IEEE 754 floating-point numbers provided later.

This paper makes three primary contributions: (1) it
formally derives the exact number of bits required to
represent any integer in posit and takum arithmetic; (2)
it formally derives the largest consecutive integer for each
format; and (3) it compares the integer representation
capabilities of posits and takums with those of IEEE 754
floating-point formats.

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows:
Sections II and III define the posit and takum formats, re-
spectively. Section IV presents the main results. Section V
evaluates these results and compares the formats at vari-
ous precisions, followed by the conclusion in Section VI.
To maintain conciseness and emphasise the results, formal
proofs are provided at the end in Sections VII, VIII, IX,
and X.

II. Posit Encoding Scheme

The posit number format, introduced by Gustafson et
al. in [3], has since been extensively studied as a potential
replacement for the IEEE 754 standard, both for its nu-
merical properties [4], [5] and its applicability to hardware
implementations [6], [7]. These investigations have culmin-
ated in the development of an initial standardisation effort
[8]. The key design feature of posits is their variable-length
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exponent coding, which allocates additional fraction bits
to values close to 1 compared to IEEE 754 floating-point
numbers. This improvement is achieved at the expense
of reducing the fraction bits for numbers further from 1,
particularly those approaching zero or infinity. The format
is formally defined as follows:

Definition 1 (posit encoding[3], [8]). Let n ∈ N with n ≥
5. Any n-bit MSB→LSB string P := (S, R, R0, E, F ) ∈
{0, 1}

n
of the form

sign exponent fraction

S R R0 E F

1 k 1 2 p

with sign bit S, regime bits R := (Rk−1, . . . , R0), regime
termination bit R0, regime

r :=

{

−k R0 = 0

k − 1 R0 = 1,
(1)

exponent bits E := (E1, E0), exponent ê := 2E1 + E0,
fraction bit count p := n − k − 4 ∈ {0, . . . , n − 5}, fraction
f := 2−p

∑p−1
i=0 Fi2

i ∈ [0, 1) and ‘actual’ exponent

e := (−1)
S

(4r + ê + S) (2)

encodes the posit value

π(P ) :=











{

0 S = 0

NaR S = 1
R = R0 = E = F = 0

[(1 − 3S) + f ] · 2e otherwise.

(3)

with π : {0, 1}n 7→ {0, NaR} ∪ ±
[

2−4n+8, 24n−8
]

. The
symbol NaR (‘not a real’) represents infinity and other
non-representable forms. Without loss of generality, any bit
string shorter than 5 bits is also included in the definition
by assuming the missing bits to be zero bits (‘ghost bits’).
The colour scheme for the different bit string segments was
adopted from the standard [8].

III. Takum Encoding Scheme

A primary criticism of the posit format is its limited dy-
namic range and the sharp decline in precision for numbers
farther from 1, which arises from the rapidly increasing
length of the encoded exponent [5], [9]. In response, the
takum number format has been recently proposed, featur-
ing an alternative exponent coding scheme. This approach
trades some density near 1, compared to posits, to achieve
greater precision for values farther from 1 (see Figure 1).
Specifically, this paper focuses on linear takums, a variant
that adopts a floating-point representation, as opposed to
takums, a logarithmic number system. The linear takum
encoding is formally defined as follows:

Definition 2 (linear takum encoding [9, Definition 8]).
Let n ∈ N with n ≥ 12. Any n-bit MSB→LSB string T :=
(S, D, R, C, F ) ∈ {0, 1}n of the form

−200 −100 0 100 200

n − 20

n − 15

n − 10

n − 5

exponent

p
re

ci
si

o
n
/
b
it

s

Takum

Posit

bfloat16/float32

float64

Figure 1: Precision (number of fraction bits) depending
on the respective coded exponent for takums, posits and
a selection of floating-point formats.

sign characteristic fraction

S D R C F

1 1 3 r p

with sign bit S, direction bit D, regime bits R :=
(R2, R1, R0), characteristic bits C := (Cr−1, . . . , C0), frac-
tion bits F := (F p−1, . . . , F 0), regime

r :=

{

uint(R) D = 0

uint(R) D = 1
∈ {0, . . . , 7}, (4)

characteristic

c :=

{

−2r+1 + 1 + uint(C) D = 0

2r − 1 + uint(C) D = 1
∈ {−255, . . . , 254},

(5)
fraction bit count p := n − r − 5 ∈ {n − 12, . . . , n − 5},
fraction f := 2−p uint(F ) ∈ [0, 1) and exponent

e := (−1)
S

(c + S) ∈ {−255, 254} (6)

encodes the linear takum value

τ (T ) :=











{

0 S = 0

NaR S = 1
D = R = C = F = 0

[(1 − 3S) + f ] · 2e otherwise

(7)

with τ : {0, 1}n 7→ {0, NaR} ∪ ±
(

2−255, 2255
)

. The symbol
NaR (‘not a real’) represents infinity and other non-
representable forms. Without loss of generality, any bit
string shorter than 12 bits is also considered in the defin-
ition by assuming the missing bits to be zero bits (‘ghost
bits’). The colour scheme for the different bit string seg-
ments was adopted from the specification [9].

Takums and posits are defined for any n ∈ N1, offering a
degree of flexibility not present in IEEE 754 floating-point
numbers, where n is restricted to {16, 32, 64, . . .}.



IV. Integer Representations

The analysis of integer representations in floating-point
formats is governed by a straightforward principle: the
integer bits are encoded within the fraction, and the
exponent is adjusted to shift the decimal point sufficiently
far so that all fraction bits lie to the left of it.

A key challenge arises from the role of implicit zero
bits to the right of the explicit fraction bits, which may
form part of the integer’s binary representation. An-
other, more nuanced challenge pertains to the analysis
of tapered-precision floating-point formats. Unlike fixed-
precision formats such as IEEE 754, tapered-precision
formats feature a variable number of fraction bits depend-
ing on the exponent value (see Figure 1). This variability
introduces an intricate balance between exponent value
and number of fraction bits that is absent in traditional
fixed-precision floating-point formats.

A. IEEE 754

We begin by examining the IEEE 754 standard. Al-
though the following result may appear elementary, it
does not seem to have been explicitly documented in the
existing literature. To ensure completeness, we present
the result along with a proof, providing a comprehensive
foundation for this paper. However, for the sake of sim-
plicity, we refrain from providing a fully formalised proof,
as this would necessitate a more extensive introduction to
the IEEE 754 floating-point representation.

Proposition 1 (Consecutive IEEE 754 Integers). Let an
IEEE 754 floating-point format with ne exponent and nf

fraction bits, and ne sufficiently large for the exponent to
assume the value nf + 1. All m ∈ Z with

|m| ≤ 2nf +1 (8)

are exactly representable in the format.

Proof. Consider a number in the specified format where
all the fraction bits are set to one and the exponent value
is nf . In this configuration, the number represents the
largest explicit integer that can be formed within this
format, which is 2nf +1 − 1. By observing the structure
of the representation, it follows that all preceding positive
integers up to 2nf +1 − 1 can also be exactly represented.

Next, consider 2nf +1. This value is exactly representable
with an exponent value of nf + 1 (as required to be
achievable) and all fraction bits set to zero. However, note
that the least significant zero bit of 2nf +1 is implicit due to
the encoding scheme. This implicitness has a key implica-
tion: the number 2nf +1 + 1, which would require toggling
that implicit bit to one, cannot be exactly represented
within the given format. Thus, 2nf +1 + 1 is not exactly
representable.

It shall be noted that the condition on ne being suffi-
ciently large is met by all standard formats but included
for completeness. This result will serve as the reference
point for the subsequent analysis of posits and takums.

B. Posit Arithmetic

In the case of tapered-precision formats such as posits,
and subsequently takums, we adopt a proof strategy that
proceeds in two stages. First, we establish how many bits
are required to precisely represent a given integer, a result
that also holds intrinsic value and utility. In the second
stage, we leverage this result to determine the largest
consecutive integer that can be represented for a fixed n.
We begin with the following result:

Proposition 2 (Posit Integer Representation). Let m ∈
Z \ {0} with v := 1 + ⌊log2(|m|)⌋ bits and w :=
maxi∈N0

(

2i | m
)

trailing zeros in |m|’s binary represent-

ation. There exists an M ∈ {0, 1}
ℓ

with π(M) = m and

ℓ :=

⌊

5(v + 3)

4
− w

⌋

−(w = v−1)·

{

3 v ∈ 4N0 + 1

1 v ∈ 4N0 + 3,
(9)

which is the shortest possible representation.

Proof. See Section VII.

As can be observed, ℓ is not merely a bound on the
length but represents the exact length. Although this
results in a complex expression due to the special cases
involving zero-bit truncation, this complexity is essential
for establishing the proof of the following proposition:

Proposition 3 (Consecutive Posit Integers). Let n ∈ N3.
It holds for all m ∈ Z with

|m| ≤ 2

⌊

4(n−3)
5

⌋

(10)

that there exists an M ∈ {0, 1}
n

with m = π(M).

Proof. See Section VIII.

Although the complete evaluation is deferred to Sec-
tion V, it can already be noted that both IEEE 754
floating-point numbers and posits share the property that
the largest consecutive posit integer is a power of two.

C. Takum Arithmetic

Following an approach analogous to that used for posits,
we first establish the number of bits required to represent
a given integer as a takum.

Proposition 4 (Linear Takum Integer Representation).
Let m ∈ Z \ {0} with v := 1 + ⌊log2(|m|)⌋ bits and
w := maxi∈N0

(

2i | m
)

trailing zeros in |m|’s binary rep-

resentation. There exists an M ∈ {0, 1}
ℓ

with τ (M) = m

and

ℓ := ⌊4 + v + log2(v) − w⌋−

(w = v − 1) · max
i∈{0,...,⌊log2(v)⌋}

(

2i | v − 2⌊log2(v)⌋
)

−

(v ∈ 2N0) · max
i∈{0,...,3}

(

2i | ⌊log2(v)⌋
)

, (11)

which is the shortest possible representation.

Proof. See Section IX.
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Figure 2: The largest consecutive integers for bfloat16,
IEEE 754, linear takums and posits relative to the bit
string length n.

Compared to the posit result in Proposition 2, the
expression for ℓ accounts for two special cases instead of
one. This distinction arises because, in the case of posits,
zero-bit truncation can occur only in the exponent bits.
In contrast, for takums, truncation may occur in both the
characteristic and regime bits, adding a layer of complexity
to the analysis. Building on this result, we derive the
following proposition.

Proposition 5 (Consecutive Linear Takum Integers). Let
n ∈ N5. It holds for all m ∈ Z with

|m| ≤ 2

⌈

W0(2n−3 ln(2))
ln(2)

−1

⌉

, (12)

where W0 is the principal branch of the Lambert W

function, that there exists an M ∈ {0, 1}
n

with m = τ (M).

Proof. See Section X.

Despite the greater complexity of (12) compared to the
corresponding expressions for IEEE 754 in (8) and for
posits in (10)—most notably due to the inclusion of a non-
analytical function—the upper bound remains a power of
two, consistent with the other two formats.

V. Evaluation

Although the proofs involve considerable complexity,
the evaluation ultimately reduces to a comparison of the
results—specifically, the values of the largest consecutive
integers—presented in Propositions 1, 3, and 5. These
results are visualised for n ∈ {5, . . . , 128} in Figure 2 and
tabulated for n ∈ {16, 32, 64, 128} in Table I.

Takum arithmetic demonstrates a notable advantage
over posit and IEEE 754 arithmetic in terms of the largest
consecutive integers, with the exception of float16. While
neither takums nor posits achieve the largest consecutive
integer of float16, both formats outperform bfloat16.

type largest consecutive integer

bfloat16 28 = 256

float16 211 = 2048

posit16 2
10

= 1024

takum_linear16 29 = 512

float32 2
24

≈ 1.678 × 10
7

posit32 223
≈ 8.389 × 106

takum_linear32 2
24

≈ 1.678 × 10
7

float64 253
≈ 9.007 × 1015

posit64 248
≈ 2.815 × 1014

takum_linear64 255
≈ 3.603 × 1016

float128 2113
≈ 1.038 × 1034

posit128 2
100

≈ 1.268 × 10
30

takum_linear128 2118
≈ 3.323 × 1035

Table I: Largest consecutive integers for IEEE 754, linear
takum and posit formats for n ∈ {16, 32, 64, 128} and
bfloat16.

For instance, takums match IEEE 754 at n = 32 and
surpass it by up to one order of magnitude at n = 128.

In comparison, posit arithmetic generally produces
smaller largest consecutive integers than IEEE 754 for the
same bit string length. Posits exhibit a slight advantage
over takums for n ≤ 23; however, for n > 23, takums
increasingly outperform posits. This disparity becomes
particularly pronounced at larger bit widths, with takums
exceeding posits by two orders of magnitude for n = 64
and by five orders of magnitude for n = 128.

VI. Conclusion

In this paper, we formally analysed the ability of IEEE
754, posit, and takum arithmetics to represent integral
values, with a particular focus on consecutive integer rep-
resentations. Our results demonstrate that takum arith-
metic offers substantial advantages over posit arithmetic
in this regard. While neither takums nor posits match the
largest consecutive integer representation of float16, this
limitation is mitigated by their consistent superiority over
bfloat16, which serves as a more practical and widely
adopted reference for low-precision formats.

The formal approach adopted in this study not only
corroborates the empirical findings for posits presented
in [8], but also extends the analysis to takum arith-
metic, where the complexity of the consecutive integer
bounds would have made a purely empirical approach
infeasible. Additionally, we provide a proof for IEEE 754
floating-point numbers, which, to the best of the authors’
knowledge, has not previously been documented in the
literature.

In conclusion, takum arithmetic has been demonstrated
to at least maintain parity with IEEE 754 floating-point
numbers in terms of consecutive integer representation,
marking a key distinction from posit arithmetic, which



falls short in this regard. This finding is particularly
significant given the extensive body of work built around
IEEE 754, much of which implicitly relies on its ro-
bust integral representation capabilities. By aligning with
these established properties, takum arithmetic emerges
as a compelling alternative, offering enhanced flexibility
without sacrificing compatibility with the expectations of
existing numerical frameworks.

VII. Proof of Proposition 2

Without loss of generality we can assume m ∈ N1,
because the set of n-bit posits is closed under negation.
We know that m has the form

m = 2v−1 +

v−2
∑

i=w

Fi−w2i (13)

with F ∈ {0, 1}
v−w−1

and F0 6= 0. Its corresponding
floating-point representation follows directly as

m = (1 + f) · 2v−1 (14)

with f :=
∑v−2

i=w Fi−w2i−v+1 ∈ [0, 1). For (14) to corres-
pond with (3) it must hold

v − 1 = ê = 4(k − 1) + e ⇔ k =
v + 3 − e

4
(15)

with k ∈ N1 and e ∈ {0, . . . , 3}. We set e = (v + 3) mod 4
and obtain k =

⌊

v+3
4

⌋

. The posit bit representation of m

follows as M := (0, 1k, 0, E, F ) with non-reduced length

1+

⌊

v + 3

4

⌋

+1+2+(v −w−1) =

⌊

5(v + 3)

4
− w

⌋

. (16)

We know that M is the shortest possible representation
when F has non-zero length, because F0 6= 0.

Otherwise it holds v − w − 1 = 0 ⇔ w = v − 1 and with
(13) it follows m = 2v−1. We now check each possible value
of E (corresponding to e) to assess the reducibility of M .

Case 1 (e = 0)
This implies E = 02, and given R0 = 0 it follows
that M can be reduced by 3 bits. With e = (v +
3) mod 4 this case is equivalent to v ∈ 4N0 + 1.

Case 2 (e = 1)
This implies E = (0, 1), which means that M

cannot be further reduced.
Case 3 (e = 2)

This implies E = (1, 0), which means that M can
be reduced by 1 bit. With e = (v + 3) mod 4 this
case is equivalent to v ∈ 4N0 + 3.

Case 4 (e = 3)
This implies E = (1, 1), which means that M

cannot be further reduced.

No further reduction is possible, as the direction bit D is
always 1. The reduced length of M follows as
⌊

5(v + 3)

4
− w

⌋

− (w = v − 1) ·

{

3 v ∈ 4N0 + 1

1 v ∈ 4N0 + 3,
(17)

which was to be shown.

VIII. Proof of Proposition 3

Without loss of generality we can assume m ∈ N1,
because the set of n-bit posits is closed under negation
and the integer zero is represented by 0n for any n. Let us
further assume that m is an arbitrary v-bit integer with
w trailing zeros in its binary representation, where v ∈ N1

and w ∈ N0. Our goal is to determine an upper bound for
v that depends on n to find out the largest consecutive
integer represented by an n-bit posit.

With Proposition 2 we know there exists an M ∈ {0, 1}ℓ

with π(M) = m and ℓ as in (9). It holds with v ∈ N1

(operation 1) that

ℓ ≤ n ⇔

⌊

5(v + 3)

4
− w

⌋

−

(w = v − 1) ·

{

3 v ∈ 4N + 1

1 v ∈ 4N + 3
≤ n (18)

⇐

⌊

5(v + 3)

4

⌋

≤ n (19)

⇔
5(v + 3)

4
< n + 1 (20)

⇔ v <
4(n + 1)

5
− 3 (21)

⇔ v <
4n − 11

5
(22)

1
⇔ v ≤

⌈

4n − 11

5
− 1

⌉

(23)

⇔ v ≤

⌈

4n − 16

5

⌉

(24)

⇔ v ≤

⌊

4n − 16 + (5 − 1)

5

⌋

(25)

⇔ v ≤

⌊

4(n − 3)

5

⌋

. (26)

Thus we have found an upper bound on v such that
arbitrary v-bit integers are represented by an n-bit posit.
Given the step from (18) to (19) this upper bound is not
tight and only a starting point for the next stage of the
proof.

Let v =
⌊

4(n−3)
5

⌋

and m = 2v − 1, namely a v-bit

saturated integer and thus the largest consecutive integer
value representable with an n-bit posit that we know of.
Now let us take a look at m + 1 = 2v, a v + 1-bit integer
with v trailing zeros in its binary representation. With

Proposition 2 we know that there exists M ′ ∈ {0, 1}
ℓ′

with
π(M ′) = m + 1 and

ℓ′ :=

⌊

5((v + 1) + 3)

4
− v

⌋

− (27)

(v = (v + 1) − 1) ·

{

3 v + 1 ∈ 4N0 + 1

1 v + 1 ∈ 4N0 + 3,
(28)

≤
⌊v

4
+ 5
⌋

−

{

3 v ∈ 4N0

1 v ∈ 4N0 + 2,
(29)



=

⌊

n − 3

5
+ 5

⌋

−

{

3 v ∈ 4N0

1 v ∈ 4N0 + 2,
(30)











= 2 n = 4

= 5 n = 5

< n−3
5 + 5 n ≥ 6

(31)

≤ n. (32)

As we can see m + 1 has a posit representation that fits
within n bits, which means that it is also part of the set
of representable consecutive integers.

Let us now take a look at m + 2 = 2v + 1, a (v + 1)-bit
integer with zero trailing zeros in its binary representation
(w = 0). With Proposition 2 we know that there exists

M ′′ ∈ {0, 1}
ℓ′′

with π(M ′′) = m + 2 and, with N1 ∋ v 6= 0
(operation 1),

ℓ′′ :=

⌊

5((v + 1) + 3)

4

⌋

− (33)

(0 = (v + 1) − 1) ·

{

3 v + 1 ∈ 4N0 + 1

1 v + 1 ∈ 4N0 + 3,
(34)

1
=

⌊

5v

4
+ 5

⌋

(35)

= ⌊n − 3 + 5⌋ (36)

= n + 2 (37)

> n. (38)

Here we can see that m+2’s posit representation does
not fit within n bits. Thus m + 1 = 2v is the largest
representable consecutive integer, as was to be shown.

IX. Proof of Proposition 4

Without loss of generality we can assume m ∈ N1,
because the set of n-bit takums is closed under negation.
We know that m has the form

m = 2v−1 +

v−2
∑

i=w

Fi−w2i (39)

with F ∈ {0, 1}
v−w−1

and F0 6= 0. Its corresponding
floating-point representation follows directly as

m = (1 + f) · 2v−1 (40)

with f :=
∑v−2

i=w Fi−w2i−v+1 ∈ [0, 1). For (40) to corres-
pond with (7) it must hold S = 0 and

v − 1 = e = (−1)
S

(c + S) = c ⇔ v = c + 1. (41)

As v ≥ 1 it follows c ≥ 0 and thus D = 1. This yields with
(5) that

v = c + 1 = 2r − 1 + uint(C) + 1 = 2r + uint(C), (42)

and we can deduce

r = ⌊log2(v)⌋. (43)

The takum bit representation of m follows as M :=
(0, 1, R, C, F ) with non-reduced length

1 + 1 + 3 + ⌊log2(v)⌋ + (v − w − 1)

= ⌊4 + v + log2(v) − w⌋ (44)

We know that M is the shortest possible representation
when F has non-zero length, because F0 6= 0.

Otherwise it holds v − w − 1 = 0 ⇔ w = v − 1 and
with (39) it follows m = 2v−1. In this case we must check
if the characteristic bits C have trailing zeros that can be
reduced. With (42) and (43) we know that

uint(C) = v − 2r = v − 2⌊log2(v)⌋. (45)

The number of trailing zeros in the r = ⌊log2(v)⌋ charac-
teristic bits is obtained with

max
i∈{0,...,r}

(

2i | v−2r
)

=

max
i∈{0,...,⌊log2(v)⌋}

(

2i | v−2⌊log2(v)⌋
)

, (46)

namely the largest integer i such that 2i divides uint(C).

In the extreme case that all characteristic bits are
zero, implying uint(C) = 0, we might also be able to
reduce trailing zeros in the regime. Using (45) this case
is equivalent to

0 = v − 2⌊log2(v)⌋ ⇔ v = 2⌊log2(v)⌋ ⇔ v ∈ 2N0 . (47)

The number of trailing zero bits in the 3 regime bits is,
analogous to the trailing zero bits in the characteristic bits,
the largest integer i ∈ {0, . . . , 3} such that 2i divides r,
formally

max
i∈{0,...,3}

(

2i | r
)

= max
i∈{0,...,3}

(

2i | ⌊log2(v)⌋
)

. (48)

No further reduction is possible, as the direction bit D is
always 1. The reduced length of M follows as

⌊4 + v + log2(v) − w⌋−

(w = v − 1) · max
i∈{0,...,⌊log2(v)⌋}

(

2i | v − 2⌊log2(v)⌋
)

−

(v ∈ 2N0) · max
i∈{0,...,3}

(

2i | ⌊log2(v)⌋
)

, (49)

which was to be shown.

X. Proof of Proposition 5

Without loss of generality we can assume m ∈ N1,
because the set of n-bit linear takums is closed under
negation and the integer zero is represented by 0n for
any n. Let us further assume that m is an arbitrary v-bit
integer with w trailing zeros in its binary representation,
where v ∈ N1 and w ∈ N0. Our goal is to determine an
upper bound for v that depends on n to find out the largest
consecutive integer represented by an n-bit linear takum.



With Proposition 4 we know there exists an M ∈ {0, 1}
ℓ

with π(M) = m and ℓ as in (11). It holds that

ℓ ≤ n ⇔ ⌊4 + v + log2(v) − w⌋−

(w=v−1) · max
i∈{0,...,⌊log2(q)⌋}

(

2i | v − 2⌊log2(q)⌋
)

−

(v ∈ 2N0) · max
i∈{0,...,3}

(

2i | ⌊log2(v)⌋
)

≤ n (50)

⇐ ⌊4 + q + log2(v)⌋ ≤ n (51)

⇔ 4 + v + log2(v) < n + 1 (52)

⇔ v + log2(v) < n − 3 (53)

⇔ 2v+log2(v) < 2n−3 (54)

⇔ v · 2v < 2n−3 (55)

⇔
ln(2)

ln(2)
v · exp(ln(2)v) < 2n−3 (56)

⇔ (ln(2)v) exp(ln(2)v) < 2n−3 ln(2). (57)

If we set ṽ := ln(2)v we obtain

ℓ ≤ n ⇐ ṽ · exp(ṽ) < 2n−3 ln(2). (58)

We know that v can be expressed using the Lambert W

function. Given 2n−3 ln(2) > 0 we only need to consider its
principal branch W0. As W0 is monotonically increasing it
holds with v ∈ N1 (operation 1)

ṽ·exp(ṽ)<2n−3 ln(2) ⇔ ṽ < W0

(

2n−3 ln(2)
)

(59)

⇔ v <
W0

(

2n−3 ln(2)
)

ln(2)
(60)

1
⇔ v ≤

⌈

W0

(

2n−3 ln(2)
)

ln(2)
−1

⌉

.

(61)

Thus we have found an upper bound on v such that
arbitrary v-bit integers are represented by an n-bit takum.
Given the step from (50) to (51) this upper bound is not
tight and only a starting point for the next stage of the
proof.

Let v =

⌈

W0(2n−3 ln(2))
ln(2) − 1

⌉

and m = 2v − 1, namely

a v-bit saturated integer and thus the largest consecutive
integer value representable with an n-bit takum that we
know of. Now let us take a look at m + 1 = 2v, a
(v + 1)-bit integer with v trailing zeros in its binary
representation. With Proposition 4 we know that there

exists M ′ ∈ {0, 1}
ℓ′

with τ(M ′) = m + 1 and

ℓ′ := ⌊4 + (v+1) + log2(v+1)−v⌋−

(v =(v+1)−1)·

max
i∈{0,...,⌊log2(v+1)⌋}

(

2i | (v + 1)−2⌊log2(v+1)⌋
)

−

(v + 1 ∈ 2N0) · max
i∈{0,...,3}

(

2i | ⌊log2(v + 1)⌋
)

(62)

≤ ⌊5 + log2(v + 1)⌋−

(v + 1 ∈ 2N0) · max
i∈{0,...,3}

(

2i | ⌊log2(v + 1)⌋
)

(63)

=

⌊

5 + log2

(⌈

W0

(

2n−3 ln(2)
)

ln(2)
− 1

⌉

+ 1

)⌋

−

(v + 1 ∈ 2N0) · max
i∈{0,...,3}

(

2i | ⌊log2(v + 1)⌋
)

(64)

=

⌊

5 + log2

(⌈

W0

(

2n−3 ln(2)
)

ln(2)

⌉)⌋

−

(v + 1 ∈ 2N0) · max
i∈{0,...,3}

(

2i | ⌊log2(v + 1)⌋
)

(65)

≤

⌊

5 + log2

(

1 +
W0

(

2n−3 ln(2)
)

ln(2)

)⌋

−

(v + 1 ∈ 2N0) · max
i∈{0,...,3}

(

2i | ⌊log2(v + 1)⌋
)

. (66)

Using a result from Hoorfar et al. from [10, Theorem 2.7]
that holds for x > e (operation 1) we obtain the bound

W0(x)
1
≤ ln

(

x

ln(x)

)

+
e

e − 1

ln(ln(x))

ln(x)
(67)

= ln

(

x

ln(x)

)

+
e

(e − 1) ln(x)
ln(ln(x)) (68)

= ln

(

x

ln(x)

)

+ ln
(

(ln(x))
e

(e−1) ln(x)

)

(69)

= ln
(

x · (ln(x))
e

(e−1) ln(x)
−1
)

. (70)

In our case x := 2n−3 ln(2) > e holds for n ∈ N5, as
22 ln(2) ≈ 2.77 > e. This means that we can use the bound
(operation 1). It also holds e

(e−1) ln(x) −1 ∈ (0, 1) (operation

2), given ln(x) > 1 is never negative and the expression is
smaller than one if and only if ln(x) > e

2(e−1) ≈ 0.79, which

is the case as for n = 5 we know ln(x) = (5 − 3) ln(2) +
ln(ln(2)) ≈ 1.02 > 0.79 and ln(x) is strictly monotonically
increasing in n. It follows with ln(ln(2)) < 0 (operation 3)
that

W0

(

2n−3 ln(2)
) 1

≤ ln
(

x · (ln(x))
e

(e−1) ln(x)
−1
)

(71)

2
< ln(x · ln(x)) (72)

= ln
(

2n−3 ln(2)·

[(n − 3) ln(2) + ln(ln(2))]) (73)
3
< ln

(

2n−3 · ln(2) · (n − 3) · ln(2)
)

(74)

= (n − 3) ln(2) + ln(n − 3)+

2 ln(ln(2)) (75)



We insert (75) into (66) and obtain

ℓ′ ≤

⌊

5+log2

(

1+
(n−3) ln(2)+ln(n−3)+2 ln(ln(2))

ln(2)

)⌋

−

(v + 1 ∈ 2N0) · max
i∈{0,...,3}

(

2i | ⌊log2(v + 1)⌋
)

(76)

=

⌊

5 + log2

(

n − 2 +
ln(n − 3) + 2 ln(ln(2))

ln(2)

)⌋

−

(v + 1 ∈ 2N0) · max
i∈{0,...,3}

(

2i | ⌊log2(v + 1)⌋
)

(77)



















= 6 − 1 = 5 n = 5

= 7 − 1 = 6 n = 6

= 7 n = 7

< n n ≥ 8

(78)

≤ n, (79)

where the last case is handled by noting that (77) is at
most 7 for n = 8 and the first summand grows in the order
of O(ln(n)).

As we can see m + 1 has a takum representation that
fits within n bits, which means that it is also part of the
set of representable consecutive integers.

Let us now take a look at m + 2 = 2v + 1, a v + 1-bit
integer with zero trailing zeros in its binary representation
(w = 0). With Proposition 4 we know that there exists

M ′′ ∈ {0, 1}
ℓ′′

with τ(M ′′) = m + 2 and, with N1 ∋ v 6= 0
(operation 1),

ℓ′′ := ⌊4 + (v+1) + log2(v + 1)⌋−

(0 = (v + 1) − 1)·

max
i∈{0,...,⌊log2(v+1)⌋}

(

2i | (v + 1)−2⌊log2(v+1)⌋
)

−

(v + 1 ∈ 2N0) · max
i∈{0,...,3}

(

2i | ⌊log2(v + 1)⌋
)

(80)

1
= ⌊4 + (v + 1) + log2(v + 1)⌋ (81)

= ⌊5 + v + log2(v + 1)⌋ (82)

> 4 + v + log2(v + 1) (83)

= 4 +

⌈

W0

(

2n−3 ln(2)
)

ln(2)
− 1

⌉

+

log2

(⌈

W0

(

2n−3 ln(2)
)

ln(2)

⌉)

(84)

≥ 3 +
W0

(

2n−3 ln(2)
)

ln(2)
+ log2

(

W0

(

2n−3 ln(2)
)

ln(2)

)

(85)

= 3 +
ln(2n−3)

ln(2)
(86)

= 3 + n − 3 (87)

= n. (88)

Here we can see that m + 2’s posit representation does
not fit within n bits. Thus m + 1 = 2v is the largest
representable consecutive integer, as was to be shown.
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