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Abstract—We study error-correcting codes for permutations to the lowest state and then re-programmed. Since over-
under the |nf|n|ty norm, motivated by a novellstorage scheme programming can only be corrected by the block erasure, in
for flash memories call rank modulation. In this scheme, a set practice a conservative procedure is used for programming a

of n flash cells are combined to create a single virtual multi- Il wh h is iniected into th I it f
level cell. Information is stored in the permutation induced by cell, where charge 1S injected Into the cell over quite a tew

the cell charge levels. Spike errors, which are charactered by rounds [2]. After every round, the charge level of the cell
a limited-magnitude change in cell charge levels, corresp to  is measured and the next-round injection is configured. The

a low-distance change under the infinity norm. charge level of the cell is made to gradually approach the

We define codes protecting against spike errors, called lirted- target state until it achieves the desired accuracy. Thatite-
magnitude rank-modulation codes (LMRM codes), and present roaramming approach is costly in time and ener
several constructions for these codes, some resulting in tmal prog g app y gy

codes. These codes admit simple recursive, and sometimesegt, A second challenge for flash memory is data reliability. The
encoding and decoding procedures. stored data can be lost due to charge leakage, a long-term
We also provide lower and upper bounds on the maximal factor that causes the data retention problem. The datasan a
\?JEngfth('\amz%gsdfgrsmb(:hsL% tt‘c‘fu gegfe{ra]IeC:S;h %’:gci” rt:f Calze be affected by other mechanisms, including read distusganc
the asymptotic analysis, the c%desp we const)r/uct out-p(grfmpt)He write dlsturbgnce [7], etc. Many of the error mechanismsehav
Gilbert-Varshamov-like bound estimate. an asymmetric property: they make the numerous cells’ eharg
levels drift in one direction. (For example, charge leakage
makes the cell levels drift down.) Such a drift of cell charge
levels causes errors in aging devices.
To address these issues, ttemk-modulation schembas
. INTRODUCTION been recently suggested [17]. By removing the need to mea-
sure absolute cell-charge levels, the new scheme elinsinate

N the race to dominate non-volatile im‘ormation-storag[(?1 . .
. . : e risk of cell over-programming, and reduces the effect
devices, flash memory is a prominent contender. Flash

memory is an electronic non-volatile memory (NVM) tha f asymmetric errors. In this scheme, a virtual cell that is

vl . . y ARV composed ofn cells with distinct charge levels, induces a
uses floating-gate cells to store information [7]. Whildially, ermutation which is used to represent the stored infoonati
flash memory cells used to contains a single bit of im‘ormraLtioIO P

) . Each cell has aank which indicates its relative position when
in the standard multi-level flash-cell technology of todaery ordering the cells according to descending charae-leves T
flash cell hasg > 2 discrete states{0,1,...,4 —1}, and 9 9 9 9

! ranks of then cells induce a permutation dfl,2,...,n}.
therefore can storibg, g bits. The flash memory changes the When writing or reading the cell charge levels, we only need

state of a cell by injecting or removing charge |nt_0/from th?o compare the charge leveletween cellsThus, the rank-

cell. To increase a cell from a lower state to a higher statg, : -
. . modulation scheme eliminates the need to use the absolute

charge (e.g., electrons for nFETS) is injected into the aed . : . .

. X L . values of cell levels to store information. Since there is

is trapped there. This operation is callegll programming To

i . no risk of over-programming and the cell charge levels can
decrease a cell’'s state, charge is removed from the celt;hNhl : brog 9 ! 9 .
) : ake continuous values, a substantially less conservatile

is calledcell erasing

. . ... _programming method can be used and the writing speed can be
Flash memories possess an inherent asymmetry: writing. is o : .

. . . improved. In addition, asymmetric errors become less 8gsfio
more time- and energy-consuming than reading [7]. The main

. . . . . ecause when cell levels drift in the same direction, treeiks
factor is the iterative cell-programming procedure destyto . .
. . . ) are not affected as much as their absolute values. This way
avoid over-programming [2] (raising the cell's charge lev

. . $oth the writing speed and the data reliability can be impcov
above its target level). In flash memories, cells are orgahiz : , .
. s While the rank-modulation scheme alleviates some of the
into blocks, where each block has a large numizer1(°) bl iated with flash technol he -flash
of cells [7]. Cells can be programmed individually, but t(ngo ems associate W.It current ash technology, the flas
: ' meﬂnory channel remains noisy and an error-control mecha-
decrease the state of a cell, the whole block has to be erased . : .
nisSm is required. In this work we consider an error model
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metric. We call codes protecting against such erfionited- For a measure of the corruption of a stored permutation
magnitude rank-modulation codesr LMRM-codes. we may use any of a variety of metrics ovgy (see [12]).

A similar error model for flash memory was considered n@iven a metric ovelS,, defined by a distance functiah :
in the context of rank modulation in [8], while a differentS,, x S, — IN U {0}, anerror-correcting codeis a subset of
error-model (charge-constrained errors for rank modatati S, with lower-bounded distance between distinct members.
was studied in [18]. Codes over permutations are also ederr In [18], the Kendallr metric was used, where the distance
to aspermutation arraysand have been studied in the pasbetween two permutations is the number of adjacent transpo-
under different metrics [3], [4], [9], [10], [14], [15], [47 sitions required to transform one into the other. This roetri
Specifically, permutation arrays under tifg,-metric were corresponds to a situation in which we can bound the total
considered in [23]. difference in charge levels, and the error-correcting sagte

The main contribution of this paper is a set of constructionerefore namedharge-constrained rank-modulation codes
and bounds for such codes. The constructions presented amg this work we consider a different type of common error —
applicable for a wide range of parameters, and admit simpigimited-magnitude spike error. Suppose a permutafiars,,
decoding and encoding procedures. We also present boufds stored by setting the charge levelsioflash memory
on code parameters both for the general case, as well asdglls tocq,Co, ..., cn. We say a singlespike error of limited-
the more restricted case of subgroup codes. Most notably, WagnitudeL has occurred in the-th cell if the corrupted
present an asymptotically-good family of codes, with Noitharge Ievelcg, obeys\cl- — C” < L. In general, we say spike
vanishing normalized distance and rate, which exceed thgors of limited-magnitudé. have occurred if the corrupted

Gilbert-Varshamov-like lower bound estimate. charge levels of all the cells}, c), ..., c}, obey
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section

[Mwe define the notation, and introduce the error-model as max ’Ci — c;’ < L.

well as the associatefl,-metric. We proceed in Sectidnllll i€[n]

and present the code constructions and encoding/decodin% q by th ion induced by th I
algorithms. In Sectiofi IV we investigate general bounds on €t UIS eln,ote, yf' the %erm#tatmnkm l:jce| byt E ce
LMRM codes, code-anticode bounds, and :';1sympto'[ic-forﬁ}i‘argle evels;, ¢, . . ., ¢, Under the rank-modulation scheme.

bounds. We conclude in Sectiéd V with a summary of thlénder the plausible assumption that distinct charge levels
results ;amd a short concluding remarks are not arbitrarily close (due to resolution constraintsl an

quantization at the reading mechanism), ije;,—cj| > ¢
Il. DEFINITIONS AND NOTATIONS for some positive constarfte R and alli # j, a spike error

For any m,neN, m < n, let [mn] denote the set of limited-magnitudel. implies a constant € IN such that

{m,m+1,...,n}, where we also denote Hy| the set[1, n].

-1 g1y
Given any setA of cardinalityn, we denote bys 4 the set of {2?;} foa—f (1)’ <d.
all permutations over the set. By convention, we usé,, to
denote the se$,;. Loosely speaking, an error of limited magnitude cannot gean

We will use both the vector notation for a permutationthe rank of the celli (which is simply f~1(i)) by d or more
fe€Sy, wheref = [f1, f2,..., fx] denotes the permutationpositions.
mappingi — f; = f(i) for all i € [n], and the cycle nota- We therefore find it suitable to use tifg,-metric overS,
tion, where(fy, f2, ..., fx) denotes the permutation mappinglefined by the distance function
fi — fiyq for iek —1] as well asfy — fi. Given
two permutationsf, ¢ € S,, the productfg is a permutation deo(f,g) = max [f (i) — g(i)|,
mappingi — f(g(i)) for all i € [n]. i€l

Let us considern flash memory cells which we namesqr 5| £, o5, Since this will be the distance measure used
1,2,...,n. The charge level of each cell is denoteddp R throughout the paper, we will usually omit the subscript.
for all i € [n], where[n] denotes the sef1,2,...,n}. In the
rank-modulation schemelefined in [17], the charge levelspefinition1. A limited-magnitude rank-modulation code
of the cells induce a permutation in the following way: The¢| MRM-code) with parametergn, M, d), is a subse€ C S,
induced permutation (in vector notation)[if, f>, ..., fa] iff  of cardinality M, such thati.(f,g) > d for all f,g€C,
Cp=>Cp >0 >0 f # g. (We will sometimes omit the parametet.)

The rank-modulation scheme is defined by two functions:
an encoding functiorE : Q — S,, which takes a symbol We note that unlike the charge-constrained rank-modurdatio
from the input alphabet € Q and maps it to a permutationcodes of [18], in which the codeword is stored in the per-
f = E(a) €Sy, and a decoding functiob : S, — Q. Since mutation induced by the charge levels of the cells, here the
no channel is devoid of noise, a stored permutafion E(a) codeword is stored in thiverseof the permutation.
may be corrupted by any of a variety of possible disturbancelt may be the case that the codeforms a subgroup of
found in flash memory (see [7]). Assuming the changdtie symmetric groufs,, which we will denote byC < S,.
version of f, denotedf’, is not too corrupted, we would We shall call such a codesubgroup codeSince groups offer
like the decoding function to restore the original inforimnat a rich structure, we will occasionally constrain ourseltes
symbol, i.e.,.D(f’) = a. discuss subgroup codes.



I1l. CoDE CONSTRUCTIONS is given by f*(i) = f*. By definition, f* € C, and by the

We begin our constructions with the following, which bearg!gorithm presented we also ha¢f”, f') < [(d —1)/2],
a resemblance to the unidirectional limited-magnitudeesoghe€ncef”™ = f which is the original permutation which was
described in [1]. This construction will turn out to be a simp Stored- L _
case of a more general construction given later. Finding 'ghe ongmal input message may be a_lccompllshed by
decomposingf € C into a product of permutations froi,

Construction 1. Givenn,d € IN we construct and applying?’-'l.‘l appropriately.

C={feS,|f(iy=i (modd)}. We now extend the direct-product approach and generalize
, , the previous construction. First we introduce a new notatio
Alternatively, for everyi € |d] let Given f €Sy, and a setA C N of sizen, we denote byf,
Aj=({dZ+i)N[n]={jen]|j=i (modd)}, the same permutation but over. More formally, assuming

A={m,ay,...,an}, witha; <a; < --- <ay,, we set
and defineC to be the direct product of the symmetric groups
over theA;’s, fa=lara)y a5y 8pm)-
C=Sa, X Sa, %% Sa. Furthermore, given a s&t C S,;, we define
Theorem 2. The codeC from Constructiofill is an(n, M, d)- Ca={falfeC}.
LMRM code with Construction 2. Letn, k € N, and define the sets

M = ([n/d])" ™4 (|n/d 1) (rmodd) A= (KZ+i)N[n],

Proof: The length and size of the code are easily sedor all i< [k]. Furthermore, for allic [k] let C' be an
to be as claimed. All we have to do now is show that th@:;, M;, d;)-LMRM code, withn; = |A;|. We construct the
minimal distance of the code is indeédLet f,g € C be two codeC C S,,,
distinct codewords, and lete [n] be such thatf (i) # g(i). 1 9 ‘
Sincef(i) = g(i) (mod d) it follows that|f(i) — g(i)| > d, C=Cyy X Cap X Xy
and sod(f,g) > d. B Theorem 3. The codeC from Constructiof® is an(n, M, d)-

This construction allows a simple encoding procedure. TQURM with M = Hi,le M;, andd = min; ¢ kd;. (By

simplify the presentation let us assume thadividesn. The convention, the distance of a code with one codeword is défine
encoder takes as input an integerc [0, M — 1] (where M g infinity.)

is the size of the code), e.g., by translating from a string of
|log, M| binary input symbols. The numbé can then be
written in base(n/d)!, that is

Proof: Again, the length and size of the code are easily
verified. In addition, giverf,geC, f # g, it is easy to see
that f (i) — g(i) is a multiple ofk, for anyi € [n], and so the
-1 ; distance of each of the constituent codes is scalek yving
M= 2 m; ((n/d)!)", the desired result. ]
=0 Before describing the next construction we briefly observe
where0 < m; < (n/d)! — 1. Finally, for everyi we map the some properties which may be thought of as analogues to

i-th digit, m;, t0 54, , using some function the case of linear subspace codes. The metric definatiby
Fi:{0,1,...,(n/d)1 =1} — S4._,. ;)(vgrhsg ;s a right invariant metric (see [12]), i.e., for any
787 ns
There are numerous efficiently-computable functions tisfsat deo(f,8) = deo(fh, gh).

Fi, such as the factoradic representation (see [21], [22]),[25 ) . .
as well others (see [20] and references therein). Then,ibg usWe can then define thereightof a permutatiory € 5, as

{Fo, F1, -, F4_1} the resulting encoding becomes wt(f) = de(f, 1),

m v Fo(mg) x Fr(mq) X -+ X Fy_1(mg_1). where: denotes the identity permutation. Thus, for any

A straightforward decoding procedure is also obtainabds. LS”’ an (1, d)-LMRM subgroup code, it follows that

us assume thaf € C was stored, wher€ is an (n, M, d)- d= min wt(f).

LMRM code from Constructio]l, while the retrieved per- feCf

mutation wasf’ € S,. We further assume that the maximum For convenience, given a sét C S,,, we denote
magnitude of errors introduced by the channél(ig¢—1)/2], d(H) = min  d(f,g)

e, |f(i)— f ()] < [(d—1)/2] forall i € [n]. FgEH, f£g
Since C is a code of minimum distancd, there is a A(H) = max  d(f,g)
unique codewordf* at distance at most(d —1)/2] from - fgEHfg '8

f'. Recovering this codeword is simple and may be done i
dependently for each of the coordinates: For every cootelin
i € [n], there is a uniqug;" € [n] such thaif; — f'(i)| < 952
and f* = i (mod d). The recovered permutatiofi‘ € S,

F—linally, we recall the following notation: Fok, K C S,, we
enote
HK = {hk = khk™! | heH,keK}.



Construction 3. Let H andK be subgroups 0§, such that as an empty cod€. At each step we choose an unmarked
HX = H andH N K = {1}. We construct the code from the permutation,f, add it to C, and mark the balB; 1 ,(f).

following semi-direct group product, The resulting code has minimal distance at ledsand the
number of iterations (which equals the size of the code) is at
C=HxK=HK={hk|heHkeK}. leasm!/‘Bd_Ln’)Aé. d :
Theorem 4. The code from ConstructidB is an (n, M, d)- Next is a ball-packing bound, which was already mentioned
LMRM subgroup code wittM = |H| |K| and in [23], and which we bring for completeness.
d > max {d(H) —d(K),d(K) — E(H)} . Theorem 7.LetC be an(n, M, d)-LMRM code. Then
Proof: It is well known (see for example [16]) that if ‘BL(dfl)/Zj,n M < nl.
HX = Hand HNK = {1} thenHK = KH < S, and , , ,
|HK| = |H||K|. Givenh € H andk € K, wherehk # 1, then Proof: Sincel. overS,, is a metric, and _by the definition
from the triangle inequality of an (n, M, d)-LMRM code, the balls of radiu$(d — 1) /2]
centered about the codewords Gfare disjoint, proving the
(i, hk) = d(, k) — d(hk, k) = wt(k) — wt(h) claim. n
> d(K) —H(H). We now proceed to present two upper bounds which are
) , stronger, in general, than the ball-packing bound of Thabite
Interchanging: andk gives the other lower bound. [ ]

The first pertains to subgroup codes, while the second is more

The lower bound on the distance given in Theotém 4, whigfuneral. Before starting, we recall some well-known result
we shall call thedesign distances often not tight as is shown o, group theory (see [16]).

in the following example. Let G be a subgroup of,,. For anyi € [1], the orbit of i

Example 5. Let us construct an LMRM code of length = under the action of> is defined as the set
6 and distancel = 3. According to constructiof, the code G ,

- iv={g(i) | g€ G}.
Sy x Sy x Sy isa(6,8,3)-LMRM code.

We can improve on this by looking at the code < S3  The stabilizer ofi under the action of is defined as
defined by . .
Gi={geG|gli) =i},

and is a subgroup af. Furthermore,

G ={[1,2,3],[2,3,1],[3,1,2]},
i.e., the cyclic group of siz&, which is a(3,3,2)-LMRM code.

By Constructioff, the code"; x Cz isa(6,9,4)-LMRM code, |G| = \iG\ |Gyl (1)
providing us a larger code than the previous one, with a farge )
distance. Theorem 8.If C is an(n, M, d)-LMRM subgroup code, then
Finally, let us defin&k < S¢, a(6,2,5)-LMRM code, as al
M < .
K ={[1,2,3,4,5,6],16,5,4,3,2,1]}. (d) /4] (n mod d)!
It may be verified thaHH = C3 x C3 andK can be used with Proof: For convenience, let us denate= n mod d, and

ConstructiofB, resulting in a(6,18,3)-LMRM code. We note k = [n/d]. Let us now conside€ as it acts on the-subsets
that while the design distance guaranteed by The@ésiust Of [n]. By (@) we get

1, the resulting distance of the code is actually O c "
M=|C| = |[1,d°| - |Cua| < (d) Cug

where the last inequality follows from the fact that the orbi

_ _ of [1,d] underC contains at most all thé-subsets ofn]. We
The first two bounds we present are the obvious analogyeg, take another similar step and get

of the Gilbert-Varshamov bound, and the ball-packing bound

(see, for example, [24]). We first define thall of radiusr (”) C _ (”) d+1,24Cal |c
and centered aboute S, as the set, S \d ‘ [Ld]‘ d M ,2d] H [1,d],[d+1,2d]‘

—d
Boulf) = 1g€50 | d(f.g) <7} <(D) ("2 lenmunaa

7

IV. BOUNDS
A. General Bounds

7

As mentioned before, thé, metric overS,, is right invariant, c )
and so the size of a ball depends only oandn, and not Where[d +1,2d]"4I denotes the orbit ofd + 1,2d] under
on the choice of center. We will therefore denote|By,,| the the action ofC(; 4, i.e., the stabilizer of1,d] underC, while

size of a ball of radius in S,. C[l,dﬂ,[d+1,2d] denotes the subgroup @f stabilizing both(1, d]

L and [d +1,2d].
Theorem 6. Let n, M, andd, be positive integers such that Reiterating the argument above we reach

|Bi_1,,| M < n!. Then there exists am, M, d)-LMRM code.
k=1

Proof: Consider the following procedure: We start with M < H

n—di
C _ .
the entire setS, with all permutations unmarked, as well i—O( d ) ‘ (1d][d+1,2d},... [ (k Ud“”””‘



It is now easy to see that codes) of|6!/13| = 55 since the size of a ball of radius
in S¢ equalsl3.
Clrd) [d-+12d),..,[(k-1)d+1kd) = {1}/ Settingn = 6 andd = 3 in Theoreni§ we get an upper
or else the minimum distanckof C would be violated. Thus, bound of sizeb!/ (3!)* = 20. If a (6,20,3)-LMRM subgroup
code exists, then by Theoréd its size must be divisible by its
M< ’ﬁ <n - di) _n! length (since it must be-homogeneous). Howevér,does not
h d

(dnkrt” divide 20, and the next candidate for an upper boui$g,does
not divide6! = 720. Thus, the resulting upper bound18.
This makes th€6, 18, 3) -LMRM subgroup code from Example
@’optimal. O

i=0

We can strengthen the upper bound of Theofem 8
showing that codes attaining it with equality must alsos$ati
certain divisibility conditions.

A groupG < S, is said to betransitiveif for any i, j € [n]
there is a permutatiof € G such thatf(i) = j. By (@), the = We turn to describe another powerful bounding technique.
size of such a grous must satisfyn | |G|, since the orbit The resulting bounds bear a striking resemblance to the-code
of i under the action oG is [n]. anticode method of Delsarte [11] and the set-antiset medfiod

Extending this definition, we say a group < S, is k- Deza [13]. However, both methods are not directly applieabl
homogeneousf for any two k-sets A, B C [n], there exists to the case at hand.

B. Codes and Anticodes

a permutationf € G such thatf(A) = B, where f(A) = Given a metric space with integer distances, we can con-

{f(a) | a€ A}. It then follows from [(1), that the size of suchstruct a graph whose vertices are the points in the space,

a groupG must be divisible by(}). and an edge connects two vertices if and only if they are at
The following theorem was given in [6]: distancel from each other. We call this thiaduced grapof

the metric. If the metric distance between any two points in
Theorem9.Let G < S, be ak-homogeneous group, wherehe gpace equals the length of the shortest path between the
2k < n+1, thenG is also(k — 1)-homogeneous. corresponding vertices in the induced graph (i.e., theadist

Hence, for ak-homogeneous grou@ < S,, 2k < n + 1, the in the graph), we say the metric spacegraphic

size of the groupG is divisible by The code-anticode method requires a graphic metric space
which forms a distance-regular graph. In our case, #he
K, . _1cm{<”),< n ) (”)} metric overS, is not even graphic, and hence the code-
’ k k—1 1 anticode method does not apply. The set-antiset method re-

Theorem 10.Let C < S, be an(n, M, d)-LMRM subgroup quires a metric ove§,, which is both right and left invariant.

code attaining the upper bound of TheoBmith equality, i.e., Again, the/,, metric-fails to meet the method’s requirements
since it is not left invariant.

M= i Jl/l! . Given a setA C S,, we denote
(d)"/d](n mod d)!
D(A) = {d(f,8) | frge A}
n—2d41 We also denote thaverseof A as
0<i< 7} ’ M.

d Aflz{ffl\feA},

Proof: If we examine the proof of Theorefi} 8, far to gpg say that a set is invertibleif A = A—1,
attain the upper bound we must ha{k d]| = (}). It follows o _
then thaiC is d-homogeneous. d < 7 -+ 1 then by Theorem Defllmtl'on 12. Two sets, A, B C S,; are said to ba set and an
we havekK,, ; | M. antisetf

Continuing in the same manner, the grodp , may be D(A)ND(B) = {0}
viewed as a permutation group over — d] by deleting the  The following is the set-antiset bound for right-invariant
elements ofld] and relabeling the rest. Again, we must haveetrics overs,,.

Cooal — n=dy i :
[d+1,2d] 04 = (qu ) which means tha€y, 4 is alsod-  theorem13.Letd : S, x S, — N U {0} be a distance

omogeneous. Again, Bd < n—d +1 thenK;_;, divides measure inducing a right-invariant metric. L&tB C S, be
‘C[Ld]‘, but |C1,d\ divides |C| since C; 4 < C. Reiterating a set and an antiset with being invertible. Then

Then

lem {Kn—id,d

the above arguments proves the claim. ] _
: . . . |A|-|B] < |Su| = nl.
It is also important to notice that if atwi, M,d)-LMRM
subgroup cod& exists, thenM | n! sinceC < S,. Proof: It is obvious thatAB = {fg | f€ A,g€B} C

Su. We contend tha{AB| = |A| - |B|. Let us assume the
contrary, i.e., that there exigh, f, € A and g1, g2 € B such
that f1g1 = fog» but not bothf; = f, andg; = g.

In that case, it follows thag1g2*1 = fl‘lfz. We now have,

Example 11. Continuing Exampl@& we would like to find an
upper bound to LMRM subgroup codes of length= 6 and
minimum distancd = 3.

We first substituten andd in the ball-packing bound of
Theoreni. We get an upper bound (not only for subgroupd(g:,$2) = d(g182"4,0) = d(fi L fo,0) =d(fi" % 7 h).



But d(g1,82) € D(B), and d(fl‘l,fgl) €D(A) since A is Let P be the followingn x n binary matrix, whereP; ; = 1

invertible, and hence iff there existsf € A such thatf (i) = j, otherwiseP;; = 0.
1 It is well known (see for example [26]) that
d(81,82) =d(fi', f;1) €D(A) N D(B) = {0} )
implying thatg; = ¢, and f; = f», a contradiction. [] Al <per(P) =Y [P
To apply the set-antiset method to LMRM codes we need fesni=l
the following definition. since all summands are eith@ror 1, and every permutation

Definition 14. A limited-magnitude rank-modulation anticoddn A corrgsponds ,tO a non-vanishing summand.
(LMRM-anticode)with parametergn, M, d), is a subsed C ~ According to Brégman's Theorem (see [5]), for amy< n
S, of cardinalityM, such thatl«(f,g) < d forall f,gc A.  binary matrixP with r; 1's in the i-th row

Theorem 15.Let C be an(n, M¢,d)-LMRM code, and letA er(P) < ﬁ(r')%‘
be an(n, M 4,d — 1)-LMRM anticode, whereA or C (or both) p L
are invertible. TheM s M < n!. )

In our case, every row oP contains at mostl 1's. We can

_Proof: By the definition of a code and an an_ticode it igertainly change somé’s into 1's in P so that every row
easily seen thaD(A) N D(C) = {0}. The claim is then a coptainsexactlyd 1's, and by doing so, only increase the

direct consequence of Theorém 13. B value ofper(P). It now follows that
Theoren{Ib generalizes previous results. It may be easily
verified that a ball of radius|(d —1)/2]| centered about M = |A| < per(P) < (d!)"/7.

the identity permutation is an invertible(n,d — 1)-LMRM
anticode. Thus, the ball-packing bound of Theordem 7 is a
special case of Theorem]15.

The following is a generalization of Theordrh 8 to LMRMCorollary 18. The anticode constructed as part of Theofi@n
codes which are not necessarily subgroups. is optimal whend|n.

|
Thus, for the case af|n we have an optimal anticode:

Theorem 16.If C is an(n, M, d)-LMRM code, then When d does not dividen the anticodes constructed in
the proof of Theoreni_16 are not necessarily optimal. The
following theorem shows we can build larger anticodes which
are no longer invertible.

Theorem 19. There exists affin, M',n — t — 1)-LMRM anti-
code of size

A= ([Ld]+ (i—1)d) N [n]. Gl NI A
We now define the anticodé as M’ = (n—25)! 4 (bJ - l) Uﬂ - l) ’

foralln > 2t.

n!
M < .
(dNn/d](n mod d)!

Proof: We construct the followingn, M’,d — 1)-LMRM
anticodeA: Let us denote

I
<}

A:SAl XSA2><"'><SAM/‘”.

It is easy to verify thatA is indeed an anticode of maximum  Proof: Consider the following: x n binary matrixP:

distanced — 1, and that its size is

M = (@) 4 (5 mod d)!. Lrn/2] % (n—t) Orn/2)xt
Since A is a subgroup ofS,, it is also invertible, and by P = ,
Theoren IbM - M’ < n!, and the claim on the maximal size 01,/21 0t 11,/
of an LMRM code follows. m [n/2]x n/2]x(n=t)

It should be noted that Theorém]| 16 does not make Theorem
redundant, since through the proof of the latter we were alwherel;; (respectively); ;) denotes the all's (respectively,
to provide stricter necessary conditions for potentialggabp all 0’s) matrix of sizei x j. All the rows contain a contiguous
codes attaining the bound with equality, as seen in Theordiock of 1's of size n — t, and thus all the permutations
[10. contributing toper(P) form an anticode of maximum distance
The next obvious question is: What is the size of the —t — 1. It may now be verified that
maximal size of ann,d — 1)-LMRM anticode?

, |t_1 nyooN /R .
Theorem 17. Let A be an (i, M,d — 1)-LMRM anticode. ~ M’ =per(P) = (n—20)!T] QEJ B Z) Gﬂ B l) ’
ThenM < (d!)"/4, =0
Proof: Forall1 <i < nleti? = {f(i) | fEA}. Itis
easy to see thdf”| < d, otherwise there would exigt g € A

such that|f (i) — ¢(i)| > d which contradicts that maximal Corollary 20. The optimal(n,n — 1)-LMRM invertible (and
distance ofA. in particular, subgroup) code,> 3, has siz&.

which completes the proof. [ ]
Using the above anticodes we can show the following:



Proof: Combining Theorenl 15 with Theorein]19 gived\e take log, of both sides, divide byz, and do some
the following upper bound on the size ¢f,n — 1)-LMRM  rearranging to reach
invertible codes:

n! B {"7‘14 n even R< =6 EJ log, ¢
(”_Z)w%J [%] nLH'Al n odd L5 1 . L5 1 )
and since the size must be an integer, it cannot ex8e8dch —\Imolg )ttt o(1)
a subgroup code can be easily constructed forrapy3 and is 1 1 1
simply the cyclic group of orded on the coordinate$l, 2, n}: =90 { J log, { J + Ha (‘5 bJ) +0(1),
C=1{,(1,2,n),(1,n,2 )
_ . _ fu )i )} as claimed. ]
given in cycle notation. u For the next two asymptotic forms we need an estimate on

On a side note, this last example is somewhat degeneratgssize of a ball in thé.-norm. While for anyfixed radius
it can be shown, using ad-hoc arguments, #mat (1,7 —1)-  ; tight asymptotic bounds ohB, ,| are given in [26], we
LMRM code,n > 3, has size at most, and not only invertible require an estimate far = @( ). The best estimate, to our
codes. Whether other infinite families can be shown to R@owledge, for0 < r < 121, was given in [19]:
optimal using these anticodes is still unresolved.

V2mn (2r+1\"
C. Asymptotic Bounds |Brn| = 22r ( e ) ’ @)
Some of the constructions and bounds presented in previous
sections take on a simple asymptotic form which we explore < ((2r+1)! 2”“ H (1) 3)

below. We will compare the resulting asymptotic bounds with i=r+1

those implied by the previous constructions of [23]. For our purposes, however, we do require an upper bound on

Definition 21. Given an(n, M, d)-LMRM code we say it has |B,,| for the entire range) < r < n — 1. Therefore, we
rateR = 1°g2 andnormalized distancé = present an augmentation &f (3) in the following lemma.

A slight peculiarity anses here One mlght expect the rate
of a code to be defined ag&2M - and not 1°g22,1 = 1°gflM Lemma23.Forall0 < r<n—1,
since the ambient spacg, |sg(2)f sizen!. Hom%ever doing so ) )
results in asymptotic bounds equalGo < +1)! )2’“ [T, ()7

We begin with the asymptotic form of Theordml] 16, anJ o ZHZ o g i L in?
remind that the binary entropy functidi, : [0,1] — [0,1] is =
defined as

rgn—l

7

2
<r<n—1.

x ©
RN/

N‘

Proof: It is easily seen tha®,,(:) is the set of all
Hy(p) = —plo —(1—p)log,(1—p). permutations corresponding to non-vanishing termseir( A)
P P& b P8 P where A is the binary banded Toeplitz matrix defined by
A;j = 11iff |i —j| <r. This observation has been used both

Theorem 22.For any(n, M, d)-LMRM code, in [26] and in [19].
1 1 1 The upper bound is immediately derived by using
R bJ log, bJ + H, (5 bJ) +o(1). Brégman’s Theorem. For example, fégLl <r<<n-—1,
the matrix A has2r +2 — n rows withn 1's, and two rows
Proof: According to Theorerh 16, with i 1's for eachr +1 <i<n—1. [ |
n! We now state the asymptotic form of the Gilbert-

< (@) 7] (1 mod d)! Varshamov-like bound of Theore 6.

Moving to theR and? notation, Theorem 24. For any constand < ¢ < 1 there exists an
Rn n! infinite sequence ofn, M, d)-LMRM codes With% > ¢ and
. 1
((6n))/3l (1 —6(1/6]) n)! rateR = Ogﬁ satisfyingR > fgv(8) + o(1), where
At this point we use the well-known Stirling’s approximatio

m! =+/2mm(m/e)"(1+0O(1/n)) and get
prn o« (Lto(1)Vamn(n/e)"

log, ¥ +20(logye—1)—1 0<45<
—25log, + +2(1—0)logye 3 <5<

fav(9) = {

1/6 .
L17e] Proof: By Theoreni{ b we are guaranteed the existence of

(1+0(1)) (V2mon(on/e)or
( ) an (n, M, d)-LMRM code of sizeM > n!/ |Bs_1 ,|. We can

1
. _ now use Lemm&23 and repla¢B;_; ,| with an appropriate
V2r(n—0[1/6]n)((n—61/6]n)/e)r=2L1/¢)n upper bound.
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Figurel. (a) The Gilbert-Varshamov bound in thecube (b) The MRRW bound in the-cube (c) The rate of the code from Constructidn 1 (d) The
Gilbert-Varshamov-like bound of Theordml24 (e) The balthiag bound of Theorerh 25 (f) The code-anticode bound of Tdm&22

Supposeﬂg—1 <d—1< n—1 (the proof for the other case and dividing byn gives as
is similar). Then by LemmBa 23 1
R < d+log, 5 +o(1),

n—1
_ 2
‘Bénfl,n‘ g (Tl!)2§ ! 1__(5[ (l!)l as desired' ]
. 11* "nfl 2 Finally, we analyze the asymptotics of the codes produced
— (f)( 5=1)n 11 (1) -O(poly(n)) by Constructioril.
e 1L \e .
1=on ) Theorem 26. For any constand < ¢ < 1, Constructiori]
7D 1)1 produces codes of rate
= -O(poly(n))
e (6n —1)! 1 1
: =l 1)
= G 2)ngon -O(poly(n)), o ) g :
wherepoly(n) denotes some polynomial im We now have + (‘5 +9 bJ - 1) log, (bJ !> '
PLUBS n! > o(2-28)n526n O(poly(n)). Proof: For any(n, M, d)-LMRM code produced by Con-
|Ba—1,n] structionCl we know that
Taking log, of both sides and dividing by: completes the M = ([n/d]1)" ™4 (|n/d|1)?-(nmedd)
proof. [ | ) )
The ball-packing bound of Theoref 7 has the followingust like before, we change to theand R notation:
asymptotic equivalent: . 1 ' n(1-6|3]) 1 | n(6+6|3]-1)
Theorem 25.For any(n, M, d)-LMRM code, 27 = ( {SW > ( LSJ ) .
R <6 +log, 1 +o(1). We then takdog, of both sides, and divide by to reach the
) claimed result. ]
Proof: The bound of Theoreff 7 together with the lower All the asymptotic bounds are shown in Figlile 1. Several
bound of [2) becomes, interesting observations can be made. First, the ballipgck
o ; bound of Theorern 25 is weaker than the code-anticode bound
M< n! < n'2 < e ) of Theoren2R. This, however, may be due to a poor lower
‘Bt(dfl)/ZJ " V2 \d' +1 bound on the size of a ball frorl(2). It was conjectured in [19]

that this lower bound might be improved substantially. Vié@al
where ' = d — (d mod 2). Changing to theR and § note that Constructidnl 1 produces codes which asympthtical
notation, using Stirling’s approximation, and then taking, out-perform the Gilbert-Varshamov-like bound of Theofefh 2



for a wide range off (with crossover at ~ 0.34904), and [15] F.-W.Fuand T. Klgve, “Two constructions of permutatiarrays,”|EEE

appear to be quite close to the bound otherwise. Again, thjs Trans. on Inform. Theorwol. 50, no. 5, pp. 881-883, May 2004.
. . 6] M. Hall, Jr., Theory of Groups American Mathematical Society, 1999.
mlght be a result of a weak upper bound on the size of a b 7] A. Jiang, R. Mateescu, M. Schwartz, and J. Bruck, “Rantdmiation

Finally, the codes presented by [23] are severely restticte  for flash memories,IEEE Trans. on Inform. Theoryol. 55, no. 6, pp.
since they are derived from binary codes in theube, and 2659-2673, Jun. 2009.

. . [18] A. Jiang, M. Schwartz, and J. Bruck, “Error-correctingdes for rank
as such, are bounded by thecube versions of the Gilbert- modulation,” inProceedings of the 2008 IEEE International Symposium

Varshamov bound and the MRRW bound (see, for example, on Information Theory (1SIT2008), Toronto, Canadiul. 2008, pp.
[24])_ 1736-1740.
[19] T. Klgve, “Spheres of permutations under the infinitymo- permuta-
tions with limited displacement,” University of Bergen, i@en, Norway,
V. CONCLUSION Tech. Rep. 376, Nov. 2008.

: : ] D. E. Knuth, The Art of Computer Programming Volume 3: Sorting and
We have studied codes for the rank modulation scherf® Searching Addison Wesley, Reading. MA., 2nd ed., 1998,

which protect against limited-magnitude errors. We prees#n [21] C. A. Laisant, “Sur la numération factorielle, appliion aux permu-
several code constructions which, in some cases, produce tations” Bulletin de la Sociéte Mathématique de Franeel. 16, pp.
optimal codes. The codes constructed can also be encoded Bgﬂd”e_l%’ 1888,

. . D. H. Lehmer, “Teaching combinatorial tricks to a cortgm! in Proc.
decoded recursively, while the code of Construcibn 1 may be  sympos. Appl. Math. Combinatorial Analysisl. 10, 1960, pp. 179—

encoded/decoded directly using a simple procedure withHlsma 193

: : T.-T. Lin, S.-C. Tsai, and W.-G. Tzeng, “Efficient endog and decoding
loss in rate. We note that all the constructions we presenl[éa with permutation arrays,” ifPfroceedings of the 2008 IEEE International

create codes which are subgroupsSef Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT2008), Toronto, ©@ana008,
We also explored bounds on the parameters of these codes. pp. 211-214.

_ : F. J. MacWilliams and N. J. A. Sloan&he Theory of Error-Correcting
The strongest upper bound appears to be the code antickde Codes North-Holland, 1978.

bound of Theorer 16. In the asymptotic study of these boungl&] m. Mares and M. Straka, “Linear-time ranking of perntidas,’
the simple code from Constructidh 1 shows a better rate than Algorithms-ESApp. 187-193, 2007.

: 3 I ] M. Schwartz, “Efficiently computing the permanent aradriian of some
the one guaranteed by the Gilbert-Varshamov-like bound @? banded toeplitz matriceslinear Algebra and its Applicationsol. 430,

Theorem 2K, and the ball-packing upper bound of Theorem no. 4, pp. 1364-1374, Feb. 2009.
[28 is always weaker than that of the code-anticode bound[&f] H. Vinck, J. Haering, and T. Wadayama, “Coded M-FSK fawer

line communications,” inProceedings of the 2000 IEEE International
Theoreni 2P. Both, however, may be a result of a loose bound Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT2000), Sorrentdy, 2000, p.

on the size of a ball in thé.-metric. 137.
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