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Abstract— We discuss inequalities holding between the vo-
cabulary size, i.e., the number of distinct nonterminal syrbols
in a grammar-based compression for a string, and the excess
length of the respective universal code, i.e., the code-bas analog
of algorithmic mutual information. The aim is to strengthen
inequalities which were discussed in a weaker form in lingustics
but shed some light on redundancy of efficiently computable
codes. The main contribution of the paper is a construction b
universal grammar-based codes for which the excess lengtltan
be bounded easily.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years some interest in the theory of universal

coding has focused on detecting hierarchical structur@im-c

@ipipan.waw.pl

cf. [5], [6]. Thus the search for codes having the lowest
redundancy can be restated as the task of finding universal
codes with the smallest excess code lengthé : -).

The specific aim of the present note is to justify links
between the vocabulary size and the excess code length for
certain universal grammar-based codes. A weaker form of
this connection was mentioned in the context of following
linguistic investigations, cf. [5], [7]:

(i) Majority of words in a natural language text can be iden-
tified as frequently repeated strings of letters. Grammar-
based codes can be used to detect these repeats. Distinct
words of the text happen to get represented as dis-
tinct nonterminal symbols in an approximately smallest

pressed data. In fact, a large class of universal grammsaeba
codes can be constructed [1]. The codes compress strings by
transforming them first into special context-free gramnfafs

and then encoding the grammars into less redundant strings.

context-free grammar for the text [8], [9]. The number
of different “significantly” often repeated substrings in
a typical text can be 100 times greater than in a compa-
rable realization of a memoryless source [7].

This article presents several bounds for the vocabular

(YI) There is a hypothesis that excess entropy of a random

Size, 1.e., tT)e mémber of d_|st|n;:t non'ie_rmm_?lh sybmbols N natural language text (imagined as a stationary stochastic
a grammar-based compression for a string. 1he€ bounds are process where variableX; are consecutive letters of

linked with investigation of code redundancy so we shallitveg the text) obeysE(n) = /n rather thanE(n) = 0 as

ou[ dISCUSSIOrLWIth a motlvatlng co?m(la)rllt. K £ finitel a memoryless source [10] (cf. [6] for a connection of
€t X = (Xi)m<k<n be the blocks of finitely- such an effect with nonergodicity). We asked whether the

:c/alued va_riablein 2 = X = {0, 1’9""D . 1}Adrawn power-law growth off(n) can be linked with the known
from stationary proces{X)iez on (Q,J,P). Assum- empirical power-law growth of the number of distinct
ing expectation operatde, definen-symbol block entropy words in a text against the text length [11].

ﬁg?) :.:X_E 1Og) é(fly?n):_')}[a(;i)eéce?;; ;nJISQIEiE]?())r:r:a- In view of observation (i), our question in (ii) could be rasd
tion lbgmg;é:QQ djz;:ent blocks [3] ' as: Are excess entropy(n) anq the expected yocabulary size
on the other hand. leC - X;f ~ X* be a uniguely of some m|n|mal code for strmg(l_;gn approximately equall
decodable code For’ normélized code length(w) i— for every stationary proce_ss? Trying to answer the question
- o Pt & we derived inequality[{1) in [5] and sought for further links
|C(w)|log D, definel (u : lf) =K (u.)—'—K (?)_K (uv) between the excess code length and the vocabulary size. The
as an analog of algorithmic mutual |nformat|on,§cf. [4_]' Weesult of [5] concerning the latter is encouraging but to@kve
"EV'}'(E(Q)’}‘“G) tgﬁ deﬁzegieigteggtzxgzstzele?(:r? ]gg ((”3 "~ It relates the vocabulary size of the smallest grammar in the
EIC(X tn ¥ ~ SHC e 9 ") "= sense of [2] to the Yang-Kieffer excess grammar length rathe
(Xiin 2 Xng1:2m) = (n) (2n). o than to the excess length of an actual universal code.
For a uniquely decodable code, noiseless coding mequahtyln this article, we will strengthen the connection. We will
H¢(n) > H(n) is satisfied and the code is called universqjrOVe that excess code length'(u : v) of some grammar-

: - - c o
if compression ratéim,, /™ (n)/n equals entropy raté :=  p,qe4 codec is dominated by the product of the length of
limy, H(n)/n for any stationary d'smbu“O[PE(Xk)kGZ €)- the longest repeated substring in string:— wv and the
Additionally, for any universal code§ andC” we have vocabulary size of the code far. To get this inequality, it

lim sup [Ec(n) _ E(n)} >0, (1) suffices thatlC' be the shortest code in an algebraically closed
n—oo subclass of codes using a special grammar-to-string encode
lim sup [EC(n) —E“ (n)} >0if H°(:) > HY'(-), (2) There exist universal codes satisfying this requirement.
n—00 Besides the main dominance result, we will justify an
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inequality in the opposite direction. As an additional ame, and for each grammar ifi(X*) each nonterminal has a dif-
we will show that the vocabulary size of any irreducibléerent expansion. There is plenty of such transforms [1]], [2
grammar for stringw cannot be less than the square root of The compression given by[](5) is apparent. Consider
the grammar length, cf. [7], [1]. This pair of inequalitiesgit grammar-based codes.e., uniquely decodable codés =
be used to lower-bound the redundancy of codes based B(T'(-)) : Xt — X, wherel' : X* — G is a grammar trans-
irreducible grammars. form andB : ¢ — XT is called agrammar encodefl]. We
The exposition is following. Sectionlll reviews grammarhavelim,, max,ex» |C(w)| /n > 1 necessarily. Nevertheless,
based coding. We construct local grammar-to-string ensodéhere exists a grammar encodgyy : G — X™ [1] such that
([-A) and define minimal code§ {I[4B) with respect to some (i) set By (G) is prefix-free,
classes of grammars (T-C). Subsection1I-D justifies urdae  (jj) |Byk (G)| < |G| (A +1logp, |G|) for someA > 0,
ity of certain minimal codes which use local encoders. 8ecti iy ¢ = By (T'(-)) is a universal code for any asymptotically

the excess lengths of a minimal code expressed in terms of its

vocabulary size. Sectidn ]V resumes the article. A. Local grammar encoders

Il. GRAMMAR-BASED CODING REVISITED It is hard to analyze the excess lengths of grammar-based
Grammar-based compression is founded on the foIIowinCOdes which useByk given by [1] as their grammar-fo-

. : sgring encoder. We will define a more convenient encoder. The
concept. Anadmissiblegrammar is a context free-grammar

which generates singleton language}, w € X+, and whose encoder will represent a grammar as a string resemblin@ist

production rules do not have empty right-hand sides [1]. nut, simultaneously, it will constitute nearly a homomdspi

. . theen some operations on grammars and strings.
such a grammar, there is one rule per nonterminal symbo

and the nonterminals can be ordered so that the symbols areDeflnltlon 1:®:Gx g — Gis calledgrammar joiningif

rewritten onto strings of strictly succeeding symbols [1]. G €G(w) NGy € G(w1) = G1 © Ga € G(wyws).
Hence, an admissible grammar is given by its set of produc-

tion rules{A; — a1, A2 = az,..., A, — an}, where Ay is |t would be convenient to use such grammar joiningand

the start symbol, othed; are secondary nonterminals, and thencoderB : G — X+ that the edit distance betwedd G, &

right-hand sides of rules satisty; € ({Aiy1, Ait2,., An}U  G,) and B(G1)B(Gs) be small. Without making the idea too

X)*. Since the grammar can be recovered also from sequeRggcise, such joining and encoder will be calkedapted

3 The following example of mutually adapted joining and

3 . ; ; :

_ _ o encoders will be used in the next sections. For any function

we will call G simply the grammar. ltyocabulary sizei.e., f: U — W of symbols, where concatenation on domains

the number of used nonterminal symbols, will be written  U* and W* is defined, denote its extension onto strings as
V[G] := card {A;, Az, ..., Ay} = n. oo U 3 mzsewm = f(2)f(22)f (2n) € W, For

grammarsG; = (a1, @42, ..., aun, ), © = 1,2, define joining

G = (al,ag, ...7an),

Let X* = Xt U {\}, where\ is the empty word. For any
string a € ({As, As, ..., A,} UX)*, we denote itexpansion G1 @ Gz := (AgAn, 42, Hi (an1), Hi (012), .., Hi (a1n, ),
with respect toG = (a1, as, ..., a,) as{a) [2], ie., {{a) .} Hj(az21), H (a22), ..., Hy (a2n,)),
is the language generated by gramrt@ras, as, ..., a,). The
set of admissible grammars will be denote@amndg (w) will Where Hi(4;) = Aji1 and Hy(4;) = Ajin,a for
be the subset of admissible grammars which generate languBgnterminals andd, () := Ha(x) := x for terminalsz € X.
{w}, w € X*. Functionl : X* — G such thatl'(w) € G(w) Definition 2: B : G — X' is alocal grammar encodeif
for all w € Xt is called agrammar transforn{1]. B(G) = Bi(Bn(G)), (6)
If string w contains many repeated substrings then some
grammar inG(w) can “factor out” the repetitions and maywhere:

be used to represent concisely. It is not straightforward, (j) function By : ¢ — ({0} U N)* encodes grammars
however, how to quantify the size of a grammar. In [1] the  as strings of natural numbers so that the encoding of

length of grammaG = (a1, ag, ..., ayig)) was defined as grammar G = (a1, a9, ...,0n) iS string By(G) =
1G] i= 3, |l (4) Fi(a1)DFy(az)D...DF}(an)(D + 1), which employs
! relative indexingF;(A4;) := D+14j—i for nonterminals
where [af is the length ofa € ({41, As,..., A} U X)". and identity transformatior¥;(z) := =z for terminals
Function [4) will be called Yang-Kieffer length. reX=1{0,1,...,D -1},
For a grammar transform, ratid’(w)| / |w| can be quite (ji) Bs is any function of formBs : {0} UN — X* (for
a biased measure of string compressibility. Preciselysfaam technical purposes, not necessarily an injection)—we will
I' is calledasymptotically compadt call Bs the natural number encoder.

lim max |[D(w)| /n=0 (5) Inde_ed, local _encoders are adapted to joining operation
n—00 weXm For instance, ifB(G;) = u;Bs(D + 1) for some grammars



Gi, i = 1,2, then B(G; ® G2) = Bs(D + 2)Bs(D + 2 +
V[G1])Bs(D)uy Bs(D)usBs(D + 1).

The set of irreducible grammars will be denotedZa®\ny Z-
grammar transform is asymptotically compact [1] so it yseld

There exist many prefix-free local encoders. Obviously, setuniversal code when combined with grammar encdgig.
Bn(G) itself is prefix-free. Therefore, encodén (6) is prefix- Starting with any grammafs; € G(w), one can construct

free (and uniquely decodable) Bs is also prefix-free, i.e., if
Bs is an injection and seBs({0} UN) is prefix-free.

B. Encoder-induced grammar lengths

Let us generalize the concept of grammar length.
Definition 3: For a grammar encodeB, function |B(-)|
will be called theB-induced grammar length
For example, Yang-Kieffer length | is B-induced for a local
grammar encodeB = B&(Bn(-)), where

Bs(D) = X and Bs(z) € X for « # D. (7)

In the same spirit, we can extend the idea of the smalle
grammar with respect to the Yang-Kieffer length, discussed
[2]. Subclass C G of admissible grammars will be called

sufficientif there exists a grammar transforth: X+ — 7,
i.e., if 7NG(w) # 0 for all w € X*. Conversely, we will call
grammar transforn’ a 7-grammar transform i’ (X*) c 7.

Definition 4: For grammar length|-||, J-grammar trans-
form T will be called(]||| , J)-minimal grammar transfornif
IT(w)]| < |G| for all G € G(w) N T andw € X,

Definition 5: Code B(I'(+)) will be called (B, J)-minimal
if T'is (||-]| , J)-minimal for a B-induced grammar length||.

Definition 6: For a grammar length|-||, grammar sub-
classes7, K C G are called||-||-equivalentif

IG|l= min |G| for all w € X

Geg(w)nK

min
GeG(w)NT

C. Classes of grammars

In sectior 1, we will bound the excess lengths @&, 7)-
minimal codes, wherd3 are local encoders and are some

an irreducible grammats € G(w) by applying a sequence of
certain reduction rules until the local minimum of functédn
2|-|=V[] is achieved [1]. This leads to the following lemma.

Lemma 1:ClassesZ andg are| - |-equivalent.

Proof: The only reduction rule applicable to a grammar
minimizing |-| is the introduction of a new nonterminal
standing for a pair of symbols which appears exactly twice
on the right-hand side of the grammar, cf. section VI in [1].
This reduction conserves Yang-Kieffer length. ]

Additionally, we will say that grammaftas, as, ..., a,,) is
artially irreducible if it satisfies conditions (i) and (ii) of
ﬁleducibility, as well as, each pair of consecutive synshial
string a;; appears at most once at nonoverlapping positions.
Let P stand for the set of partially irreducible grammars. Of
course,Z C P C G andP is sufficient.

Although F NP and F are not| - |-equivalent, classF NP
is sufficient and relates toF partially like Z relates togG.
SomeF N P-grammar transforni’ is a modification of the
longest matchingZ-grammar transform [1], [2]. In order to
computel'(w), we start with grammafA; — w} and we
replace iteratively the longest repeated substringsthe start
symbol definition with new nonterminald; — « until there
is no repeat of lengthu| > 2. I'(w) is the modified grammar.

D. Universal codes for local encoders

Neuhoff and Shields proved that atBns, B)-minimal code
is universal for some encoddBys and the class of block
grammarsB [12]. EncoderBys resembles a local encoder.
The main difference is encoding nontermindlsas strings of
length |logp V[G]] + 1 rather than strings of lengtiBs(D +
i)|. Therefore we can establish the following proposition.

sufficient subclasses. In subsection J1-D, we will show that Theorem 1:Let Bs be sgch a prefix-free natural number
several of these codes are universal. Prior to this, we haveencoder thatBs(-)| is growing and

define some necessary subclasses of grammars.
First, we will say that(a, as, ..., o, ) is aflat grammarif

(8)

limsup | Bs(n)|/logpn = 1.
n—roo

a; € XT for i > 1. The set of flat grammars will be denotedrhen for any sufficient subclass of grammafs > B,

as F. SymbolD,, ¢ F will denote the class ok-block inter-
leaved grammatrsi.e., flat grammargaq, oo, ..., s, ), Where
a; € XF for i > 1. On the other hand3;, ¢ D;, will stand for

the set ofk-block grammarsi.e., k-block interleaved gram-

mars (vw, as, ..., @, ), Where stringu € ({As, As, ..., Ay })*

contains occurrences of all,, As, ..., A,, and stringw € X*

has length|w| < k, cf. [12]. Of course, classe8;, D,

B := Uy, Br, D := >, Dk, and.F are sufficient.

Next, grammar(ay, as, ..., o, ) is calledirreducible if

(i) each stringa; has a different expansiofio;)., and
satisfies|a;| > 1,

(i) each secondary nonterminal appears in stiange...c,
at least twice,

(iii) each pair of consecutive symbols in strings, as, ..., ay,

appears at most once at nonoverlapping positions [1].

every (BE(Bn(+)), J)-minimal codeC is universal, that is,
lim,, H®(n)/n = h andlimsup,, K¢ (X1.,)/n < h almost
surely for every stationary procesXy)iez.

Proof: ConsiderB;-grammar transformgy. Fore > 0
and stationary process\y)icz With entropy rateh, let k(n)
be the largest integer satisfyingk2*(#+<) < n. We have

lim sup max 10 VIL'sim) (w)
n~>oop weXr k(n)
lim E V[ (X1:0)] - k(n)/n =0,

n—r oo

lim V([ (X1:0)] - k(n)/n = 0 almost surely, cf. [12]

n—oo

Sincelim,, k(n)

| B(Lx(w))|

< h+ 2e,

00, a (B, J)-minimal code is universal if

< akV[Ci(w)] + (k)7 logp VIDk(w)]



wherea > 0 andlimy, y(k) = 1. In particular, this inequality K (w) — K(v) > —WoL(w), (11)

holds for [®), [8), and growingBs(-)|. [] log D
Prefix-free natural number encodBg satisfying [8) can be IC(u :v)
chosen, e.g., as thB-ary representation : N — X* [13], log D < [IST(w)ll + WoL(w). (12)
jw(n) = £(n), where (iii) If G €7 = FG € K then
) =} fn <D, IST(w)|| + WoL(w) < WoV[L(w))(L + L(w)). (13)
(|logpn]) + [logpn|+1 if n>D.

Remark 1:In particular, [®) holds for7 = G,P,Z while
Alternatively, we can use thB-ary representatiof: N — X*  inequalities [(ID)-£(d3) hold fof7 = G, P, T, F, D, D;.. More-

[13], [6(n)] =1+ 2 [logp(1 + [logp n|)| + [logp n]. over, [12) and[{T13) imply together bound
Il1. BOUNDS INVOLVING THE VOCABULARY SIZE Cluy:
Bou! ING THE | Pl yvrwia+Lw), @4
We will derive several inequalities for the vocabulary size log D

of certain minimal grammar-based codes. Strictly speakinghich we have mentioned in the introduction.

code universality is irrelevant for the proofs. It is im@t, Remark 2:Theorem 3 in [5] is a restriction of Theordm 2 to
however, that the codes use the local grammar encoders. Bg given by [7) and|-|| equal to Yang-Kieffer length- |.

Proof:

We will begin with defining several operations on grammars () The result is implied by (w)]| < [IT'(w) & T'(v)]| and

For stringsu, v € X* andw = uv, we define théeft and right |G1 @ Ga|| < ||G1||+||G2||+|Bs(D+2+V[G1])|+3W,
croppingsof grammarG = (aq, ag, ..., o) € G(w) as
whereG; =T'(u) andGs = T'(v).
L.G = (zLyL, 02, ..., o) € G(u), (i) The inequalities follow from

R,G = (yrer, 02, - am) € G (0), I0@)]| + WoLw) > |L.I(w)|
where exactly one of the following conditions holds: IT'(w)[| + WoL(w) > [|R,T'(w)]
() an = xrxr, while yr, = yr = A are empty words,
(i) o1 = xp Az for some nonterminall;, 2 < i < n, with
expansion(A;); = yLyr. LT ()| + R T (w)]| < [T (w)]|+ ST () |+ WoL(w).
Next, for grammars = (aq, as, ..., o, ), define itsflattening f(iii) The thesis is entailed by|ST(w)| < ||SFT(w)| and

FG := (a1, (a2) =, (a3) ~, -, () ~). The secondary part o
the graEmIm;rQ\Z\/Ci;ll §3e3>(?enote<d 2@;&3 = (\ a2, as, y’r;n) [SFT (w)|| < Wo (V[['(w)] = 1) (1 + L(w)) + Wo.

A. Upper bounds for the excess lengths

and

Additionally, we will use a notation for the maximal length o .
a nonoverlapping repeat in string € X", i.e., B. Lower bounds for the excess lengths
L(w) := max |- For Yang-Kieffer length function, the excess lengths can

u,z,y,z€EX* w=ruyuz

be lower-bounded by another vocabulary-related quarkidy.
Now we can generalize Theorem 3 from [5]. We will shovgrammarsG; = (a1, aio,...,n,), i = 1,2, denote the

that the lengths of some minimal codes are almost subadditisumber of their common nonterminal expansions as
Moreover, the excess lengths are dominated by the vocabular

size multiplied by the length of the longest repeat. V[G1; Gy := card ﬂ {<ai2>ci Aais)g, s - <Ofim>ci}-
Theorem 2:Let B be local encodef(6). Introduce constants i=1,2
W, = max  |Bs(n)|. Moreover, introduce a dlﬁerept grammar joining For gram-
0<n<D+24+m marsG; = (Oéil, A2, ..y O‘ini)n 1 =1, 2, define

Let ||-|| be the B-induced grammar length; be a(||-||, J)- G1 ® Gy == (a11021, QF (a12), ..., Q% (a1p, ),
minimal grammar transform, and = B(I'(-)) be the respec- Q% (a2), s Q3 (20, ))
tive grammar-based code. Set = uv for u,v € Xt and 23722/ e W2 TRna )

consider a grammar clags which is ||-||-equivalent to.7 . where@(4;) := A; andQ2(4;) := Ajn, 1 for nontermi-
() If G1,Go € T = G1® Gy € K then nals and@; (x) := Q2(x) := z for terminalsz € X.
10 - Recall Grammar Reduction Rule 5 from [1], which deletes
ILI.)U) > —3Wo — Wyr(u)- (9) useless nonterminals from the grammar and, for all nontermi
0g

nals sharing the same expansion, substitutes one of them. Le
(i) If G e g = L.G, R,G € K providedL,,G andR,G  IG be the result of applying the rule to gramnt@r We have

are defined then
I(G1 ® G2)| < |G1 ® Ga| — V[G1; G2) min |«
Kc(w) —Kc(u) | ( 1 2)| | 1 2| [ 1 2] i | J|

log D

> —WoL(U}), (10) < |G1 X G2| - V[Gh GQ]



if the production rules of grammais; andG> do not have block distributionP(w) = P(Xy., = w) is a recursively
empty right-hand sides (i.e., if the grammars are admissibtomputable function [6], [4], some results in ergodic thyeor

in particular). This entails the following proposition.
Theorem 3:Let T be a(|-|,J)-minimal grammar trans-
form, where the production rules of grammars jh have
nonempty right-hand sides. Let grammar cldSsbe |- |-
equivalentto7. If G1,G2 € J — G1 ® G2 € K then

IT(u)| + [L(v)| = [[(uv)| = VIL(u); T(v)].  (15)

Remark:In particular, [Ib) holds fot7 = G, P,Z, F, D.
Proof: Let G; =T'(u) andGy =T'(v). We have

II(G1 ® G2)| + V[G1;Ge] < |Gy ® Ga| < |Gy + |Gy
and the result follows fronfl"(uv)| < |I(T'(u) ® T'(v))].

indicate that there is no universal bound f&“ (n) — E(n)|
in the class of stationary processes [6], [17].

Simpler arguments could be used to infer that difference
E€(n) — E(n) is large for certain codes and stochastic
processes. Consider compressing a memoryless source with
entropy rateh > 0. We have E(n)
hand, let codeC be formed by a local encoder satisfy-
ing 8) and an irreducible transformi. Then E€(n)
Q(y/hn/logn) would be implied by Theoremls] 3 and 4 if
relationV[I'(X1.,); T'(Xpnt1:2n)] < V[T'(X1.)] held.

Let us notice that the bound faE“(n) conjectured for
memoryless sources and irreducible grammar-based codes is

The next two propositions suggest that the size of comm8Hnost the same as the inequality established for general

0. On the other

vocabularyV[['(u); T'(v)] for irreducible grammar transformsMinimal codes and sources witfi(n) < /n. Although there

may grow quite fast with the length of stringsandv.

formI', we haveV[I'(w)] > +/|T'(w)| /2 — (D —1).

Proof: In the right-hand sides off = I'(w), each con-
catenation of two symbols occurs at most once at nonoverlap
ping positions. Hence(|G| — V[G]) /2 < (VIG] + D — 1)°.
In particular (V[G] + D —1)* > |G| /2 — (V[G]+ D — 1),
which implies the thesis.

Theorem 5:For the FNP-grammar transfornr, inequality
V[['(w)|L(w) > y/|T(w)| /2 — (D — 1) is satisfied.

Proof: In the start symbol definition of(w), each [1]
concatenation of two symbols occurs at most once at nonover-
lapping places. This yieldg|I'(w)| — V[['(w)|L(w)) /2 < [
(V[[(w)] + D —1)* < (V[[(w)]L(w) + D — 1)°. Hence the
thesis follows. [ |

cil,

(3]
IV. CONCLUSION

Discussing certain minimal universal grammar-based codeg]
we have shown that the vocabulary size is greater than tgei
excess code length divided by the length of the Iongelt5
repeated substrind.(-). Recall thatL(X;.,) for a block [g]
of n symbols drawn from an arbitrary stationary stochastic
process cannot be upper-bounded by a universal funafion 7]
[14]. NeverthelessL(X;.,) = O(logn) almost surely if
(X,)iez I1s a finite-energy process [15]. Hence, an extende
Hilberg hypothesis [10], stating that a good model for text
in natural languages is a finite-energy process with excegsy
entropy E(n) = +/n, is consistent with some observation?lo]
asserting that vocabulary size for certain text compressi®
Q(y/n/logn) wheren is the text length [16, Figure 3.12 (b),
p. 69]. (11]

While some premises appealing to ergodic decompositigr%]
make Hilberg’s hypothesis plausible even without the evige [13]
of grammar-based compression [6], there remains an impior;ll’.a14
theoretical problem. Can the vocabulary size or the exc s§

8]

are huge differences between the statistics of grammaebas

Theorem 4 (mentioned in [7])For the Z-grammar trans- compressions for texts in natural language and memoryless
sources [7], the theoretical understanding of them is tagki
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