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Abstract. Minimizer schemes, or just minimizers, are a very important
computational primitive in sampling and sketching biological strings. As-
suming a fixed alphabet of size o, a minimizer is defined by two integers
k,w > 2 and a total order p on strings of length k (also called k-mers). A
string is processed by a sliding window algorithm that chooses, in each
window of length w + k — 1, its minimal k-mer with respect to p. A key
characteristic of the minimizer is the expected density of chosen k-mers
among all k-mers in a random infinite o-ary string. Random minimiz-
ers, in which the order p is chosen uniformly at random, are often used
in applications. However, little is known about their expected density
DR, (k,w) besides the fact that it is close to %ﬂ unless w > k.

We first show that DR (k, w) can be computed in O(ko**™) time. Then
we attend to the case w < k and present a formula that allows one to
compute DR, (k,w) in just O(wlogw) time. Further, we describe the
behaviour of DR, (k,w) in this case, establishing the connection between
DR (k,w), DRs(k + 1,w), and DRo(k,w + 1). In particular, we show
that DR, (k, w) < wiﬂ (by a tiny margin) unless w is small. We conclude
with some partial results and conjectures for the case w > k.
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1 Introduction

The study of length-k substrings (k-mers) of long strings dates back to the
conjectures of Golomb [7] and Lempel [11], proved by Mykkeltveit in 1972 [14].
He constructed, for each o > 2 and k > 2, a minimum-size unavoidable set of o-
ary k-mers; “unavoidable” means that every long enough o-ary string contains
a substring from Mykkeltveit’s set. The interest to k-mers boosted in 2000s,
when sketching of biological sequences was proposed as an alternative approach
to full-text indexing with FM-index [4] and similar tools. Minimizers [15, 19]
provide a very simple way to sample k-mers for sketching and are also used in
more involved sampling schemes such as syncmers [3], strobemers [17], and mod-
minimizers [8]. For more information, see [1,18,22] and the references therein.
To sample substrings for a sketch of the string S, one fixes integer parameters
k and w and chooses one k-mer in every set of w consecutive k-mers in S; this
process can be viewed as choosing a k-mer in each “window” of length (w+k—1).
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By markup of S we mean any map assigning to each window its chosen k-mer;
we refer to the starting positions of these k-mers in S as marked positions.
A (sampling) scheme is a deterministic algorithm taking a string S and the
numbers k,w as the input and computing the markup of S. A scheme must be
local, which means that the choice of a k-mer in a window depends solely on
the window as a string. A minimizer is a scheme that fixes a linear order on
k-mers and chooses the starting position of the minimal k-mer in each window,
breaking ties to the left (breaking ties to the right instead, one will get “dual”
minimizers having the same properties as minimizers).

The density of a markup is the ratio between the number of marked positions
and the length of S. For a scheme S, let Ds(n) be the expected density of the
markup of a uniformly random string of length n. The density of S is defined as
the limit Dg = lim,,—, oo Ds(n). Trivially, Ds > 1/w by the definition of markup.

Below we consider only minimizers. Given ¢ and k, S, denotes the minimizer
that uses the order p on k-mers (one can view p as a permutation of the set of
all o-ary k-mers). To simplify the notation, we write D, instead of Ds,. If p is
chosen uniformly at random from the set of all permutations of o-ary k-mers, D,
becomes a random variable. Its expectation is called the density of the random
order, denoted by DR, (k,w). Note that many schemes [3,8,17,22] make use
of minimizers with a (pseudo)random order, and both cases w < k and w > k
are important for applications [2,12,21]. Typically, a scheme chooses p to be
the < order on hash values of k-mers for some hash function. As the density of
the chosen order impacts the size of the obtained sample, computing DR, (k, w)
has both theoretical and practical interest. Schleimer et al. [19] showed that
DR, (k,w) =~ wL_H if “most” windows have no repeated k-mers. Zheng et al. [22]

were more precise: DR, (k,w) = wLH—FO(%) whenever w < o*/3+¢) while orders
of density O(<) exist if and only if w = O(c*). Still, many natural questions
about DR, (k,w) are open, and we answer some of them in this paper.

We treat o as a constant and focus on the dependence of density on k and w.
In Sect. 2, we describe an algorithm computing DR, (k,w) in O(ka*+*) time.
Then in Sect. 3 we analyse the case w < k, presenting our main results. We
prove a formula for DR, (k,w), which can be computed in just O(w logw) time
independent of k. Studying this formula, we describe the connection between
DRy(k,w), DRs(k + 1,w), and DR, (k,w + 1); in particular, we show that
DR, (k,w) < wiﬂ for almost all pairs w, k with w < k. The notion of major run,
playing the key role in obtaining these results, can be of independent interest.
In Sect. 4 we briefly consider the case w > k, where DR, (k,w) approaches its
infimum o~*. The paper ends with a discussion in Sect. 5.

Notation and definitions. In what follows, X', o, k, and w denote, respectively,
the alphabet {0, ...,o0—1}, its size, the length of the marker substrings (k-mers)
and the number of k-mers in a window. A string s over Y is a sequence of
characters s = s[1]s[2] - - - s[|s|], where |s| denotes the length of s. The reversal
of sis s = s||s|]---s[2]s[1]. If <i < j < |s|, we call s[i..j] = s[i]s[i +1]...s[j] a
substring of s. It is a prefix if ¢ = 1 and a suffiz if j = |s|. A repeat is a pair of
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equal substrings in a string. A k-string is a string of length k; we similarly write
k-prefiz, k-suffix, k-substring, and k-repeat.

An integer p is a period of s if s[l..|s| — p] = s[p+1..|s]]. If moreover p is
the minimal period of s and p < |s|/2, then s is called p-periodic. A string s is
primitive if it is not p-periodic for every divisor p of |s|. A p-periodic substring
of sis a run (in s), if it is not a part of a longer p-periodic substring of s.

For a set F' of strings, its prefix tree contains all prefixes of strings from F' as
vertices and all pairs (u, ua), where a € X, as directed edges. For a string s, its
suffiz tree is the prefix tree of the set of all suffixes of s, additionally compressed
by replacing each maximal non-branching path by a single edge.

By Perm(o, k) we denote the set of all permutations of all o-ary k-strings.

Density of minimizers. Let S, be a minimizer for certain o, k, w, and consider
computing the markup of a string S. Suppose the scheme processes windows left
to right, and in the current window containing a substring ub, where b € X' a
new position is marked. This happens either if the k-suffix of ub is its unique
minimal k-mer (recall that the ties are broken to the left) or if the substring au
from the previous window has its k-prefix as the minimal k-mer. One can restate
this condition as “the minimal k-mer of the substring aub is either its prefix or its
unique suffix”. A (k + w)-substring with this property is called a gamechanger
(also known as charged context [22]). One can see that the density D, of S,
defined in the introduction, equals the fraction of gamechangers among all o-ary
(k+w)-strings. This gives us finite and computationally efficient definition of D,.

The density factor is the density multiplied by the factor of (w + 1). Such a
normalization allows one to compare the density over a range of window sizes.
We write DFR,(k,w) = (w+ 1)DRy(k, w).

2 Computing Expected Density in The General Case

In order to compute the value DR, (k,w) efficiently, we need a more efficient
representation for it. Let P, ;(v) be the probability that a (w + k)-string v is a
gamechanger for a randomly chosen order p € Perm(o, k). We need two lemmas.

Lemma 1. Ifv contains t distinct k-mers, then Py 1 (v) = 2 if the k-suffiz of v

has no other occurrences in v and P, (v) = % otherwise.

Proof. As v has t distinct k-mers, the probability that the k-prefix of v is minimal

among these k-mers is %, and the same applies to the k-suffix. Now the claim

follows from the definition of gamechanger. a
Lemma 2. One has DR, (k,w) = =t 3 c s Po (V).

Proof. Given v € X%** p € Perm(o,k), let I(p,v) be 1if v is a gamechanger ac-
cording to p and 0 otherwise. From definitions, D, = =t > cus I(p,v) and

2 peperm(o.k) P
Pgﬁk('U) = mZpePerm(a,k) I(p,v) Then DRg(k,w) = % =

2 peperm(o. k) 2veswtk 1(p0) g Z P ( ) 0
[Perm(o,k)|-ocwTF = Gutk 2uyexwtk Lo k(V)-
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Lemma 2 allows one to compute DR, (k,w) without iterating over a huge set
Perm(o, k): indeed, it suffices to compute the probability P, x(v) for every (w+k)-
string v. By Lemma 1, for the string v we need just to count distinct k-mers in
it. This can be done in O(wk) time naively or in O(w + k) time using, e.g., the
suffix tree of v. The following theorem shows that we can do better, spending
just O(k) amortized time per string.

Theorem 1. The density DR, (k,w) can be computed in O(ka™**) time and
O(w + k) space.

Proof. Let kmers(v) be the number of distinct k-mers in the string v. The idea
of fast computation of kmers(v) for all (k 4+ w)-strings is as follows.

Let T be the prefix tree of the set X%, We perform the depth-first traversal
of 7, maintaining the suffix tree of the current node. Descending from a node
u to its child ua, we update the suffix tree ST (u) to ST (ua) and in the process
see whether the k-suffix of ua is a substring of u. Thus we obtain the number
kmers(ua) from kmers(u). When ascending back from ua to u, we revert the
changes, restoring ST (u). Traversing the whole tree T, we get kmers(v) for each
leaf v, which is exactly what we need. If restoring ST (u) from ST (ua) is not
slower than updating ST (u) to ST (ua), then the time complexity of our scheme
is O(to“T*), where t is the worst-case time for one iteration of the suffix tree
algorithm. We achieve ¢ = k with a version of Weiner’s algorithm [20]. The
details are as follows.

Building ST (u), Weiner’s algorithm processes suffixes of « in the order of in-
creasing length, thus effectively reading w right to left. As the depth-first traversal
of T corresponds to reading strings left to right, we build suffix trees of reversed
strings (this suits our purposes as kmers(u) = kmers()). That is, we maintain
the tree ST (u) when the current node is u and update it to ST (au) on descent
from u to ua.

In order to build ST (au) from ST (u), Weiner’s algorithm finds the longest
prefix u’ of u such that au’ is a substring of u and then adds the new leaf au
as a child of au’ (creating a node for au’ if it is located in the middle of an
edge of ST (u)). Note that kmers(au) = kmers(u) if |au’| > k and kmers(au) =
kmers(u) + 1 otherwise. After adding the new leaf, a constant number of links
is added/updated (assuming a constant-size alphabet, as in our case). It suffices
to store the links to the nodes au’ and u’ to revert the changes in constant
time. Therefore, all information we need to store during the traversal of 7 is the
following. If u is the current node in 7, then for each prefix = of u, including u
itself, we store kmers(z) and the links to two nodes in ST (). Hence the overall
memory usage is O(w + k), as required. Now consider the running time.

Over a constant-size alphabet, Weiner’s algorithm has worst-case running
time ¢ for one iteration, where ¢ is the depth of the current tree (and the total
running time is linear). As we need ¢ < k to prove the time bound stated in
the theorem, we implement one last trick: instead of building the exact suffix
tree, we construct its “truncated” version, cutting off all nodes u with |u| > k.
This can be done by a simple modification of Weiner’s algorithm: for each suffix
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of length > k we add to the tree not the suffix itself, but its k-prefix. Such an
iteration ends either in a newly created leaf (and then we have a new k-mer) or
in already existing leaf (no new k-mer). The procedure during an iteration is the
same as in Weiner’s algorithm, with the last visited leaf being the starting point
of the search. With this modification, we get the tree of depth bounded by &
and finally claim the time bound of O(ka™“**) for the presented algorithm. O

Remark 1. The formula from Lemma 2 can be used to compute the expected
density only for small values of k and w. For such values, (k + w)-strings can be
viewed as g-ary numbers of (k+w) digits. Then it is faster to stick to computation
over integers and avoid string operations and data structures. Instead of the suffix
tree, a dictionary of k-mers of the current node can be maintained. Then the
traversal of the prefix tree T can be organized in O(1) amortized time per node
(counting dictionary operations as O(1)).

3 The Case w < k

The expected density of a random minimizer depends on windows with k-repeats,
as every window v, in which all (w + 1) k-mers are distinct, satisfies P, ;(v) =
MLH. If w < k, then equal k-mers in a window necessarily overlap or touch,
and thus create a periodic substring. This simple observation has very strong
implications; in particular, it leads to a formula for DR, (k,w) and to a deep
understanding of the behaviour of this function.

We start with combinatorial lemmas describing the mutual location of all
repeated k-mers in a window. Let = be a p-periodic run in a string v. We call x

a magor run, if |z| > |[v|/2 + p.
Lemma 3. A string contains at most one major run.

Proof. Aiming at a contradiction, assume that v has p;-periodic major run z;
and peo-periodic major run x5. As their total length is at least |v| 4+ p1 + p2, they
overlap in v by a substring y of length at least p; + p2. If p1 = po, then x; and
2o form a pp-periodic substring that contains both of them; this contradicts the
definition of run. If p; # p2, then y has periods p; and p2 and then has the period
p = ged(py, p2) by the Fine-Wilf periodicity lemma [5]. Since p divides p;, the
run z; has a pp-substring that is an integer power of a p-substring. Hence z; is
p-periodic. By the same argument, o is also p-periodic. As p < max{pi,p2}, we
get a contradiction with our assumption on the periods of z1 and xs. a

Lemma 4. Let k > w and let a (w + k)-string v have a repeated k-mer. Then

(i) v has a major run of length at least p + k, where p is its period;
(i) all occurrences of repeated k-mers in v are inside the major run;
(i) v has w — i distinct k-mers, where the magjor run is p-periodic and has
length p+ k +i.
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Proof. (i) Suppose that a k-mer u occurs in v at positions ¢ and j > i. Since
k > |v|/2, these two occurrences either overlap or touch, and thus v[i..j + k — 1]
is a p-periodic substring of length j — i 4+ k, where p < j — i (the case p < j —i
takes place if there is a third occurrence of u between the two considered). This
substring can be extended to a p-periodic run in v; the length of this run is at
least p + k, so it is major by definition.

(ii) The above procedure (start with any two occurrences of one k-mer and
extend the obtained periodic substring to a run) results in a major run, and this
run is unique by Lemma 3.

(iii) The word v has w + 1 k-mers in total. By (ii), only the k-mers inside its
major run x can repeat. By definition of p-periodic, p is the minimum period of
x, so x contains exactly p distinct k-mers among its total of p +¢ + 1 k-mers.
The statement now follows. ad

3.1 The Formula for DR, (k, w)

Let Rep,, ., be the set of all o-ary (k+ w)-strings with k-repeats. By Lemma 1,
the probability P, x(v) equals wi-i-l for every v € X**%\ Rep,, ,. Then by
Lemma 2 we have

2 1 2
DRU(]C, ’UJ) = w——l—l + m <Z’U€Repd‘k1w PG,/C(U) - '(U—H Repa’,k,w|> (1)

Dev, (k,w)

The expression in parentheses in (1) shows how far is the density from the value
MLH. We refer to this expression as deviation (of the random order) and denote it
by Dev, (k,w). Our aim is to design, in the case w < k, a formula for Dev, (k, w)
and thus for DR, (k,w). Let Prim,(n) denote the number of o-ary primitive

words of length n.

Lemma 5. If w <k, then

w
]Repa7,€7w’ = Z o Prim,(p)o™~? (w —-p+1-— ?) (2)
Proof. By Lemma (i), every string v € Rep,, ;. ,, contains a major run, say v" of
period ¢, and |[v'| > ¢+ k. On the other hand, if a (k + w)-string v contains a p-
periodic substring of length p+ &, then the k-prefix and k-suffix of this substring
are equal, and hence v € Rep, ;. ,,. Therefore, to prove the lemma we need to
count, for each periodp =1, .. ., w, the number of (k+w)-strings containing a p-
periodic run of length > p+ k. Each such string v can be uniquely represented as
v = v1U9v3V4, Where |v2| = k, |v3| = p, and vavs is a suffix of the major run. Note
that vs is primitive (otherwise, the run would have a smaller period) and vs is
uniquely determined by v3 due to periodicity. Further, there is no restrictions on
v1; if |ug| = 0, we have o™ ~P options for vy, to the total of Prim,(p)-c* P options
for v. Now let |vg| > 0. As the major run ends with vs, one has vs[1] # v4[1];
there are no other restrictions for v4. Since the number of options for a non-zero
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length of vy is w — p, we have Prim,(p) - (¢ — 1)o“ P~} (w — p) options for v
with nonempty v4. Adding the numbers obtained for empty and nonempty vy,
we obtain exactly the term for p in (2). O

Lemma 6. If w <k, then

> Poilv) =

vERep, .

w t—1
> 5 (Prima(t) + 3" Primg(p)o' 7 (20— 2p 41 - MRt 4 222) ) (3)
p=1

t=1

Proof. As in Lemma 5, we view elements of Rep, , ,, as strings containing a p-
periodic run of length > p + k, for some p = 1,...,w. But unlike Lemma 5,
here we need to count each string v with the weight P, x(v) computed by
Lemma 1. This weight depends on the length of the run (Lemma 4) and its
location (whether it is a suffix of v or not). Let us count (w + k)-strings with ¢
distinct k-mers. Such a string can be decomposed as v = vivav3v4, Where vovs is
the major run and |vs| = p. Then |va| = w+ k — ¢ by Lemma 4(iii). This implies
[v1| + |va| =t — p.

First consider the case where the major run is a suffix of v and hence
P, x(v) = 1 by Lemma I. There are Prim,(p) options for the run (for every
v3, V2 is unique due to periodicity). As |v4| = 0, it remains to consider v;. If
p = t, then v; is empty, and if p < ¢, then there are o'=?~!(c — 1) options
for vy, as the last letter of v; breaks the period of the run. In total, we have
Prim,(t) + Z;_:ll Prim,(p)o'~?~! (o — 1) strings of weight +.

Now let [vg| > 0 and thus p < ¢t and also P, (v) = 2 by Lemma 1. If v;| = 0,
we get, symmetric to the above, Z;;ll Prim, (p)o! =P~ (o —1) strings of weight 2.
Finally, if |v1]| > 0, then both the last letter of v; and the first letter of vy break
the period of the run. Then for fixed lengths of v; and v4 we get, similar to the
above, 22;21 Prim,(p)o'~P~2(c — 1) strings of weight 2. This amount should
be multiplied by (¢ — p — 1) possible choices of length for v; and v4. Adding up
the numbers obtained in all three cases, we get the term for ¢ in (3). O

The definition of Dev, (k,w) and Lemmas 5, 6 immediately imply

Proposition 1. If w < k, then the deviation of the random order is

w t—1
Devo (k, w) = > +-(Primo (1)+ ) Primy (p)o 7 (2t—2p+1-A=2p=1 . 20221 )
p=1

t=1

— 2 Y Primg (p)o TP (w—p+ 11— 222) (4)
p=1

In particular, Dev, (k,w) is independent of k.

Substituting (4) into (1), we obtain the main result of this section.
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Theorem 2. If w < k, the random order has the expected density DR, (k,w) =
%H + De;fui(f,;w), where Devy (k,w) is given by the formula (4). In particular,

DRy (k,w) can be computed in O(w?) time independently of o and k.

Proof. The formula is already proved, so it remains to show the time complexity.
Note that if a string is not primitive, then it has the form u™, where w is primitive
and m is an integer greater than 1. Therefore, Prims(p) = o¥ — 3_;, Primy(d).
To compute Prim,(1),...,Prims(w) by this formula, we initialize an array of
length w with the values o,0?,...,0" and process it left to right; reaching the
cell ¢, we subtract its value from the values in cells 2i,3i,.... The processing
time is then w + § + ¥ + --- = O(wlogw). Then we compute the deviation
according to (4) in just O(w) time by memorizing the values of the internal sum
for the smaller values of t. a

Given Theorem 2, we can study details of the behaviour of the function
DRy (k,w) in the half-quadrant defined by the inequality w < k.

3.2 From DR, (k,w) to DR,(k + 1, w)

Proposition 2. If w < k, then DRy, (k+1,w) = WLH + 1. (DR, (k,w) — wiﬂ)
Proof. As we know from Proposition 1, Dev, (k, w) = Dev,(k + 1,w). Then the
result is immediate from Theorem 2. O

Then we immediately have

Corollary 1. If w is fized and k tends to infinity, the density DR, (k,w) ap-
proaches MLH (equivalently, the density factor DFRy(k,w) approaches 2) at
exact exponential rate o.

The crucial fact that Dev, (k, w) does not depend on k looks unexpected and
calls for a better explanation of its nature. Below we explain it establishing a
natural bijection between the sets Rep, ., and Rep, ;.1 -

Consider the following function ¢ defined on Rep,, ;. ,, (w < k). Given a string
v € Rep, 1. ,» let = be its major run (Lemma 4(i)), let p be the period of z, and
let ajas - - - ap be the p-suffix of x. We write v = fxr. Then ¢(v) is a (k+w+1)-
string of the form ¢z/r’ such that &’ = xa; and »’ is defined as follows. If either
r is empty, or p = 1, or r[1] # ag, then v’ = r; otherwise (i.e., if r[1] = a2), 1’ is
obtained from r by replacing r[1] with a;.

Theorem 3. Let w < k. Then ¢ is a bijection of Rep, ., onto Rep, j.1q.,, and
Po k() = Pojy1(9(v)) for every v € Repy . -

Proof. We first prove the following claim.

Claim. If a string v € Rep,, ;. ,, has p-periodic major run = and ajaz - - - a, is the
p-suffix of z, then za; is the major run in ¢(v).
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Let v = fxr. Since x is p-periodic and ends with aias---ap, &' = za; is also
p-periodic. Since 2’ is preceded in ¢(v) = fa’r’ by the same string ¢ as = in v,
it cannot be extended to the left; it also cannot be extended to the right if r’ is
empty. For nonempty ' we consider two cases. If 7’ = r, then by the definition of
¢ either p = 1 or r[1] # as. In both cases, 7'[1] = r[1] breaks the period p in ¢(v).
If v # r, then p > 1 and 7/[1] = ay while r[1] = az. We know that r[1] # ay,
because r[1] breaks the period p in v. Hence a; # az, and once again 7’[1] breaks
the period p. Therefore the p-periodic string x’ can be extended neither to the
left or to the right, and thus is a run. Clearly, 2’ satisfies the length condition
in the definition of major run. Hence, the claim is proved.

Now we proceed with the proof of the theorem. Since |x| > k 4 p by the
definition of major run, the k-prefix of z repeats in x. Then the (k + 1)-prefix
of #’ repeats in x’. Therefore, ¢(v) € Rep, ;.- To prove that ¢ is bijective
it suffices to consider an arbitrary string v € Rep, ;1 ,, and show that it has
exactly one preimage by ¢. By Lemma 4(i), v’ has a major run.

Let v" = £z'r’", where 2’ is the major run, and let 2’ = Zajas - - - apaq, where
p is the period of 2’. We denote © = £ajasz - - ap. By the Claim and Lemma 3,
every preimage of v’ has x as the major run. Therefore, by the definition of ¢,
we can consider as candidate preimages of v’ only strings of the form fxr where
r either equals v’ or differs from ' in the first letter only. In particular, if r’
is empty, then ¢z is the only candidate preimage and clearly ¢(fx) = fz’ = v'.
Now let 7/ = b/'#, r = b#. The definition of ¢ tells us that either b =’ or b = as
and ' = a;. Then in the case b’ # a; the only candidate for b is b, and one
can check that ¢(£zb’'7) = v’ by definition. For the case b’ = a; we observe that
b # a1, because x is a run in £zr. Then b = as is the only candidate, and again,
¢(lxasr) = v' by definition. Thus we proved that v' has exactly one preimage
by ¢, and therefore ¢ is a bijection.

It remains to prove that ¢ preserves probabilities to be a gamechanger. Since
the major runs x (of v) and 2’ (of ¢(v)) have the same period, Lemma 4(iii)
implies that the number of distinct k-mers in v equals the number of distinct
(k41)-mers in ¢(v). Next, note that the k-suffix of z has at least two occurrences
in z. Hence, by Lemma 4(ii), the k-suffix of v has another occurrence in v if
and only if = is a suffix of v. By a similar argument, the (k + 1)-suffix of ¢(v)
has another occurrence in ¢(v) if and only if 2’ is a suffix of ¢(v). By the
definition of ¢, x is a suffix of v if and only if 2’ is a suffix of ¢(v). Therefore,
Pa,k(v) = Pa,k+l(¢(v)) by Lemma 1. O

3.3 From DR, (k,w) to DR,(k,w + 1)

Comparing the densities DR, (k,w) and DR, (k,w + 1) we need to compare
their deviations. As Dev, (k,w) does not depend on k by Proposition 1, below
we write Dev, (w). Let A, (w) = Dev,(w—+1) —Dev, (w). We prove the following.
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Lemma 7. For everyo > 2 andw < k—1, one has A, (w) = i 51155 where

w+1)(w+2)’

S; = (0 — w)oPrim, (w+1) + (2 — w)oPrim, (w) + (4 — w)o?Prim, (w—1) + - - -
o (w = 2)a T Primg (2) + wo Prim, (1)
(5)
Sy = (w — 0)oPrim, (w) + (w — 2)oPrim, (w—1) 4 (w — 4)o*Primg (w—2) + - - -
o (4= w)a”T2Prim, (2) 4 (2 — w)o™ " Prim, (1)
(6)

Proof. By the definition of deviation, A, (w) = Ay — Ag, where

Al - Z Pa,k(v) - Z Po’,k(v)a

vERep, 1 141 vERep, § .

Ay

w2 |RePo kw41 — w1 |RePosul-
Note that all terms in the sum (3) are independent of w. Then A; equals such
a term for t = w + 1, i.e.,
w
A= (Primg(w+1)+z Primy (p)-o¥ 1P (2w—2p+3—4w%fp+3+@)).
p=1
Using (1) and (2), we compute

w+1
Ay = wLH Z Primy(p)o® Pt (w — p 4 2 — L=t
p=1

- A > Prima(p) P (w — pot 1 - 222)
p=1
= 25 Primg (w + 1)

N zw: Primg (p)o (At _ 2wt 2wpin) | 2o
p=1

w42 w42 w1 (w+1)o
Grouping the corresponding terms in the expressions for A; and As, we get

Ag(w) = Ay — Ay = (w%l - %H)Primg(w +1)

w
. w—p( 2w—2p+3)c  (2w—2p+4)c 2w—2p+2  2w—2p+1

+ E Prim,(p)o ( o1 2 + =15 ot T 0

p=1

—wPrims (w+1)+37_; Primg (p)o® ~F ((w—2p+2)oc—w+2p) 7
(w+1) (w+2) ( )

Unwrapping the sum, we get exactly S; + S in the numerator. O
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To estimate A, (w) from (5) and (6), we need to evaluate Prim,. We recall
(see, e.g., [13]) that

Prim,(p) = Zd‘pu(d)ffp/da (8)

where the Mdbius function p(n) is defined as follows. If n is square-free, i.e., a
product of ¢ distinct primes for some ¢, then u(n) = (—1)!, including p(1) =
(—1)° = 1. Otherwise, u(n) = 0. For example, Prim, (1) = o, Prim,(2) = 0% — 0,
Prim,(4) = o* — 02, Prim,(60) = 059 — 030 — 620 — 512 4 510 4 56 4 5% — 52

Substituting the values of Prim, into (5) and (6), one can see that for any
fixed w, Ay (w) is a polynomial in ¢; in particular,

2

3 2_34 ot 4263 602 +do
As(1) = §,45(2) = 5, Ao(3) = 20H587=02 A, (4) = 2et2egotis - (g)

The following lemma is proved by direct computation.

Lemma 8. For every o > 2 and every w < min{10,k — 1}, A, (w) > 0.

Proof (of Lemma 8). Similar to (9), we can unwrap (5) and (6) to get

As(5) = 5(20° + 0" + 0% +85° — 100)

Ay (6) = &(20° + 20" — 140” + 120)

As(7) = £(20" — 0% + 30° + 60" — 116° + 100° — 50)

As(8) = 45(20° — 207 + 40° + 40° — 160" + 160° — 65°)

As(9) = 135(207 = 30% + 507 + 20° — 30° + 130" — 140° + 90° — 90)
As(10) = 35(20"° — 40” + 60° — 120" + 80 — 180 + 200)

With the use of basic calculus, each of the polynomials A, (1),...,A;(10)
can be proved positive for all o > 2. a

To the contrast, as w grows, A, (w) becomes negative and approaches —oo.

Lemma 9. Let ¢ > 2 be fized. There exist constants Cy,C! > 0 such that

7(213:%7(5112”) ot < Ay (w) < %U”fl whenever 11 <w <k — 1.

Proof. Assume w > 11 and denote A, (w) = (w + 1)(w + 2)A, (w) for conve-
nience. By Lemma 7 and formula (8), we have A, (w) = Z:fll ct(w)ot, where
each coefficient ¢;(w) is a sum of O(w) numbers, each of absolute value at most
w. We first compute the three leading coefficients of A, (w).

The exponent 0%+ does not appear in Sy (6), while in S; (5) it appears with
the coefficient cyy41(w) = —w+ (2—w)+-- -+ (w—2)+w = 0. Next, 0" appears
in Sy with the coefficient w + (w —2) +(w—4)+---+ (4 —w) + (2—w) = w; in
S it appears only in the term containing Prim, (2) = 02 — o, with the coefficient
2 — w. Hence ¢, (w) = 2. Finally, the exponent o“~! appears once in Sy (in
the term of Prim,(2) with the coefficient w — 4) and twice in S; (in the terms
of Prim,(4) and Prim,(3), with the coefficients 6 — w and 4 — w respectively).
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Hence ¢,,_1(w) = 6 — w. Therefore, the three leading terms in A, (w) sum up to
X = (20 + 6 — w)o®*; below we define Y, Z so that A, (w) = X +Y + Z.

All lower terms in A, (w) are due to the monomials =¢?~™ appearing in the
expansion (8) of Prim,(p) for certain p > m > 2. Every such monomial con-
tributes to the coefficients at o T1=™ and o¥~™ (see (7)). If Prim,(p) contains
+0P™™ then p = (p — m)d for a square-free d. Hence p = medl, implying that
d — 1 divides m and the maximum value of p is 2m. In particular, p = 3,4 for
m=2;p=06form=23; p=25,6,8 for m =4; and p = 6,10 for m = 5. From
(5), (6) (or from (7)) we see that the monomials +c?~"™ with m € {2,3,4,5}
contribute ¥ = (w—4)0* "2 4 (20— 2w)o™ 3 + (3w —30)0¥ 4 =855 to A, (w)
(the contribution of —oP~2 to the coefficient of 0~ is included into X).

We rewrite Y = (y1w — y2)0™ ™!, where y1 = £ — 5 + % > 0 and yp =

o3

2204304 8 >0, Asw > 11, we have (y1 — 2)wo? ! <Y < yywo L.

Let Z be the sum of terms in Ag(w) arising from monomials £0?~" in (8)
with m > 6. Then A,(w) = X +Y + Z as desired. As mentioned above, for
a fixed m, the values of p satisfy p = medl, where d is square-free. So either

p=m+1lord—-1< 7 and d—1 # 3. Hence the number of options for p

is at most 4. The coefficient for o?~™ for one term of (7) is between —w and

w. Therefore, we bound the absolute value of Z as |Z] < > 07 o Zwo® =™,

Factoring wgw out and substituting = ¢~!,¢t = 6 into the textbook formula
t—1 t B .
S ma™ T = %, we obtain |Z| < zwo® ™1, where z = %_

For any o > 2, one can easily check that y; +2 <1 and y; — %% — 2 > —o0.
Then A, (w) = X+Y +Z is between (2046 —Cow)o® ! and (204+6—ClLw)o™ !
for some constants Cyr, C7. > 0. The lemma follows from definition of A, (w). O

Now we describe the main features of the “horizontal” behaviour of the den-
sity DRo(k,w). As we compare the values for different w, it is convenient to
formulate the result in terms of density factor DF R, (k, w) = (w+1)DRy(k, w).

Theorem 4. For every o > 2 there exist integers wy,w), > 11 such that

(i) DFRs(k,w) > 2 if 2 < w < min{we, k};
(ii) DFR,(k,w) < 2 if w!, <w < k; in this case 2 — DFRq(k,w) = O(—1¢) .

waok

Proof. Note that if w = 1, for any order p we have D, =1 = WLH and therefore
DFRy(k,1) = 2. Then (i) follows from Lemma 8. Further, Lemma 9 proves that
A, (w) is negative starting from some value of w and approaches —oo as w grows;
then the deviation becomes negative starting from some w = w?,, implying the

first statement of (ii). Now note that A,(w) = (9(%), and hence the same
bound works for Dev, (w). Formula (1) implies the second statement of (ii). O

Remark 2. Combining the bounds from Theorem 4 with experiments for small
alphabets, we claim a stronger result for those alphabets. Namely, a single con-
stant separate the zones where DFR,(k,w) > 2 and DFR,(k,w) < 2 (see
Tables 1, 2). However, we have no proof of this property for arbitrary alphabets.
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Table 1. o = 2, blue cells represent DFR (k, w) > 2 and green cells are DFR (k, w) < 2.
Moreover, for any pair w < k, if w < 17 then DFR(k,w) > 2 and if w > 17 then
DFR(k,w) < 2. The value in every cell is log, |DFR(k,w) — 2|.

N2 3 4 5 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
2 -3

3 -4 -3.6

4 -5 -46 -44

5 -6 -56 -54 -56

15 (-16 -15.6 -15.4 -15.6 -19.2

16 |-17 -16.6 -16.4 -16.6 -20.2 -21.3

17 (-18 -17.6 -17.4 -17.6 -21.2 -22.3 -25.5

18 (-19 -18.6 -18.4 -18.6 -22.2 -23.3 -26.5 -23.3

19 |-20 -19.6 -19.4 -19.6 -23.2 -24.3 -27.5 -24.3 -234

20 |-21 -20.6 -20.4 -20.6 -24.2 -25.3 -28.5 -25.3 -24.4 -23.9

21 |-22 -21.6 -21.4 -21.6 -25.2 -26.3 -29.5 -26.3 -25.4 -24.9 -24.6

22 |-23 -22.6 -22.4 -22.6 -26.2 -27.3 -30.5 -27.3 -26.4 -25.9 -25.6 -25.4

23 |-24 -23.6 -23.4 -23.6 -27.2 -28.3 -31.5 -28.3 -27.4 -26.9 -26.6 -26.4 -26.2

Table 2. o = 10, blue cells represent DFR(k, w) > 2 and green cells are DFR(k, w) <
2. Moreover, for any pair w < k, if w < 30 then DFR(k,w) > 2 and if w > 30 then
DFR(k,w) < 2. The value in every cell is log,, |[DFR(k, w) — 2|.

~vlz 3 a4 5 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37
2 |3
3 |4 -41
4 |5 51 52
5 |6 61 62 -63
28 |-29 -29.1 -29.2 -29.3 ... -31.3
29 |-30 -30.1 -30.2 -30.3 ... -32.3 -33.1
30 |-31 -31.1 -31.2 -31.3 ... 33.3 -34.1 -33.6
31 [-32 321 -322 -323 ... 343 -35.1 -34.6 -34.2
32 [-33 331 -332 -333 ... -35.3 -36.1 -35.6 -35.2 -35.0
33 |-34 -34.1 -34.2 -343 ... -36.3 -37.1 -36.6 -36.2 -36.0 -35.9
34 [-35 351 352 -35.3 ... -37.3 -38.1 -37.6 -37.2 -37.0 -36.9 -36.8
35 [-36 -36.1 -36.2 -36.3 ... -38.3 -39.1 -38.6 -38.2 -38.0 -37.9 -37.8 -37.8
36 |-37 -37.1 -37.2 -37.3 ... -39.3 -40.1 -39.6 -39.2 -39.0 -38.9 -38.8 -38.8 -38.7
37 |-38 -38.1 -38.2 -38.3 ... -40.3 -41.1 -40.6 -40.2 -40.0 -39.9 -39.8 -39.8 -39.7 -39.7
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4 The Case w > k

A straightforward lower bound for DR, (k,w) (and for the expected density of
any particular order) is 0 ~*: every position of the minimal k-mer is marked, and
the expected density of such positions in a random string is o=*. If w is very
big compared to k, then almost all windows contain the minimal k-mer; thus,
DR, (k,w) approaches c~*. The next proposition clarifies what is “very big” in
this context.

Proposition 3. Let N = % and let w = =2 N(In N +g(N)) for arbitrary fized

o—1

positive function g. Then DR, (k,w) = (1+ O(e 9MN)))g=F,

Proof. Let Ay (n) be the number of o-ary n-strings having no occurrence of
the k-mer v and let A, r(n) = max{A,,(n) | u is a k-mer}. Since some k-mer
should be marked in each window having no occurrence of the minimal k-mer,
we get the upper bound DR, (k,w) < % + %. The function A, k(n)
can be estimated by the method of Guibas and Odlyzko [9,10]; we use the bound
based on [16, Sect. 4]: Ag(n) < (14 £ )(0c — Z1)". Then we have

Ay (wtk—1) <(1+ %)(1 _ o-1 )w+k71 <(1+ Uik)e—:k%(w-i-k—l)'

owtk—1 oI

_(o—1)(k—1)

Since (1+25)e” o4 = O(1), by substituting w = =25 N (In N+g(N)) we get

o—1

o—1

Sh+1 g
DR, (k,w) < Z + O(e™ 7F5r o= (ota@)y — 4 4 o(< 52, O

o ok

5 Discussion and Future Work

Random minimizer is an object interesting for both theory and practice. Its
main characteristic is the density DR, (k,w) studied in this paper. We provide
a detailed description of density for the case w < k; the only remaining point of
interest is to prove that for every o the density passes the limit value %H only
once (see Remark 2 and Tables 1, 2).

The case w > k presents more open problems, which can can be easily seen
if we plot DR, (k,w) as a function of w for some o and k (see Figure 1). We
know approximate values of this function for small w (see (1) and Theorem 4)
and for very big w (Proposition 3), but to fill the intermediate range is an open
problem. The following simple lemma shows that DR, (k,w) is monotone in w.

Lemma 10. DR, (k,w+ 1) < DR, (k,w).

Proof. Consider an arbitrary minimizer S, with parameters k, w+1 and an arbi-
trary window u = u[l..w+k]. When processing u, the scheme chooses some k-mer
uli..i+k—1]. Then S, with parameters k,w chooses the same k-mer u[i..i+k—1]
when processing the window w[l..w+k—1], or u[2..w+k], or both. Hence for any
processed string, the set of positions marked by S, with the parameters k, w +1
forms a subset of positions marked by S, with the parameters £, w. The lemma
now follows from definitions. O



Expected Density of Random Minimizers 15

Plot of approximations for DR, (k,w) (o =2, k =5)
0.6 T

0.5 _Lk |

031 ! .

DRo(k,w)

0.2 - v -

0.1 S N

Fig. 1. For w < k we have DR, (k,w) very close to MLH (by (1) and Theorem 4). For
w > =2=0"Ino* we have DR, (k,w) very close to Jik (by Proposition 3). There is still
a gap in our knowledge in the range k < w < %a’k Ino®, where we just know that

DRo(k,w) is monotone decreasing (by Lemma 10).

In order to describe the behaviour of DR, (k,w) for “medium” values of w,

it is necessary to describe the ranges of w = w(o, k) where the density is 2%(1);

< % for an absolute constant C > 2; < % for an absolute constant C' > 1.
From [22] we have the lower bound for the first range: all values w = O(a*/3¢)
are inside it. We believe that this bound is a big underestimate. Another result
of [22] implies an upper bound w = O(c*) for the second range, for every C.
Our conjecture for the third range is w = 2(c* - kln o).
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