arXiv:2212.09314v1 [cs.IT] 19 Dec 2022

Bounds on Mixed Codes with Finite Alphabets

Yonatan Yehezkeally^∗, Haider Al Kim^{∗†}, Sven Puchinger^‡, and Antonia Wachter-Zeh^∗ ∗School of Computation, Information and Technology, Technical University of Munich, 80333 Munich, Germany †Department of Electrical and Communication Engineering, University of Kufa, Iraq ‡Hensoldt Sensors GmbH, 89077 Ulm, Germany

Abstract—Mixed codes, which are error-correcting codes in the Cartesian product of different-sized spaces, model degrading storage systems well. While such codes have previously been studied for their algebraic properties (e.g., existence of perfect codes) or in the case of unbounded alphabet sizes, we focus on the case of finite alphabets, and generalize the Gilbert-Varshamov, sphere-packing, Elias-Bassalygo, and first linear programming bounds to that setting. In the latter case, our proof is also the first for the non-symmetric mono-alphabetic q-ary case using Navon and Samorodnitsky’s Fourier-analytic approach.

I. INTRODUCTION In traditional coding theory, one generally studies codes where every coordinate is over the same alphabet (e.g., binary– or, more generally, q-ary–codes). A rich body of knowledge has been developed regarding constructions, and bounds on the parameters, of such error-correcting codes.

However, in some circumstances this assumption might not hold. Sidorenko et al. [18] suggested that this is the case in orthogonal-frequency-division-multiplexing (OFDM) transmission; it can also be viewed as a relaxation of the partially-stuck-cell setting [1], where both sender and receiver are aware (perhaps thorough a periodic sampling routine) of which coordinates have smaller alphabets. The authors further believe that this generalization of classical error correction is of independent theoretical interest (see, e.g., their study in [5, Ch. 7]).

Codes designed for the setting of varying alphabet sizes are named mixed- (or polyalphabetic-) codes, and have been studied in the past. In comparison to [6], [8]–[10], [13], [17], the codes we consider are not necessarily perfect, and therefore can correct more than a single error. On the other hand, [18] generalized the Singleton bound to mixed codes, and presented constructions of MDS codes, based on this bound and known MDS “mother codes”, by letting alphabet sizes grow with respect to the code block size. Similarly, [5, Cha. 7.3] constructed diameter-perfect mixed codes that meet a code-anticode bound proven therein, which also rely on unbounded alphabet sizes. In contrast to both, we study the setting where alphabet sizes are bounded.

The rest of this manuscript is organized as follows. In Section II, we summarize the main contributions of this work.

This project has received funding from the European Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (grant agreement No. 801434). Y. Yehezkeally was supported by a Carl Friedrich von Siemens postdoctoral research fellowship of the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation.

In Section III we present definitions and notations. Then, in Section IV we study the size of Hamming spheres in this space; in Section V we observe the list-decoding capabilities of mixed codes by generalizing the first Johnson bound, and in Section VI we develop lower- and upper bounds on the sizes of mixed codes. Finally, in Section VII we demonstrate that our bounds improve upon the known bound of [18, Th. 2], [5, Cor. 2.15] in some settings.

II. MAIN CONTRIBUTION Our contributions in this work are as follows: (i) While [18] presented a Gilbert-Varshamov lower bound and a sphere-packing upper bound based on a straightforward expression for sphere size, containing an exponential number of terms, we develop a recursive formula for the size of spheres which enables one to efficiently compute exact sizes in any given case, resulting in said bounds on code sizes.

(ii) We develop closed-form upper and lower bounds on the size of spheres, yielding asymptotic expressions for the size of balls which readily lend themselves to closedform statements of the asymptotic Gilbert-Varshamov and sphere-packing bounds (more precisely, lower and upper bounds on these, respectively).

(iii) In comparison to a known bound ([18, Th. 2] and [5, Cor. 2.15], which curiously develop the same bound in this context), we develop the equivalence of the Elias- Bassalygo bound (in [2], and reported in [11]) and the first linear-programming (LP) bound [12], [14] for mixed codes, which we show are tighter, for codes with some minimum distances, when alphabet sizes are bounded. In particular, our treatment of the LP bound relies on Navon and Samorodnitsky’s Fourier analysis approach [15]; to our knowledge its restriction to fixed alphabet size is the first time that a proof for the bound in the general q-ary case (e.g., not only symmetric codes) is suggested using these methods.

III. PRELIMINARIES The pertinent space is defined as follows. For n ∈ N, take some 1 < q_1 ⩽ q_2 ⩽ . . . ⩽ q_n. For convenience we denote [n] = {1, 2, . . . , n}. We let Q ≜ ∏_n i=1(Z/q_iZ). This Cartesian product should be interpreted as a (finite) product of (finite) cyclic groups, with the resulting structure of a finite Abelian group.

We endow Q with the Hamming metric, defined d(x, y) ≜ wt(x − y), where wt(x) ≜ |supp(x)|. We denote the sphere of radius r around x ∈ Q in this metric by S_r(x) ≜ {y ∈ Q : d(x, y) = r}, and the ball of radius r around x ∈ Q by B_r(x) ≜ {y ∈ Q : d(x, y) ⩽ r}. We say a code C ⊆ Q has minimum distance d if for all x, y ∈ C, x ≠ y implies d(x, y) ⩾ d. Let A(n, d), A_r(n, d), A_{⩽r} (n, d) denote the maximum size of code in Q, S_r(0), B_r(0) respectively, with minimal Hamming distance d.

The rate of a code C ⊆ Q is defined by R(C) ≜^{log|C|}_{log|Q|} . For 0 ⩽ δ ⩽ 1 we shall be interested in the maximum achievable rate R(δ) ≜ log A(n, ⌊δn⌋) log|Q| . (1)

We will also be interested in an asymptotic analysis of R(δ) as n grows to infinity; in these cases, we shall assume {q_i} is sampled from a fixed set of alphabet sizes, where the incidence of each value is proportional to n.

Finally, we make the following notation for the arithmetic and geometric means of the alphabet sizes {q_i}^n_{i=1}:

q̂_a ≜ 1 n n∑ i=1 q_i; q̂_g ≜ (_n ∏ i=1 q_i )_{1/n} , (2)

as well as geometric and harmonic means of {q_i − 1}^n_{i=1}:

q̂_{mg} ≜ (_n ∏ i=1 (q_i − 1) )_{1/n} + 1; q̂_{mh} ≜ n ∑_n i=1 1 q_i−1 + 1. (3)

(Note that in our notation q̂_{mg} −1, q̂_{mh} −1 are the geometric and harmonic means of {q_i − 1}^n_{i=1}, respectively; further, q̂_a − 1 is its arithmetic mean.)

Observe that q̂_a ⩾ q̂_g ⩾ q̂_{mg} ⩾ q̂_{mh}. Further, if n grows and {q_i}^n_{i=1} is sampled as described above, q̂_a, q̂_g, q̂_{mg}, q̂_{mh} are fixed with respect to n.

IV. SIZE OF SPHERES In this section, we study the size of spheres S_r(x) in Hamming distance on Q. Since the Hamming distance is shift-invariant, we denote the size of the Hamming sphere s_r ≜ |S_r(0)|, for 0 ⩽ r ⩽ n. It was noted in [18, Eq. 5] that s_r = ∑ 1⩽i_1 <i_2<...<i_r ⩽n ∏_r j=1(q_{ij} − 1); however, this expression contains an exponential number of summands, and is challenging to work with. In this section, we instead develop a recursive expression for s_r, which can be evaluated in polynomial time, as well as develop bounds on it.

For convenience, we also denote for all I ⊆ [n], S_r(I) ≜ {x ∈ S_r(0) : supp(x) ⊆ I} and s_r(I) ≜ |S_r(I)| (so that s_r = s_r([n])). Then, observe the following:

Lemma 1 1) For all 0 ⩽ r ⩽ n, ∑ i∈[n] sr([n] \ {i}) = (n − r)s_r. 2) For all 0 ⩽ r < n, ∑ i∈[n](qi − 1)sr([n] \ {i}) = (r + 1)s_{r+1}.

3) For all 0 ⩽ r < n − 1, ∑ i∈[n](qi − 1) 2s_r([n] \ {i}) = n(q̂_a − 1)s_{r+1} − (r + 2)s_{r+2}.

Proof:

1) Observe for x ∈ S_r(0) that x ∈ S_r([n] \ {i}) if and only if i ∈ supp(x).

2) We note (q_i − 1)s_r([n] \ {i}) = |{x ∈ S_{r+1}(0) : i ∈ supp(x)}|. 3) Observe ∑ i∈[n] (q_i − 1)^2s_r([n] \ {i})

= n(q̂_a − 1)s_{r+1} − ∑ i∈[n] (q_i − 1)(s_{r+1} − (q_i − 1)s_r([n] \ {i}))

= n(q̂_a − 1)s_{r+1} − ∑ i∈[n] (q_i − 1)s_{r+1}([n] \ {i})

= n(q̂_a − 1)s_{r+1} − (r + 2)s_{r+2}.

Theorem 2 It holds that s_0 = 1, and for 0 < r ⩽ n,

s_r = 1 r r−1∑ k=0 (−1)^ks_{r−1−k} ∑ i∈[n] (q_i − 1)^{k+1}.

Proof: That s_0 = 1 is immediate. Then, for 0 < r ⩽ n and 1 ⩽ i ⩽ n, we note s_r([n] \ {i}) = s_r([n]) − (q_i − 1)s_{r−1}([n] \ {i}) = s_r([n]) − (q_i − 1) ( s_{r−1}([n]) −(q_i − 1)s_{r−2}([n] \ {i}) ) = . . . = r∑ k=0 (−1)^k(q_i − 1)^ks_{r−k}.

Hence from part 2 of Lemma 1,

s_r = 1 r ∑ i∈[n] (q_i − 1)s_{r−1}([n] \ {i})

= 1 r ∑ i∈[n] r−1∑ k=0 (−1)^k(q_i − 1)^{k+1}s_{r−1−k}

= 1 r r−1∑ k=0 (−1)^ks_{r−1−k} ∑ i∈[n] (q_i − 1)^{k+1}.

Observe that Theorem 2 suggests a polynomial-run-time algorithm for computing s_r and |B_r(x)| = ∑_r k=0 s_k.

Theorem 3 For 0 ⩽ r < n, the ratio^{(r+1)sr+1}_{(n−r)sr} is decreasing in r; in particular,

(q̂_{mh} − 1)(n − r) r + 1 ⩽ s_{r+1} s_r ⩽ (q̂_a − 1)(n − r) r + 1 . Proof: Firstly, observe that^{s1}_{s0} = n(q̂_a − 1) and^{sn}_{sn−1} =

q̂_{mh}−1

n , achieving the upper and lower bounds, respectively. Hence the latter part of the claim follows from the former.

Next, substitute in the sequel a_i ≜ q_i − 1 and b_i ≜ s_r([n] \ {i}), and observe that a_i (b_i) is monotone non-decreasing

(non-increasing, respectively). Assume to the contrary that

(r+2)s_{r+2} (n−r−1)s_{r+1} > (r+1)s_{r+1} (n−r)s_r for some 0 ⩽ r ⩽ n − 2; it follows

that

(n − r)(r + 1)(r + 2)s_{r+2}s_r > (n − r − 1)(r + 1)^2s^2_{r+1},

and from parts 1 to 3 of Lemma 1 this is equivalent to ∑ i∈[n] b_i ∑ i∈[n] a_i ∑ i∈[n] a_ib_i − (r + 1) ∑ i∈[n] a^2_i b_i

> (n − r − 1) ∑ i∈[n] a_ib_i 2 . Rearranging, we have ∑ i,j∈[n] a_ib_ib_j ((∑ k∈[n]ak ) − na_j )

> (r + 1) ∑ i,j∈[n] a_ib_ib_j (a_i − a_j ) . Observe that the right-hand side is non-negative, since ∑ i,j∈[n] a_ib_ib_j (a_i − a_j ) = 1 2 ∑ i,j∈[n] (a_ib_ib_j (a_i − a_j ) + a_j b_j b_i(a_j − a_i)) = 1 2 ∑ i,j∈[n] b_ib_j (a_i − a_j )^2 ⩾ 0.

Hence, in particular, ∑ i,j∈[n] a_ib_ib_j ((∑ k∈[n]ak ) − na_j )

> ∑ i,j∈[n] a_ib_ib_j (a_i − a_j ),

which we rearrange to 0 < ∑ i,j∈[n] a_ib_ib_j ((∑ k∈[n]ak ) − (n − 1)a_j − a_i )

= ∑ i,j∈[n] ∑ k∈[n]\{i} a_ib_ib_j (a_k − a_j ) = ∑ i,j,k∈[n] a_ib_ib_j (a_k − a_j ) − ∑ i,j∈[n] a_ib_ib_j (a_i − a_j ) = 1 2 ∑ i,j,k∈[n] a_ib_i(b_j − b_k)(a_k − a_j ) − 1 2 ∑ i,j∈[n] b_ib_j (a_j − a_i)^2 ⩽ 0,

in contradiction, where the last step follows from (b_j − b_k)(a_k − a_j ) ⩽ 0 for all j, k.

We can now prove the following bounds on the size of spheres:

Theorem 4 It holds that (_n r )( q̂_{mg} − 1 )_r ⩽ s_r ⩽ (_n r ) (q̂_a − 1)^r.

Proof: For the right inequality, observe from Theorem 3 that

s_r = r−1∏ k=0 s_{k+1} s_k ⩽ r−1∏ k=0 (q̂_a − 1)(n − k) k + 1 = ( n r ) (q̂_a − 1)^r.

On the other hand, from the arithmetic and geometric mean inequality we directly observe

s_r = ∑ R⊆[n] |R|=r ∏ i∈R (q_i − 1) ⩾ ( n r )( ∏ R⊆[n] |R|=r ∏ i∈R (q_i − 1)

)_1 / (^n_r )

= ( n r )(_n∏ i=1 (q_i − 1)(^{n−1r−1})

)_1 / (^n_r ) = ( n r ) ( q̂_{mg} − 1 )_r .

Conjecture 5 Observe that s_1 = n(q̂_a − 1) and s_n = ( q̂_{mg} − 1 )_n , achieving the upper and lower bounds of Theorem 4, respectively. We conjecture that ( s_r /(_n r ))_{1/r} is also decreasing, for 1 ⩽ r ⩽ n.

Corollary 6 For 0 ⩽ r ⩽ ( 1 −^1_{q̂a} ) n it holds that 1 n+1 q̂^{nHq̂mg (r/n)} mg ⩽ |B_r(0)| ⩽ q̂^{nHq̂a (r/n)}

                 a .

where H_q (x) = x log_q (q −1)−x log_q (x)−(1−x) log_q (1−x) is the q-ary entropy function.

Proof: We rely on the well-known bounds on the size of the q-ary Hamming ball (see, e.g., [16, Lemmas 4.7-8]), and the bounds of Theorem 4.

V. JOHNSON RADIUS AND LIST-DECODABILITY Definition 7 For q > 1 and δ < 1 −^1_q we denote the Johnson radius J_q (δ) ≜ ( 1 − 1 q )( 1 − √ 1 − δ 1 −^1_q ) . Observe that^δ_2 ⩽ J_q (δ) ⩽ δ < 1 −^1_q . Essentially, for r < J_q (d/n) · n it holds that qr^2 > (q − 1)(2r − d)n.

We next follow the approach of [2, Lem.], and attributed to Johnson in [7, Th. 7.3.1], to bound A_r(n, d), A_{⩽r} (n, d):

Lemma 8 If q̂_ar^2 > (q̂_a − 1)(2r − d)n then A_r(n, d) ⩽ A_{⩽r}(n, d) ⩽ (q̂_a − 1)nd q̂_ar^2 − (q̂_a − 1)(2r − d)n . Proof: That A_r(n, d) ⩽ A_{⩽r}(n, d) follows from the definitions. Denote then A ≜ A_{⩽r}(n, d), and build a matrix with A rows, each an element of a maximum-size code in B_r(0). Hence (a) Every row has at most r nonzero coordinates. (Here, the meaning of 0 depends on the column, but this fact has no effect on our argument, and will be ignored).

(b) The coordinate-wise difference of any two distinct rows has at least d nonzero coordinates.

For 1 ⩽ i ⩽ n and any j ∈ Z/q_iZ, we let k_{i,j} denote the number of incidences of j in the i’s column of our matrix. Then we observe n∑ i=1 ∑ 0≠j∈Z/q_iZ k_{i,j} ⩽ Ar; n∑ i=1 ∑ j∈Z/q_iZ k_{i,j} = An. We note that the total number of nonzero elements in the A(A − 1) differences of any two distinct rows (when order is considered) is ∑_n i=1 ∑ j∈Z/q_iZki,j (A − ki,j ). This num- ber is at least A(A − 1)d, by assumption. Then, denoting ρ ≜^1_A ∑_n i=1 ∑ 0≠j∈Z/q_iZki,j ⩽ r, A(A − 1)d ⩽ n∑ i=1 ∑ j∈Z/q_iZ k_{i,j} (A − k_{i,j} )

= A n∑ i=1 ∑ j∈Z/q_iZ k_{i,j} − n∑ i=1 ∑ 0≠j∈Z/q_iZ k^2_{i,j} − n∑ i=1 k^2_{i,0}

⩽ A^2n − A^2ρ^2 ∑_n i=1(q_i − 1) − A^2(n − ρ)^2 n , where the last inequality uses Titu’s lemma. By rearrangement of addends and multiplication by^{(q̂a −1)n}_A :

(q̂_a − 1)nd ⩾ A [ q̂_aρ^2 − (q̂_a − 1)(2ρ − d)n ]

= A [ (q̂_a − 1)nd −

(q̂_a − 1)^2

q̂_a ( n^2 − ( n − ρ 1 − 1/q̂_a )_2)]

⩾ A [ (q̂_a − 1)nd −

(q̂_a − 1)^2

q̂_a ( n^2 − ( n − r 1 − 1/q̂_a )_2)]

= A [ q̂_ar^2 − (q̂_a − 1)(2r − d)n ] . The claim follows directly.

Corollary 9 Take a code C ⊆ Q with minimum distance d, 0 < d < ( 1 −^1_{q̂a} ) n. For any ρ ∈ N, ρ < J_{q̂a} (d/n) · n, and any x ∈ Q, it holds that |C ∩ B_ρ(x)| ⩽ (q̂_a − 1)dn.

Proof: From the shift-invariance of the Hamming distance, C ∩B_ρ(x) = (C −x)∩B_ρ(0), implying |C ∩ B_ρ(x)| ⩽ A_{⩽ρ}(n, d). Then, by assumption we have q̂_aρ^2 > (q̂_a − 1)(2ρ − d)n, and since all quantities are integers, q̂_aρ^2 ⩾ 1 + (q̂_a − 1)(2ρ − d)n. Finally, observe from Lemma 8 that A_{⩽ρ}(n, d) ⩽^{(q̂a −1)nd} q̂_a ρ^2−(q̂_a −1)(2ρ−d)n ⩽ (q̂a − 1)nd, as required.

The last corollary establishes a number of errors beyond ⌊_{d−1} 2 ⌋ in which codes with minimum distance d allow listdecoding with list size quadratic in n, although unique decoding is no longer assured. Indeed, we note from J_{q̂a} (δ) >^δ_2 that for sufficiently large n, ρ ≜ ⌈J_{q̂a} (d/n) · n⌉ − 1 > ⌊_{d−1} 2 ⌋ . VI. BOUNDS In this section, we explore generalizations of known bounds on mono-alphabetic q-ary codes. We first present the known ‘Singleton-like’ bound [18, Th. 2], which is also developed as a ‘code-anticode’ bound [5, Cor. 2.15] with the diameter- (d − 1) anticode (∏_{n−d+1} i=1 {0} ) × (∏_n i=n−d+2(Z/qiZ) ) : Theorem 10 If C ⊆ Q has minimum distance d, then |C| ⩽ n−d+1∏

i=1 q_i. Next, we start with a corollary of the bounds of the last section; these are asymptotic version of the Gilbert-Varshamov and sphere-packing bounds.

Corollary 11 For 0 ⩽ δ ⩽ 1 −^1_{q̂a} it holds that

1 −^{log(q̂a)}

log(q̂_g) Hq̂^a (δ) + o(1) ⩽ R(δ)

⩽ 1 −^{log(q̂mg )}

log(q̂_g ) Hq̂^{mg} ( δ 2 ) + o(1)

Proof: We utilize well-known proofs for these bounds (e.g., [16, Ch. 4.5]), based on Corollary 6.

A. Elias-Bassalygo bound

In this section we pursue a parallel to the Elias-Bassalygo bound for mixed codes. We start with a proof of the Elias- Bassalygo inequality (see, e.g., a corollary in [2, Eq. 5]), also referred to in [5, Eq. 2.2] as the local inequality lemma.

Lemma 12 For all r ⩽ n, it holds that A(n, d) ⩽ |Q| s_r Ar(n, d). Proof: Take some maximum size code C ⊆ Q with minimum distance d. We observe that for each c ∈ C, there exist exactly s_r distinct x ∈ Q such that x + c ∈ S_r(0). It follows that ∑ x∈Q|(x + C) ∩ S_r(0)| = s_r|C| = s_rA(n, d). By the pigeonhole principle there must exist x ∈ Q such that |(x + C) ∩ S_r(0)| ⩾^{sr A(n,d)}_{|Q|} . Note that (x + C) ∩ S_r(0) is a code in S_r(0) with minimum distance d (the Hamming distance is shift invariant), hence A_r(n, d) ⩾^{sr A(n,d)}_{|Q|} , as required.

Corollary 13 For d < ( 1 −^1_{q̂a} ) n and r < J_{q̂a} (d/n) · n it holds that A(n, d) ⩽ |Q| s_r · (q̂_a − 1)nd q̂_ar^2 − (q̂_a − 1)(2r − d)n . Proof: The claim follows from Lemmas 8 and 12.

Corollary 14 For δ < ( 1 −^1_{q̂a} ) it holds that

R(δ) ⩽ 1 −^{log(q̂mg )}_{log(q̂g )} H_{q̂mg} (J_{q̂a} (δ)) + o(1).

Proof: We denote d_n ≜ ⌊δn⌋ and let r_n ≜ ⌊( 1 −^1_{q̂a} )[ 1 − √ 1 −^{(dn−1)/n} 1−^1_{q̂a} ] n ⌋ ; then by Corollary 13 A(n, d_n) ⩽^{|Q|}_{srn} · d_n.

Next, by Theorem 4

log A(n, d_n) ⩽ log|Q| − log (_n r_n ) − r_n log(q̂_{mg} − 1) + log(d_n) = log|Q| − (log(2)nH_2(r_n/n) − O(log n)) − r_n log(q̂_{mg} − 1) + log(d_n) = log|Q| − log(q̂_{mg})nH_{q̂mg} (r_n/n) + O(log n),

which concludes the proof.

Before concluding, we observe from J_{q̂a} (δ) >^δ_2 that Corollary 14 is tighter than the sphere-packing upper bound of Corollary 11.

B. First linear-programming bound

We adapt techniques utilized in [3] for a Fourier analytic approach to the development of the first linear-programming bound on q-ary codes (first developed in the binary case by McEliece et al. [14] and later generalized by Levenshtein [12]), to the case of mixed codes. These methods draw on a similar treatment of the binary case in [15]. We stress that [3] proved the bound in the mono-alphabetic q-ary case for a class of symmetric codes (containing all linear codes, and, in the binary case, all codes); our analysis shows that this requirement can be dropped (since q-ary codes are a private case of our setting, our results directly apply to that case as well). We also choose to more rigorously treat the Fourier duality.

The Hamming metric on Q is fully represented by the graph on vertex set Q, where x, y ∈ Q are connected by an (undirected) edge if and only if d(x, y) = 1. That is, for any x, y ∈ Q it holds that d(x, y) is also the graph distance of x, y (i.e., the length of the shortest path in the graph between x, y). Motivated by this fact, throughout this section we let A be the adjacency matrix of this graph. By abuse of notation, we let A operate on functions f : Q → C by considering f to be an |Q|-tuple over C (indexed identically to A).

The purpose of this section is to develop an upper bound on R(δ), parallel to the first linear-programming bound. The methods we use rely on Fourier analysis in finite Abelian groups, therefore in the interest of self-containment and clear notation we dedicate appendix A to review basic notions, mostly based on [4]. Appendices B and C are dedicated to prove the two main propositions necessary for this section, Theorem 16 and Corollary 17.

Definition 15 For a subset B ⊆ Q, we define the maximum eigenvalue of B by

λ_B ≜ max { ⟨Af , f⟩ ⟨f , f⟩ : f : Q → R, supp(f) ⊆ B } . It is the maximum eigenvalue of the minor of A corresponding to B; i.e., the adjacency matrix of the subgraph of the Hamming graph spanned by the elements of B. Since the entries of A are non-negative, by Perron’s theorem, λ_B is nonnegative, greater than or equal to the absolute value of any other eigenvalue, and there exists a non-negative eigenfunction f_B : Q → R, f_B ⩾ 0, of λ_B (that is, Af_B = λ_B f_B ).

Theorem 16 Let C ⊆ Q be a code with minimum distance d. Take a symmetric B ⊆ Q such that λ_B ⩾ (n + 1)(q̂_a − 1) − ∑_d i=1 q_i. Then |C| ⩽ n|B|. Corollary 17 Take 2 √ n < r ⩽ n. Then λ_{Br (0)} ⩾ 2 √ (q̂_a − 1)r(n − r) + (q̂_a − 2)r + o(n).

Based on these results, we can now show the following.

Theorem 18 Denote ρ = n q̂_a ( (q̂_a − 1) − (q̂_a − 2)δ̌ − 2 √ (q̂_a − 1)δ̌ ( 1 − δ̌ ) ) , where δ̌ ≜^1_{q̂a n} ∑_d i=1 q_i. If C ⊆ Q has minimum distance d, then

log|C| ⩽ n log(q̂_a)H_{q̂a} (ρ/n) + o(n).

Proof: We find the solution in r to the equation 2 √ (q̂_a − 1)r(n − r) + (q̂_a − 2)r = (q̂_a − 1)n − ∑_d i=1 q_i = (q̂_a − 1)n − q̂_anδ̌. Indeed, this equation holds if and only if

4(q̂_a − 1)r(n − r) = (q̂_a − 2)^2r^2 − 2(q̂_a − 2) ( (q̂_a − 1)n − q̂_anδ̌ ) r + ( (q̂_a − 1)n − q̂_anδ̌

)_2

⇐⇒ 0 = q̂^2_a r^2 − 2nq̂_a ( (q̂_a − 1) − (q̂_a − 2)δ̌ ) r + n^2 ( (q̂_a − 1) − q̂_aδ̌

)_2 . This implies the two solutions

r_± = n q̂_a ( (q̂_a − 1) − (q̂_a − 2)δ̌ ± 2 √ (q̂_a − 1)δ̌ ( 1 − δ̌ ) )

(trivially, ρ = r_− < r_+). It follows from Theorem 16 and Corollary 17 that |C| ⩽ n|B_r(0)| for r = ρ + o(n), and from Corollary 6 we obtain the claim.

VII. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we plot the lower bound of Corollary 11 with the upper bounds of Corollary 14 and Theorem 18, in comparison to the known upper bound of Theorem 10, in some special cases. Hence, we demonstrate that our proven bounds compete with the known one for some choices of alphabet sizes and normalized minimum distance. In principle, our bounds are more competitive for smaller alphabet sizes (which can be expected, given that the Singleton bound is already competitive in the mono-alphabetic 64-ary case), and for distributions of alphabet sizes closer to the mono-alphabetic case.

A natural question is whether efficiently en-/decodable codes can be constructed to approach these bounds; we delegate an answer for this question to a future work.

Figure 1. GV (Corollary 11, ··); EB (Corollary 14, -·); LP (Theorem 18, --) and S (Theorem 10, -) bounds. Alphabet sizes [2, 3, 5, 7] (25%, 25%, 25%, 25%)

Figure 2. GV (Corollary 11, ··); EB (Corollary 14, -·); LP (Theorem 18, --) and S (Theorem 10, -) bounds. Alphabet sizes [8, 16, 32] (25%, 25%, 50%)

REFERENCES

[1] H. Al Kim, S. Puchinger, and A. Wachter-Zeh, “Error correction for partially stuck memory cells,” in 2019 XVI International Symposium “Problems of Redundancy in Information and Control Systems” (RE- DUNDANCY), 2019, pp. 87–92.

[2] L. A. Bassalygo, “New upper bounds for error correcting codes,” Problems Inform. Transmission, vol. 1, no. 4, pp. 32–35, 1965.

[3] S. Bhattacharya and A. Banerjee, “A Fourier analytic proof of the q-ary LP bound (undergradute project),” Nov. 2018, [Online; accessed 07-July-2021]. [Online]. Available: https://sagnikb.github.io/assets/pdfs/Adversarial_Channels.pdf [4] K. Conrad, “Characters of finite abelian groups (lecture notes),” 2010, [Online; accessed 07-July-2021]. [Online]. Available: https://kconrad.math.uconn.edu/blurbs/grouptheory/charthy.pdf [5] T. Etzion, Perfect Codes and Related Structures. WORLD SCIEN- TIFIC, 2022.

[6] T. Etzion and G. Greenberg, “Constructions for perfect mixed codes and other covering codes,” IEEE Trans. on Inform. Theory, vol. 39, no. 1, pp. 209–214, Jan. 1993.

[7] V. Guruswami, A. Rudra, and M. Sudan, “Essential coding theory (book draft),” Mar. 2019, [Online; accessed 07-July-2021]. [Online]. Available: https://cse.buffalo.edu/faculty/atri/courses/coding-theory/book/ [8] O. Heden, “A new construction of group and nongroup perfect codes,” Information and Control, vol. 34, no. 4, pp. 314–323, 1977.

[9] M. Herzog and J. Schönheim, “Linear and nonlinear single-error-correcting perfect mixed codes,” Information and Control, vol. 18, no. 4, pp. 364–368, May 1971.

Figure 3. GV (Corollary 11, ··); EB (Corollary 14, -·); LP (Theorem 18, --) and S (Theorem 10, -) bounds. Alphabet sizes [24, 32] (25%, 75%)

Figure 4. GV (Corollary 11, ··); EB (Corollary 14, -·); LP (Theorem 18, --) and S (Theorem 10, -) bounds. Alphabet sizes [32] (100%)

[10] ——, “Group partition, factorization and the vector covering problem,” Canadian Mathematical Bulletin, vol. 15, no. 2, p. 207–214, Jun. 1972.

[11] S. M. Johnson, “Improved asymptotic bounds for error-correcting codes,” IEEE Trans. on Inform. Theory, vol. 9, no. 3, pp. 198–205, Jul. 1963.

[12] V. I. Levenshtein, “Universal bounds for codes and designs,” in Handbook of coding theory, V. Pless and W. C. Huffman, Eds. Amsterdam: Elsevier, 1998, pp. 499–648.

[13] B. Lindström, “Group partitions and mixed perfect codes,” Canadian Mathematical Bulletin, vol. 18, no. 1, pp. 57–60, 1975.

[14] R. J. McEliece, E. R. Rodemich, H. Rumsey, and L. R. Welch, “New upper bounds on the rate of a code via the delsarte-macwilliams inequalities,” IEEE Trans. on Inform. Theory, vol. 23, no. 2, pp. 157– 166, Mar. 1977.

[15] M. Navon and A. Samorodnitsky, “Linear programming bounds for codes via a covering argument,” Discrete & Computational Geometry, vol. 41, no. 2, pp. 199–207, 2009.

[16] R. M. Roth, Introduction to Coding Theory. Cambridge Univ. Press, 2006.

[17] J. Schönheim, “Mixed codes,” in Calgary Int. Conf. of Combinatorial Structures and their Applications. New York: Gordon and Breach, 1970, p. 385.

[18] V. Sidorenko, G. Schmidt, E. M. Gabidulin, M. Bossert, and V. Afanassiev, “On polyalphabetic block codes,” in Proceedings of the 2005 IEEE Information Theory Workshop on Coding and Complexity (ITW’2005), Awaji Island, Japan, Oct. 2005, pp. 207–210.

APPENDIX A. Fourier Analysis of finite Abelian groups

Let G be a finite Abelian group (we shall use ‘+’ to denote its group action, and ‘0’ to denote its identity). A character of G is a group homomorphism χ: G → S^1 ⊆ C (where the latter is equipped with complex multiplication as group action). The set ^G of all characters of G, endowed with the action of pointwise multiplication (χ · ψ)(g) ≜ (χ(g))(ψ(g)), is also an Abelian group (owing to the properties of multiplication of complex numbers), with χ^{−1} = χ (here, χ(g) ≜ χ(g)). Its identity is the constant character 1(g) ≡ 1.

Lemma 19 Let χ be a character of a finite Abelian group G. For all g ∈ G it holds that χ(g) = χ(−g)

Proof: We observe (χ(g))(χ(g)) = (χ · χ^{−1})(g) = 1 = χ(0) = χ(g − g) = (χ(g))(χ(−g)). The claim follows.

Lemma 20 [4, Thm. 4.1] Let χ be a character of a finite Abelian group G. Then ∑ g∈G χ(g) = { |G|, χ = 1; 0, otherwise.

Dually, for any g ∈ G ∑ χ∈ ^G χ(g) = { |G|, g = 0; 0, otherwise.

Definition 21 For a given representation of G as a direct product of finite Abelian groups G = ∏_n i=1 G_i, we make the following definitions:

• The weight of g = (g_1, . . . , g_n) ∈ G is defined wt(g) ≜ |{i ∈ [n] : g_i ≠ 1_{Gi} }|. • For χ ∈ ^G, χ_i ∈ ^(G_i) is defined for g_i ∈ G_i: χ_i(g_i) ≜ χ ( 1_{G1} , . . . , 1_{Gi−1} , g_i, 1_{Gi+1} , . . . , 1_{Gn} ) . It is straightforward to verify that χ_i is indeed a character of G_i, that χ(g_1, . . . , g_n) = ∏_n i=1 χ_i(g_i), and that this is a group homomorphism ^G → ∏_n i=1 ^G_i. • For χ ∈ ^G, its weight is defined wt(χ) ≜ | | { i ∈ [n] : χ_i ≠ 1_{^Gi} }| |. The following propositions appeared in [4] in very similar form; in the sequel, their locations are indicated, and the proofs are reproduced to include new observations.

Lemma 22 [4, Thm. 3.11] If G is cyclic then G ∼= ^G as groups; one such isomorphism, denoted g → ^g, satisfies for all g_1, g_2 ∈ G: ^g_1(g_2) = ^g_2(g_1).

Proof: First, we show that ^G is cyclic, and since by [4, Thm. 3.5] n ≜ | ^ G | = |G|, they are isomorphic.

Take a generator ḡ of G, and set χ(ḡ^t) ≜ e^{2πit/n} (then, indeed, χ ∈ ^G). For any ψ ∈ ^G, observe that ψ(ḡ)^n = ψ(ḡ^n) = ψ(1_G) = 1, hence there exists an integer k such that ψ(ḡ) = e^{2πik/n}. Then, for all t it holds that ψ(ḡ^t) = ψ(ḡ)^t = e^{2πikt/n} = χ(ḡ^t)^k = (χ^k)(ḡ^t), hence ψ = χ^k, as required.

We denote, then, ^ḡ^t ≜ χ^t, a group isomorphism. To conclude the proof, observe that ^ḡ^t(ḡ^s) = χ^t(ḡ^s) = χ^{ts}(ḡ) = χ^s(ḡ^t) = ^ḡ^s(ḡ^t).

It is interesting to note that the isomorphism in the proof of the last lemma is not ‘canonical’ or unique. Indeed, any distinct choice of generator ḡ yields a distinct isomorphism. All, however, satisfy the last statement of the lemma.

Lemma 23 [4, Lem. 3.12] If A, B are finite Abelian groups, then ^

A × B, ^A × ^B are isomorphic as groups.

Proof: Consider the homomorphism ^A × B → ^A × ^B described in Definition 21. Observe that its kernel is trivial, and that | | ^ A × B | | = |A| · |B| = | | ^A × ^B | |. Hence, it is a group isomorphism.

Corollary 24 Let A, B be finite Abelian groups. Given isomorphisms of A, ^A and B, ^B satisfying for all a_1, a_2 ∈ A, b_1, b_2 ∈ B that ^a_1(a_2) = ^a_2(a_1) and ^b_1(b_2) = ^b_2(b_1), there is an isomorphism of A×B, ^A × B satisfying ^(a_1, b_1)(a_2, b_2) = ^ (a_2, b_2)(a_1, b_1).

Proof: Note for a ∈ A, b ∈ B that (a, b) → (^a,^b) is a group isomorphism A×B → ^A× ^B. From the last lemma, we may complete it with the isomorphism ^A × ^B → ^A × B defined for a, a^′ ∈ A and b, b^′ ∈ B by (^a,^b)(a^′, b^′) = ^a(a^′)^b(b^′). Denote the composition of both isomorphisms (a, b) → ^(a, b). Finally, observe that ^(a_1, b_1)(a_2, b_2) = ^a_1(a_2) ^b_1(b_2) = ^a_2(a_1) ^b_2(b_1) = ^(a_2, b_2)(a_1, b_1).

Theorem 25 [4, Thm. 3.13] For any finite Abelian group G, G ∼= ^G as groups; one such isomorphism, denoted g → ^g, satisfies for all g_1, g_2 ∈ G: ^g_1(g_2) = ^g_2(g_1).

Furthermore, given a decomposition of G as a direct product of finite cyclic groups G = ∏_n i=1 G_i, it holds for all g ∈ G that wt(^g) = wt(g).

Proof: The claim was proven in Lemma 22 for the case that G is cyclic. Recall that every finite Abelian group G is isomorphic to a product of cyclic groups; then, Lemma 22 and Corollary 24 readily extend to a product G = ∏_n i=1 G_i.

For the last part, observe that regardless of choice of generator in the proof of Lemma 22, ^1_{Gi} = 1_{^Gi} .

Next, we observe some properties of complex functions of a finite Abelian group.

Definition 26 (Expected value and inner product) We define the expected value of a function f : G → C by E(f) ≜ 1 |G| ∑ g∈G f(g). (4)

This allows us to also define an inner product of functions f, h: G → C by ⟨f , h⟩ ≜ E(fh) = 1 |G| ∑ g∈G f(g)h(g). (5) (This is in fact the normalized standard inner product, when we identify f : G → C with f ∈ C^{|G|}.) Likewise, we define the expected value of a function F : ^G → C by E(F ) ≜ 1 |G| ∑ χ∈ ^G F (χ). (6)

(Recall by [4, Thm. 3.5] that | ^G| = |G|.)

In contrast to function on G, we define the inner product of two functions F, H : ^G → C by ⟨F , H⟩ ≜ ∑ χ∈ ^G F (χ)H(χ). (7)

Corollary 27 [3, Th. A.2] Let χ, ψ be any two characters of a finite Abelian group G. Then ⟨χ , ψ⟩ = { 1, χ = ψ; 0, otherwise.

Definition 28 For a function f : G → C , its Fourier transform ^f : ^G → C is defined by ^f(χ) ≜ ⟨f , χ⟩ = 1 |G| ∑ g∈G f(g)χ(g). (8)

Lemma 29 For a function f : G → C it holds that f = ∑ χ∈ ^G ^f(χ)χ.

Proof: We observe for all g ∈ G that ∑ χ∈ ^G ^f(χ)χ(g) = ∑ χ∈ ^G 1 |G| ∑ g^′ ∈G f(g^′)χ(g^′) χ(g) (9)

= ∑ g^′ ∈G f(g^′) 1 |G| ∑ χ∈ ^G χ(g)χ(g^′)

= ∑ g^′ ∈G f(g^′) 1 |G| ∑ χ∈ ^G χ(g − g^′) = f(g), (10) where the last step is justified by Lemma 20. This concludes the proof.

Lemma 30 Take f : G → C , and let f^−(g) ≜ f(−g), f^∗(g) ≜ f(g). Then 1) ^f^−(χ) = ^f(χ^{−1}). In particular, f is even (i.e., f(−g) = f(g) for all g ∈ G) if and only if ^f is even (i.e., ^f(χ^{−1}) = ^f(χ) for all χ ∈ ^G).

2) ^f^∗(χ) = ^f(χ^{−1}). In particular, if f, ^f are even, then f is real-valued if and only if ^f is real-valued.

Proof: For the first part, note that ^f −(χ) = 1 |G| ∑ g∈G f^−(g)χ(g) = 1 |G| ∑ g∈G f(−g)χ(−g) = 1 |G| ∑ g^′ ∈G f(g^′)χ^{−1}(g^′) = ^f(χ^{−1}).

(Recall due to Lemma 29 that the Fourier transform is injective.)

For the second part, we note ^f ∗(χ) = 1 |G| ∑ g∈G f^∗(g)χ(g) = 1 |G| ∑ g∈G f(g)χ(g)

= 1 |G| ∑ g∈G f(g)χ^{−1}(g) = ^f(χ^{−1}).

We also have the following familiar result:

Theorem 31 (Plancharel’s Theorem) [3, Th. A.3] For two functions f, h: G → C it holds that ⟨f , h⟩ = ⟨ ^f , ^h⟩. Definition 32 (Convolution) For an element g ∈ G and a function f : G → C , we let g act on f by f^g(g^′) ≜ f(g − g^′).

The convolution of two functions f, h: G → C is defined by f ∗ h(g) ≜ E(fh^g ) = 1 |G| ∑ g^′ ∈G f(g^′)h^g (g^′) = 1 |G| ∑ g^′ ∈G f(g^′)h(g − g^′). For two functions F, H : ^G → C , we define their convolution by F ∗ H(χ) ≜ ∑ ψ∈ ^G F (ψ)H(χ · ψ^{−1}). It can be verified that both convolution operators are associative and commutative.

Lemma 33 Let f : G → C be even. Then f ∗ f is also even.

Proof: For all g ∈ G f ∗ f(−g) = E(ff^{−g} ) = 1 |G| ∑ g^′ ∈G f(g^′)f(−g − g^′) = 1 |G| ∑ g^′ ∈G f(g^′)f(g + g^′) = 1 |G| ∑ g^{′′} ∈G f(g^{′′} − g)f(g^{′′}) = 1 |G| ∑ g^{′′} ∈G f(g − g^{′′})f(g^{′′}) = f ∗ f(g).

In familiar fashion, the Fourier transform translates between convolution and point-wise multiplication:

Theorem 34 [3, Th. A.5] For a character χ of a finite Abelian group G, and two functions f, h: G → C , ^ f ∗ h(χ) = ^f(χ)^h(χ). Theorem 35 For a character χ of a finite Abelian group G, and two functions f, h: G → C , ^fh(χ) = ^f ∗ ^h(χ). Proof: ^f ∗ ^h(χ) = ∑ ψ∈ ^G ^f(ψ)^h(χ · ψ^{−1})

= 1 |G|^2 ∑ ψ∈ ^G ∑ g,g^′ ∈G f(g)ψ(g)h(g^′)χ(g^′)ψ(g^′)

= 1 |G|^2 ∑ g,g^′ ∈G f(g)h(g^′)χ(g^′) ∑ ψ∈ ^G ψ(g^′ − g)

= 1 |G| ∑ g∈G f(g)h(g)χ(g) = ^fh(χ).

The following lemma will be useful in our subsequent analysis:

Lemma 36 (Interchange Lemma) [3, Lem. A.7] Let f_{1,2,3,4} : G → C be any four functions, such that the Fourier coefficients { ^f_i(χ) } χ∈ ^G are all real for i = 1, 2, 3, 4. It

holds that

⟨f_1 ∗ f_2 , f_3 ∗ f_4⟩ = ⟨f_2 , f_1 ∗ f_3 ∗ f_4⟩ = ⟨f_3 ∗ f_1 ∗ f_2 , f_4⟩.

Finally, we consider another mapping from functions on G to functions on ^G:

Definition 37 For f : G → C , define its dual function qf : ^G → C by qf(^g) ≜ f(g). It is natural to consider the dual to Lemma 29:

Lemma 38 For a function f : G → C , we may define f^′ : G → C by f^′(g) ≜ ∑ χ∈ ^G qf(χ)χ(g).

(That is, ^f^′ = qf.) Then, it holds for all g ∈ G that f^′(g) = |G| ^f(^g^{−1}).

Proof: Indeed,

f^′(g) = ∑ χ∈ ^G qf(χ)χ(g) = ∑ g^′ ∈G qf( ^g′) ^g′(g) = ∑ g^′ ∈G f(g^′) ^g^′(g)

= ∑ g^′ ∈G (∑ χ∈ ^G ^f(χ)χ(g^′) ) ^g′(g)

= ∑ χ∈ ^G ^f(χ) ( ∑ g^′ ∈G χ(g^′) ^g^′(g) )

= ∑ χ∈ ^G ^f(χ) ( ∑ g^′ ∈G (χ · ^g)(g^′) ) = |G| ^f(^g^{−1}).

B. Upper bound using subset eigenvalue Definition 39 Define a function L: Q → R by L(x) ≜ { |Q|, wt(x) = 1; 0, otherwise.

This definition is useful since it offers an alternative representation of Af for any f : Q → C as follows:

Lemma 40 If f : Q → C then Af = f ∗ L.

Proof: Observe, for all x ∈ Q, f ∗ L(x) = E(fL^x ) = ∑ y∈Q f(y) L(x − y) |Q| = ∑ y∈Q d(x,y)=1 f(y)

= ∑ y∈Q A(x, y)f(y) = (Af)(x).

Next, recall from Definition 21 that any χ ∈ ^Q may be decomposed as χ(x) = χ(x_1, . . . , x_n) = ∏_n i=1 χ_i(x_i), where χ_i ∈ ^ Z/q_iZ, and wt(χ) = | | |{1 ⩽ i ⩽ n : χi ≠ 1_{^Z/qiZ}} | | |. Lemma 41 For all χ ∈ ^Q it holds that ^L(χ) = ( ∑_{1⩽i⩽n} χ_i =1 q_i ) − n = n(q̂_a − 1) − ∑_{1⩽i⩽n} χ_i ≠1

q_i.

Proof: Observe ^L(χ) = ∑ x∈Q L(x) |Q| χ(x) = ∑ x∈Q wt(x)=1 χ(x)

= ∑ x∈Q wt(x)=1 χ(−x) = n∑ i=1 ∑ x_i∈(Z/q_iZ) x_i≠0 χ_i(x_i). (11)

Observe that by Lemma 20 ∑ x_i∈(Z/q_iZ) χ_i(x_i) = { q_i, χ_i = 1; 0, otherwise.

Since χ_i(0) = 1, we have ∑ x_i∈(Z/q_iZ) x_i≠0 χ_i(x_i) = { q_i − 1, χ_i = 1; −1, otherwise.

This concludes the proof.

Lemma 42 Take B ⊆ Q. If B is symmetric (namely B = −B; i.e., x ∈ B if and only if −x ∈ B for all x ∈ Q) then there exists an even eigenfunction f_B : Q → R, f_B ⩾ 0, of λ_B (namely, f(x) = f(−x) for all x ∈ Q).

Proof: Take a non-negative eigenfunction f_B guaranteed by Perron’s theorem. Since the Hamming metric is invariant to inversions, i.e., d(x, y) = d(−x, −y), it follows that A(x, y) = A(−x, −y) for all x, y ∈ Q. Define a function f^−_B : Q → R by f^−_B (x) ≜ f_B (−x).

Observe that

(Af^−_B )(x) = ∑ y∈Q A(x, y)f^−_B (y) = ∑ y∈Q A(x, y)f_B (−y) = ∑ z∈Q A(x, −z)f_B (z) = ∑ z∈Q A(−x, z)f_B (z) = (Af_B )(−x) = λ_B f_B (−x) = λ_B f^−_B (x).

That is, f^−_B is also a non-negative eigenfunction of λ_B . Note, then, that f^e_B ≜^{fB +f −B}_2 ⩾ 0 is even, and also an eigenfunction, as required.

In what follows, we utilize the characteristic function of a code C ⊆ Q by

1_C (x) ≜ { 1, x ∈ C; 0, x ∉ C. (12)

Lemma 43 Let C ⊆ Q be a code, and define ϕ: Q → C by ϕ(x) ≜ ∑ y∈Q √ 1_C ∗ 1_{−C} (y)^y(x),

where 1_{−C} (x) = 1_{{−y:y∈C}}(x) = 1_C (−x) (i.e., 1_{−C} = 1^−_C ). Then ^ϕ(^x) = √ 1_C ∗ 1_{−C} (x), ϕ is even and real-valued, ϕ ∗ ϕ ⩾ 0, and

E(ϕ^2 ) ( E(ϕ) )_2 = |C|.

Proof: First, note for all x ∈ Q that 1_C ∗ 1_{−C} (x) = E(1_C 1^x_{−C} ) ⩾ 0, hence ϕ is well-defined. We also note by

Lemma 30 that ^1_{−C} (χ) = ^1_C (χ^{−1}) = ^1_C (χ). Further, observe for x ∈ Q that ^ϕ(^x) = 1 |Q| ∑ y∈Q ϕ(y)^x(y)

= 1 |Q| ∑ y∈Q ( ∑ z∈Q √ 1_C ∗ 1_{−C} (z)^z(y) ) ^x(y)

= ∑ z∈Q √ 1_C ∗ 1_{−C} (z) 1 |Q| ∑ y∈Q ^z(y)^x(y)

= ∑ z∈Q √ 1_C ∗ 1_{−C} (z) 1 |Q| ∑ y∈Q ^ (z − x)(y) = √ 1_C ∗ 1_{−C} (x).

In particular, since

1_C ∗ 1_{−C} (x) = 1 |Q| ∑ y∈Q 1_C (y)1_{−C} (x − y) = 1 |Q| ∑ y∈Q 1_{−C} (−y)1_C (−x − (−y)) = 1 |Q| ∑ z∈Q 1_{−C} (z)1_C (−x − z)

= 1_{−C} ∗ 1_C (−x) = 1_C ∗ 1_{−C} (−x)

is even, so is ^ϕ (and trivially real-valued). Hence by Lemma 30 we have that ϕ is also even and real-valued, and that ^ (1_C ∗ 1_{−C} ) is even (and real-valued).

Moreover, since 1_C ∗ 1_{−C} (x) = ( ^ϕ(^x) )_2 = ^ (ϕ ∗ ϕ)(^x), i.e., ^

(ϕ ∗ ϕ) = -

(1_C ∗ 1_{−C}). By Lemma 38, for all x ∈ Q we have ϕ ∗ ϕ(x) = |Q| ^ (1_C ∗ 1_{−C} )(^x^{−1}) = |Q| ^(1_C ∗ 1_{−C} )(^x) = |Q| ^1_C (^x) ^1_{−C} (^x) = |Q| | | | ^1C (^x) | | |^2 ⩾ 0,

where we again use Lemma 30.

Next, we observe that

(E(ϕ))^2 = (^ ϕ(1)

)_2

= 1_C ∗ 1_{−C} (0) = 1 |Q| ∑ x∈Q 1_C (x)1_{−C} (−x) = 1 |Q| ∑ x∈Q 1_C (x)^2 = |C| |Q| . Further, E ( ϕ^2 ) = 1 |Q| ∑ x∈Q (ϕ(x))^2 = 1 |Q| ∑ x∈Q ϕ(x)ϕ(−x)

= ϕ ∗ ϕ(0) = |Q| | | | ^1C (^0) | | |^2 = |C|^2 |Q| . This concludes the proof.

Now, we are ready to prove Theorem 16, which we restate.

Theorem 16 Let C ⊆ Q be a code with minimum distance d. Take a symmetric B ⊆ Q such that λ_B ⩾ (n + 1)(q̂_a − 1) − ∑_d i=1 q_i. Then |C| ⩽ n|B|. Proof: We again define ϕ: Q → R as in Lemma 43.

Observe that C has minimum distance d if and only if 1_C ∗ 1_{−C} (x) = 0 for all x ∈ Q satisfying 0 < wt(x) < d. Hence ^ϕ(χ) = 0 for all χ ∈ ^Q satisfying 0 < wt(χ) < d.

Next, recall by Lemma 42 that there exists an even and nonnegative f_B ⩾ 0, supp(f_B ) ⊆ B, such that Af_B = λ_B f_B. Since A and f_B are non-negative, it trivially holds for x ∈ Q \ B that Af_B (x) ⩾ 0 = λ_B f_B (x); for all x ∈ Q, then, Af_B (x) ⩾ λ_B f_B (x).

We define h: Q → R by h ≜ ϕ ∗ f_B . Then, observe ⟨Ah , h⟩ = ⟨h ∗ L , h⟩ = ⟨(ϕ ∗ f_B ) ∗ L , ϕ ∗ f_B ⟩ = ⟨ϕ ∗ (f_B ∗ L) , ϕ ∗ f_B ⟩ = ⟨f_B ∗ L , ϕ ∗ (ϕ ∗ f_B )⟩ = ⟨Af_B , ϕ ∗ (ϕ ∗ f_B )⟩ ⩾ λ_B ⟨f_B , ϕ ∗ (ϕ ∗ f_B )⟩ = λ_B ⟨ϕ ∗ f_B , ϕ ∗ f_B ⟩ = λ_B E(h^2 ),

where the inequality follows from the fact that ϕ ∗ (ϕ ∗ f_B) = (ϕ∗ϕ)∗f_B is non-negative (since ϕ∗ϕ, f_B ⩾ 0) and Af_B (x) ⩾ λ_B f_B(x), and the last equality from the fact that h is realvalued.

On the other hand, using Theorem 31 ⟨Ah , h⟩ = ⟨h ∗ L , h⟩ = ⟨ ^h^L , ^h ⟩

= ∑ χ∈ ^Q ^L(χ) | | |^h(χ) | | |^2

= ∑ χ∈ ^Q ( n(q̂_a − 1) − ∑ 1⩽i⩽n χ_i ≠1 q_i )| | |^h(χ) | | |^2.

Note that | |^h(χ) | |^2 = | |^ϕ(χ) | |^2 | |^f_B(χ) | |^2 = 0 for all 0 < wt(χ) < d; therefore ⟨Ah , h⟩ = n(q̂_a − 1) | |^h(1) | |^2 + ∑ χ∈ ^Q wt(χ)⩾d

( n(q̂_a − 1) − ∑ 1⩽i⩽n χ_i ≠1 q_i )| | |^h(χ) | | |^2

⩽ n(q̂_a − 1) | |^h(1) | |^2 + ( n(q̂_a − 1) − d∑ i=1 q_i ) ∑ χ∈ ^Q | | |^h(χ) | | |^2

= n(q̂_a − 1)(E(h))^2 + ( n(q̂_a − 1) − d∑ i=1 q_i ) E(h^2 ),

where ∑ χ∈ ^Q | |^h(χ) | |^2 = E(h2 ) uses Theorem 31 and the fact that h is real-valued.

Then, we have observed

λ_B E(h^2 ) ⩽ n(q̂_a − 1)(E(h))^2 + ( n(q̂_a − 1) − d∑ i=1 q_i ) E(h^2 ),

and from the assumption λ_B ⩾ (n + 1)(q̂_a − 1) − ∑_d i=1 q_i,

E(h^2 ) ⩽ n(E(h))^2. (13)

We can now observe

(E(h))^2 = (E(ϕ ∗ f_B ))^2 = ( ^ (ϕ ∗ f_B )(1)

)_2

= ( ^ϕ(1)^f_B (1)

)_2 = ( E(ϕ)E (f_B ) )_2 , and E ( h^2 ) = ⟨h , h⟩ = ⟨ϕ ∗ f_B , ϕ ∗ f_B⟩ = ⟨ϕ ∗ (ϕ ∗ f_B ) , f_B ⟩ = ⟨(ϕ ∗ ϕ) ∗ f_B , f_B ⟩ = ⟨f_B ∗ (ϕ ∗ ϕ) , f_B ⟩ = ⟨ϕ ∗ ϕ , f_B ∗ f_B ⟩ = 1 |Q| ∑ x∈Q ϕ ∗ ϕ(x)f_B ∗ f_B (x) = 1 |Q| ∑ x∈Q ϕ ∗ ϕ(x)f_B ∗ f_B (x) ⩾ 1 |Q| ϕ ∗ ϕ(0)f_B ∗ f_B (0) = 1 |Q| E(ϕ^2 )E(f^2_B ),

where the inequality follows from ϕ ∗ ϕ ⩾ 0 (see Lemma 43) and f_B ∗ f_B ⩾ 0 (since f_B ⩾ 0), and the last equality from the fact that ϕ, f_B are even.

Summarizing, we have seen that |Q| ( E(f_B )

)_2

E(f^2_B ) ⩾ 1 n E(ϕ^2 ) ( E(ϕ) )_2 = 1 n |C|. (14) Finally, since supp(f_B ) ⊆ B and f_B ⩾ 0, observe from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that ( E(f_B )

)_2 = ( ⟨f_B , 1_B ⟩ )_2

⩽ E(f^2_B )E(1^2_B ) = |B| |Q| E(f^2_B ),

which concludes the proof.

C. Eigenvalues of Hamming spheres

Theorem 44 Take √ n < r ⩽ n. Then λ_{Br (0)} ⩾ 1 ⌊ √ n⌋ r−1∑ k=r−⌊ √ n⌋+2 ( k √ s_k s_{k−1} + n(q̂_a − 1)

− k − (k + 1) s_{k+1} s_k + (k + 1) √ s_{k+1} s_k ) . Proof: For ease of notation, denote M ≜ ⌊ √ n⌋. We shall find f : Q → R, f ⩾ 0, supp(f) ⊆ B_r(0) such that^{⟨Af ,f ⟩}_{⟨f ,f ⟩} satisfies the proposition.

Indeed, define f(x) ≜ {_{1√} s_{wt(x)} , r − M < wt(x) ⩽ r;

0, otherwise. Then ⟨f , f⟩ = r∑ k=r−M+1 ∑ x∈Q wt(x)=k 1 s_k

= r∑ k=r−M+1 1 = M, and ⟨Af , f⟩ = ∑ x∈Q (Af)(x)f(x) = ∑ x∈Q ∑ y∈Q wt(y)=1 f(x + y)f(x)

= r∑ k=r−M+1 ∑ x∈Q wt(x)=k f(x) n∑ i=1 ∑ y∈Q supp(y)={i} f(x + y)

= r∑ k=r−M+1 1 √ s_k n∑ i=1 ∑ y∈Q supp(y)={i} ∑ x∈Q wt(x)=k f(x + y)

⩾ r−1∑ k=r−M+2 1 √ s_k n∑ i=1 ∑ y∈Q supp(y)={i} ∑ x∈Q wt(x)=k f(x + y)

(where the last inequality is taken so that f(x + y) ≠ 0 for all x, y.)

Fixing r − M + 1 < k < r, 1 ⩽ i ⩽ n and y ∈ Q such that supp(y) = {i}, we find ∑_{x∈Q} wt(x)=k f(x + y): • For x ∈ Q such that i ∈ supp(x) and x_i = −y_i (of which there are s_{k−1}([n] \ {i})) the contribution is 1/ √ s_{k−1}. • For x ∈ Q such that i ∈ supp(x) and x_i ≠ −y_i (of which there are (q_i − 2)s_{k−1}([n] \ {i})) the contribution is 1/ √ s_k.

• For x ∈ Q such that i ∉ supp(x) = ∅ (of which there are s_k([n] \ {i})) the contribution is 1/ √ s_{k+1}.

We then have, for k and i as above ∑ y∈Q supp(y)={i} ∑ x∈Q wt(x)=k

f(x + y) = (q_i − 1) ( s_{k−1}([n] \ {i}) √ s_{k−1}

+ (q_i − 2)s_{k−1}([n] \ {i}) √ s_k + s_k([n] \ {i}) √ s_{k+1} ) . Now, from Lemma 1: n∑ i=1 (q_i − 1)s_{k−1}([n] \ {i}) = ks_k; similarly, n∑ i=1 (q_i − 1)s_k([n] \ {i}) = (k + 1)s_{k+1};

and finally n∑ i=1 (q_i − 1)(q_i − 2)s_{k−1}([n] \ {i})

= n∑ i=1 (q_i − 1)^2s_{k−1}([n] \ {i})

− n∑ i=1 (q_i − 1)s_{k−1}([n] \ {i}) = n(q̂_a − 1)s_k − (k + 1)s_{k+1} − ks_k.

Summarizing, 1 √ s_k n∑ i=1 ∑ y∈Q supp(y)={i} ∑ x∈Q wt(x)=k f(x + y)

= k √ s_k s_{k−1} + n(q̂_a − 1) − k − (k + 1) s_{k+1} s_k + (k + 1) √ s_{k+1} s_k , which concludes the proof.

Finally, Corollary 17 follows from the last theorem. Again, we shall restate it before the proof.

Corollary 17 Take 2 √ n < r ⩽ n. Then λ_{Br (0)} ⩾ 2 √ (q̂_a − 1)r(n − r) + (q̂_a − 2)r + o(n).

Proof: We again denote M ≜ ⌊ √ n⌋. First, note by Theorem 3 that for all M ⩽ k < n (and, indeed, for all r − M + 2 ⩽ k < r) k √ s_k s_{k−1} ⩾ (k + 1) √ s_{k+1} s_k · √ (n − k + 1)k (n − k)(k + 1)

= (k + 1) √ s_{k+1} s_k · √ 1 + 1/(n − k) 1 + 1/k

⩾ (k + 1) √ s_{k+1} s_k · √ 1 + 1/(n − M) 1 + 1/M . Therefore, by Theorem 44

λ_{Br (0)} ⩾ 1 M r−1∑ k=r−M+2 ( n(q̂_a − 1) − k

− (k + 1) √ s_{k+1} s_k (√ s_{k+1} s_k − 1 − √ 1 + 1/(n − M) 1 + 1/M )) .

We denote α_n ≜ 1 + √_{1+1/(n−M)} 1+1/M , and note that αn = 2 +

o(1). Applying Theorem 3 we now obtain

λ_{Br (0)} ⩾ 1 M r−1∑ k=r−M+2 ( (q̂_a − 2)k + α_n √ (q̂_a − 1)(k + 1)(n − k) )

Next, observe for all r − M + 1 < k < r that √ (k + 1)(n − k) > √ (r − M)(n − r) > √ r(n − r) − √ M(n − r) > √ r(n − r) − n^{3/4}. Also, r−1∑ k=r−M+2 k = (M − 2) ( r − M − 1 2 ) . Finally, we’ve seen that

λ_{Br (0)} ⩾ M − 2 M ( α_n √ q̂_a − 1 (√ r(n − r) − n^{3/4} )

+ (q̂_a − 2) ( r − M − 1 2 ))

= (2 + o(1)) √ (q̂_a − 1)r(n − r) + (q̂_a − 2)r − O(n^{3/4}).