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Abstract

Function-correcting codes (FCCs), introduced by Lenz, Bitar, Wachter-Zeh, and Yaakobi, pro-
tect specific function values of a message rather than the entire message. A central challenge is
determining the optimal redundancy—the minimum additional information required to recover
function values amid errors. This redundancy depends on both the number of correctable errors ¢
and the structure of message vectors yielding identical function values. While prior works estab-
lished bounds, key questions remain, such as the optimal redundancy for functions like Hamming
weight and Hamming weight distribution, along with efficient code constructions. In this paper,
we make the following contributions:

1. For the Hamming weight function, we improve the lower bound on optimal redundancy from
% to 4t — §\/6t + 2 4 2. On the other hand, we provide a systematical approach to
constructing explicit FCCs via a novel connection with Gray codes, which also improve the

previous upper bound from —4=2__ to 4¢ — logt. Consequently, we almost determine
1—24/In(2t)/(2t)

the optimal redundancy for Hamming weight function.

2. The Hamming weight distribution function is defined by the value of Hamming weight di-
vided by a given integer 7' € N. Previous work established that the optimal redundancy
is 2t when T > 2t, while the case T' < 2t remained unclear. We show that the optimal
redundancy remains 2¢ when T > ¢ + 1. However, in the surprising regime where T' = o(t),
we achieve near-optimal redundancy of 4¢ — o(t). Our results reveal a significant distinction
in behavior of redundancy for distinct choices of T'.

1 Introduction

1.1 Background

In conventional communication systems, a sender transmits a message to a receiver over a noisy
channel, typically assuming that every part of the message is equally important. The primary
objective is to design an error-correcting code (ECC) and an appropriate decoder to recover the
entire message with high fidelity. However, in many practical scenarios [II, 3], 17, [19], only specific
attributes or functions of the message are of primary interest. While recovering the full message
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Figure 1.1: Overview of the systematic FCC framework: In this setup, Alice wishes to transmit a
message u (u can be viewed as a binary vector) to Bob, where a specific attribute f(u) is of primary
interest. To ensure Bob can accurately recover this attribute despite potential transmission errors,
Alice encodes w into a structured codeword ¢ = (u, p), where p provides redundancy. Upon receiving
a possibly corrupted version y of ¢, Bob leverages his knowledge of f to reliably infer f(u), even
without full error correction.

enables the evaluation of these functions, doing so can be inefficient when the message is large and
the output of function is small.

To address this inefficiency, Lenz, Bitar, Wachter-Zeh, and Yaakobi [14] introduced the concept of
function-correcting codes (FCCs), which focus on protecting specific functions of messages rather than
the entire message itself. When only a particular attribute needs to be preserved, redundancy can
be significantly reduced compared to traditional ECCs. Moreover, in applications where maintaining
the original form of data is desirable, such as distributed computing [13, 19, 25] and distributed
storage [23], the authors in [14] proposed a systematic encoding approach for FCCs. In this framework,
redundancy is appended to the original message, ensuring efficient function recovery while keeping
the message structure intact, as illustrated in Fig. [[L1l

Recognizing that the primary advantage of FCCs lies in their ability to reduce redundancy, the
authors of [14] aimed to determine the minimal redundancy necessary for accurately recovering key
attributes. By focusing on essential information, FCCs provide an efficient alternative to traditional
error-correcting methods in communication and storage systems, and their objective was to identify
the optimal redundancy for FCCs designed for specific functions. By establishing connections between
FCCs and irregular-distance codes, the authors of [14] derived both lower and upper bounds on
the optimal redundancy of FCCs for general functions, which will be introduced in Section
and Section[I.3l These results were further applied to specific cases, including locally binary functions,
Hamming weight functions, Hamming weight distribution functions, Min-Max functions, and certain
real-valued functions. Building on this foundation, Premlal and Rajan in [2I] extended the study of
FCCs to linear functions, an important variant in this research direction.

Exploring FCCs over different channels is also an intriguing area of study. For example, Xia,
Liu and Chen [26] extended the concept of FCCs to symbol-pair read channels and obtained various
new theoretical results. Such investigations deepen the understanding of FCCs and open up new
possibilities for their applications.

Formally, let u € Z'; represent a binary message, and consider a function f : Z’g — Im(f), where
Im(f) := {f(u) : u € Z&} denotes the image of f. The message is encoded using an encoding function
Enc : Z§ — Z5™" defined as Enc(u) = (u,p(u)). To emphasize the distinction, u € Z% is referred to
as the message vector, p(u) € Zj is called the redundancy vector, and r is defined as the redundancy.
For positive integer n and two vectors u,v € Z%, the Hamming distance between w and v, denoted
by d(u,v), is defined as the number of coordinates in which they differ.

The formal definition of function-correcting codes is as follows.

Definition 1.1. Let k, r, and ¢ be positive integers. An encoding function Enc : Z§ — Zg”, defined
as Enc(u) = (u,p(u)) for u € Z&, is said to define a function-correcting code (FCC for short) for
a function f : Z5 — Im(f) if, for all uy,us € Z5 satisfying f(u1) # f(us), the following condition



holds:
d(Enc(u1), Enc(ug)) = 2t + 1.

Here, d(-, -) denotes the Hamming distance. The optimal redundancy r¢(k,t) is defined as the smallest
integer r for which there exists a function-correcting code with an encoding function Enc : Z’g — Zg +r
for the function f.

By this definition, for any vector y obtained by introducing at most t errors into Enc(u), the
receiver can uniquely recover f(u), provided it has knowledge of the function f(-) and the encoding
function Enc(-). The central problem in this area is to study the behavior of the optimal redundancy,
denoted by r¢(k,t).

Question 1.2. Let ¢ and k be positive integers and f : Z5 — Im(f) be a function. Determine
ry(k,t).

Notations. For simplicity, we adopt the following notation: For any integer M > 1, define
[M] ={1,2,..., M}. For integers a < b, define [a,b] = {a,a+ 1,...,b— 1,b}. For an integer M > 1
and an integer s, define s mod M as the unique representative element in the set [0, M — 1]. For any
integer 0 < i < k, define the vector (0*~%1%) € ZX as the vector whose first k& — i coordinates are 0
and the remaining ¢ coordinates are 1. Throughout this paper, log x denotes log, x.

1.2 Equivalent reformulation

One of the key connections established in [14] is the relationship between function-correcting codes
and irregular-distance codes. For a matrix D, we denote by [D];; the (i,j)-th entry of D. To
formalize this connection, the authors in [14] introduced the distance requirement matrix of a function
f as follows.

Definition 1.3. For an integer M > 1, let uy,us,...,uy € Z'g. The distance requirement matrix
D¢(t,u1,...,up) of a function f is an M x M matrix with entries defined as:

[Df(t,ul, ce.

ws)ls = max{2t + 1 — d(u;,u;),0}, if f(u;) # f(u;),
ML 0, otherwise,

where d(-, ) denotes the Hamming distance.

Let P = {p1,p2,...,Pm} S Z4 be a code of length r and cardinality M. Here, r is chosen as
length of the code, as it can later be related to the redundancy of FCCs. Irregular-distance codes
are formally defined as follows.

Definition 1.4. Let D € Né\“M. A collection of vectors P = {p1,p2,...,pnm} is called a D-code if
there exists an ordering of its codewords such that d(p;,p;) = [D];; for all i, j € [M].

Furthermore, we define N(D) as the smallest integer r for which there exists a D-code of length
r. If [D];; = D for all i # j, we denote the corresponding N (D) as N(M, D).

The following result in [14] shows that above ways to define redundancy are equivalent.
Theorem 1.5 ([14]). For any function f : Z§ — Im(f),
T‘f(k‘,t) = N(Df(t,ul, cey Ugk)).

An alternative and highly effective approach to studying this problem is that, instead of directly
investigating the properties of original D-codes, it can sometimes be more advantageous to focus on
certain local regions of the codes.



Definition 1.6. For any M := {u1,us,...,uy} S Z5, we define r¢(k,t, M) as the smallest 7 such
that there exists a function-correcting code with encoding function Enc : M — M x Zi for the
function f, i.e., for any u;, u; € M with f(u;) # f(u;), we have d(Enc(u;), Enc(u;)) > 2t + 1.

It is obvious that N(Dy(t,u1,...,uw)) = N(Ds(t,u1,...,un)) for any M < 2F, thus the
following corollary holds.

Corollary 1.7 ([14]). Let M,k,t be some positive integers, and let uy,...,up € Z’; be arbitrary
different vectors. Then, the redundancy of a function-correcting code is at least

Tf(kvt) = N(Df(t7u17 7uM))
In particular, for any function f with |Im(f)| = 2,
T‘f(k?,t) = 2t.

1.3 Known results

The well-known Plotkin bound [20] and Gilbert-Varshamov bound [9] 24] serve as fundamental tools
in the study of coding theory. In [14], it is demonstrated that these two bounds can be extended to
irregular-distance codes.

Lemma 1.8 ([I4]). Let M be a positive integer. For any M x M distance requirement matriz
D e NMXM e have

% > [Dlij, if M is even,

N(D) > i,je[M],i<j . '
V‘lﬁl Y. [Dlij, if M is odd.
i.J€[M],i<j
To this end, we define Vol(r,d) = 2?:0 (:) as the size of the binary radius-d Hamming sphere

over vectors of length r.

Lemma 1.9 ([I4]). Let M be a positive integer. For any M x M distance requirement matriz
D e NM*M gnd any permutation 7 : [M] — [M],

7j—1
N(D) < 1;1611{]1 {7’ 120 > ]21[% ; Vol(7, [D]x(iyx(j) — 1)} .

For codes of small cardinality, i.e., when the code size is of the same order of magnitude as the
minimum distance, the above bound can be improved based on Hadamard codes.

Lemma 1.10 ([14, 26]). For any M, D € N with D > 10 and M < D?,

N(M,D) < 2D-2

1—24/In(D)/D

In specific applications, certain functions have garnered significant attention due to their practical
relevance and theoretical importance. A number of such functions have been studied in the context
of FCCs, with known results for their optimal redundancy. Below, we summarize the key results for
specific types of functions in Table [Il

2 Our contributions

Existing results on the optimal redundancy of FCCs [14] establish a robust theoretical framework, yet
significant potential for improvement remains. Our primary objective is to narrow the gap between
these bounds and to present systematic, explicit constructions of FCCs for a variety of functions. We
then introduce our main results separately.



Function Parameter Lower bound Upper bound

Binary - 2t 2t
Hamming weight wt(u) - w T 4tln_(22t)/(2t)
Locally binary E 2t 2t
Hamming weight distribution Ap(u) | T > 2t + 1 2t 2t
Min-max mm,,(u) w > 2t 2logw + (t — 2)loglogw | 2logw + tloglogw

Table 1: Some theoretical bounds for certain functions in [14]

2.1 Hamming weight function

The Hamming weight function, denoted as f(u) = wt(u), plays a crucial role in the study of FCCs
due to its simplicity and widespread relevance in information theory, coding theory, and practical
applications such as error correction and data compression. The Hamming weight function counts
the number of non-zero bits in a binary vector w, which is an essential operation in various coding
schemes. More precisely, we define the Hamming weight of a vector u, denoted by wt(u), as the
Hamming distance between u and the zero vector.

In many practical systems, reducing redundancy is highly desirable due to bandwidth and storage
constraints. FCCs that aim to protect the Hamming weight enable more efficient use of redundancy.
In this case, the redundancy should be just enough to allow the recovery of the Hamming weight under
noisy conditions, without needing to recover the entire message. This provides a targeted, function-
specific protection strategy that is often more efficient than traditional error-correcting codes (ECCs)
that attempt to recover the entire message.

From now on, for 0 < i,j < k, define w; = (0¥7"1%). In [I4], the following lemma demonstrates
that it is sufficient to specify the distance demands between the vectors {u;}¥_.

Lemma 2.1 ([I4]). For any positive integers k and t, we have
rwt(k,t) = N(Dy(t, ug, w1, ..., ug)).

As established in [14], the optimal redundancy for the Hamming weight function ry¢(k,t) has
known bounds, with the lower bound derived using Plotkin-like bounds for irregular-distance codes,
while the upper bound derived from the Gilbert-Varshamov bound.

Theorem 2.2 ([I4]). For any integer k > 2, ryi(k,1) = 3 and ryi(k,2) = 6. Further, fort =5 and

k>t,
0t -1) rut (k1) < o2
3 1 —24/In(2t)/(2t)

Our main contribution is that, we nearly determine the optimal redundancy for the Hamming
weight function.

Theorem 2.3. For any integers t = 5 and k > t, we have

4
rut (k1) = 4t — g\/6t +2+2.

Moreover, we tighten the previously best-known upper bound from (4 + o(1))t to (4 — o(1))t
as follows. Notably, the bound in Theorem [2.4] is obtained through explicit constructions. Rather
than relying on the existential result from [14], we reveal a novel connection between FCCs and the
so-called Gray codes, which enables us to construct explicit FCCs with reduced redundancy.



Theorem 2.4. Let k,t € N be positive integers. When 201082HD1 _ (9t 4 1) < 2%[l°g(2t+l)], there
exists a function-correcting code with encoding function Enc : Z’§ — Zg” forr =4t+p—[log(2t+1)],
where p can be interpreted as the number of ones in the binary representation of 21082t _ (2t+1).
Moreover, when t + 1 is a power of two, there exists an explicit construction of function-correcting
code with redundancy 4t — [log t].

2.2 Hamming weight distribution

Let T be an arbitrary positive integer. The Hamming weight distribution function, an extension of
the Hamming weight function, is defined as:

) = Arf) = |2

T

where wt(u) denotes the Hamming weight of the binary vector w.

One can see that f(u) maps each input u to a value based on its Hamming weight, divided by
T. This creates a partition of the set of all binary vectors into bins, where each bin corresponds to
a specific range of Hamming weights.

It was pointed out in [14] that when T > 4t + 1, Ap(u) is indeed 2t-locally binary, therefore
one can obtain that ra,(k,t) = 2¢t when t > 4T + 1. Furthermore, in [14] the authors completely
determined the optimal redundancy when T > 2t + 1.

Theorem 2.5 ([14]). Let k,t,T € N be such that T divides k+1 and T > 2t + 1. Then, the optimal
redundancy for the Hamming weight distribution function satisfies

rap(k, t) = 2t.

This result indicates that for large enough 7', the redundancy required to recover the function
evaluation is directly proportional to the error tolerance ¢, and specifically, it is 2t. However, for
smaller values of T, particularly when T < 2t, the theoretical understanding of redundancy has been
limited, and the existing bounds are less effective or non-existent.

This work aims to study the case when T' < 2¢, addressing the situation where the weight intervals
are closely packed and potentially overlap. For these cases, the existing approach does not provide
tight or practical bounds, leaving a gap in the theoretical framework of FCCs. Our contribution
in this regard is to derive refined bounds that accurately capture the optimal redundancy for the
Hamming weight distribution function when T < 2t, thereby extending the applicability of FCCs in
more constrained settings.

Theorem 2.6. Let k,t,T be positive integers with k > /T (6t — T + 3), then

4
rap(k,t) =4t — g-«/T(Gt—T+3) + 2.

Note that the Hamming weight function f(u) = wt(u) can be viewed as the special case of
Hamming weight distribution function f(u) = [Wtj(,")J when T' = 1. Therefore Theorem [2.3] is a
special case of Theorem

We also obtain some new upper bound in this case based on explicit constructions. In particular,
we obtain the exact value of redundancy when T" > t + 1, which extends Theorem Moreover,

when T = o(t), the upper bound 4t — o(t) is almost tight if ¢ is large enough.

Theorem 2.7. Let k,t € N be positive integers, and let Ar be the Hamming weight distribution
function.

(1) If T =t + 1, there exists a function-correcting code with redundancy 2t, which is optimal.

[«



(2) If T < t, define z := [2t—:,ﬂ] Ifolog =l _ < 2%[1°gz], then there exists a function-correcting code

with redundancy
4+ (p—1)T —flogz|-T + 1,

where p denotes the number of ones in the binary representation of 219821 — 2. In particular:
o If % = 2™ — 1 for some integer m, then the redundancy is

2t+1
4t — [log i

|-T+1.

2

o Ift is sufficiently large, T = o(t), and 21°8%1 -z < 231821 then the redundancy is 4t—o(t).

Structure of this paper. The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In Section [B]
we focus on proving Theorem 2.6l which also implies Theorem 2.3l The results concerning explicit
constructions will be presented in Section[dl Finally, in Section B, we conclude the paper and present
new results on the symbol-pair channel, along with potential directions for further research.

3 Lower bounds on redundancy: Proof of Theorem

For 0 < i,j < k, recall that u; = (0¥~%1%). For simplicity, let d;; denote the distance d(u;,u;) = |i—j|.
Let T e N. Without loss of generality, we assume that 1" divides k + 1. In this section, we primarily
focus on FCCs for the weight distribution function f(u) = Ar(u) = [Wt}u)J, where 7' < 2¢. In
previous work [14], the authors demonstrated that if 7' > 2¢ + 1, then ra,.(k,t) can be determined
explicitly as 2t. However, the case when T' < 2t remains unresolved. Surprisingly, we show that the
behavior in this regime may differ significantly.

Before the formal proof, we first introduce the following auxiliary lemma, which extends Lemma[2.T]
to the Hamming weight distribution function Ar.

Lemma 3.1. For any positive integers k and t and {u; = (0*~1)}_,, we have
rap(k,t) = N(Dag(t,wo, ug, ..., ug)).

Proof. On one hand, by Corollary [[.7, we have ra,(k,t) = N(Da,(t,uo,u1,...,u;)). It then
remains to prove ra, (k,t) < N(Da,(t,wo, w1, ..., ug)).

Let po,pi1,...,Prx € Z5 be a sequence of redundancy vectors corresponding to wg,u1,..., Uk,
respectively. By definition, for any 0 < i # j < k,

Let u,v € Z§ be distinct vectors with wt(u) = i and wt(v) = j, where | %] # [%J First obviously
we have Ar(u) # Ar(v). Moreover, we can see

d((u, pi), (v,p;)) = d(u,v) + d(pi, p;)
> |wt(u) — wt(v)] + d((wi, pi), (u), pj)) — d(us, u;)
= |’i—j|+2t+1—dij
=2t + 1.

Then we can define an encoding function as Enc(u) = (u,pwt(u)) for any message vector u € Z&,
which implies
rap(k,t) < N(Dag (t,wo,ug,. .., ug)).

This completes the proof. O



We then provide the formal proof of Theorem

Proof of Theorem [2.0. Let po,p1,...,pr € Z be a sequence of redundancy vectors corresponding
to wo, u1,. .., uy, respectively. That is to say, d((u;, p;), (u;,p;)) = 2t + 1 for any 0 < i # j < k.
Without loss of generality, we may assume that the length of the sequence {p,-}fzo is minimal among all
possible sets of redundancy vectors satisfying this condition. Then, we have ra, (k,t) = r according

to Lemma B.Il For simplicity, in the proof of the following result, we assume that 4/ w is an

integer, as this assumption does not significantly affect the lower bound on r. Let m := 4/ w.

We aim to carefully select a subset A < [0, % — 1] of size m and define B = J,.4[iT,iT +
T —1] < [0, k], and then apply double counting to the total Hamming distances {d(p;, p;)}i jep with
| %] # [%J to derive a lower bound for r by Lemma 3.1l Note that A uniquely determines B. After
selecting A, observe that for any distinct i, j € B with [%J # [%J, the following inequality holds:

d((wi, pi), (wj,p;)) = dij + d(pi, pj) =2t + 1.
Consequently, summing over all ordered distinct pairs of 4,5 € A and Ar(u;) # Ar(u;), we have
m
D d((uipi), (uj,py)) = > (di+d(pipy) = Y, (2t+1)>2(2t+1) < 2>T2.
_z',jeB‘ _z’,jeB‘ _z’,jeB‘
|7 1#1 7] L7 1#[ 7] L7 1#[ 7]

On the other hand, for each h € [r], let a;, denote the number of ones appearing in the h-th
coordinate of {p,}.ep. Note that |B] = mT. Applying double counting, we obtain

- rm?2T?
Y, dpipy) < ) dpipy) =2, an(mT —ap) < 5
_i,jeB_ i#jeB h=1
|7 1#[ 7]
Combining the above inequalities, we conclude that
2T2
Moy TmZ > (2t + Dm(m — 1)T2. (1)

_i,jeB_
|71 %]
By definition, d;; is independent of 7. Define
S = Z di; = Z i — 3.
i,j€B. i,j€B.
Lrl#l7] L7 1#l7]

Therefore, to derive a better lower bound for r, we aim to minimize S. This requires carefully
selecting the subset A. The following claim is crucial, as it shows that it is sufficient to choose A as
a sequence of consecutive integers.

Claim 3.2. S is minimized when A consists of m consecutive non-negative integers.

Proof of claim. Suppose that some selection of A minimizes the value of S, but A is not a sequence
of consecutive integers. Let a € A be the smallest element such that a € A but a+1 ¢ A. Now, define

Ay:={i:i<a,ieA} and Ay:={i—1:i>a+1,ie A}



Furthermore, we set

By:= | J[T,iT + T —1] and By := | J [iT,iT + T —1].

iGAl iGAz

Then we have

Z dij = Z dij + Z dij + 2 Z dij

_z',jeB_ z'_,jeB1 i_,jeBg_ i€B1,j€B2
L71#L5] L7 1#LF] L7 1#L5]
Z dij + Z dij + 2 Z (dij - T)
,jEB1 i,j€B3 i€B1,jeB\B1
l71#17] L7114
D, dij = 2T|By| - |Byl,
“,jeB
Ediabd
which contradicts the rule of selection of A, as both By and By are non-empty. This completes the
proof of claim. =

By the definition of d;; = |i — j|, we can assume without loss of generality that A = [0,m — 1]
and consequently B = [0,mT — 1]. Then,

S= > li—jl— > li—jl

i#jeB i#jeB

Il
1
I
h
1]
1
T

D li—dl- Z > li—l

i#jeB 1#]
i,J€[sT,sT+T—1]
mT—1 m—1T-1
=2 Z (mT =00 =2 > Y (T — )t
s=0 (=1

_ %(mT ~ DmT(mT +1) = Zm(T = DT(T +1),

where the second-to-last equality follows from counting the number of pairs (,5) with j > ¢ and

j—i="{.
Substituting this expression into inequality (IJ), we obtain

4
r>4t—§-«/T(6t—T+3)+2.

This completes the proof.

4 Upper bound on redundancy via explicit constructions

The first purpose of this part is to prove Theorem 4] which improves the previous upper bound

rwt(k,t) < —2=2___ for Hamming weight function. Then based on the framework we build, we
1-2/In (20)/(2t)

can also derive the explicit constructions of FCCs for Hamming weight distribution.



Our construction establishes a framework building on the Gray codes. The improvement then
comes from a careful selection of several linear codes with desired properties. Moreover, the construc-
tion is explicit. Here we first formally introduce some basics.

4.1 Basics

The term Gray code was introduced in 1980 to describe a method for generating combinatorial objects
such that successive objects differ in a prescribed way. Gray codes have been extensively studied,
and in this work, we focus specifically on the classical binary reflected Gray code. For a broader
discussion on Gray codes, see [18] [22].

Definition 4.1 (Gray code). An n-bit Gray code for binary numbers is an ordering of all n-bit
numbers {a,-}?:g ! 5o that successive numbers (including the first and last) differ in exactly one
position.

Example 4.2. The following ordering is a 4-bit Gray code.
0000, 0001, 0011, 0010,0110,0111,0101, 0100, 1100,1101,1111, 1110, 1010, 1011, 1001, 1000.

Assume L, is an n-bit Gray code, we denote - L,, as the ordering consisting of an additional prefix
x before every element belonging to L, and denote L' as the reverse ordering of L,,. For example,
if L =11,22,33,44, then 0- L = 011,022,033,044 and L~! = 44,33,22,11. Then {0- L,,1- L;;'} is
an (n + 1)-bit Gray code, which is called the binary reflected Gray code.

A binary [n, k,d] linear code is a k-dimensional subspace of F4 with minimum Hamming distance
d between any two distinct codewords. The parameters n, k, and d represent the code length,
dimension, and error-correcting capability, respectively. A linear code can be completely described
by a generator matriz G, where G is a k x n matrix whose rows span the code subspace.

4.2 General framework via Gray codes

We describe our construction as follows. Suppose there exists a binary [n, k,d] linear code C with a
generator matrix G, which is a & x n binary matrix. By appropriately reordering the columns of G,
we assume that its first k£ columns form an identity matrix. By definition of the generator matrix,
the code C can be written as:

C ={aG :acZb}.

Next, we partition each codeword in C into two parts: the first k coordinates form a vector a € Z';,
while the remaining n — k coordinates form another vector b € ngk . Specifically, for each a € Z’g ,
we express:

aG = (a,b),

where the first k£ columns of G constitute the identity matrix Ij.

We then order all vectors in ZS according to a k-bit Gray code, denoted by {ai}?ial. This induces

a corresponding ordering of the codewords in C, given by {¢; = (a;, b;) ?ial. We provide a simple

example as follows to illustrate the above definitions.

Example 4.3. Consider a 3-bit Gray code:
000,001,011, 010,110,111, 101, 100.

Let C be a [6,3, 3] linear code with generator matrix:
100011
G=[01 0101
0 01 110

10



By combining the above 3-bit Gray code with the [6, 3, 3] linear code C, the operation

{aG}aelg = {(a, b)}(a,b)ec
results in the following ordering of the codewords in C:

(0,0,0,0,0,0
(0,0,1,1,1,0
(0,1,1,0,1,1
(0,1,0,1,0,1
(
(
(
(

)
9
9

1,1,0,1,1,0
1,1,1,0,0,0
1,0,1,1,0,1
1,0,0,0,1,1

)

)

)

—_ — — Y — — — T

We now formally describe our construction. Generally, let C be a binary [n, [log(2t + 1)], 2t + 1]
linear code of size M := 2[°82+D] > 9¢ 4 1. The existence of such a linear code C will be discussed
in Section .3l Using the [log(2¢t+1)]-bit Gray code and the operation defined above, we can construct
an ordering of the codewords {c; = (a;, b;)};', such that the Hamming distance between a; and
a;.1 is exactly one for any 0 < i < M — 1, where ay; = ag.

For each u € ZS, we define the encoding function as

Encwt(u) = (uapwt(’u,))?

where p; is given by:
)b for0<i< M -1,
pi bi mod M for 1 > M.

Next, we need to show that our construction satisfies the properties of FCCs listed in Lemma 2.1

Claim 4.4. For any i # j € [0, k],
d(pi, pj) + d(wi, uj) = 2t + 1.

Proof of claim. Note that we can assume d(u;,u;) = |[i — j| < 2t, since the inequality holds trivially
when |i — j| = 2t + 1. Due to the symmetry of i and j, we can further assume without loss of
generality that 1 < ¢ — j < 2¢t. Then, by definition, we have:

d(piypj) = d(bz mod M > bj mod M)

= d(cimodMacjmodM) _d(aimodMyajmodM)

i—1

>2t+1— Zd(asmodM7a’s+lmodM)
s=j

=2t+1—1]i—jl.

Here, the inequality follows from the fact that ¢; moqd v # €j moa m and from the triangle inequality
under Hamming metric. |
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4.3 Selection of desired linear codes: Proof of Theorem [2.4]

Based on the above framework, for a given k = [log(2t+1)] and d = 2t + 1, achieving a better bound
on the optimal redundancy requires selecting a binary [n, k, d] linear code with n as small as possible.
A fundamental limitation on binary [n, k, d] linear codes is given by the following bound, discovered
in [10].

Lemma 4.5 ([I0]). For any binary [n,k,d] linear code, we have
k—1
d
> —1.

Here, we present several binary linear codes that attain the bound in Lemma (4.5l and provide
better upper bounds on the optimal redundancy under various parameter conditions for the Hamming
weight function. The chosen linear codes here include simplex codes and Belov-type codes [16].

(1) Simplex codes: For each positive integer m, let t = 2™~ — 1. It is known that there exists
a simplex code, which is a binary [2™ — 1,m, 2™ 1] linear code, with a generator matrix G,,.
The 2™ — 1 columns of G, consist of all nonzero vectors in Z5'. For example,

0001111
Gs3=|0 110011
1010101

The simplex code is, in fact, the dual of the well-known Hamming code. Furthermore, we can
construct a new code by modifying G,,. Specifically, repeat G,, once to form (G,,, G,), and
then remove the first column to obtain a new matrix G/,. Let C’ be the linear code generated
by G!,. Tt is straightforward to verify that C’ is a binary [27+! — 3,m,2™ — 1] linear code,
which achieves the Griesmer bound.

By simple calculations, the redundancy of the weight FCC is given by

r=2mt 3 _m =4t —[logt].

(2) Belov-type codes: Note that the above construction requires t + 1 = 2™~!. Here, we present
a more general construction that provides a good upper bound on the optimal redundancy
(slightly worse than 4¢ — [logt]) while allowing greater flexibility for the parameter t. Let
m = [log(2t 4+ 1)]. There exist a unique integer 1 < p < m — 1 and unique integers m > u; >

-+ > u, = 1 such that
P

Z oui — gmtl g4 9
=1

When Z?:T{g’p ) u; < 2m, there exists a [4t 4+ p,m, 2t + 1] linear code, referred to as a Belov-
type code, which also achieves the Griesmer bound. Especially, when u; < %m + 1, condition
22?{34’} u; < 2m must be satisfied. That is to say, when 2M°8CHD] _ (2t 4 1) < 23Mlog(26+1)]
[4t + p,m, 2t + 1] linear code must exist. By simple calculations, the redundancy of the weight
FCC is given by

4t + p — [log(2t + 1)],

where p can be interpreted as the number of ones in the binary representation of ollog(2t+1)] _

(2t +1).
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We believe that there are more linear codes that can be selected as candidates here, which
might be helpful to further obtain better upper bound on 7y (k,t). However, since we have already
presented our construction intent in a relatively complete manner, we will not pile up more examples.
For the selection of more nice binary linear codes, we suggest referring to the content in these
references [4, 1], 12].

4.4 A general framework for Hamming weight distribution: Proof of Theorem 2.7

The main purpose of this part is to improve the upper bound for Hamming weight distribution
function via explicit constructions.

Let f(u) = Ap(u) = [Wt}u)J for any T < 2t. To simplify notation, let F := [%J +1 =

ITm(Ar(Z5))|. The framework can be described as follows:

Theorem 4.6. Let k and t be positive integers. Let p; = (0777117 e ngl for0<i<T-1,
and P; = PimodT for T < i < E — 1. Suppose there exists an integer s and a sequence of vectors
{@}E,! < Z§ such that

d(gi,qj) =2t +1-T-|ji—j| for0<i#j<E-—1.

Then, for any u € Zé, the encoding function

Enca, (u) = (W, @Ay (u)> Pwi(u))

is a wvalid encoding function of function-correcting code for the weight distribution function with
redundancy s +T — 1.

Proof of Theorem [{.6 Let u,v € Z5 with Ap(u) # Ar(v). By the definition of FCCs, it suffices to
prove that d(Enc(u), Enc(v)) = 2t + 1. First, suppose |wt(v) — wt(w)| = 2¢t + 1. In this case, we are
immediately done since d(Enc(u), Enc(v)) = d(u,v) > |wt(v) — wt(u)| = 2t + 1.

Now, assume |wt(v) — wt(u)| < 2t + 1. Without loss of generality, let

wt(u) =mT +i and wt(v) =(m+n)T + j,
for some integers m >0, n > 1, and 7,5 € [0,T — 1].
1. If i = j, we then have
d(Enc(u), Enc(v)) = d(u,v) + d(@m, Gm+n) + d(pi, P))
> wt(v) —wt(u) + (2t+1—=T-|m — (m +n)|) + (i — j)
T+ j—i+2+1—nT+i—j
=2t +1,

where the inequality follows from d(u,v) > |wt(v) — wt(u)| and the distance properties of
dm, 9m+n-
2. If i < j, then we have
d(Enc(u), Enc(v)) = d(u,v) + d(gm, gm+n) + d(pi; ;)

> wt(v) —wt(u) + (2t+1—=T-|m— (m+n)|) + (j — 1)
=nT'+j—t+2t+1-nT+j—1
=2t+1+2(j—1)
> 2t + 1,

where the first inequality follows from d(u,v) > |wt(v) — wt(u)|.
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encoding function is equal to the sum of the lengths of {qZ}ZE: 51 and {pi},T;

Thus, in both cases, we have d(Enc(u), Enc(v)) > 2t + 1. Furthermore, the redundancy of our

! This completes the

proof.

5

O

We then show the FCCs by selecting certain sequences of vectors {ql}f; 61.

(1)

When T >t + 1, we can define the redundancy vectors g; as follows:

02T+ if § is odd;
q = e

’ 12=T+1 " if § is even.
By Theorem 27 the redundancy of our encoding function is

2t-T+1)+(T—-1) =2t

Furthermore, this explicit construction is optimal. To see this, observe that [Im(Ar)| > 2.
By Corollary [[.7, the redundancy satisfies ra, (k,t) > 2t, confirming the optimality of our
construction.

For the general case T < t, let z := [%] Suppose that 2Megzl — > < 93Mlog 2], Then,
by Theorem [2.4] there exists a family of vectors {q/ ZE: 51, referred to as redundancy vectors, of

length
4t + 2

T

where p denotes the number of ones in the binary representation of ollogzl _ > These vectors
satisfy the property d(q., q;) >z —|i — j| for all 4, j.

—2+p—[log z],

Based on the selection of {g/ ZE: _01, we construct a new family {q; F: _01 by setting g; to be the

T-fold repetition of q. Specifically, g; = (q..q.,...,q.) with T repetitions. This results in a
new construction of redundancy vectors of length

4t + 2
( ; —2+p—[10gz]>-T+T—1=4t+(p—1)T—[logz]-T+1,

where p represents the number of ones in the binary representation of ollog 2] _ -

Specifically, when % = 2™ — 1 for some integer m, the redundancy of our construction

simplifies to 4t—mT+1 = 4t—[log 2t—:,J51] “T+1. Note that 20821 < 25Meg=1 < oflog 21-1 which
implies p < [log z|. Consequently, when ¢ is sufficiently large and T' = o(t), the redundancy of
this construction becomes

A+ (p— 1T —[logz]-T+1<4t—T = 4t — o(t),

which is asymptotically optimal according to Theorem

Concluding remarks

In this paper, we study the optimal redundancy of function-correcting codes (FCCs) for two important
function classes: the Hamming weight function and the Hamming weight distribution function. We
establish near-optimal lower bounds and construct explicit codes that improve upon previously known
upper bounds.
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Our lower bounds are derived using a combination of double counting arguments and struc-
tural analysis. This approach also extends to function-correcting codes in symbol-pair channels [26],
which arise in high-density data storage where read operations return pairs of consecutive symbols
rather than individual ones [6] [7, [8, [I5]. Unlike the Hamming distance, which accounts for single-
symbol errors, the symbol-pair distance captures errors in consecutive pairs, providing a more robust

framework for error detection and correction. Formally, for two codewords & = (z1,z2,...,2,) and
Yy = (Y1,Y2,...,Yn) of length n, their symbol-pair distance d,(x,y) is defined as the number of posi-
tions i € {1,2,...,n} where the consecutive symbol pairs (z;, z;1+1) and (y;, y;+1) differ, with indices

taken modulo n to account for cyclicity. That is,

dp(®,y) = [{i | (zi ziv1) # (i, yir1)}] -

Motivated by these challenges, Xia, Liu, and Chen [26] introduced function-correcting symbol-
pair codes (FCSPCs) to minimize redundancy while improving information storage efficiency. Similar
to FCCs, FCSPCs ensure that key attributes of the transmitted message can be accurately recovered
despite errors. A central open problem in this setting is determining the optimal redundancy required
for such codes.

Definition 5.1. Let k, r, and ¢ be positive integers. An encoding function Enc : Z’g — Zg”, defined
by
Enc(u) = (u, p(u))

for w € Z%, is said to define a function-correcting symbol-pair code (FCSPC) for a function f : Z§ —
Im(f) if, for all wy, up € Z5 with f(uy) # f(uz), the pairwise distance satisfies

dp(Enc(u), Enc(us)) > 2t + 1.

The optimal redundancy 7’1’; (k,t) is the smallest integer r for which there exists an encoding function
Enc : Z’g — Zg” satisfying this condition for f.

In [26], the following upper and lower bounds on the optimal redundancy were established:

Lemma 5.2 ([26]). For any integers k and t = 6 with t < k < (2t — 1)?,

2013 — 20t " 4t — 4
< (k) S —————.
9t +1) 1 _ 9,/m@i=1)

2t—1

We can improve the lower bound from (2 — o(1))t to (8 — o(1))t. The proof follows similar
arguments to those used in our lower bound analysis for FCCs, thus we omit the full details here.

Theorem 5.3. For any integers k >t > 6,

' (k,t) = 8 S m—i-2

3 9 3
Additionally, developing more efficient FCCs for various natural and practical functions remains
an important direction for future work, alongside establishing tight theoretical bounds on redundancy.
An alternative approach to bounding redundancy is through the graph-theoretic framework. An
independent set in a graph G is a set of vertices such that no two vertices in the set are adjacent.
The independence number «(G) is the size of the largest independent set in G. It was also noted
in [14] that estimating 7¢(k,t) is equivalent to determining the independence number of a graph

defined in terms of the function f.
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Definition 5.4. Let G (k,t,7) be the graph whose vertex set is V = {0,1}* x {0,1}", where each
vertex is of the form = = (u,p) € {0,1}**". Two vertices &; = (uy,p;) and s = (ug,p2) are
adjacent if either w1 = wug, or both f(u1) # f(u2) and d(x1,z2) < 2t hold. Define v (k,t) as the
smallest integer r such that there exists an independent set of size 2% in G ¢(k,t,r).

It was shown in [14] that v;(k,t) = rf(k,t). However, for the Hamming weight function and
Hamming weight distribution, the corresponding graphs are too dense to yield effective indepen-
dence number estimates, even with advanced tools from extremal graph theory [2 [5]. Exploring the
applicability of this approach to other functions is a promising avenue for future research.
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