arXiv:2101.09898v2 [cs.IT] 28 Dec 2021

On the binary adder channel with complete feedback, with an application to quantitative group testing

Samuel H. Florin^{∗,†} Matthew H. Ho^{∗,‡} Zilin Jiang^§

Abstract

We determine the exact value of the optimal symmetric rate point (r, r) in the Dueck zeroerror capacity region of the binary adder channel with complete feedback. We proved that the average zero-error capacity r = h(1/2 − δ) ≈ 0.78974, where h(·) is the binary entropy function and δ = 1/(2 log_2(2 + √ 3)). Our motivation is a problem in quantitative group testing. Given a set of n elements two of which are defective, the quantitative group testing problem asks for the identification of these two defectives through a series of tests. Each test gives the number of defectives contained in the tested subset, and the outcomes of previous tests are assumed known at the time of designing the current test. We establish that the minimum number of tests is asymptotic to (log_2 n)/r as n → ∞.

1 Introduction

The (two-user) binary adder channel is a discrete memoryless multiple-access channel. Let the message sets specified for the senders be of size M_1, M_2, and let w_1 ∈ [M_1], and w_2 ∈ [M_2] be two messages chosen by the two senders beforehand. During the kth use of the channel, two functions e_{1k} and e_{2k} respectively encode w_1 and w_2 to two channel inputs x_{1k}, x_{2k} ∈ {0, 1}. The binary adder channel then takes x_{1k}, x_{2k} and outputs y_k = x_{1k} + x_{2k} ∈ {0, 1, 2}. The sequence of outputs y(w_1, w_2) := (y_k)^n_{k=1} is decoded by the receiver. We say that a channel is the binary adder channel with complete feedback when the encoders know all the previous outputs of the channel, namely every e_{1k} and e_{2k} depend not only on w_1 and w_2 respectively but also on (y_i)^{k−1}_{i=1} (see Figure 1 for a schematic diagram).

∗Department of Mathematics, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA 02139. †Email: sflorin@mit.edu. The work was done when S. H. Florin was a student at Greenwich High School. ‡Email: mattho@mit.edu. The work was done when M. H. Ho was a student at Palo Alto High School. §School of Mathematical and Statistical Sciences, and School of Computing and Augmented Intelligence, Arizona State University, Tempe, AZ 85281. Email: zilinj@asu.edu. The work was done when Z. Jiang was an Applied Mathematics Instructor at Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

+ Receiver

Encoder 1

Encoder 2 Sender 1

Sender 2 w_1 w_2 x_{1k} x_{2k}y_k

Figure 1: Two-user binary adder channel with complete feedback.

An (M_1, M_2, n) uniquely decodable code for the binary adder channel with complete feedback consists of a collection encoding functions such that the output sequences satisfy that

y(w_1, w_2) = y(w^′_1, w^′_2) ⇔ (w_1, w_2) = (w^′_1, w^′_2), for all (w_1, w_2), (w^′_1, w^′_2) ∈ [M_1] × [M_2].

The zero-error capacity region captures the rates at which the information can be transmitted over the channel without error:

O_f := closure of { (R_1, R_2): ∃n_0 ∀n ≥ n_0 ∃(⌈2^{nR1} ⌉, ⌈2^{nR2} ⌉, n) uniquely decodable code } . The average zero-error capacity is defined by

R(O_f ) := sup

{_1 2 (R_1 + R_2): (R_1, R_2) ∈ O_f } . Because O_f is convex and symmetric with respect to the line R_1 = R_2, the average zero-error capacity can also be defined as

R(O_f ) := sup {R : (R, R) ∈ O_f } .

The point (R(O_f ), R(O_f )) is known as the equal-rate point or the symmetric rate point in the existing literature. We refer the readers to [1, Chapter 4] for a broader view on multiple-access channels.

Dueck characterized the zero-error capacity region for a class of discrete memoryless multipleaccess channels. For simplicity, we state his characterization specialized for the binary adder channel with complete feedback.

Theorem 1 (Dueck [8]). The rate pair (R_1, R_2) belongs to the zero-error capacity region O_f of the binary adder channel with complete feedback if and only if there exist two Bernoulli random variables X_1, X_2 and an auxiliary discrete random variable U such that

R_1 ≤ H(X_1 | U), R_2 ≤ H(X_2 | U), (1a) H(X^′_1, X^′_2 | U, X^′_1 + X^′_2) ≤ I(U; X^′_1 + X^′_2) for every (X^′_1, X^′_2) ∈ P(X_1, X_2, U), (1b)

where H(· | ·) is the conditional entropy, I(·; ·) is the mutual information, and P(X_1, X_2, U) consists of pairs (X^′_1, X^′_2) of Bernoulli random variables such that their conditional probability distributions satisfy p_X′_{1|U} = p_{X1|U} , p_X′_{2|U} = p_{X2|U} .^1

Pinning down the precise value of R(O_f ) has remained as an open problem since 1985. Zhang, Berger and Massey [16] wrote “However, numerical evaluation of his [Dueck’s] capacity region description is fraught with challenging obstacles even in this special case [the binary adder channel with complete feedback]”, which is reiterated by Ahlswede [1, Section 4.9.4]. Before our work, the best upper bound R(O_f ) ≤ 0.79113 can be deduced from the average Cover–Leung channel capacity of the binary adder channel due to Willems [15], whereas the lower bound R(O_f ) ≥ 0.78974, due to Belokopytov [4], is conjectured to be tight in [11, Conjecture A].

We make significant progress on the computation of R(O_f ), and we settle Conjecture A in [11] in the affirmative. Here, as well as throughout the paper,

H_n(x_1, . . . , x_n) := −(x_1 log x_1 + · · · + x_n log x_n),

with the convention 0 log 0 = 0, and all the logarithms are in base 2.

Theorem 2. The average zero-error capacity R(O_f ) of the binary adder channel with complete feedback is H_2(1/2 − δ, 1/2 + δ) ≈ 0.78974, where δ = 1/(2 log(2 + √ 3)).

It is worth pointing out that the exact value R(O) of the average zero-error capacity of the binary adder channel without feedback still remains unknown. The current lower bound is R(O) ≥ (log 240)/12 ≈ 0.65891 due to Mattas and Östergård [13, Section III], while the current upper bound is R(O) ≤ 3/4 = 0.75.

Our motivation to determine the exact value of R(O_f ) comes from quantitative group testing. In a typical quantitative group testing problem, we are given a set of n elements, some of which are defective, and we wish to identify the defectives by testing subsets of these n elements. The classical additive model assumes that each test could precisely tell the number of defectives contained in the tested subset. This model also goes under the name “coin weighing problem with a spring scale”.

In this paper we focus on the worst-case analysis in the adaptive setting, in which the outcomes of previous tests are assumed known at the time of designing the current test. By first testing the

1We point out that Dueck [8, Section 2] asserted that, through the linear dependency approach of Ahlswede and Körner [2] (see also [14]), the auxiliary random variable U in Theorem 1 can be assumed to take no more than 6 values. However, as far as we are aware, it is unclear how the linear dependency approach could be applied directly to Dueck’s characterization. The major obstacle to the linear dependency approach is that (1b) a priori represents infinitely many linear constraints on the probability distribution of U — one for each (X^′_1, X^′_2) in P(X1, X2, U).

entire collection of n elements, we may assume that the number d of defectives is known. The d = 1 case is a classical puzzle, and it is known that ⌈log n⌉ tests are needed to identify the defective.

However even the d = 2 case was far from being fully understood. Denote t(n) the minimum number of tests required to identify the two defectives among n elements with certainty. The “Fibonaccian algorithm” by Christen [5] and Aigner [3] gives t(n) ≤ log n/ log φ + O(1) ≈ 1.44042 log n, where φ = ( √ 5 + 1)/2 is the golden ratio. The algorithm was improved to t(n) ≤ (12/ log 330) log n + O(1) ≈ 1.43432 log n by Hao [10, Section 4]. Using the language of decision trees, Gargano et al. [9] improved the upper bound to t(n) ≤ (7/5) log n + O(1) ≈ 1.4 log n. Christen reported in [6, Section 6] that a more involved recursive method yields a better upper bound t(n) ≤ (6/ log 20) log n + O(1) ≈ 1.38827 log n. On the flip side, the information-theoretic bound gives t(n) ≥ log_3 (_n 2 ) ≈ 1.26185 log n, and no better lower bound is known.^2 Hao [10] observed that there exists r > 0 such that t(n) ∼ (log n)/r (equivalently, t(n)/ log n approaches to 1/r as n → ∞). To characterize the constant r, we take advantage of the following correspondence between the quantitative group testing problem and the binary adder channel.

Theorem 3. The minimum number t(n) of tests needed in an adaptive strategy to identify two defectives among n elements satisfies t(n) ∼ (log n)/R(O_f ), where the constant R(O_f ) is the average zero-error capacity of the binary adder channel with complete feedback.

To the best of our knowledge, although Theorem 3 is probably widely known among the information theory community, it was only recently mentioned in [11]. As an immediate consequence of Theorems 2 and 3, we establish the asymptotic formula of t(n).

Corollary 4. The minimum number t(n) of tests needed in a adaptive strategy to identify two defectives among n elements satisfies t(n) ∼ (log n)/H_2(1/2 − δ, 1/2 + δ) ≈ 1.26624 log n, where δ := 1/(2 log(2 + √ 3)).

As is common in group testing theory, one distinguishes between the predetermined and adaptive testing strategies. For the predetermined setting, in which all the tests are decided in advance, determining the minimum number t̃(n) of tests to identify two defectives among n elements is equivalent to determining the maximum size of a B_2-sequence of n-dimensional binary vectors. The results on binary B_2-sequences in [12] and [7] are best known, and these results imply that (1.73837 − o(1)) log n ≤ t̃(n) ≤ (2 + o(1)) log n. Finding the asymptotic behavior of t̃(n) remains as an open problem.

2In [6, Section 6], Christen asserted that the lower bound (4/3) log n of Lindström [12] for the predetermined setting also holds for t(n) in the adaptive setting. We believe this assertion is incorrect as it is inconsistent with Corollary 4.

a_1 b_1 Figure 2: The blue shaded region is the feasible region and the red closed curve is a level curve of the objective function.

2 Proof ideas

In this section we outline the three major steps that lead to the proof of Theorem 2. The first step is a more down-to-earth reformulation of Dueck’s characterization, that is Theorem 1, for the symmetric rate point. To state the reformulation, we adopt the following notations for the entirety of the paper:

ā_i := 1 − a_i, b̄_i := 1 − b_i, ā = 1 − a, b̄ = 1 − b, S_3(x) := H_3((1 − x)/2, x, (1 − x)/2), S_4(a, b, c) := H_4(ab − c, ab̄ + c, āb + c, āb̄ − c), Δ^{n−1} := {(p_1, . . . , p_n) ∈ [0, 1]^n : p_1 + · · · + p_n = 1} .

Theorem 5. The rate pair (R, R) belongs to the zero-error capacity region O_f of the binary adder channel with complete feedback if and only if there exist n ∈ N, (p_1, . . . , p_n) ∈ Δ^{n−1}, a_1, . . . , a_n ∈ [0, 1] and b_1, . . . , b_n ∈ [0, 1] such that

R ≤^1_2 n∑ i=1 p_i ( H_2(a_i, ā_i) + H_2(b_i, b̄_i) ) , (2a)

S_3 (_n ∑ i=1 p_i(a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c_i) ) ≥ n∑ i=1 p_iS_4(a_i, b_i, c_i), for every c_1 ∈ C_1, . . . , c_n ∈ C_n, (2b)

where C_i := [− min(a_ib̄_i, ā_ib_i), min(a_ib_i, ā_ib̄_i)].

Even in the simplest case where n = 1, maximizing the right hand side of (2a) in the feasible region described by (2b) is a nonlinear non-convex optimization problem. Figure 2 suggests that the optimum occurs when a_1 = b_1. Indeed, Belokopytov obtained his lower bound on R(O_f ) by setting n = 1 and a_1 = b_1 in Theorem 5.

Corollary 6 (Theorem 1 of Belokopytov [4]). The rate pair (R, R), where R = H_2(1/2 − δ, 1/2 + δ) and δ = 1/(2 log(2 + √ 3)), belongs to the zero-error capacity region O_f of the binary adder channel with complete feedback.

Although (2b) a priori represents infinitely many constraints, the second step essentially reduces it to a single constraint by eliminating the universal quantifier in (2b). To state this single constraint, we need the following technical lemma about convex combinations of certain functions.

Lemma 7. For every (p_1, . . . , p_n) ∈ Δ^{n−1}, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n, and x ∈ [0, 1], for every i ∈ [n] the equation

(a_ib_i − c)(ā_ib̄_i − c)(2x)^2 = (a_ib̄_i + c)(ā_ib_i + c)(1 − x)^2, − min(a_ib̄_i, ā_ib_i) ≤ c ≤ min(a_ib_i, ā_ib̄_i)

has a unique solution c = c_{ai,bi} (x), and the equation x = n∑ i=1 p_i(a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c_{ai ,bi} (x)), x ∈ (0, 1]

has a unique solution x = x^∗ if (p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) ∈ D_n, where

D_n = { (p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n): n∑ i=1 p_i|a_i − b_i| > 0 or n∑ i=1 p_i √ a_iā_i > 1/4 } . Theorem 8. The average zero-error capacity R(O_f ) of the binary adder channel with complete feedback equals the optimum of the following optimization problem.

Maximize:^1_2 n∑ i=1 p_i ( H_2(a_i, ā_i) + H_2(b_i, b̄_i) ) ,

subject to: S_3(x^∗) ≥ n∑ i=1 p_iS_4(a_i, b_i, c_{ai ,bi} (x^∗)), n ∈ N, (p_1 , . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) ∈ D_n, where c_{ai,bi} (x), x^∗, and D_n are defined as in Lemma 7.^3

The third step is to make use of the Lagrangian function of the optimization problem in Theorem 8 with a fixed Lagrange multiplier to get an upper bound on R(O_f ) that matches Belokopytov’s lower bound in Corollary 6.

3Using a linear dependency argument, n can be assumed to be no more than 3 in Theorem 8.

Theorem 9. For every λ ∈ (0, 1/2), define L: D_n → R by

L(p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) :=^1_2 n∑ i=1 p_i ( H_2(a_i, ā_i) + H_2(b_i, b̄_i) )

+ λ ( S_3(x^∗) − n∑ i=1 p_iS_4(a_i, b_i, c_{ai ,bi} (x^∗)) ) , where c_{ai,bi} (x), x^∗ and D_n are defined as in Lemma 7. If the supremum of L is greater than (1+λ)/2, then L has a global maximum point, and its maximum value is at most max ( 1 − λ log(1 + x_1), H_2 (_r 4 − √ 3 4 x_1,^1_{4r} + √ 3 4 x_1 ) + λ ( −1 + √ 3 2 (log r)(1 − x_1) )) , where r = 2 + √ 3 and x_1 = 1/(1 + 2r(r^{2λ} − 1)/(r^2 − r^{2λ})).

We are ready to determine the exact value of R(O_f ).

Proof of Theorem 2. In view of Corollary 6, it suffices to prove that R(O_f ) ≤ H_2(1/2 − δ, 1/2 + δ), where δ = 1/(2 log r) and r = 2 + √ 3. Theorem 8 says that there exists (p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) ∈ D_n such that

R(O_f ) =^1_2 n∑ i=1 p_i ( H_2(a_i, ā_i) + H_2(b_i, b̄_i) ) ,

S_3(x^∗) ≥ n∑ i=1 p_iS_4(a_i, b_i, c_{ai ,bi} (x^∗)). Clearly R(O_f ) ≤ L(p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n), where L is defined as in Theorem 9 for every λ ∈ (0, 1/2). With hindsight, we take

λ := δ log

1 + 2δ 1 − 2δ ≈ 0.44424.

Theorem 9 implies that R(O_f ) is at most the largest of the following three quantities: 1+λ 2 , 1 + λ log(1 + x_1), H_2 (_r 4 − √ 3 4 x_1,^1_{4r} + √ 3 4 x_1 ) + λ ( −1 + √ 3 2 (log r)(1 − x_1) ) , where x_1 = 1/(1 + 2r(r^{2λ} − 1)/(r^2 − r^{2λ})) ≈ 0.39225. The above three quantities are approximately 0.72212, 0.76189 and 0.78974, and so the last quantity is the largest. Moreover, one can simplify x_1 to 1 − 4δ/ √ 3, and the last quantity to H_2(1/2 − δ, 1/2 + δ). Therefore R(O_f ) ≤ H_2(1/2 − δ, 1/2 + δ). The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 3 we document the folklore correspondence between the group testing problem and the binary adder channel, and we prove Theorem 3. In Section 4 we prove Theorem 5, that is the reformulation of Dueck’s characterization, and we reproduce the proof of Corollary 6, that is Belokopytov’s lower bound on R(O_f ). In Section 5 we prove Theorem 8 assuming Lemma 7, which is proved later in Section 6. In Section 7 we finish the proof of Theorem 9. We conclude in Section 8 with an open problem.

3 Application to quantitative group testing

The connection between the quantitative group testing problem with two defectives and the binary adder channel is established through a variation of the group testing problem. Aigner [3] introduced this variation in the context of search problems on graphs. Consider two disjoint sets X_1 and X_2, each of which consists of n elements. It is known that each set contains precisely one defective element. We again perform a series of tests on subsets of X_1 ∪ X_2. Let t(n, n) be the minimum number of tests required in this situation. Hao [10] observed that t(n) ∼ t(n, n).

We establish a one-to-one correspondence between the above variation of the quantitative group testing problem, and the binary adder channel with complete feedback. Theorem 10. For every m, n ∈ N, there is a bijection between

(a) adaptive group testing strategies using m tests that identify the defectives in two disjoint n-element sets, each of which contains exactly one defective, and

(b) (n, n, m) uniquely decodeable codes for the binary adder channel with complete feedback. Proof. Let M_1 and M_2 be two disjoint n-element sets, each of which contains one defective. Formally, an adaptive group testing strategy using n tests on M_1 and M_2, consists of two sequences (d_{1k})^m_{k=1} and (d_{2k})^n_{k=1} of decision functions, where each d_{ik} is a function from {0, 1, 2}^{k−1} to 2^{Xi} .

The interpretation of the decision functions d_{1k} and d_{2k} is as follows. Suppose w_1 ∈ M_1 and w_2 ∈ M_2 are the two defectives. Before the kth test, if the previous k−1 results are ỹ_1, ỹ_2, . . . , ỹ_{k−1} ∈ {0, 1, 2}, then the kth tested subset is the union of X_{1k} := d_{1k}(y_1, . . . , y_{k−1}) ⊆ X_1 and X_{2k} := d_{2k}(y_1, . . . , y_{k−1}) ⊆ X_2, and the kth result ỹ_k(x_1, x_2) := 1_{X1k} (w_1) + 1_{X2k} (w_2), where 1_{Xik} is the indicator function of X_{ik}. Let ỹ(w_1, w_2) be the sequence (ỹ_1, . . . , ỹ_m) of results. Clearly such an adaptive strategy can identify the defectives if and only if

ỹ(w_1, w_2) = ỹ(w^′_1, w^′_2) ⇔ (w_1, w_2) = (w^′_1, w^′_2), for all (w_1, w_2), (w^′_1, w^′_2) ∈ M_1 × M_2.

Recall that an (n, n, m) uniquely decodable code consists of two sequences (e_{1k})^m_{k=1} and (e_{2k})^m_{k=1} of encoding functions, where each e_{ik} is a function from {0, 1, 2}^{k−1} × M_i → {0, 1}, where M_i is the n-message set of the ith sender. During the kth use of the channel, the binary adder channel outputs y_k := e_{1k}(y_1, . . . , y_{k−1}, w_1) + e_{2k}(y_1, . . . , y_{k−1}, w_2). Let y(w_1, w_2) be the sequence (y_1, . . . , y_m) of outputs.

The bijection maps a pair of sequences (d_{1k})^m_{k=1} and (d_{2k})^m_{k=1} of decision functions to a pair of sequences (e_{1k})^m_{k=1} and (e_{2k})^m_{k=1} of encoding functions as follows: e_{ik}(y_1, . . . , y_{k−1}, w_i) = 1_{dik (y1,...,yk−1)}(w_i) for every y_1, . . . , y_{k−1} ∈ {0, 1, 2} and w_i ∈ M_i. Apparently the inverse of the pair (e_{1k})^m_{k=1} and (e_{2k})^m_{k=1} is the pair (d_{1k})^m_{k=1} and (d_{2k})^m_{k=1} defined as follows: d_{ik}(y_1, . . . , y_{k−1}) = {w_i ∈ M_i : e_{ik}(y_1, . . . , y_{k−1,wi} ) = 1} for every y_1, . . . , y_{k−1} ∈ {0, 1, 2} .

Finally it is routine to check that for every (w_1, w_2) ∈ M_1 ×M_2, the sequence ỹ(w_1, w_2) of results determined by (d_{1k})^m_{k=1} and (d_{2k})^m_{k=1}, and the sequence y(w_1, w_2) of outputs determined by (e_{1k})^m_{k=1} and (e_{2k})^m_{k=1}, are exactly the same. Therefore the adaptive strategy ((d_{1k})^m_{k=1}, (d_{2k})^m_{k=1}) can identify the defectives if and only if the (n, n, m) code ((e_{1k})^m_{k=1}, (e_{2k})^m_{k=1}) is uniquely decodable.

Proof of Theorem 3. Suppose that t(n) ∼ t(n, n) ∼ (log n)/r for some positive constant r. By Theorem 10, for every n there exists an (n, n, t(n, n)) uniquely decodable code, hence r = lim_{n→∞} log n t(n, n) ≤ R(O_f ). Conversely, for every R < R(O_f ), there exists n_0 such that for every n ≥ n_0 there exists a (⌈2^{nR}⌉, ⌈2^{nR}⌉, n) uniquely decodable code. By Theorem 10, such a uniquely decodable code implies that t(⌈2^{nR}⌉, ⌈2^{nR}⌉) ≤ n for all n ≥ n_0, and so nR r = log 2^{nR} r ∼ t(⌈2^{nR}⌉, ⌈2^{nR}⌉) ≤ n. This implies r ≥ R(O_f ). Therefore r = R(O_f ).

4 Reformulation and lower bound on R(O_f )

We follow Belokopytov’s computation in [4].

Proof of Theorem 5. In view of Theorem 1, we know that (R, R) ∈ O_f if and only if there exist two Bernoulli random variables X_1, X_2 and an auxiliary discrete random variable U such that R ≤ H(X_1 | U), R ≤ H(X_2 | U), (3a) H(X^′_1, X^′_2 | U, X^′_1 + X^′_2) ≤ I(U; X^′_1 + X^′_2) for every (X^′_1, X^′_2) ∈ P(X_1, X_2, U), (3b)

where P(X_1, X_2, U) consists of pairs (X^′_1, X^′_2) of discrete random variables such that the conditional probability distributions satisfy

p_X′_{1|U} = p_{X1|U} , p_X′_{2|U} = p_{X2|U} . (4)

Suppose that the discrete random variable takes n values. Without loss of generality, we may assume that the values of U are 1, . . . , n. By setting the conditional probability distribution as follows, p_i := Pr(U = i), a_i := Pr(X_1 = 0 | U = i), b_i := Pr(X_2 = 0 | U = i),

we know that Pr(X_1 = 1 | U = i) = ā_i, Pr(X_2 = 1 | U = i) = b̄_i.

Furthermore, one can deduce from (4) that for every (X^′_1, X^′_2) ∈ P(X_1, X_2, U) there exist c_1 ∈ C_1, . . . , c_n ∈ C_n, where C_i := [− min(a_ib̄_i, ā_ib_i), min(a_ib_i, ā_ib̄_i)], such that

Pr(X^′_1 = 0, X^′_2 = 0 | U = i) = a_ib_i − c_i, Pr(X^′_1 = 0, X^′_2 = 1 | U = i) = a_ib̄_i + c_i, Pr(X^′_1 = 1, X^′_2 = 0 | U = i) = ā_ib_i + c_i, Pr(X^′_1 = 1, X^′_2 = 1 | U = i) = ā_ib̄_i − c_i.

By the chain rule of conditional entropy, we have

I(U; X^′_1 + X^′_2) − H(X^′_1, X^′_2 | U, X^′_1 + X^′_2) = H(X^′_1 + X^′_2) − H(X^′_1 + X^′_2 | U) − H(X^′_1, X^′_2 | U, X^′_1 + X^′_2) = H(X^′_1 + X^′_2) − H(X^′_1, X^′_2 | U),

and so H(X^′_1, X^′_2 | U, X^′_1 + X^′_2) ≤ I(U; X^′_1 + X^′_2) is equivalent to H(X^′_1 + X^′_2) ≥ H(X^′_1, X^′_2 | U). Therefore (3a) and (3b) can be rewritten respectively in terms of the parameters p_i, a_i, b_i as R ≤ n∑ i=1 p_iH_2(a_i, ā_i), R ≤ n∑ i=1 p_iH_2(b_i, b̄_i), (5a)

H_3 (_n ∑ i=1 p_i(a_ib_i − c_i), n∑ i=1 p_i(a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c_i), n∑ i=1 p_i(ā_ib̄_i − c_i) ) ≥ n∑ i=1 p_iS_4(a_i, b_i, c_i)

for every (c_1, . . . , c_n) with c_i ∈ C_i.

(5b)

It suffices to show that (5a) and (5b) are equivalent to

R ≤^1_2 n∑ i=1 p_i ( H_2(a_i, ā_i) + H_2(b_i, b̄_i) ) , (6a)

S_3 (_n ∑ i=1 p_i(a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c_i) ) ≥ n∑ i=1 p_iS_4(a_i, b_i, c_i), for every c_1 ∈ C_1, . . . , c_n ∈ C_n. (6b)

Clearly (5a) implies (6a). Because x → −x log x is concave, Jensen’s inequality shows that (5b) implies (6b). Conversely, suppose that R, (p_1, . . . , p_n) ∈ Δ^{n−1} and (a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) ∈ [0, 1]^{2n} satisfy (6a) and (6b). Define (p^′_1, . . . , p^′_{2n}) := (p_1/2, . . . , p_n/2, p_1/2, . . . , p_n/2), (a^′_1, . . . , a^′_{2n}) := (a_1, . . . , a_n, b̄_1, . . . , b̄_n), (b^′_1, . . . , b^′_{2n}) := (b_1, . . . , b_n, ā_1, . . . , ā_n).

One can check that R, (p^′_1, . . . , p^′_{2n}) and (a^′_1, . . . , a^′_{2n}), (b^′_1, . . . , b^′_{2n}) would satisfy (5a) and (5b) (with n replaced by 2n).

For completeness we include Belokopytov’s proof of the lower bound on R(O_f ) using our notations.

Proof of Corollary 6. By setting n = 1 and a_1 = b_1 = 1/2 − δ in Theorem 5, where

δ = 1/(2 log(2 + √ 3)),

we reduce (2b) to

M(c) := S_3(1/2 − 2δ^2 + 2c) − S_4(1/2 − δ, 1/2 − δ, c) ≥ 0, for every c ∈ C,

where C = [−(1/4 − δ^2), (1/2 − δ)^2]. One can compute that the derivative of M satisfies

2^{M ′(c)} =

(1/4 + δ^2 − c)^2

4((1/2 − δ)^2 − c)((1/2 + δ)^2 − c) . One can then check that the right hand side is increasing on C, and it equals 1 only at c = 1/4 − 2δ/ √ 3 + δ^2 =: c^∗.

Therefore M is minimized at c = c^∗ on C. Finally, one can check directly that

M(c^∗) = H_3 ( 2δ √ 3 , √ 3 − 4δ √ 3 , 2δ √ 3 ) − H_4 ( (2 − √ 3)δ √ 3 , 1 2 − 2δ √ 3 , 1 2 − 2δ √ 3 , (2 + √ 3)δ √ 3 )

= ( − 4 √ 3 + 2 − √ 3 √ 3 log(2 − √ 3) + 2 + √ 3 √ 3 log(2 + √ 3) + 4 √ 3 ) δ − 1, which is exactly 0 according to the choice of δ.

5 Quantifier elimination

In this section we reduce (2b) in Theorem 5 to a single constraint using standard tools from multi-

variable calculus. We need the following properties of c_{a,b}(x).

Proposition 11. For every a, b and x ∈ [0, 1], the equation

(ab − c)(āb̄ − c)(2x)^2 = (ab̄ + c)(āb + c)(1 − x)^2, (7a) − min(ab̄, āb) ≤ c ≤ min(ab, āb̄) (7b) has a unique solution c = c_{a,b}(x), and moreover

c_{a,b}(0) = − min(ab̄, āb) and c_{a,b}(1) = min(ab, āb̄). (8)

Proof. In the extremal cases, it is easy to check that when x = 0, c = − min(ab̄, āb) is the unique

solution; when x = 1, c = min(ab, āb̄) is the unique solution. In both extremal cases, (7) has a

unique solution and (8) holds. For 0 < x < 1, as c increases from − min(ab̄, āb) to min(ab, āb̄), the

left hand side of (7a) decreases to 0 whereas the right hand side increases from 0, and so (7) has a

unique solution.

Lemma 12. For every (p_1, . . . , p_n) ∈ Δ^{n−1}, a_1, . . . , a_n and b_1, . . . , b_n ∈ [0, 1], set C_i := [− min(a_ib̄_i, ā_ib_i), min(a_ib_i, ā_ib̄_i)].

Then the inequality S_3 (_n ∑ i=1 p_i(a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c_i) ) ≥ n∑ i=1 p_iS_4(a_i, b_i, c_i) holds for every c_1 ∈ C_1, . . . , c_n ∈ C_n if and only if the inequality S_3(x) ≥ n∑ i=1 p_iS_4(a_i, b_i, c_{ai ,bi} (x)) holds for every solution x to the equation x = n∑ i=1 p_i(a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c_{ai,bi} (x)), x ∈ (0, 1], (9) where c_{ai,bi} (x) is the unique solution to the following equation for c in C_i: (a_ib_i − c)(ā_ib̄_i − c)(2x)^2 = (a_ib̄_i + c)(ā_ib_i + c)(1 − x)^2.

Proof. Fix (p_1, . . . , p_n) ∈ Δ^{n−1}, a_1, . . . , a_n, and b_1, . . . , b_n ∈ [0, 1]. Note that the “if and only if” statement does not change at all if we drop the summands with p_i = 0 in the sums. Without loss of generality, we may assume that p_i > 0 for every i ∈ [n]. Define M : C → R by M(c_1, . . . , c_n) := S_3 (_n ∑ i=1 p_i(a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c_i) ) − n∑ i=1 p_iS_4(a_i, b_i, c_i), C := C_1 × · · · × C_n.

The “only if” direction is trivial. For the “if” direction, we characterize the minimum points of M. Claim. Every minimum point (c_1, . . . , c_n) ∈ C of the function M satisfies c_i = c_{ai,bi} (x) for every i ∈ [n], where x = n∑ i=1 p_i(a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c_i).

Proof of claim. Suppose that (c_1, . . . , c_n) is a minimum point of M, and set x := n∑ i=1 p_i(a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c_i).

From the assumption c_i ∈ C_i, it is easy to check 0 ≤ a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c_i ≤ 1, and so x ∈ [0, 1]. In the extremal cases, if x = 0 then a_ib̄_i + c_i = ā_ib_i + c_i = 0, and so c_i = − min(a_ib̄_i, ā_ib_i); and if x = 1 then a_ib̄_i + c_i = ā_ib_i + c_i = 1, and so c_i = min(a_ib_i, ā_ib̄_i). In both extremal cases, in view of (8), c_i = c_{ai,bi} (x) for every i ∈ [n].

Hereafter we may assume that 0 < x < 1. Since M is a differentiable function on the interior of C, for every i ∈ [n], ∂M(c_1, . . . , c_n)/∂c_i = 0 or c_i is on the boundary of C_i. Take an arbitrary i ∈ [n]. We break down the rest of the proof into two cases.

Case 1: ∂M(c_1, . . . , c_n)/∂c_i = 0. We can compute ∂M ∂c_i (c_1, . . . , c_n) = p_i ( 2 log ( 1 − x 2x ) − log

(a_ib_i − c_i)(ā_ib̄_i − c_i) (a_ib̄_i + c_i)(ā_ib_i + c_i) ) . (10)

Thus we know that (a_ib_i − c_i)(ā_ib̄_i − c_i) (a_ib̄_i + c_i)(ā_ib_i + c_i) = ( 1 − x 2x )_2 , which implies that c_i = c_{ai,bi} (x).

Case 2: c_i ∈ ∂C_i. When C_i = {0} is a degenerate interval, we have a_ib_iā_ib̄_i = 0 and c_i = 0, the former of which implies c_{ai,bi} (x) = 0, and so c_i = c_{ai ,bi} (x). Hereafter we consider the case where C_i is a proper interval. For the c_i = − min(a_ib̄_i, ā_ib_i) case, (10) implies that lim c^′_i→c^+_i ∂M ∂c_i (c_1, . . . , c_{i−1}, c^′_i, c_{i+1}, . . . , c_n) = lim_{c′} i→c^+_i p_i ( 2 log ( 1 − x 2x ) − log

(a_ib_i − c_i)(ā_ib̄_i − c_i) (a_ib̄_i + c_i)(ā_ib_i + c_i) ) = −∞, which contradicts with the assumption that (c_1, . . . , c_n) is a minimum point. For the c_i = min(a_ib_i, ā_ib̄_i) case, a similar computation gives lim c^′_i→c^−_i ∂M ∂c_i (c_1, . . . , c_{i−1}, c^′_i, c_{i+1}, . . . , c_n) = ∞, which leads to the same contradiction. ⊡

Coming back to the “if” direction, let (c_1, . . . , c_n) be a global minimum point of M. From the claim, we know that c_i = c_{ai,bi} (x) for every i ∈ [n], where x = n∑ i=1 p_i(a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c_i), x ∈ [0, 1].

If x = 0, then a_ib̄_i + c_i = ā_ib_i + c_i = 0, and so

M(c_1, . . . , c_n) = S_3(0) − n∑ i=1 p_iS_4(a_i, b_i, c_i) = 1 − n∑ i=1 p_iH_2(a_ib_i − c_i, ā_ib̄_i − c_i) ≥ 1 − n∑ i=1 p_i = 0.

Otherwise x is a solution to (9), and our assumption ensures that M(c_1, . . . , c_n) ≥ 0 as well. Therefore the minimum of M over C is at least 0.

Observe that the existence and the uniqueness of the solution to (9) is guaranteed by Lemma 7 for almost all (p_1, . . . , p_n) ∈ Δ^{n−1}, a_1, . . . , a_n and b_1, . . . , b_n ∈ [0, 1]. Now we are ready to prove Theorem 8.

Proof of Theorem 8. In view of Theorem 5 and Lemma 12, we know that the average zero-error capacity R(O_f ) is the optimum of the following optimization problem.

Maximize:^1_2 n∑ i=1 p_i ( H_2(a_i, ā_i) + H_2(b_i, b̄_i) ) ,

subject to: S_3(x) ≥ n∑ i=1 p_iS_4(a_i, b_i, c_i(x)), ∀x ∈ (0, 1] s.t. x = n∑ i=1 p_i(a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c_{ai ,bi} (x)),

(p_1, . . . , p_n) ∈ Δ^{n−1}, (a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) ∈ [0, 1]^{2n}.

Recall from Lemma 7 that

D_n = { (p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n): n∑ i=1 p_i|a_i − b_i| > 0 or n∑ i=1 p_i √ a_iā_i > 1/4 } . If (p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) ∉ D_n, then p_i = 0 or a_i = b_i for every i ∈ [n] and ∑_n i=1 p_i √ a_iā_i ≤ 1/4, hence the fact that H_2(a, ā) ≤ 2 √ aā for a ∈ [0, 1] implies 1 2 n∑ i=1 p_i ( H_2(a_i, ā_i) + H_2(b_i, b̄_i) ) = n∑ i=1 p_iH_2(a_i, ā_i) ≤ 2 n∑ i=1 p_i √ a_iā_i ≤ 1/2. Since R(O_f ) > 1/2 from Corollary 6, we may assume that (p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) ∈ D_n in the optimization problem. Thus Lemma 7 shows that the equation x = n∑ i=1 p_i(a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c_{ai ,bi} (x)), x ∈ (0, 1]

has a unique solution x = x^∗. Therefore we can replace x by the unique solution x^∗ in the constraint:

Maximize:^1_2 n∑ i=1 p_i ( H_2(a_i, ā_i) + H_2(b_i, b̄_i) ) ,

subject to: S_3(x^∗) ≥ n∑ i=1 p_iS_4(a_i, b_i, c_{ai ,bi} (x^∗)), (p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) ∈ D_n. 6 Convex combination of special functions

In this section we investigate the following special functions (see Figure 3 for their graphs). For every a, b ∈ [0, 1], define the function φ_{a,b} : [0, 1] → R by φ_{a,b}(x) = ab̄ + āb + 2c_{a,b}(x) − x, (11) t = 0 t = 0.2 t = 0.4 t = 0.6

Figure 3: Graph families of φ_{a,b} with t := |a − b| fixed.

where c_{a,b}(x) is the unique solution to the following equation for c:

(ab − c)(āb̄ − c)(2x)^2 = (ab̄ + c)(āb + c)(1 − x)^2, − min(ab̄, āb) ≤ c_{a,b}(x) ≤ min(ab, āb̄). Observe that Lemma 7 concerns the solutions to the equation n∑ i=1 p_i(a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c_{ai,bi} (x)) = x or equivalently n∑ i=1 p_iφ_{ai,bi} (x) = 0. We need the following properties of φ_{a,b}, the proof of which is done in Appendix A. Proposition 13. For every (a, b) ∈ [0, 1]^2, the function φ_{a,b} : [0, 1] → R defined by (11) has the following properties:

(a) φ_{a,b}(0) ≥ 0, equality holds if and only if a = b, and φ_{a,b}(1) ≤ 0, equality holds if and only if a + b = 1;

(b) φ_{a,b} is a continuously differentiable function on [0, 1]; (c) when a = b,

φ_{a,b}(x) = −x if a ∈ {0, 1} , (4 √ aā − 1)x + (4 √ aā − 4)x^2 + o(x^2) if a ∈ (0, 1);

(d) if (a, b) ∉ {(0, 0), (1, 1)}, then the equation φ_{a,b}(x) = xφ^′_{a,b}(x), x ∈ (0, 1] has no solution for x.

The following lemma deals with the uniqueness of the solution to φ(x) = 0. For technical reasons, which will become clear in Section 7, we also study the derivative φ^′(x) at the unique solution.

Lemma 14. For every (p_1, . . . , p_n) ∈ Δ^{n−1}, a_1, . . . , a_n and b_1, . . . , b_n ∈ [0, 1], the equation

φ(x) := n∑ i=1 p_iφ_{ai,bi} (x) = 0, x ∈ (0, 1] (12)

has at most one solution for x, where φ_{ai ,bi} is defined by (11). Moreover, if (12) has a unique solution x = x^∗, then φ^′(x^∗) < 0.^4

Proof. We prove by induction on n.

The base case: n = 1. It suffices to show that for every a and b ∈ [0, 1], the following system of equations has at most one solution for x in (0, 1]:

ab̄ + āb + 2c − x = 0, (ab − c)(āb̄ − c)(2x)^2 = (ab̄ + c)(āb + c)(1 − x)^2.

Substituting c by (x − ab̄ − āb)/2 in the second equation, we obtain an equivalent equation:

(a + b − x)(ā + b̄ − x)(2x)^2 + (a − b + x)(a − b − x)(1 − x)^2 = 0.

Let m(x) be the left hand side of the above equation. One can compute

2m(x) − xm^′(x) = 2(1 − x)((a − b)^2 + 3x^2). (13)

Assume for the sake of contradiction that m(x) = 0 has two solutions x_1 < x_2 in (0, 1]. If the minimum value of the function m over the interval [0, x_2] is zero, then x_1 is a minimum point of m over (0, x_2), and so m^′(x_1) = 0, which implies 2m(x_1)−x_1m^′(x_1) = 0, contradicting (13) for x_1 < 1. Otherwise m(x_0) < 0, where x_0 is a minimum point of m over [0, x_2]. Because m(0) = (a − b)^2 ≥ 0 and m(x_2) = 0, x_0 ∈ (0, x_2) and so m^′(x_0) = 0, which implies 2m(x_0)−x_0m^′(x_0) < 0, contradicting (13) directly.

For the “moreover” part, suppose that x = x^∗ is the unique solution to φ_{a,b}(x) = 0 in (0, 1]. Since φ_{a,b}(x) = −x when (a, b) ∈ {(0, 0), (1, 1)} (via Proposition 13(c)), which has no solution in (0, 1], we may assume that (a, b) ∉ {(0, 0), (1, 1)}. As φ_{a,b}(0) ≥ 0 (via Proposition 13(a)) and φ_{a,b}(x) ≠ 0 for x ∈ (0, x^∗), φ_{a,b}(x) > 0 for all x ∈ (0, x^∗), and so φ^′_{a,b}(x^∗) ≤ 0. Proposition 13(a) implies that φ^′_{a,b}(x^∗) ≠ 0 and so φ^′_{a,b}(x^∗) < 0.

The base case: n = 2. We use the shorthand φ_1 and φ_2 for φ_{a1 ,b1} and φ_{a2 ,b2} respectively. Since φ_i(0) ≥ 0 ≥ φ_i(1) (via Proposition 13(a)), the intermediate value theorem implies that the equation φ_i(x) = 0 has at least one solution for x in [0, 1]. Let x = x_i be the largest solution to φ_i(x) = 0 in [0, 1].

Claim 1. For every i ∈ [2], φ_i(x) > 0 for x ∈ (0, x_i) and φ_i(x) < 0 for x ∈ (x_i, 1].

4Proposition 13(b) ensures that φ^′ is well-defined on [0, 1].

Proof of Claim 1. If x_i = 0, then using the assumption that x_i is the largest solution in [0, 1] and the fact that φ_i(1) ≤ 0, we know that φ_i(x) < 0 for x ∈ (0, 1]. We are left to deal with the case where x_i ∈ (0, 1]. In the base case where n = 1, we have already shown that x = x_i is the unique solution to φ_i(x) = 0 in (0, 1]. The claim then follows immediately from Proposition 13(a). ⊡ Without loss of generality, we may assume that p_1, p_2 > 0 and x_1 ≤ x_2. Assume for the sake of contradiction that the equation p_1φ_1(x) + p_2φ_2(x) = 0, x ∈ (0, 1] has two solutions x^∗_1 < x^∗_2. Claim 1 shows that x_1 < x^∗_1 < x^∗_2 < x_2, and φ_1(x) < 0 < φ_2(x) for x ∈ (x_1, x_2). Consider the quotient q(x): (x_1, x_2) → R defined by q(x) := φ_1(x)/φ_2(x).

Since q(x^∗_1) = −p_2/p_1 = q(x^∗_2), we obtain a contradiction with the following claim. Claim 2. If x_1 < x_2 and φ_1(x) < 0 < φ_2(x) for x ∈ (x_1, x_2), then q^′(x) < 0 for x ∈ (x_1, x_2). Proof of Claim 2. It suffices to show that for x ∈ (x_1, x_2),

φ^′_1(x)φ_2(x) < φ_1(x)φ^′_2(x) or equivalently φ^′_1(x) φ_1(x) > φ^′_2(x) φ_2(x) . Since x_2 ∈ (0, 1], the base case, where n = 1, says that φ^′_2(x_2) < 0, and so lim x→x^−_2 φ^′_2(x) φ_2(x) = −∞ < 1 x_2

. (14)

Clearly (a_2, b_2) ∉ {(0, 0), (1, 1)} for otherwise φ_2(x) = −x (via Proposition 13(a)) which has no solution in (0, 1]. As φ_2 is continuously differentiable (via Proposition 13(b)), the function φ^′_2/φ_2 is continuous on (x_1, x_2). Thus Proposition 13(d) and (14) imply that φ^′_2(x)/φ_2(x) < 1/x for x ∈ (x_1, x_2).

It suffices to prove that φ^′_1(x)/φ_1(x) ≥ 1/x for every x ∈ (x_1, x_2). We break into two cases. If x_1 ∈ (0, 1], then lim x→x^+_1 φ^′_1(x)/φ_1(x) = ∞ > 1/x_1, and a similar reasoning yields that φ^′_1(x)/φ_1(x) > 1/x for x ∈ (x_1, x_2).

Otherwise x_1 = 0. Since φ_1(0) = 0, Proposition 13(a) implies that a_1 = b_1. From Claim 1, we know that φ_1(x) < 0 for x ∈ (0, 1], and so φ^′_1(0) ≤ 0, which implies through Proposition 13(c) that √ a_1ā_1 ≤ 1/4. If √ a_1ā_1 = 0, that is, (a_1, b_1) ∈ {(0, 0), (1, 1)}, then φ_1(x) = −x, hence φ^′_1(x)/φ_1(x) = 1/x and we are done. If 0 < √ a_1ā_1 ≤ 1/4, we conclude from Proposition 13(c) that

xφ^′_1(x) φ_1(x) = (4 √ a_1ā_1 − 1) + (8 √ a_1ā_1 − 8)x + o(x) (4 √ a_1ā_1 − 1) + (4 √ a_1ā_1 − 4)x + o(x) = 1 + (_4√_{a1ā1−4} 4 √ a_1ā_1−1 ) x + o(x) if 0 < √ a_1ā_1 < 1/4;

2 + o(1) if √ a_1ā_1 = 1/4,

and so there exists ε ∈ (0, 1) such that

xφ^′_1(x)/φ_1(x) > 1 for x ∈ (0, ε).

Thus Proposition 13(d) implies that

φ^′_1(x)/φ_1(x) > 1/x for x ∈ (0, 1]. ⊡

For the “moreover” part, suppose that x = x^∗ is the unique solution to

φ(x) := p_1φ_1(x) + p_2φ_2(x) = 0, x ∈ (0, 1].

If φ_1(x^∗) = φ_2(x^∗) = 0, then the base case where n = 1 says that both φ^′_1(x^∗) and φ^′_2(x^∗) are negative, and so is φ^′(x^∗). Without loss of generality we may assume that φ_1(x^∗) < 0 < φ_2(x^∗), which implies that x_1 < x^∗ < x_2 via Claim 1. Because φ_i(0) ≥ 0 for i ∈ [2] (via Proposition 13(a)), φ(0) ≥ 0 and so φ(x) > 0 for x ∈ (0, x^∗), which implies φ^′(x^∗) ≤ 0. Assume for the sake of contradiction that φ^′(x^∗) = 0. This means p_1φ_1(x^∗) + p_2φ_2(x^∗) = 0 and p_1φ^′_1(x^∗) + p_2φ^′_2(x^∗) = 0, which implies that φ^′_1(x^∗)φ_2(x^∗) = φ_1(x^∗)φ^′_2(x^∗). Thus q^′(x^∗) = 0 which contradicts Claim 2.

The induction step. Suppose that n ≥ 3. For convenience, we denote

φ(x; p) := n∑ i=1 p_iφ_i(x), where p := (p_1, . . . , p_n) and φ_i is the shorthand for φ_{ai,bi} . For the sake of contradiction, we assume that φ(x; p) = 0 has two solutions x^∗_1 < x^∗_2 for x in (0, 1]. As n ≥ 3, we use linear dependency to construct a nonzero vector v := (v_1, . . . , v_n) such that n∑ i=1 v_i = 0, n∑ i=1 v_iφ_i(x^∗_1) = 0,

and we can assume in addition that_n ∑ i=1 v_iφ_i(x^∗_2) ≥ 0.

We can choose t ≥ 0 such that p + vt ∈ Δ^{n−1} and p_i + v_it = 0 for some i ∈ [n]. Without loss of generality, assume that p_n + v_nt = 0. Set p^′ := (p_1 + v_1t, . . . , p_{n−1} + v_{n−1}t). According to our choice of v, one can check that

φ(x^∗_1; p^′) = 0, φ(x^∗_2; p^′) ≥ 0.

Because φ_i(1) ≤ 0 for i ∈ [n] (via Proposition 13(a)), we always have φ(1; p^′) ≤ 0. The intermediate value theorem says that there exists a solution to φ(x; p^′) = 0 in [x_2, 1], hence the equation φ(x; p^′) = 0 has at least two solutions in (0, 1], which contradicts with the inductive hypothesis because φ(·; p^′) is a convex combination of φ_1, . . . , φ_{n−1}.

For the “moreover” part, suppose that x = x^∗ is the unique solution to φ(x; p) = 0 in (0, 1], and assume for the sake of contradiction that φ^′(x^∗; p) ≥ 0. As n ≥ 3, we use linear dependency to construct a nonzero vector v := (v_1, . . . , v_n) such that n∑ i=1 v_i = 0, n∑ i=1 v_iφ_i(x^∗) = 0,

and we can assume in addition that_n ∑ i=1 v_iφ^′_i(x^∗) ≥ 0.

Similarly, we can choose t ≥ 0 such that p + vt ∈ Δ^{n−1} and p_n + v_nt = 0 without loss of generality. By setting p^′ := (p_1 + v_1t, . . . , p_{n−1} + v_{n−1}t), one can check that φ(x^∗; p^′) = 0 and φ^′(x^∗; p^′) ≥ 0, which contradicts with the inductive hypothesis.

Lastly we finish the proof of Lemma 7.

Proof of Lemma 7. The existence and uniqueness of the solution to the equation for c has been done in Proposition 11. Fix (p_1, . . . , p_n) ∈ Δ^{n−1}, a_1, . . . , a_n and b_1, . . . , b_n ∈ [0, 1] such that n∑ i=1 p_i|a_i − b_i| > 0 or n∑ i=1 p_i √ a_iā_i > 1/4. It remains to show that the following equation has a unique solution:

φ(x) := n∑ i=1 p_iφ_i(x) = 0, x ∈ (0, 1].

In view of Lemma 14, we only need to establish the existence of a solution. If ∑_n i=1 p_i|a_i −b_i| > 0, then φ(0) > 0 and φ(1) ≤ 0 (via Proposition 13(a)), and so φ(x) = 0 has a solution for x in (0, 1] by the intermediate value theorem. Otherwise

p_i = 0 or a_i = b_i for every i ∈ [n] and n∑ i=1 p_i √ a_iā_i > 1/4.

For this special case, Proposition 13(c) implies that

φ^′(0) = n∑ i=1 p_iφ^′_i(0) = n∑ i=1 p_i ( 4 √ a_iā_i − 1 ) > 0. Because φ(0) = 0, φ(1) ≤ 0 (via Proposition 13(a)) and φ^′(0) > 0, φ(x) = 0 has a solution for x in (0, 1].

7 Upper bound on R(O_f )

In this section we investigate the function L: D_n → R, defined for every λ ∈ (0, 1/2) as follows:

L(p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) :=^1_2 n∑ i=1 p_i ( H_2(a_i, ā_i) + H_2(b_i, b̄_i) )

+ λ ( S_3(x^∗) − n∑ i=1 p_iS_4(a_i, b_i, c_{ai ,bi} (x^∗)) ) , where c_{ai,bi} (x), x^∗ and D_n are defined as in Lemma 7. In order to talk about the partial derivatives of L, we need the following properties of c_{ai,bi} and x^∗.

Proposition 15. For every (p_1, . . . , p_n) ∈ Δ^{n−1}, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n and x ∈ [0, 1], let c_{ai,bi} (x), x^∗ and D_n be defined as in Lemma 7. Then (a) c_{ai,bi} (x) is a continuously differentiable function of x on [0, 1];

(b) − min(a_ib̄_i, ā_ib_i) < c_{ai,bi} (x) < min(a_ib_i, ā_ib̄_i) for (a_i, b_i, x) ∈ (0, 1)^3, and c_{ai,bi} (x) is a continuously differentiable function of (a_i, b_i, x) on (0, 1)^3;

(c) x^∗ is a continuously differentiable function of (p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) on D_n; (d) x^∗ converges to 0 as (p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) approaches a point outside D_n; (e) if p_i > 0 for every i ∈ [n], then x^∗ = 1 is equivalent to a_i + b_i = 1 for every i ∈ [n].

Proof of Proposition 15(a). Proposition 13(b) already shows that φ_{ai,bi} (x) is a continuously differentiable function of x on [0, 1], where φ_{ai,bi} (x) = a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c_{ai ,bi} (x) − x, and so is c_{ai,bi} (x).

Proof of Proposition 15(b). Recall that c = c_{ai,bi} (x) is the unique solution to

m(c, a_i, b_i, x) := (a_ib̄_i + c)(ā_ib_i + c)(1 − x)^2 − (a_ib_i − c)(ā_ib̄_i − c)(2x)^2 = 0, − min(a_ib̄_i, ā_ib_i) ≤ c ≤ min(a_ib_i, ā_ib̄_i).

It is easy to check that m(− min(a_ib̄_i, ā_ib_i), a_i, b_i, x) < 0, and m(min(a_ib_i, ā_ib̄_i), a_i, b_i, x) > 0 whenever (a_i, b_i, x) ∈ (0, 1)^3, hence − min(a_ib̄_i, ā_ib_i) < c_{ai,bi} (x) < min(a_ib_i, ā_ib̄_i).

One can compute ∂m ∂c = (a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c)(1 − x)^2 + (a_ib_i + ā_ib̄_i − 2c)(2x)^2,

which is positive for c ∈ (− min(a_ib̄_i, ā_ib_i), min(a_ib_i, ā_ib̄_i)), and in particular at c = c_{ai,bi} (x) with (a_i, b_i, x) ∈ (0, 1)^3. Thus the implicit function theorem implies that c_{ai,bi} is a continuously differentiable function of (a_i, b_i, x) on (0, 1)^3.

Proof of Proposition 15(c). Since Lemma 14 says that φ^′(x^∗) ≠ 0, the implicit function theorem says that the unique solution x = x^∗ to φ(x) = 0 is a continuously differentiable function of p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, and b_1, . . . , b_n.

Proof of Proposition 15(d). Pick ε > 0 and a point (p^∗_1, . . . , p^∗_n, a^∗_1, . . . , a^∗_n, b^∗_1, . . . , b^∗_n) outside D_n, that is, p_i = 0 or a^∗_i = b^∗_i for every i ∈ [n] and n∑ i=1 p_i √ a^∗_i ā^∗_i ≤ 1/4. Claim. There exists x^− ∈ (0, ε) such that n∑ i=1 p_iφ_a∗_{i ,b}∗_i (x^−) < 0. Proof of claim. We break the argument into two cases.

Case 1: ∑_n i=1 p_i √ a^∗_i ā^∗_i < 1/4. We conclude from Proposition 13(c) that n∑ i=1 p_iφ^′_a∗_{i ,b}∗_i (0) = n∑ i=1 p_i ( 4 √ a^∗_i ā^∗_i − 1 ) < 0, from which the claim follows immediately.

Case 2: ∑_n i=1 p_i √ a^∗_i ā^∗_i = 1/4. Without loss of generality, we may assume that a^∗_1, . . . , a^∗_m ∈ (0, 1) and a^∗_{m+1}, . . . , a^∗_n ∈ {0, 1} for some m ∈ [n]. We conclude from Proposition 13(c) that n∑ i=1 p_iφ_a∗_{i ,b}∗_i (x) = n∑ i=1 p_i ( 4 √ a^∗_i ā^∗_i − 1 ) x + m∑ i=1 p_i ( 4 √ a^∗_i ā^∗_i − 4 ) x^2 + o(x^2).

As aā ≤ 1/4 for all a ∈ (0, 1) and aā = 0 for a ∈ {0, 1}, we estimate m∑ i=1 p_i ≥ m∑ i=1 p_i ( 2 √ a^∗_i ā^∗_i ) = n∑ i=1 p_i ( 2 √ a^∗_i ā^∗_i ) = 1/2, and so_n ∑ i=1 p_iφ_a∗_{i ,b}∗_i (x) ≤ −x^2 + o(x^2),

from which the claim follows immediately. ⊡

Now take x^− ∈ (0, ε) according to the claim. When a point (p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) ∈ D_n approaches (p^∗_1, . . . , p^∗_n, a^∗_1, . . . , a^∗_n, b^∗_1, . . . , b^∗_n), because φ_{ai ,bi} (x) depends continuously on a_i and b_i, ∑_n i=1 p_iφ_{ai,bi} (x^−) converges to ∑_n i=1 p_iφ_a∗_{i ,b}∗_i (x^−). Therefore there exists δ > 0 such that n∑ i=1 p_iφ_{ai ,bi} (x^−) < 0 for every (p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) ∈ D_n in the δ-neighborhood of (p^∗_1, . . . , p^∗_n, a^∗_1, . . . , a^∗_n, b^∗_1, . . . , b^∗_n). We already know that the equation

φ(x) := n∑ i=1 p_iφ_{ai,bi} (x) = 0, x ∈ (0, 1]

has a unique solution x = x^∗. Assume for the sake of contradiction that x^∗ ∈ (x^−, 1]. Lemma 14 asserts that φ^′(x^∗) < 0. Because φ(x^−) < 0, φ(x^∗) = 0 and φ^′(x^∗) < 0, there exists a solution to φ(x) = 0 in (x^−, x^∗), which contradicts the uniqueness of x^∗. Therefore x^∗ ∈ (0, x^−) ⊆ (0, ε).

Proof of Proposition 15(e). Suppose that p_i > 0 for every i ∈ [n]. Proposition 13(a) says that φ_{ai,bi} (1) ≥ 0 and equality holds if and only if a_i + b_i = 1. Therefore ∑_n i=1 p_iφ_{ai,bi} (1) ≥ 0 and equality holds, that is x^∗ = 1, if and only if a_i + b_i = 1 for every i ∈ [n].

We also need the following elementary algebraic fact.

Proposition 16. For every λ ∈ (0, 1/2) and (e_1, e_2, e_3, e_4) ∈ Δ^3 with e_1, e_2, e_3, e_4 > 0, set y := √ e_1e_4/ √ e_2e_3 and define ρ: (0, 1) ∪ (1, ∞) → R by ρ(r) := √ r(r^λ − 1)/(r − r^λ). If

(e_1e_2)^λ e_1 + e_2 = (e_3e_4)^λ e_3 + e_4 , (e_1e_3)^λ e_1 + e_3 = (e_2e_4)^λ e_2 + e_4 , then one of the following holds.

(a) e_1 = e_4, e_2 = e_3;

(b) e_2 = e_3 and y = ρ(r), where r = e_1/e_4 ≠ 1; (c) e_1 = e_4 and y = 1/ρ(r), where r = e_2/e_3 ≠ 1.

Moreover the function ρ(r) is increasing on (0, 1) and decreasing on (1, ∞), ρ(r) takes values in (0, λ/(1 − λ)), and if ρ(r) = ρ(r^′) then r = r^′ or rr^′ = 1.

Proof. By setting r_1 := e_1/e_4 and r_2 := e_2/e_3, we rewrite the equations as ( r^λ_1 r^λ_2 − r_2 ) e_3 + ( r^λ_1 r^λ_2 − r_1 ) e_4 = 0, ( r^λ_1 r_2 − r^λ_2 ) e_3 + ( r^λ_1 − r_1r^λ_2 ) e_4 = 0, (15)

which implies that ( r^λ_1 r^λ_2 − r_2 ) ( r^λ_1 − r_1r^λ_2 ) − ( r^λ_1 r^λ_2 − r_1 ) ( r^λ_1 r_2 − r^λ_2 ) = 0, which is equivalent to

(r^{2λ}_1 − r_1)r^λ_2 (1 − r_2) + r^λ_1 (1 − r_1)(r^{2λ}_2 − r_2) = 0.

Since r^{2λ}_i − r_i and 1 − r_i have the same sign for i ∈ [2], for the above equation to hold, it must be the case that r_1 = 1 or r_2 = 1. Case (a) corresponds to the case where r_1 = 1 and r_2 = 1. Case (b) corresponds to the case where r_1 ≠ 1 and r_2 = 1. In this case, (15) is equivalent to

(r^λ_1 − 1)e_3 + (r^λ_1 − r_1)e_4 = 0,

which implies that y = √ e_1e_4 √ e_2e_3 = √ r_1e_4 e_3 = √ r_1(r^λ_1 − 1) r_1 − r^λ_1

= ρ(r_1).

Case (c) corresponds to the case where r_1 = 1 and r_2 ≠ 1, which can be dealt similarly.

For the “moreover” part, one can compute

ρ^′(r) = r^λ((1 − 2λ)(1 − r) − (r^λ − r^{1−λ})) 2 √ r(r − r^λ)^2 . When r ∈ (0, 1), the mean value theorem states that there exists s ∈ (r, 1) such that r^λ − r^{1−λ} 1 − r = (1^{1−λ} − 1^λ) − (r^{1−λ} − r^λ) 1 − r = (1 − λ)s^{−λ} − λs^{λ−1} = (1 − 2λ)s^{−λ} − λs^{λ−1}(1 − s^{1−2λ}), which is clearly less than 1 − 2λ for s ∈ (0, 1). Thus ρ^′(r) > 0 for r ∈ (0, 1), and so ρ is increasing on (0, 1). One can check that ρ(r) = ρ(1/r), and so ρ is decreasing on (1, ∞). Given r^′ > 0, the monotonicity of the function ρ shows that the equation ρ(r) = ρ(r^′) has at most two solutions, and so it has exactly two solutions r = r^′ and r = 1/r^′. Finally applying l’Hôpital’s rule results in lim_{r→1} ρ(r) = λ/(1 − λ), and so ρ(r) takes values in (0, λ/(1 − λ)).

Proof of Theorem 9. Suppose for a moment that (p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) approaches a point (p^∗_1, . . . , p^∗_n, a^∗_1, . . . , a^∗_n, b^∗_1, . . . , b^∗_n) outside D_n, that is

a^∗_i = b^∗_i for i ∈ [n] and n∑ i=1 p_i √ a^∗_i ā^∗_i ≤ 1/4. Then a_i, b_i → a^∗_i , and x^∗ → 0 (via Proposition 15(d)), and so via Proposition 15(a) c_{ai,bi} (x^∗) → c_{ai,bi} (0)^{(8)}= −a^∗_i ā^∗_i , which yields S_4(a_i, b_i, c_{ai,bi} (x^∗)) → H_2(a^∗_i , ā^∗_i ).

As a result, L := L(p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) converges to n∑ i=1 p_iH_2(a^∗_i , ā^∗_i ) + λ ( 1 − n∑ i=1 p_iH_2(a^∗_i , ā^∗_i ) ) =: L^∗.

Using the fact H_2(a, ā) ≤ 2 √ aā for all a ∈ [0, 1], we know that

L → L^∗ = λ + (1 − λ) n∑ i=1 p_iH_2(a^∗_i , ā^∗_i ) ≤ λ + (1 − λ) n∑ i=1 p_i ( 2 √ a^∗_i ā^∗_i ) ≤ λ + (1 − λ)/2 = (1 + λ)/2.

Since the supremum of L is greater than (1 + λ)/2, L must have a global maximum point in D_n.

To characterize a global (or local) maximum point, we would like to compute ∂L/∂a_i and ∂L/∂b_i. There are several caveats — for example, the function x → x log x is not differentiable at x = 0. It turns out the differentiability issue could possibly arise only at the points in D_n \ ~D_n, where ~D_n = D_n ∩ {(p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n): ∀i p_i > 0, a_i, b_i ∈ (0, 1) and ∃i a_i + b_i ≠ 1} . Indeed because x^∗ ∈ (0, 1) for every (p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) ∈ ~D_n (via Proposition 15(e)), x^∗ is continuously differentiable on ~D_n. In addition, because S_3(x) is continuously differentiable on (0, 1) and S_4(a, b, c) is continuously differentiable for (a, b, c) with 0 < a, b < 1 and − min(ab̄, āb) < c < min(ab, āb̄), Proposition 15(b) implies that L is continuously differentiable on ~D_n. The following claim computes ∂L/∂a_i and ∂L/∂b_i on ~D_n. For brevity, denote

e_{1i} := a_ib_i − c^∗_i , e_{2i} := a_ib̄_i + c^∗_i , e_{3i} := ā_ib_i + c^∗_i , e_{4i} := ā_ib̄_i − c^∗_i , c^∗_i := c_{ai,bi} (x^∗).

Note that the definition of c_{ai,bi} (x) implies that

e_{1i}e_{4i}(2x^∗)^2 = e_{2i}e_{3i}(1 − x^∗)^2. (16)

Claim 1. For every (p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) ∈ ~D_n and i ∈ [n], ∂L ∂a_i = p_i 2 ( log (e_{1i}e_{2i})^λ e_{1i} + e_{2i}

− log

(e_{3i}e_{4i})^λ e_{3i} + e_{4i} ) , (17a) ∂L ∂b_i = p_i 2 ( log (e_{1i}e_{3i})^λ e_{1i} + e_{3i}

− log

(e_{2i}e_{4i})^λ e_{2i} + e_{4i} ) . (17b)

Proof of Claim 1. Fix i ∈ [n]. Because a_i, b_i ∈ (0, 1) and x^∗ ∈ (0, 1) (via Proposition 15(e)), Proposition 15(b) implies that − min(a_ib̄_i, ā_ib_i) < c^∗_i < min(a_ib_i, ā_ib̄_i), and so e_{1i}, e_{2i}, e_{3i}, e_{4i} > 0. We compute for j ≠ i

∂S_4(a_j , b_j , c^∗_j ) ∂a_i = ∂c^∗_j ∂a_i log e_{1j} e_{4j} e_{2j} e_{3j}

(16) = 2 ( ∂c_{∗j} ∂a_i ) log 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ = ∂(e_{2j} + e_{3j} ) ∂a_i log 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ , whereas for j = i

∂S_4(a_i, b_i, c^∗_i ) ∂a_i = ( ∂c^∗_i ∂a_i − b_i ) log e_{1i}e_{4i} e_{2i}e_{3i} + log e_{4i} e_{2i} (16) = 2 ( ∂c^∗_i ∂a_i − b_i ) log 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ + log e_{4i} e_{2i} = ( ∂(e_{2j} + e_{3j} ) ∂a_i − 1 ) log 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ + log e_{4i} e_{2i} .

Summing over j ∈ [n] with weights p_j yields ∂ ∑_n j=1 p_iS_4(a_j , b_j , c^∗_j ) ∂a_i = n∑ j=1 p_j ∂(e_{2j} + e_{3j} ) ∂a_i − p_i log 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ + p_i log e_{4i} e_{2i} .

Recall that x = x^∗ is a solution to the following equation: x = n∑ i=1 p_i(a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c_{ai ,bi} (x)),

which implies that

x^∗ = n∑ i=1 p_i(a_ib̄_i + ā_ib_i + 2c^∗_i ) = n∑ i=1 p_i(e_{2i} + e_{3i}). (18)

Taking the partial derivative of (18) with respect to a_i, we get that ∂x^∗ ∂a_i = n∑ j=1 p_j ∂(e_{2i} + e_{3i}) ∂a_i ,

which gives the simplification ∂ ∑_n j=1 p_iS_4(a_j , b_j , c^∗_j ) ∂a_i = ( ∂x^∗ ∂a_i − p_i ) log 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ + p_i log e_{4i} e_{2i} . Therefore ∂L ∂a_i = p_i 2 ( log ā_i a_i ) + λ ( ∂x^∗ ∂a_i log 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ − ( ∂x^∗ ∂a_i − p_i ) log 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ − p_i log e_{4i} e_{2i} )

= p_i ( 1 2 log ā_i a_i + λ ( log 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ − log e_{4i} e_{2i} )) . Using (16) we obtain that log 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ − log e_{4i} e_{2i} = 1 2 log e_{1i}e_{4i} e_{2i}e_{3i} − log e_{4i} e_{2i} = − 1 2 log e_{3i}e_{4i} e_{1i}e_{2i} . Together with the facts that a_i = e_{1i} + e_{2i} and ā_i = e_{3i} + e_{4i}, we obtain (17a), and we can obtain (17b) similarly. ⊡

For the rest of the proof, suppose that z := (p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) is a global maximum point of L in D_n. Since the value of L does not change after we drop the summands with p_i = 0 in the sums appeared in L, without loss of generality, we may assume that p_i > 0 for every i ∈ [n].

We deal with the x^∗ = 1 case separately in the following claim.

Claim 2. If p_i > 0 for every i ∈ [n] and x^∗ = 1, then L(z) ≤ 1 − λ.

Proof of Claim 2. Using a_i + b_i = 1 for every i ∈ [n] from Proposition 15(a), and c^∗_i = c_{ai,bi} (1) = min(a_ib̄_i, ā_ib_i) from (8), one can easily compute

e_{1i} = 0, e_{2i} = a_i, e_{3i} = ā_i, e_{4i} = 0.

Thus S_4(a_i, b_i, c^∗_i ) = H_4(e_{1i}, e_{2i}, e_{3i}, e_{4i}) = H_2(a_i, ā_i), which yields L(z) = n∑ i=1 p_iH_2(a_i, ā_i) + λ ( S_3(1) − n∑ i=1 p_iH_2(a_i, ā_i) ) = (1 − λ) n∑ i=1 p_iH_2(a_i, ā_i) ≤ 1 − λ. ⊡

Recall that r = 2+ √ 3 and x_1 = 1/(1+2r(r^{2λ})/(r^2 −r^{2λ})). Because x_1 ∈ (0, 1), the upper bound 1 − λ in Claim 2 is subsumed by 1 − λ log(1 + x_1). Hereafter we may assume that x^∗ ∈ (0, 1) at the global maximum point z. Since we have assumed that p_i > 0 for every i ∈ [n], Proposition 15(e) implies that a_i + b_i ≠ 1 for some i ∈ [n]. We rule out the possibility that z ∈ D_n \ ~D_n in the following claim.

Claim 3. If p_i > 0 for every i ∈ [n] and a_i + b_i ≠ 1 for some i ∈ [n], then z ∈ ~D_n. Proof of Claim 3. Assume for the sake of contradiction that z ∉ ~D_n, that is a_i ∈ {0, 1} or b_i ∈ {0, 1} for some i ∈ [n]. We shall get a contradiction by nudging (a_1, . . . , a_n, b_1, . . . , b_n) towards a point in ~D_n. For every i ∈ [n], define

u_i =

1 − 2a_i if a_i ∈ {0, 1} , 0 if a_i ∈ (0, 1), v_i =

1 − 2b_i if b_i ∈ {0, 1} , 0 if b_i ∈ (0, 1).

It is easy to check that there exists ε > 0 such that

z(t) := (p_1, . . . , p_n, a_1(t), . . . , a_n(t), b_1(t), . . . , b_n(t)), where a_i(t) = a_i + u_it and b_i(t) = b_i + v_it,

is in ~D_n for every t ∈ (0, ε). We break the computation of the limit of

d_i(t) := u_i ∂L ∂a_i (z(t)) + v_i ∂L ∂b_i (z(t)) as t → 0^+ into three cases. For brevity,

e_{1i}(t) := a_i(t)b_i(t) − c^∗_i (t), e_{2i}(t) := a_i(t)b̄_i(t) + c^∗_i (t), e_{3i}(t) := ā_i(t)b_i(t) + c^∗_i (t), e_{4i}(t) := ā_i(t)b̄_i(t) − c^∗_i (t), c^∗_i (t) := c_{ai,bi} (x^∗(z(t))).

Case 1: a_i ∈ {0, 1} and b_i ∈ {0, 1}. We only demonstrate how to deal with the case where (a_i, b_i) = (0, 0) as other cases are similar. In this case, u_i = v_i = 1, and via Claim 1, we have u_i ∂L ∂a_i (z(t)) = p_i 2 ( log (e_{1i}(t)e_{2i}(t))^λ e_{1i}(t) + e_{2i}(t)

− log

(e_{3i}(t)e_{4i}(t))^λ e_{3i}(t) + e_{4i}(t) ) , v_i ∂L ∂b_i (z(t)) = p_i 2 ( log (e_{1i}(t)e_{3i}(t))^λ e_{1i}(t) + e_{3i}(t)

− log

(e_{2i}(t)e_{4i}(t))^λ e_{2i}(t) + e_{4i}(t) ) . Since a_i(t) = b_i(t) = t, the definition of c_{ai,bi} (x) implies that −t(1 − t) ≤ c^∗_i (t) ≤ t^2. Thus c^∗_i (t) = O(t), and so e_{4i}(t) = (1 − t)^2 − c^∗_i (t) ∼ 1. Because e_{2i}(t) = t(1 − t) + c^∗_i = e_{3i}(t), (16) implies √ e_{1i}(t) e_{2i}(t) ∼ √ e_{1i}(t)e_{4i}(t) √ e_{2i}(t)e_{3i}(t) = 1 − x^∗(z(t)) 2x^∗(z(t)) ∼ 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ =: y, as t → 0^+.

Together with the fact that e_{1i}(t) + e_{2i}(t) = a_i(t) = t, we can solve

e_{1i}(t) ∼ y^2t^2, e_{2i}(t) = e_{3i}(t) ∼ t, e_{4i}(t) ∼ 1,

which implies that u_i ∂L ∂a_i (z(t)) = v_i ∂L ∂b_i (z(t)) ∼ p_i 2 log t^{2λ−1},

and so lim_{t→0}+ d_i(t) = ∞.

Case 2: (a_i, b_i) ∈ {0, 1} × (0, 1) ∪ (0, 1) × {0, 1}. We only demonstrate how to deal with the case where a_i = 0 and b_i ∈ (0, 1) as other cases are similar. In this case, u_i = 1 and v_i = 0, and via Claim 1, we have

d_i(t) = u_i ∂L ∂a_i (z(t)) = p_i 2 ( log (e_{1i}(t)e_{2i}(t))^λ e_{1i}(t) + e_{2i}(t)

− log

(e_{3i}(t)e_{4i}(t))^λ e_{3i}(t) + e_{4i}(t) ) . Since a_i(t) = t and b_i(t) = b_i, the definition of c_{ai,bi} (x) implies that −tb̄_i ≤ c^∗_i ≤ tb_i. Thus c^∗_i = O(t), and so e_{3i} = (1 − t)b_i + c^∗_i = b_i + o(1) and e_{4i} = (1 − t)b̄_i − c^∗_i = b̄_i + o(1). Therefore √ e_{1i}b̄_i √ e_{2i}b_i ∼ √ e_{1i}(t)e_{4i}(t) √ e_{2i}(t)e_{3i}(t) = 1 − x^∗(z(t)) 2x^∗(z(t)) ∼ 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ =: y, as t → 0^+.

Together with the fact that e_{1i}(t) + e_{2i}(t) = a_i(t) = t, we can solve e_{1i}(t) ∼ ( y^2b^2_i y^2b^2_i + b̄^2_i ) t, e_{2i}(t) ∼ (¯ b^2_i y^2b^2_i + b̄^2_i ) t, which implies that u_i ∂L ∂a_i (z(t)) ∼ p_i 2 log t^{2λ−1},

and so lim_{t→0}+ d_i(t) = ∞.

Case 3: (a_i, b_i) ∈ (0, 1)^2. In this case u_i = v_i = 0, and so d_i(t) = 0.

Because a_i ∈ {0, 1} and b_i ∈ {0, 1} for some i ∈ [n], we know from the computation done in the above three cases that d dt L(z(t)) = n∑ i=1 d_i(t) → ∞, as t → 0^+,

in particular there exists ε̃ ∈ (0, ε) such that dL(z(t))/dt > 0 for every t ∈ (0, ε̃). However because L(z(0)) ≥ L(z(ε̃)), the mean value theorem says that there exists t ∈ (0, ε̃) such that dL(z(t))/dt ≤ 0, which yields a contradiction. ⊡

According to Claim 3, the global maximum point z is in ~D_n, that is a_i, b_i ∈ (0, 1) for i ∈ [n], and a_1 + b_1 ≠ 1 without loss of generality, which implies that e_{11} ≠ e_{41} because e_{11} − e_{41} = a_1 + b_1 − 1. In addition, for every i ∈ [n], ∂L/∂a_i = 0 and ∂L/∂b_i = 0, which imply via Claim 1 that (e_{1i}e_{2i})^λ e_{1i} + e_{2i} = (e_{3i}e_{4i})^λ e_{3i} + e_{4i} , (e_{1i}e_{3i})^λ e_{1i} + e_{3i} = (e_{2i}e_{4i})^λ e_{2i} + e_{4i} . Set y := 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ and ρ(r) := √ r(r^λ − 1) r − r^λ . Because x^∗ ∈ (0, 1), we know that y > 0. We also know from (16) that y = √ e_{1i}e_{4i}/ √ e_{2i}e_{3i} for every i ∈ [n]. (19)

Define r_i = e_{1i}/e_{4i} for all i. By Proposition 16 we have y = ρ(r_1) ∈ (0, λ/(1 − λ)) ⊆ (0, 1) because e_{11} ≠ e_{41}. This allows us to rule out case (c) in Proposition 16. For each i ∈ [n], the remaining two cases (a) and (b) could apply to (e_{1i}, e_{2i}, e_{3i}, e_{4i}), that is, one of the following two holds.

(a) e_{1i} = e_{4i}, e_{2i} = e_{3i}. Using (19), e_{1i} = e_{4i}, e_{2i} = e_{3i} and e_{1i} + e_{2i} + e_{3i} + e_{4i} = 1, we can solve

e_{1i} = e_{4i} = y 2y + 2

, e_{2i} = e_{3i} = 1 2y + 2 . Thus a_i = e_{1i} + e_{2i} = 1/2 and b_i = e_{1i} + e_{3i} = 1/2, and so

H_2(a_i, ā_i) = H_2(b_i, b̄_i) = 1, c^∗_i = a_ib_i − e_{1i} = −y + 1 4y + 4 = 3x^∗ − 1 4x^∗ + 4 . (b) e_{2i} = e_{3i}, y = ρ(r_i) and r_i ≠ 1. Since y = ρ(r_1), Proposition 16 implies that r_i ∈ {r_1, 1/r_1}.

Using (19), e_{1i}/e_{4i} = r_i, e_{2i} = e_{3i} and e_{1i} + e_{2i} + e_{3i} + e_{4i} = 1, we can solve

(e_{1i}, e_{2i}, e_{3i}, e_{4i}) =

(e_{11}, e_{21}, e_{31}, e_{41}) if r_i = r_1, (e_{41}, e_{31}, e_{21}, e_{11}) if r_i = 1/r_1.

In either case we always have

H_2(a_i, ā_i) = H_2(b_i, b̄_i) = H_2(a_1, ā_1), S_4(a_i, b_i, c^∗_i ) = H_4(e_{1i}, e_{2i}, e_{3i}, e_{4i}) = H_4(e_{11}, e_{21}, e_{31}, e_{41}) = S_4(a_1, a_1, c^∗_1), e_{2i} + e_{3i} = e_{21} + e_{31} = 2a_1ā_1 + 2c^∗_1.

After combining similar terms, L(z) and (18) become

L(z) = (1 − p) + pH_2(a_1, ā_1) + λ (S_3(x^∗) − (1 − p)S_{40} − pS_{41}) , (20a) x^∗ = (1 − p)(2a_0ā_0 + 2c^∗_0) + p(2a_1ā_1 + 2c^∗_1), (20b)

where p = ∑ i : r_i≠1

p_i, S_{40} = S_4(a_0, a_0, c^∗_0), S_{41} = S_4(a_1, a_1, c^∗_1), a_0 = 1 2 , c^∗_0 =

3x^∗ − 1 4x^∗ + 4 . Because r_1 ≠ 1 we know that p ≥ p_1 > 0. We break the rest of the argument into two cases.

Case 1: p ∈ (0, 1). We obtain for i ∈ {0, 1}, ∂H_{4i} ∂p = ∂c^∗_i ∂p log (a^2_i − c_i)^2 (a_iā_i − c_i)^2 = ∂c^∗_i ∂p ( 2 log 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ ) . Therefore ∂L ∂p = −1 + H_2(a_1, ā_1) + λ ( ∂x^∗ ∂p log 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ + S_{40} − (1 − p) ∂c^∗_0 ∂p ( 2 log 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ )

−S_{41} − p ∂c^∗_1 ∂p ( 2 log 1 − x 2x )) . Taking the partial derivative of (20b) with respect to p, we get that ∂x^∗ ∂p = −(2a_0ā_0 + 2c^∗_0) + (1 − p) ( 2 ∂c^∗_0 ∂p ) + (2a_1ā_1 + 2c^∗_1) + p ( 2 ∂c^∗_1 ∂p ) , which leads to the simplification ∂L ∂p = −1 + H_2(a_1, ā_1) + λ ( (−2a_0ā_0 − 2c^∗_0 + 2a_1ā_1 + 2c^∗_1) log 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ + S_{40} − S_{41} ) . As ∂L/∂p = 0 at the global maximum point z with p ∈ (0, 1), we get L(z) = L(z) − p ∂L ∂p (z) = 1 + λ ( S_3(x^∗) − S_{40} − p (−2a_0ā_0 − 2c^∗_0 + 2a_1ā_1 + 2c^∗_1) log 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ )

(20b)

= 1 + λ ( S_3(x^∗) − S_{40} − (x^∗ − 2a_0ā_0 − 2c^∗_0) log 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ ) . Because

S_3(x^∗) = H_3 ( 1 − x^∗ 2 , x^∗, 1 − x^∗ 2 ) = H_2(x^∗, 1 − x^∗) + 1 − x^∗,

S_{40} = H_4 ( a^2_0 − c^∗_0, a_0ā_0 + c^∗_0, ā_0a_0 + c^∗_0, ā^2_0 − c^∗_0 ) = H_2 ( 1 − x^∗ 1 + x^∗ , 2x^∗ 1 + x^∗ ) + 1, we simplify

L(z) = 1 + λ ( H_2(x^∗, 1 − x^∗) + 1 − x^∗ − H_2 ( 1 − x^∗ 1 + x^∗ , 2x^∗ 1 + x^∗ ) − 1 − ( x^∗ − 1 2 − 3x^∗ − 1 2x^∗ + 2 ) log 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ ) = 1 − λ log(1 + x^∗).

It suffices to show that x^∗ > 1/(1 + 2ρ(r^2)), where r = 2 + √ 3. Since x^∗ ∈ (0, 1), we know that 2a_0ā_0 + 2c^∗_0 = 2x^∗/(1 + x^∗) > x^∗. We know from (20b) that x^∗ is a convex combination of 2a_0ā_0 + 2c^∗_0 and 2a_1ā_1 + 2c^∗_1, and so

e_{21} + e_{31} = 2a_1ā_1 + 2c^∗_1 < x^∗ = 1 1 + 2y . Using (19), e_{11}/e_{41} = r_1, e_{21} = e_{31} and e_{11} + e_{21} + e_{31} + e_{41} = 1, we can solve

e_{21} + e_{31} = 2 √ r_1 (r_1 + 1)y + 2 √ r_1 , which together with the previous inequality gives 2 √ r_1 (r_1 + 1)y + 2 √ r_1 < 1 1 + 2y , which is equivalent to 4 √ r_1 < r_1 + 1,

and so r_1 < 1/r^2 or r_1 > r^2. From Proposition 16 we get that ρ(r_1) < ρ(r^2), and so x^∗ = 1/(1 + 2y) = 1/(1 + 2ρ(r_1)) > 1/(1 + 2ρ(r^2)).

Case 2: p = 1. Because e_{11}/e_{41} = r_1, e_{21} = e_{31}, x^∗ = 2a_1ā_1 + 2c_1 = e_{21} + e_{31}, and e_{11} + e_{21} + e_{31} + e_{41} = 1, we can solve

e_{11} = r_1(1 − x^∗)

r_1 + 1

, e_{21} = e_{31} = x^∗ 2 , e_{41} = 1 − x^∗ r_1 + 1 . We know from (19) that √ r_1(1 − x^∗) (r_1 + 1)(x^∗/2)

= y = 1 − x^∗ 2x^∗ , which is equivalent to r_1 + 1 = 4 √ r_1.

Thus r_1 ∈ { r^2, 1/r^2 } , where r = 2 + √ 3, and

e_{11} = r(1 − x^∗) 4 , e_{41} = 1 − x^∗ 4r .

Therefore

L(z) = H_2(e_{11} + e_{21}, e_{31} + e_{41}) + λ(S_3(x^∗) − H_4(e_{11}, e_{21}, e_{31}, e_{41}))

= H_2 (_{r(1−x∗)} 4 +^{x∗}_2 ,^{x∗}_2 +^{1−x∗}_{4r} ) + λ ( H_3 (_{1−x∗} 2 , x^∗,^{1−x∗}_2 ) − H_4 (_{r(1−x∗)} 4 ,^{x∗}_2 ,^{x∗}_2 ,^{1−x∗}_{4r} )) = H_2 (_r 4 − (_r 4 −^1_2 ) x^∗,^1_{4r} +

(_1 2 −^1_{4r} ) x^∗ ) + λ ( −1 + (_r 4 −^1_{4r} ) (log r)(1 − x^∗) ) . Finally notice that r/4 − 1/2 = 1/2 − 1/(4r) = √ 3/4, r/4 − 1/(4r) = √ 3/2, and x^∗ = 1/(1 + 2y) = 1/(1 + 2ρ(r^2)).

8 An open problem

At the moment, the Dueck zero-error capacity region O_f of the binary adder channel is far from fully understood. Theorem 2 gives the exact value of sup { 1 2 R_1 + 1 2 R_2 : (R_1, R_2) ∈ O_f } . In general, the weighted average zero-error capacity of the binary adder channel with complete feedback is defined by

R(O_f ; c_1, c_2) := sup {c_1R_1 + c_2R_2 : (R_1, R_2) ∈ O_f } ,

for every (c_1, c_2) ∈ Δ^1. One can derive from Theorem 1 that R(O_f ; c_1, c_2) is given by the optimum of an optimization problem with n ∈ N as a variable. Our numerical experiments suggest that n = 1 readily gives the optimal value.

Conjecture A. For every (c_1, c_2) ∈ Δ^1, the weighted average zero-error capacity R(O_f ; c_1, c_2) of the binary adder channel with complete feedback equals the optimum of the following optimization problem.

Maximize: c_1H_2(a, ā) + c_2H_2(b, b̄), subject to: S_3 ( ab̄ + āb + 2c ) ≥ S_4(a, b, c) for every c ∈ [− min(ab̄, āb), min(ab, āb̄)], a ∈ [0, 1], b ∈ [0, 1]. Once the conjecture is established, it would be interesting to compute the optimal value of the above optimization problem. The explicit formula of R(O_f ; c_1, c_2) for (c_1, c_2) ∈ Δ^1 would in turn yield a complete description of the Dueck zero-error capacity region O_f .

Acknowledgements

This research was conducted while the first and second authors were participants and the third author was a mentor in the PRIMES-USA program of the MIT Mathematics Department. We thank Prof. Pavel Etingof, Dr. Slava Gerovitch and Dr. Tanya Khovanova for their role in advising the program. We thank Nikita Polyanskii and Rahul Thomas for inspirational discussion at the early stage of the project. We are very thankful to the referees for extensive comments on the manuscript.

A Proof of Proposition 13

Throughout this section, we fix (a, b) ∈ [0, 1]^2, and we use the shorthand φ for φ_{a,b}.

Proof of Proposition 13(a). Since (8) says that c_{a,b}(0) = − min(ab̄, āb) and c_{a,b}(1) = min(ab, āb̄), we obtain φ(0) = ab̄ + āb − 2 min(ab̄, āb) = |a − b| ≥ 0 and φ(1) = ab̄ + āb + 2 min(ab, āb̄) − 1 = −|a+b−1| ≤ 0. Furthermore, φ(0) = 0 if and only if a = b, and φ(1) = 0 if and only if a+b = 1.

Proof of Proposition 13(b). Recall that c = c_{a,b}(x) is the unique solution to

m(c, x) := (ab̄ + c)(āb + c)(1 − x)^2 − (ab − c)(āb̄ − c)(2x)^2 = 0, (21a) − min(ab̄, āb) ≤ c ≤ min(ab, āb̄). (21b) Because φ(x) = ab̄ + āb + 2c_{a,b}(x) − x, it suffices to prove c_{a,b} is continuously differentiable on [0, 1].

When abāb̄ = 0, it is easy to check that c = 0 is a solution to (21), hence c_{a,b}(x) = 0 and so φ(x) = ab̄ + āb − x (22) is clearly continuously differentiable on [0, 1].

Hereafter, we consider the case where (a, b) ∈ (0, 1)^2. One can compute ∂m ∂c = (ab̄ + āb + 2c)(1 − x)^2 + (ab + āb̄ − 2c)(2x)^2.

When 0 < x < 1, Proposition 15(b) says that − min(ab̄, āb) < c_{a,b}(x) < min(ab, āb̄), and so ∂m/∂c(c_{a,b}(x), x) > 0. Moreover ∂m/∂c(c_{a,b}(0), 0) = ∂m/∂c(− min(ab̄, āb), 0) = |a − b|, which is positive if a ≠ b, and and ∂m/∂c(c_{a,b}(1), 1) = ∂m/∂c(min(ab, āb̄), 1) = |1 − a − b|, which is positive if a + b ≠ 1. The implicit function theorem then implies that

(a) if a ≠ b then c_{a,b} is continuously differentiable on [0, 1); and

(b) if a + b ≠ 1 then c_{a,b} is continuously differentiable on (0, 1].

It suffices to show that if a = b then c_{a,b}(x) is continuously differentiable about x = 0; and if a + b = 1 then c_{a,b}(x) is continuously differentiable about x = 1. We break the rest of the argument into two cases.

Case 1: a = b. Observe that c = c_{a,b}(x) is also the unique solution to

m_0(c, x) := (aā + c)(1 − x) − √ (a^2 − c)(ā^2 − c)(2x) = 0, −aā ≤ c ≤ min(a^2, ā^2),

whose partial derivative with respect to c is ∂m_0 ∂c = (1 − x) + a^2 + ā^2 − 2c √ (a^2 − c)(ā^2 − c) x. When 0 < x < 1, ∂m_0/∂c(c_{a,b}(x), x) > 0 because −aā < c_{a,b}(x) < min(a^2, ā^2) (via Proposition 15(b)). Moreover ∂m_0/∂c(c_{a,b}(0), 0) = ∂m_0/∂c(−aā, 0) = 1. The implicit function theorem then implies that c_{a,b} is continuously differentiable on [0, 1).

Case 2: a + b = 1. Observe that c = c_{a,b}(x) is also the unique solution to

m_1(c, x) := √ (a^2 + c)(ā^2 + c)(1 − x) − (aā − c)(2x), − min(a^2, ā^2) ≤ c ≤ aā,

whose partial derivative with respect to c is ∂m_1 ∂c = a^2 + ā^2 + 2c 2 √ (a^2 + c)(ā^2 + c)

(1 − x) + 2x.

When 0 < x < 1, ∂m_1/∂c(c_{a,b}(x), x) > 0 because −aā < c_{a,b}(x) < min(a^2, ā^2) (via Proposition 15(b)). Moreover ∂m_1/∂c(c_{a,b}(1), 1) = ∂m_1/∂c(aā, 0) = 2. The implicit function theorem then implies that c_{a,b} is continuously differentiable on (0, 1].

Proof of Proposition 13(c). In view of (22), φ(x) = −x when a = b ∈ {0, 1}. Hereafter we consider the case where a = b ∈ (0, 1).

When x ≠ 1/3, m(c, x) can be rewritten as a quadratic function in c: m(c, x) = ( (1 − x)^2 − (2x)^2 ) c^2 + ((ab + āb̄)(2x)^2 + (ab̄ + āb)(1 − x)^2)c + abāb̄ ( (1 − x)^2 − (2x)^2 ) , whose solutions can be routinely computed as follows:

c =^1_2 ( −(ab̄ + āb) + u ± √ v ) , (23)

where u = −4x^2 (1 + x)(1 − 3x)

, v = u^2 − 2(ab̄ + āb)u + (a − b)^2.

When 0 ≤ x < 1/3, since u ≤ 0 and c ≥ − min(ab̄, āb) ≥ −(ab̄ + āb)/2, we choose the plus sign in (23). Therefore for 0 ≤ x < 1/3, φ(x) = u + √ v − x. (24) We compute the Maclaurin series of u and v as follows:

u = −4x^2 − 8x^3 + o(x^3), v = u^2 − 4aāu = 16aāx^2 + 32aāx^3 + o(x^3).

As a ∈ (0, 1), we obtain the Maclaurin series of √ v and φ(x): √ v = 4 √ aāx + 4 √ aāx^2 + o(x^2), φ(x) = (4 √ aā − 1)x + (4 √ aā − 4)x^2 + o(x^2).

Proof of Proposition 13(d). Suppose (a, b) ∉ {(0, 0), (1, 1)}. We introduce s := ab̄ + āb, t := |a − b|. One can check that for (a, b) ∈ [0, 1]^2, 2(ab̄ + āb) = 1 + |a − b|^2 − |a + b − 1|^2, |a + b − 1| ≤ 1 − |a − b|, which imply that 2s ≤ 1 + t^2, and 2s ≥ 1 + t^2 − (1 − t)^2 = 2t. Thus we can estimate t and s as follows:

0 ≤ t ≤ 1, t ≤ s ≤^1_2 (1 + t^2).

It is also easy to see that (a, b) ∉ {(0, 0), (1, 1)} is equivalent to (s, t) ≠ (0, 0). We consider the solutions of the equation φ(x) = xφ^′(x), x ∈ (0, 1], and we split the rest of the proof into three cases.

Case 1: x = 1/3. It is easy to check that c = 0 is a solution to (21). Thus c_{a,b}(1/3) = 0, and so φ(1/3) = ab̄ + āb − 1/3 = s − 1/3. One can compute ∂m ∂x = −2(ab̄ + c)(āb + c)(1 − x) − 4(ab − c)(āb̄ − c)(2x). The implicit function theorem then implies that c^′_{a,b}(1/3) = − ∂m ∂x (0, 1/3) / ∂m ∂c (0, 1/3) = 9abāb̄. One can check that 4abāb̄ = (ab̄ + āb)^2 − |a − b|^2. Thus c^′_{a,b}(1/3) = 9(s^2 − t^2)/4, and φ^′(1/3) = 2c^′(1/3) − 1 = 9(s^2 − t^2)/4 − 1.

The following claim immediately shows that φ(x) > xφ^′(x) at x = 1/3. Claim 1. For every s, t such that 0 ≤ t ≤ 1, t ≤ s ≤ (1 + t^2)/2 and (s, t) ≠ (0, 0), q := s − 3(s^2 − t^2)/4 > 0.

Proof of Claim 1. When t = 0, q = s(1 − 3s/4), which clearly is positive for 0 < s ≤ 1/2. Hereafter we deal with the case where t ∈ (0, 1]. Since q is a quadratic polynomial of s with a negative leading coefficient, it suffices to check q > 0 for s ∈ { t, (1 + t^2)/2 } . When s = t, q = t which is positive;

when s = (1 + t^2)/2, q = (1 + 3t^2)(5 − t^2)/16 which is also positive. ⊡

Case 2: x ∈ (0, 1/3). Recall from (24) that for x ∈ (0, 1/3)

φ(x) = u + √ v − x, where u = −4x^2 (1 + x)(1 − 3x)

, v = u^2 − 2su + t^2. (25)

We can compute u^′ = −8x(1 − x) (1 + x)^2(1 − 3x)^2

, v^′ = 2uu^′ − 2su^′. (26)

We can then rewrite the equation φ(x) = xφ^′(x) as u + √ v − x = x(u^′ + ( √ v)^′ − 1).

After multiplying both sides by 2 √ v, using the fact that 2 √ v( √ v)^′ = v^′, we can rearrange the above equation to 2 ( u − xu^′ ) √ v = −2v + xv^′. After completely replacing u, u^′, v, v^′ according to (25) and (26) except for √ v, we obtain after simplification that

8x^2(1 + 3x^2) (1 + x)^2(1 − 3x)^2 √ v = 32x^4(1 + 3x^2) (1 + x)^3(1 − 3x)^3 + 16sx^3(1 + 3x) (1 + x)^2(1 − 3x)^2

− 2t^2,

which after multiplying by (1 + x)^2(1 − 3x)^2/(8x^2) gives ( 1 + 3x^2 ) √ v = 4x^2 ( 1 + 3x^2 ) (1 + x)(1 − 3x)

+ 2sx(1 + 3x) − t^2(1 + x)^2(1 − 3x)^2 4x^2

(25)

= −(1 + 3x^2)u + 2sx(1 + 3x) −

4t^2x^2 u^2 . The following claim immediately shows that φ(x) ≠ xφ^′(x) for x ∈ (0, 1/3).

Claim 2. For every x ∈ (0, 1/3) and s, t such that 0 ≤ t ≤ 1, t ≤ s ≤ (1 + t^2)/2 and (s, t) ≠ (0, 0), ( 1 + 3x^2 ) √ v > −(1 + 3x^2)u + 2sx(1 + 3x).

Proof of Claim 2. Since the left hand side of the inequality is non-negative, squaring both sides strengthens the inequality, which after substituting v according to (25) gives that ( 1 + 3x^2 ) (u^2 − 2su + t^2) > ( −(1 + 3x^2)u + 2sx(1 + 3x)

)_2 . The difference between the two sides of the last inequality, after substituting u according to (25), equals q := 4sx^2 ( 2 + 6x^2 − s(1 + 3x)^2 ) + ( 1 + 3x^2 ) t^2.

When t = 0, q = 2sx^2(3(1 − x)^2 + (1 − 2s)(1 + 3x)^2) which is clearly positive for 0 < s ≤ 1/2 and x ∈ (0, 1/3). Hereafter we deal with the case where t ∈ (0, 1]. Since q is a quadratic polynomial of s with a negative leading coefficient, it suffices to check q > 0 for s ∈ { t, (1 + t^2)/2 } . When s = t, q = t (( 8x^2 + 24x^4 ) (1 − t) + ( 1 + 7x^2 − 24x^3 − 12x^4 ) t ) . One can check that both 8x^2 + 24x^4 and 1 + 7x^2 − 24x^3 − 12x^4 are positive for x ∈ (0, 1/3). Thus q > 0 for x ∈ (0, 1/3). When s = (1 + t^2)/2,

q = (1 + t^2)x^2 ( 4 + 12x^2 − (1 + t^2)(1 + 3x)^2 ) + ( 1 + 3x^2 ) t^2,

which can be seen as a quadratic polynomial of t^2 with a negative leading coefficient. It suffices to check q > 0 for t^2 = 0 and t^2 = 1. Note that

q = 3x^2(1 − x)^2 when t = 0; 1 + 6x^2 − 6x^3 + 3x^4 when t = 1.

In either case, one can check that q > 0 for x ∈ (0, 1/3). ⊡

Case 3: x ∈ (1/3, 1]. Recall from (23) that for x ≠ 1/3,

c_{a,b}(x) =^1_2 (−(ab̄ + āb) + u ± √ v) =^1_2 (ab + āb̄ − 1 + u ± √ v). When 1/3 < x ≤ 1, since u > 1 and c_{a,b}(x) ≤ min(ab, āb̄) ≤ (ab + āb̄)/2, we choose the minus sign in the above formula. Therefore for x ∈ (1/3, 1] φ(x) = u − √ v − x. We can then rewrite the equation φ(x) = xφ^′(x) as u − √ v − x = x(u^′ − ( √ v)^′ − 1).

After multiplying both sides by 2 √ v, using the fact that 2 √ v( √ v)^′ = v^′, we can rearrange the above equation to 2 ( u − xu^′ ) √ v = 2v − xv^′, which, by comparing with the corresponding computation in Case 2, is equivalent to ( 1 + 3x^2 ) √ v = (1 + 3x^2)u − 2sx(1 + 3x) +

4t^2x^2 u^2 . The following claim immediately implies that φ(x) = xφ^′(x) could possibly have a solution in (1/3, 1] only when t = 1 or (s, t) = (1/2, 0), which corresponds to (a, b) ∈ {(1/2, 1/2), (0, 1), (1, 0)}. However one can compute that φ_{1/2,1/2}(x) = x(1 − x)/(1 + x) and φ_{0,1}(x) = φ_{1,0}(x) = 1 − x, and one can check directly that in neither case φ = xφ^′ has a solution in (0, 1].

Claim 3. For every x ∈ (1/3, 1], s, t such that 0 ≤ t < 1, t ≤ s ≤ (1 + t^2)/2 and (s, t) ∉ {(0, 0), (1/2, 0)}, ( 1 + 3x^2

)_2 v > ( (1 + 3x^2)u − 2sx(1 + 3x) +

4t^2x^2 u^2

)_2 . Proof of Claim 3. After substituting v according to (25), the difference between the two sides of the last inequality equals

q := ( 1 + 3x^2

)_2

(u^2 − 2su + t^2) − ( (1 + 3x^2)u − 2sx(1 + 3x) +

4t^2x^2 u^2

)_2 . Since q is a quadratic polynomial of s with a negative leading coefficient, it suffices to check q ≥ 0 when t = 0 and s ∈ {0, 1/2}, and q > 0 when t ∈ (0, 1) and s ∈ { t, (1 + t^2)/2 } . When s = t, we have q = ( (1 + 3x^2)(u − t)

)_2 − ( (1 + 3x^2)u − 2tx(1 + 3x) +

4t^2x^2 u^2

)_2

= ( t(3x − 1)(x + 1) −

4t^2x^2 u^2 ) ( 2(1 + 3x^2)u − t(9x^2 + 2x) +

4t^2x^2 u^2 ) , which after substituting u according to (25) can be further factorized into q = t ( t(1 − x)^2 + 4(1 − t)x^2 )_2(( 8x^2 + 24x^4 ) (1 − t) + (−1 + 4x + 10x^2 − 12x^3 + 15x^4)t )/ (16x^4).

One can check that both 8x^2 + 24x^4 and −1 + 4x + 10x^2 − 12x^3 + 15x^4 are positive for x ∈ (1/3, 1]. Thus q = 0 when t = 0, and q > 0 when t ∈ (0, 1).

When s = (1 + t^2)/2, we have q = ( 1 + 3x^2

)_2

(u^2 − (1 + t^2)u + t^2) − ( (1 + 3x^2)u − (1 + t^2)x(1 + 3x) + t^2

4x^2 u^2

)_2 , which can be seen as a quadratic polynomial of t^2. We compute q for t = 0 and t = 1. Note that, after substituting u according to (25),

q = 48(1 − x)^2x^6 when t = 0; (1 − x)^4(−1 + 4x + 10x^2 − 12x^3 + 15x^4) when t = 1.

One can check that −1 + 4x + 10x^2 − 12x^3 + 15x^4 > 0 for x ∈ (1/3, 1]. Thus in each case q ≥ 0, which implies that q ≥ 0 for t = 0 and q > 0 for t ∈ (0, 1). ⊡

This finishes the proof of the three cases in Proposition 13(d).

References

[1] Rudolf Ahlswede. Combinatorial methods and models, volume 13 of Foundations in Signal Processing, Communications and Networking. Springer, Cham, 2018.

[2] Rudolf F. Ahlswede and János Körner. Source coding with side information and a converse for degraded broadcast channels. IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, IT-21(6):629–637, 1975.

[3] Martin Aigner. Search problems on graphs. Discrete Appl. Math., 14(3):215–230, 1986.

[4] A. Ya. Belokopytov. On the zero error feedback capacity region of the binary adder channel.

Problems Control Inform. Theory/Problemy Upravlen. Teor. Inform., 18(2):125–133, 1989.

[5] C. Christen. A Fibonaccian algorithm for the detection of two elements. PhD thesis, Départment d’IRO, Université de Montréal, Montréal Qué, 1980.

[6] Claude A. Christen. Search problems: one, two or many rounds. volume 136, pages 39–51.

1994. Trends in discrete mathematics.

[7] Gérard Cohen, Simon Litsyn, and Gilles Zémor. Binary B_2-sequences: a new upper bound. J.

Combin. Theory Ser. A, 94(1):152–155, 2001.

[8] Gunter Dueck. The zero error feedback capacity region of a certain class of multiple-access channels. Problems Control Inform. Theory/Problemy Upravlen. Teor. Inform., 14(2):89–103, 1985.

[9] L. Gargano, V. Montouri, G. Setaro, and U. Vaccaro. An improved algorithm for quantitative group testing. Discrete Applied Mathematics, 36(3):299 – 306, 1992.

[10] Fred H. Hao. The optimal procedures for quantitative group testing. Discrete Appl. Math., 26(1):79–86, 1990.

[11] Zilin Jiang, Nikita Polyanskii, and Ilya Vorobyev. On capacities of the two-user union channel with complete feedback. IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, 65(5):2774–2781, 2019.

arXiv:1804.08599 [cs.IT].

[12] Bernt Lindström. Determination of two vectors from the sum. J. Combinatorial Theory, 6:402–407, 1969.

[13] Mikael Mattas and Patric R. J. Östergård. A new bound for the zero-error capacity region of the two-user binary adder channel. IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, 51(9):3289–3291, 2005.

[14] Masoud Salehi. Cardinality bounds on auxiliary variables in multiple-user theory via the method of Ahlswede and Körner. Technical Report 33, Stanford University, Stanford CA, August 1978.

[15] F. Willems. On multiple access channels with feedback (corresp.). IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 30(6):842–845, November 1984.

[16] Zhen Zhang, Toby Berger, and James L. Massey. Some families of zero-error block codes for the two-user binary adder channel with feedback. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 33(5):613–619, September 1987.