arXiv:2305.05763v1 [cs.IT] 9 May 2023

On the Number of t-Lee-Error-Correcting Codes

Nadja Willenborg^1, Anna-Lena Horlemann^1, and Violetta Weger^2

1University of St.Gallen, Switzerland 2Technical University of Munich, Germany

Abstract

We consider t-Lee-error-correcting codes of length n over the residue ring Z_m := Z/mZ and determine upper and lower bounds on the number of t-Lee-error-correcting codes. We use two different methods, namely estimating isolated nodes on bipartite graphs and the graph container method. The former gives density results for codes of fixed size and the latter for any size. This confirms some recent density results for linear Lee metric codes and provides new density results for nonlinear codes. To apply a variant of the graph container algorithm we also investigate some geometrical properties of the balls in the Lee metric.

1 Introduction

A classical discipline in coding theory is the study of the behaviour of random codes and computing the density of optimal codes with respect to some bounds. For Hamming metric codes over F_q we have several famous results, such as [8, 31], where the authors show that if we let the length n grow, random codes attain with high probability the Gilbert-Varshamov bound [19, 39]. On the other hand, it is well known, that if we let q grow, random codes are with high probability Maximum Distance Separable (MDS) codes, i.e., they attain the Singleton bound. Similar results have been obtained in the rank metric, namely for n growing random rank-metric codes attain the rank-metric Gilbert-Varshamov bound [28] and we know that the density of Maximum Rank Distance (MRD) codes depends on whether they are F_qm -linear or F_q -linear. For the former it was shown in [29] that MRD codes are dense, while for the latter case it was shown that MRD codes are neither dense nor sparse [3, 12, 20, 23]. In this paper, we investigate such questions in a new setting: modules over integer residue rings endowed with the Lee metric. The Lee metric has been introduced to cope with phase modulation, error correction in constrained memories, or in cryptographic applications (see for example [32]). Density questions for such Lee metric codes in Z^n_ps have already been studied in [11, 13]. In particular, it has been shown that for n growing, random codes attain the respective Gilbert-Varshamov bound with high probability and that optimal linear codes with respect to Lee metric Singleton bounds [35, 2] are sparse, for n, s or p growing. Sparseness has also been shown for optimal linear codes with respect to the Lee metric Plotkin bound. In this paper we confirm these results and use techniques from graph theory to obtain new results for nonlinear codes.

We consider two different techniques: bipartite graphs and the container method. The former technique is based on bounding the number of some non-isolated nodes in certain bipartite graphs whose right node set consists of codes in Z^n_m of cardinality S and whose left node set contains elements from Z^n_m whose minimum weight is upper bounded. From this approach we first derive upper and lower bounds on the density of Lee metric codes. These bounds then give us asymptotic results in the nonlinear case, which was previously unknown.

The second technique uses a graph G = (V, E) with node set V = Z^n_m and edge set E = {(x, y) ∈ Z^n_m × Z^n_m : x ≠ y, d^L(x, y) ≤ 2t}, where d^L(x, y) is the Lee distance between x and y. Note that G is also the 2t graph power of the Cartesian product C_m□C_m□ · · · □C_m, where

C_m is the cycle of length m. The node set of this Cartesian product is Z^n_m and there is an edge between x, y ∈ Z^n_m if and only if their Lee distance is 1 from each other, see also [1, 25]. We show that when fixing m, the number of t-Lee-error-correcting codes of length n is at most 2^{(1+o(1))Hm (n,t)}, for all t ≤ 10 √ θ_mn. This problem has already been considered in [18] and [7] for Hamming metric codes, and also in [7] for codes endowed with the Enomoto-Katona distance (also called transportation distance). The key tool for estimating t-error-correcting codes are so-called ‘container results’ which state that the independent sets of a graph lie only in a small number of subsets of the node set which are ‘almost independent sets’. The estimate of t-error-correcting codes with distance 2t + 1 is equivalent to the estimate of independent sets in our graph. Although our graph does not have the properties desired by Sapozhenko, i.e., the graph is almost regular and an expander, we can transfer the saturation estimates from [18] to the Lee metric and then apply the container result from [7]. To do this, we first derive estimates of the volumes of balls in the Lee metric with different radii. We also characterize the intersection of two balls with equal Lee radii with distance ℓ between their respective centers. In particular we show that the size of these intersections is monotonically decreasing in ℓ. We then give an upper bound on these quantities, including only the Lee volume for which explicit formulae are known, dating back to 1982 [6]. All these results are new to the best of our knowledge. The consideration of the intersection of balls is interesting for several fundamental aspects of coding theory. Our intersection results determine the packing and covering properties of Lee metric codes which are important for decoding and performance analysis of these codes. As recently addressed in [30], finding upper and lower bounds on the size of the intersection of two balls that can be computed fast would be helpful for considering covering properties of codes. We believe that our techniques could therefore be of interest in this context.

The outline of the article is as follows. We start with the preliminaries in Section 2, including the Lee weight, the Lee volume and some useful bounds or asymptotic relations. In the second part of the preliminaries we examine the ratios of certain Lee volumes and also study the intersections of Lee spheres. Section 3 begins with the supersaturation estimates, which we then use in the container algorithm. We also show how we can use this method to estimate t-error-correcting codes of a fixed cardinality. This issue has already been studied in [22] for codes in the Hamming, rank and sum-rank metric. There, the counting problem was modelled in a bipartite graph satisfying certain regularity conditions and the number of codes was estimated by the number of isolated nodes in the graph. We modify this method slightly for the Lee metric and present it again in Section 4 Finally, we conclude this paper in Section 5.

2 Preliminaries

Throughout this article let N be the set of positive integers, Z_m := {0, 1, . . . , m − 1} denotes the ring of integers modulo m where, by abuse of notation, each residue class i + mZ is denoted by its representative 0 ≤ i ≤ m − 1. By P we denote the set of primes and by [n] the set of positive integers up to n. We omit “p ∈ P ” when writing p → +∞. For nonnegative quantities depending on n, we write f(n) ≲ g(n) if there is some positive constant C such that f(n) ≤ Cg(n) for all sufficiently large n. We write [n] to denote the set of positive integers up to n. Given a finite set X, we write

�_X t � for the collection of t-element subsets of X, and

�_X ≤t � for the family of subsets of X with at most t elements. The following identities, respectively upper bound, involving the binomial coefficient are well known and will be useful later on.

Lemma 2.1. (cf. [21, Chapter 5]) Let n ∈ N, k ≥ 0 be an integer. Then 1. �_n k � =^n_k

�_{n−1} k−1 � , 2. �_{n−1} k � =^{n−k}_n

�_n k � , 3. �_n k � =^{n−k+1}_k

�_n k−1 � ,

4. �_n k �_k ≤ �_n k � ≤ �_{en} k �_k . 2.1 Lee Metric Codes We briefly recall the Lee metric and the volume of its balls. Definition 2.2. For x ∈ Z_m we define the Lee weight to be w^L : Z_m → � 0, . . . , � m 2 � , x → min{x, m − x}.

We denote the average Lee weight over Z_m by θ_m and extend the weight additively to Z^n_m, so that the Lee weight for x ∈ Z^n_m is

w^L(x) := n� i=1 w^L(x_i).

We define the Lee distance of x, y ∈ Z^n_m as d^L(x, y) := w^L(x − y).

A (Lee metric) code is a subset C ⊆ Z^n_m. When |C | ≥ 2 its minimum Lee distance is d^L(C ) := min{d^L(x, y): x, y ∈ C , x ≠ y}.

A code C is linear if it is a finitely generated submodule of Z^n_m. The smallest number of elements in C which generate C as a Z_m-module is called the rank of C . Since we restrict to Z^n_p in the linear case all linear codes we consider are free, i.e., the size of any generating set of C determines the rank of C .

Note that for m = 2 and m = 3 the Hamming distance and the Lee distance are identical by definition.

Definition 2.3. The Lee metric ball in Z^n_m of radius 0 ≤ r ≤ ⌊m/2⌋ with center c ∈ Z^n_m is B^L_m(n, r, c) := {y ∈ Z^n_m : d^L(x, y) ≤ r}.

Its volume is independent of its center and we denote it by v^L_m(n, r). Definition 2.4. For any vector z ∈ Z^n_m we define its Lee composition ℓ(z) as ℓ(z) := (ℓ_0(z), ℓ_1(z), . . . , ℓ_{⌊m/2⌋}(z)), where ℓ_i(z) := |{j ∈ [n] : w^L(z_j ) = i}|.

Clearly,

�_{⌊m/2⌋}

i=0 ℓ_i(z) = n and

�_{⌊m/2⌋}

i=0 iℓ_i(z) = w^L(z). We denote by L^n_m := {ℓ_0, . . . , ℓ_α} = {ℓ(z) : z ∈ Z^n_m} the set of all Lee compositions, where α + 1 is the number of different Lee compositions in Z^n_m and ℓ_0 = ℓ(0) = (n, 0, . . . , 0). We then define the Lee association scheme such that R = (R_{ℓ0} , . . . , R_{ℓα} ) forms a partition on Z^n_m × Z^n_m by (x, y) ∈ R_{ℓi} ⇔ ℓ(x − y) = ℓ_i, while satisfying the axioms 1. − 4., see [36, Section 2.1]:

1. R_{ℓ0} = {(x, x) ∈ Z^n_m × Z^n_m : x ∈ Z^n_m}.

2. R^{−1}_{ℓi} = {(y, x) ∈ Z^n_m × Z^n_m : (x, y) ∈ R_{ℓi} } = R_{ℓj} for some j ∈ {0, . . . , α}.

3. The size of {z ∈ Z^n_m : (x, z) ∈ R_{ℓi} and (z, y) ∈ R_{ℓj} } is described by a number p^k_{i,j} which depends on k, but not on (x, y) ∈ R_{ℓk} .

4. For all i, j, k ∈ {0, . . . , α} we have p^k_{i,j} = p^k_{j,i}.

Remark 1. If (x, y) ∈ R_{ℓi} , then the Lee distance between x and y is

d^L(x, y) = ℓ_{i,1}(x − y) + 2ℓ_{i,2}(x − y) + · · · + � m 2 � ℓ_{i,⌊m/2⌋}(x − y).

This directly implies that the Lee metric is constant on the classes of the scheme. Let the classes of pairs (x, y) with d^L(x, y) = j be denoted by R_{ℓj1} , . . . , R_{ℓjs(j)} , where s(j) is the number of different compositions having weight j. This number s(j) corresponds to the number of weak compositions of j into n parts such that each part is at most ⌊m/2⌋. This number can be computed as

s(j) = � (r,s)∈N^2 r+s⌊m/2⌋=j

(−1)^s � n s � n + r − 1 r � ,

see, e.g., [37, Chapter 1]. Thus,

| L^n_m |= α + 1 =

n⌊m/2⌋ � j=0 s(j).

By axiom 3. we obtain:

Lemma 2.5. Let (x, y) ∈ Z^n_m × Z^n_m such that d^L(x, y) = k. Then the number of vectors z ∈ Z^n_m with d^L(x, z) ≤ r and d^L(y, z) ≤ r is equal to r� i=0 s(i)�

j=1 s(i)�

ℓ=1 p^k_{ij ,iℓ} ,

where p^k_{i,j} := |{z ∈ Z^n_m : (x, z) ∈ R_{ℓi} ∧ (y, z) ∈ R_{ℓj} }| which depends on k, but not on the pair (x, y) ∈ R_{ℓk} .

Definition 2.6. A t-Lee-error-correcting code of length n is a code in Z^n_m with minimum Lee distance at least 2t + 1. Its maximum size is denoted by A_m(n, 2t + 1).

A simple counting argument shows the following:

Theorem 2.7. Let A_m(n, 2t + 1) denote the maximum size of a t-Lee-error-correcting code C ⊆ Z^n_m and H_m(n, t) := m^n v^L_m(n, t)

, (2.1)

then

A_m(n, 2t + 1) ≤ H_m(n, t).

This upper bound is known as the sphere packing (or Hamming) bound. Codes that achieve equality for this upper bound are called perfect codes.

Furthermore, many Singleton-like bounds are known for Lee metric codes (see [13] for an overview on these bounds). However, the smallest known bound on the minimum Lee distance of free linear codes over Z_ps can be achieved using a Plotkin-like argument, where one averages the weight over Z_ps.

Theorem 2.8. (Plotkin-like bound, see [13, Theorem 26]) Let C ⊆ Z^n_ps be a free linear t-Lee-error-correcting code. For p ≥ 3, we have

|C | ≤ p^{s(n− 8t+4ps+1 +1)}.

2.2 Intersections and Estimates of the Lee Metric Volume The volumes of the Lee metric balls are known:

Lemma 2.9. [5, Chapter 6.3]

v^L_m(n, r) =

� � � � � � � � �

⌊2r/m⌋ � i=0 (−1)^i � n i �r−(m/2)i � j=0 2^j � n j � r − (m/2)i j � if m is even, r� i=0 � n + 1 i �_{⌊2r/m⌋} � j=0 (−2)^j � n j � n − j r − j(⌊m/2⌋ + 1) − i � if m is odd.

This gives rise to the following bounds:

Lemma 2.10. Let n ∈ N and 1 ≤ r ≤ n⌊^m_2 ⌋. Then

1. v^L_m(n, r) ≤ n� i=0 2^i

�_n i �_r i � ,

2. v^L_m(n, r) ≥

�_n r � 2^r if r < n, 2^n if r ≥ n.

Proof. The upper bound is given in [33, Section 10]. The lower bound is known from [40]. Indeed, if r < n, v^L_m(n, r) contains all vectors in Z^n_m with r entries in {1, m − 1} and zero elsewhere. If r ≥ n, v^L_m(n, r) contains all vectors in {1, m − 1}^n.

We obtain the following asymptotic behavior of the volumes:

Lemma 2.11. Let n ∈ N, C > 0 be a constant and 1 ≤ r ≤ n⌊^m_2 ⌋. Then

1. v^L_m(n, r) ∈ ω(1) as n → +∞.

2. v^L_m(n, r) ∈ O(1) as m → +∞.

3. If r ≲ n^{a/b}, where a < b, then v^L_m(n, r) ∈ o

�_{Cn}

n^{(b+1)/b} � as n → +∞.

Proof. The first two statements follow directly from Lemma 2.10. For r ≤ n^{a/b} we have

v^L_m(n, r) ≤

n^{a/b}� i=0 2^i � n i � n^{a/b} i � ∼ (2e^2n^{a/b})^{na/b}

for n → +∞ (from Lemmata 2.1 and 2.10). Moreover

n^{(b+1)/b}(2e^2n^{a/b})^{na/b} C^n = exp �_{b+1} b log(n) + n^{a/b}(log(2) + 2 + log(n^{a/b})) � exp(n log(C))

n→+∞→ 0,

since the exponent of the denominator grows linearly in n, while the exponent of the nominator only grows by n^{a/b}.

Before studying the intersection of two Lee balls we derive estimates of the volumes of balls of different radii. The proofs can be found in the appendix.

Lemma 2.12. Let 1 ≤ t ≤ n⌊^m_2 ⌋ and C_m be a sufficiently large constant. Then for any 1 ≤ i

v^L_m(n, t) ≤

� � � � � � �

�_{t+i}

2(n+i)

�_i v^L_m(n + i, t + i) if m is even, �_{Cm} n+i �_i

v^L_m(n + i, t + i) if m is odd and t = ⌈^m_2 ⌉, �_{t+i} n+i �_i

v^L_m(n + i, t + i) else,

and for 1 ≤ i ≤ n⌊^m_2 ⌋ − t

v^L_m(n, t) ≤

� � � � � � �

�_{t+i} 2n �_i �_{n−i+1}

n−i+1−t

�_i

v^L_m(n, t + i) if m is even, �_{Cm} n �_i �_{n−i+1}

n−i+1−t

�_i

v^L_m(n, t + i) if m is odd and t = ⌈^m_2 ⌉, �_{t+i} n �_i �_{n−i+1}

n−i+1−t

�_i

v^L_m(n, t + i) else.

Next we investigate the intersection of two balls with equal Lee radii.

Lemma 2.13. Let 0 ≤ t ≤ n⌊^m_2 ⌋ and c_1, c_2 ∈ Z^n_m, then the size of B^L_m(n, r, c_1) ∩ B^L_m(n, r, c_2) depends on c_1, c_2 only through d^L(c_1, c_2).

Proof. This follows directly from Lemma 2.5.

Hence for 0 ≤ t ≤ n⌊m/2⌋, we denote the cardinality of the intersection of two balls in Z^n_m of radius t with centers being Lee distance ℓ apart as W (m, n, t, ℓ). When there is no ambiguity about the ambient space considered we simply denote it as W (t, ℓ). Obviously W (t, ℓ) = 0 when ℓ > 2t. Thus, we will only focus on 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ 2t ≤ nm, as t ≤ n⌊m/2⌋.

In the following we show that the numbers W (t, ℓ) are decreasing for increasing ℓ.

Lemma 2.14. Let 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ min{2t, n⌊m/2⌋ − 1}, then

W (t, ℓ + 1) ≤ W (t, ℓ).

Proof. We define the notation

(1^ℓ0^{n−ℓ}) := (1, 1, . . . , 1 � � � ℓ , 0, 0, . . . , 0 � � � n−ℓ ).

By Lemma 2.13 it is sufficient to determine the intersection of the radius t Lee balls centered at c_1 = (0^n) and c_2 = (1^ℓ0^{n−ℓ}) for W (t, ℓ), respectively the balls centered at c_1 and c_3 = (1^{ℓ+1}0^{n−ℓ−1}) for W (t, ℓ + 1). Define

X := B^L_m(n, t, c_1)∩B^L_m(n, t, c_3)\B^L_m(n, t, c_2) and Y := B^L_m(n, t, c_1)∩B^L_m(n, t, c_2)\B^L_m(n, t, c_3).

Let x ∈ X. Since x ∈ B^L_m(n, t, c_1) ∩ B^L_m(n, t, c_3) we have d^L(c_1, x) ≤ t and d^L(c_3, x) ≤ t. As x /∈ B^L_m(n, t, c_2) we also have d^L(c_2, x) > t. We obtain

w^L(x_1 − 1, . . . , x_{ℓ+1} − 1, x_{ℓ+2}, . . . , x_n) ≤ t (2.2) w^L(x_1 − 1, . . . , x_ℓ − 1, x_{ℓ+1}, . . . , x_n) > t. (2.3)

As (x_1 − 1, . . . , x_{ℓ+1} − 1, x_{ℓ+2}, . . . , x_n) and (x_1 − 1, . . . , x_ℓ − 1, x_{ℓ+1}, . . . , x_n) differ only in the (ℓ + 1)^{th} coordinate by exactly one, we have from (2.2) and (2.3) that

w^L(x_1 − 1, . . . , x_{ℓ+1} − 1, x_{ℓ+2}, . . . , x_n) = t (2.4) w^L(x_1 − 1, . . . , x_ℓ − 1, x_{ℓ+1}, . . . , x_n) = t + 1. (2.5)

Hence, d^L(x, c_2) = t+1 and d^L(x, c_3) = t. Moreover, subtracting (2.4) from (2.5) gives w^L(x_{ℓ+1})− w^L(x_{ℓ+1} − 1) = 1, from which we deduce that x_{ℓ+1} ∈ {1, . . . , ⌊m/2⌋}, as otherwise w^L(x_{ℓ+1}) − w^L(x_{ℓ+1} − 1) = −1 and in particular, d^L(x, c_2) < d^L(x, c_3), which is not possible.

To show that |X| ≤ |Y | we define an injective map ϕ : X → Y by

ϕ(x)_i := � x_i if i ∈ [n] \ {ℓ + 1}, m − x_i + 1 if i = ℓ + 1.

In the following we show that this map is well-defined. For this we will show that for every x ∈ X we have

d^L(ϕ(x), c_1) < d^L(x, c_1) ≤ t, d^L(ϕ(x), c_3) = t + 1, d^L(ϕ(x), c_2) = t.

The first observation follows from the fact that x_{ℓ+1} ∈ {1, . . . , ⌊m/2⌋} and hence

w^L(ϕ(x)_{ℓ+1}) = x_{ℓ+1} − 1 < x_{ℓ+1} = w^L(x_{ℓ+1}).

For the second observation recall that d^L(c_3, x) = t. We can deduce that

w^L(ϕ(x)_{ℓ+1} − 1) = w^L(m − x_{ℓ+1}) = x_{ℓ+1} = (x_{ℓ+1} − 1) + 1 = w^L(x_{ℓ+1} − 1) + 1,

which gives d^L(ϕ(x), c_3) = t + 1. The last observation follows similarly and hence ϕ(x) ∈ Y . As no two distinct elements are mapped onto the same image we have |X| ≤ |Y | and thus

|B^L_m(n, t, c_1) ∩ B^L_m(n, t, c_3)| = |X ⊔ Z| ≤ |Y ⊔ Z| = |B^L_m(n, t, c_1) ∩ B^L_m(n, t, c_2)|

where Z = B^L_m(n, t, c_1) ∩ B^L_m(n, t, c_2) ∩ B^L_m(n, t, c_3).

In order to obtain relations between the numbers W (t, ℓ) (which will be important for our saturation estimates given in Section 3) we start by giving an explicit formula for W (t, 1) and an upper bound for W (t, ℓ) for general ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , n⌊m/2⌋}. Lemma 2.15. Let 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ min{2t, n⌊m/2⌋ − 1}.

1. For ℓ = 1 we have

W (t, 1) =

� � � � � � �

2 m/2� i=1 v^L_m(n − 1, t − i) if m is even, 2 (m−1)/2 � i=1 v^L_m(n − 1, t − i) + v^L_m(n − 1, t − m − 1 2 ) if m is odd.

2. For ℓ ≥ 1 we have W (t, ℓ) ≤ m^ℓv^L_m(n − ⌈ℓ/2⌉, t − ⌈ℓ/2⌉).

Proof. Let ℓ = 1, suppose that the two balls are centered at c_1 := (0^n) and c_2 := (10^{n−1}) and let x ∈ B^L_m(n, t, c_1) ∩ B^L_m(n, t, c_2). This gives w^L(x_1) ≤ t and because of translation invariance the remaining n − 1 coordinates have Lee weight at most

t − max{w^L(x_1), w^L(x_1 − 1)}.

Observe that

max{w^L(x_1), w^L(x_1 − 1)} =

� � � � � � �

1 if x_1 = 0, x_1 if 1 ≤ x_1 ≤ ⌊m/2⌋, m − x_1 if x_1 = ⌊m/2⌋ + 1 and m is odd, m − x_1 + 1 in all other cases.

Hence, for a fixed

• x_1 = 0 there are v^L_m(n − 1, t − 1) many choices for the remaining n − 1 coordinates of x,

• x_1 ∈ {1, 2, . . . , ⌊m/2⌋} there are v^L_m(n − 1, t − x_1) many choices for the remaining n − 1 coordinates,

• x_1 ∈ {⌊(m + 1)/2⌋ + 1, . . . , m − 1} there are v^L_m(n − 1, t − m + x_1 − 1) many choices for the remaining n − 1 coordinates,

• x_1 = (m+1)/2 and m odd there are v^L_m(n−1, t−(m−1)/2) many choices for the remaining n − 1 coordinates.

For the second statement suppose that the two balls are centered at c_1 = (0^n) and c_2 = (1^ℓ0^{n−ℓ}). For x ∈ B^L_m(n, t, c_1) ∩ B^L_m(n, t, c_2) we have that the last n − ℓ coordinates have Lee weight at most t − max{

�_ℓ i=1 w^L(x_i),

�_ℓ

i=1 w^L(x_i − 1)}. Moreover, we observe that max �_ℓ � i=1 w^L(x_i), ℓ� i=1 w^L(x_i − 1) � ≥ ⌈ℓ/2⌉ . (2.6)

Let s be the support size of the first ℓ coordinates of x. If s ≥ ⌈ℓ/2⌉ (2.6) can be immediately derived from the fact that the Lee weight of the first ℓ coordinates is at least as large as the support size. If s < ⌈ℓ/2⌉ at least ⌈ℓ/2⌉ coordinates of x are zero and therefore

�_ℓ i=1 w^L(x_i −1) ≥ ⌈ℓ/2⌉. Now the upper bound can be derived using the monotonicity of the Lee volume in both parameters.

Using Lemma 2.15 we can see that the intersection of two balls with centers being distance ℓ apart is significantly smaller than the intersection of two balls with centers being distance 1 apart. Moreover, by applying Lemma 2.12 we can give an upper bound on W (t, 1) which then contains only the volume v^L_m(n, t).

Lemma 2.16. Let 0 ≤ ℓ < min{t, n⌊m/4⌋}, and C_m be a sufficiently large constant, then

W (t, 2ℓ + 1) ≤ � � � � �

�_{mt} 2n �_ℓ

W (t, 1) ≤

�_{mt} 2n �_{ℓ+1}

v^L_m(n, t) if m is even, �_{mCm} n �_ℓ

W (t, 1) ≤

�_{mCm} n �_{ℓ+1} v^L_m(n, t) if m is odd and t = ⌈^m_2 ⌉, �_{mt} n �_ℓ

W (t, 1) ≤

�_{mt} n �_{ℓ+1}

v^L_m(n, t) in all other cases.

Proof. We only show the case where m is even, the other cases follow from similar arguments.

Combining both statements from Lemma 2.15, together with Lemma 2.12 we can deduce the first statement, i.e.,

W (t, 2ℓ + 1) W (t, 1) ≤ m^ℓv^L_m(n − ℓ − 1, t − ℓ − 1) v^L_m(n − 1, t − 1)

≤ m^ℓ � t 2n �_ℓ , which proves the first inequality. To prove the second inequality, apply again Lemma 2.12 to yield

W (t, 1) v^L_m(n, t) ≤ mv^L_m(n − 1, t − 1) v^L_m(n, t) ≤ m � t 2n � .

3 The Number of t-Lee-Error-Correcting Codes

In this section we give an upper bound on the number of t-Lee-error-correcting codes, where we do not prescribe the cardinality of the codes. Throughout this section, unless otherwise stated, we allow t to be a function in n. More precisely, we let lim_{n→+∞} t(n)/(10 √ θ_mn) = T, where T ∈ [0, 1] and θ_m denotes the average Lee weight over Z_m. However, we will often use t as a shorthand for t(n).

To obtain an upper bound on the number of t-error-correcting codes we use a similar container algorithm as in [7]. In order to apply this algorithm, we will first derive the necessary supersaturation estimates.

Throughout this section G = (V, E) is a simple, undirected graph without self-loops, nodes V = Z^n_m and edges E = {(x, y) ∈ V^2 : d^L(x, y) ≤ 2t}. Any set I ⊆ V that does not contain an edge is called an independent set and corresponds to a t-Lee-error-correcting code. Moreover, we write Δ(G) for the maximum degree of G and i(G) for the number of independent sets in G. By N_G(u) we denote the neighbourhood of a node u, i.e., the subset of nodes that are adjacent to u. Hence, Δ(G) = max{| N_G(u) |: u ∈ V }.

The container algorithm is based on a dynamic graph (G_i)_{i≥0} (initialized as G_0 = G), iteratively reducing its node set V (G_i) by at least one node. More precisely, in each iteration of the algorithm the node with maximum degree (and possibly its neighbourhood) is removed from the graph.

Let C ⊆ Z^n_m be a code and G[C ] = (C , E[C ]) be the corresponding induced subgraph of G. For each 1 ≤ r ≤ 2t, we define

E_r := {(x, y) ∈ E[C ] : d^L(x, y) = r}

and for v ∈ C the number of edges in E_r incident to v by

deg_r(v) := |{u ∈ C : d^L(u, v) = r}|.

Lemma 3.1. Let v ∈ C and r ≤ n/2. Then

deg_r(v) ≤ 3^r � n r �

and therefore

|E_r| ≤

3^r 2 � n r � |C |.

Proof. With the binomial theorem we get deg_r(v) ≤ v^L_m(n, r) ≤

�_n i=0 2^i

�_n i �_r i � = �_r i=0 2^i

�_n i �_r i � ≤ �_n r � �_r i=0 2^i

�_r i � = 3^r

�_n r � , which proves the first statement. The second follows from summing over all pairs of codewords in C .

We have the following estimates for the Lee metric.

Lemma 3.2. Let C ⊆ Z^n_m be a t-Lee-error-correcting code and C_m be a sufficiently large constant. If |C | ≥ 2H_m(n, t), then 2t� r=1 W (t, r)|E_r| ≥

|C |^2v^L_m(n, t)^2 10m^n and |E[C ]| ≥ � � � � �

n|C |^2 5mtH_m(n,t) if m is even,

n|C |^2 10mC_m H_m(n,t) if m is odd and t = ⌈ m 2 ⌉,

n|C |^2 10mtH_m (n,t) in all other cases.

Proof. Similar to [7, Lemma 5.3], we use Lemma 2.14 and Lemma 2.16 to obtain the result. For completeness we include the proof in the appendix.

The container method gives estimates for the number of independent sets of a graph by showing that the independent sets lie only in a small number of subsets of the node set which are ‘almost independent sets‘. We will study the more detailed relationships after we have established the required saturation estimates. Our first supersaturation result gives a constraint on the size of the node set to ensure that the maximum degree of the induced graph is above a certain bound.

Proposition 3.3. (Supersaturation 1) Let t ≤ 10 √ θ_mn, C_m be a sufficiently large constant and C ⊆ Z^n_m be a t-Lee-error-correcting code. If |C | ≥ n^4H_m(n, t), then

Δ(G[C ]) ≳ � � � n^3|C | C_mH_m(n,t) if m is odd and t = ⌈ m 2 ⌉,

n^3|C | t^3H_m(n,t) in all other cases,

asymptotically with respect to n.

Proof. We will show the statement for the case where m is even, the proof is similar if m is odd. Since |C | ≥ n^4H_m(n, t) we have from Lemma 3.2

|E[C ]| ≥

|C |^2n 5mtH_m(n, t)

≥ |C | n^5 5mt . Together with |E_1| + |E_2| ≲ n^2|C | and |E_3| + |E_4| ≲ n^4|C | (which follows from Lemma 3.1) this gives |E_1| + |E_2| ≲^{t|E[C ]|}_{n3} and |E_3| + |E_4| ≲^{t|E[C ]|}_n . Furthermore, by Lemma 2.16 we have

W (t, 2) ≤ W (t, 1),

W (t, 4) ≤ W (t, 3) ≲ tW (t, 1) n , W (t, r) ≤ W (t, 5) ≲ t^2W (t, 1)

n^2

∀r ≥ 5,

which gives 2t� r=1 W (t, r)|E_r| ≲ � t n^3 + t^2 n^2 + t^2 n^2 � |E[C ]|W (t, 1) ≲ t^2 n^2

W (t, 1)|E[C ]|.

By Lemma 3.2 we have

|C |^2v^L_m(n, t)^2 m^n ≲ 2t� r=1 W (t, r)|E_r| ≲ t^2 n^2

W (t, 1)|E[C ]|.

Using W (t, 1) ≲ (t/n)v^L_m(n, t) from Lemma 2.16 we obtain

|E[C ]| ≳ n^2|C |^2v^L_m(n, t)^2 t^2m^nW (t, 1) ≳ n^3|C |^2 t^3H_m(n, t) . Thus, the average degree in G[C ] is ≳^{n3|C |}_{t3Hm(n,t)} , and hence Δ(G[C ]) ≳^{n3|C |}_{t3Hm(n,t)} .

In the following we will give an estimate for the maximum degree that certifies that i(G[C ]) is below 2^{(1+ε)Hm(n,t)}. To get our estimate we consider the nodes of G[C ] in terms of their number of neighbours such that their Lee distance is at most 20 from each other. By considering balls of radius t and showing that their overlap is negligible we can estimate the number of t-Lee-error-correcting codes for 60 ≤ t ≤ 10 √ θ_mn. Using a number less than 20 would not give us suitable estimates in Lemma 3.5. Therefore, we choose this number. We define the sets

C_1 := � v ∈ C : deg_r(v) ≤ εn^{⌈r/2⌉/2} ∀r ∈ {1, . . . , 20} � , (3.1)

C_2 := � v ∈ C : 20� r=1 deg_r(v) ≥ log(n) ε � (3.2) and compute i(G[C_i]), for i = 1, 2, assuming that the maximum degree of G[C_i] is not too large. Note that for v ∈ C we have

�_{20} r=1 deg_r(v) ∈ o(n^5) if n → +∞ and hence C = C_1 ∪ C_2 for sufficiently large n. Since every independent set of G[C ] can potentially be a union of an independent set of G[C_1] and G[C_2] when n is sufficiently large, we get an overall estimate using i(G[C ]) ≤ i(G[C_1])i(G[C_2]).

Lemma 3.4. Let t ≤ 10 √ θ_mn, C ⊆ Z^n_m be a t-Lee-error-correcting code, Δ(G[C ]) ≤ n^5 and fix ε > 0. Let C_1 be as defined in (3.1).

Then |C_1| ≤ (1 + O(ε))H_m(n, t), for sufficiently large n.

Proof. The proof can be found in the appendix.

Lemma 3.5. Let 60 ≤ t ≤ 10 √ θ_mn, C ⊆ Z^n_m be a t-Lee-error-correcting code and Δ(G[C ]) ≤ n^5. Fix 0 < ε, let n be sufficiently large and C_2 be as defined in (3.2). Then the number of independent subsets of C_2 satisfies

i(G[C_2]) ≤ 2^{O(εHm(n,t))}.

Proof. The proof can be found in the appendix.

Proposition 3.6. (Supersaturation 2) Let 0 < ε, 60 ≤ t ≤ 10 √ θ_mn, C ⊆ Z^n_m be a t-Lee-error-correcting code and let n be sufficiently large. If Δ(G[C ]) ≤ n^5, then

i(G[C ]) ≤ 2^{(1+ε)Hm (n,t)}.

Proof. Defining C_1 and C_2 as in (3.1) and (3.2) gives

i(G[C ]) ≤ i(G[C_1])i(G[C_2]) ≤ 2^{|C1|}i(G[C_2]) ≤ 2^{(1+O(ε))Hm (n,t)}.

To proof the container lemma also for small t, i.e., 1 ≤ t ≤ 60, we use a saturation estimate from [7].

Lemma 3.7. Let C ⊆ Z^n_m and C_m be a sufficiently large constant. If |C | ≥ H_m(n, t) + γ then there are at least � � � � �

γ2n mt if m is even, γn mC_m if m is odd and t = ⌈ m 2 ⌉, γn mt in all other cases,

pairs v, w ∈ C that have Lee distance at most 2t from each other.

Proof. Using Lemma 2.16 the proof is similar to the proof of [7, Lemma 5.2] and can be found in the appendix.

Assuming these saturation results, we can use a modification of the container lemma [18, Lemma 2.3], which directly implies the main theorem. For completeness, we give the proof. However, we will first describe the container algorithm and its properties.

Lemma 3.8. Let 1 ≤ t ≤ 10 √ θ_mn, 0 < ε and n be sufficiently large. Then there is a collection F of subsets of Z^n_m with the following properties

(i) |F | ≤ 2^{εHm(n,t)}.

(ii) Every t-Lee-error-correcting code C ⊆ Z^n_m is contained in some F ∈ F .

(iii) i(G[F ]) ≤ 2^{(1+ε)Hm(n,t)} for every F ∈ F .

Recall that G = (V, E) describes a graph with V = Z^n_m and E = {(x, y) ∈ V^2 : d^L(x, y) ≤ 2t}. For the proof of Lemma 3.8 we will apply the following version of the algorithm of Kleitman and Winston [26, 27].

Algorithm 1. Fix an arbitrary order v_1, . . . , v_mn of the elements of V . Let I be an independent set in G. Initialize G_0 := G and P := ∅. If m is even set Δ := εn/(mt), if m is odd and t = ⌈m/2⌉ chose C_m sufficiently large such that Lemma 3.7 is satisfied and set Δ := εn/(mC_m). In all other cases set Δ := εn/(2mt). In each step i of the algorithm add nodes to P through the following process.

i) Let u be the node of maximum degree in V (G_{i−1}). In case there are two nodes having maximum degree, choose the first node in the ordering.

ii) If u /∈ I, define V (G_i) := V (G_{i−1}) \ {u} and proceed to step i + 1.

iii) If u ∈ I and deg_{Gi−1} (u) ≥ Δ then add u to P , define V (G_i) := V (G_{i−1}) \ ({u} ∪ N_G(u)) and proceed to step i + 1.

iv) If u ∈ I and deg_{Gi−1} (u) < Δ define f(P ) := V (G_i), terminate and output P and f(P ). Lemma 3.9. Let 0 < ε, 1 ≤ t < 60 and let n be sufficiently large. Then there exists a function f : � V (G) ≤^{εHm(n,t) log(n)} n � → � V (G) ≤ (1 + ε) H_m(n, t) � , such that for every independent set I in G there is some subset P ⊆ I that satisfies (i) |P | ≤^{εHm(n,t) log(n)}_n , (ii) I ⊆ P ∪ f(P ).

iii) i(G[P ∪ f(P )]) ≤ 2^{(1+ε)Hm (n,t)}.

Proof. The proof can be found in the appendix.

To show the statement for 60 ≤ t ≤ 10 √ θ_mn, we use the following variant of Algorithm 1, proposed by Dong et al. [18].

Algorithm 2. Fix an arbitrary order v_1, . . . , v_mn of the elements of V . Let I be an independent set in G. Initialize G_0 := G and P := ∅. In each step i of the algorithm add nodes to P through the following process.

i) If i(G_{i−1}) ≤ 2^{(1+ε)Hm (n,t)}, set f(P ) = V (G_{i−1}), terminate and output P and f(P ). ii) Let u be the node of maximum degree in V (G_{i−1}). In case there are two nodes having maximum degree, choose the first node in the ordering.

iii) If u /∈ I, define V (G_i) := V (G_{i−1}) \ {u} and proceed to step i + 1. iv) If u ∈ I, then add u to P , define V (G_i) := V (G_{i−1}) \ ({u} ∪ N_G(u)) and proceed to step i + 1.

Algorithm 2 certifies that the following function is well defined. Lemma 3.10. Let 0 < ε, 0 < C be a sufficiently large constant, 60 ≤ t ≤ 10 √ θ_mn and let n be sufficiently large. Then there exists a function f : � V ≤^{CHm(n,t) log(n)} n � → 2^V ,

such that for any independent set I in G there is some subset P ⊆ I that satisfies the following three conditions:

i) I ⊆ P ∪ f(P ),

ii) |P | ≤^{CHm(n,t) log(n)}_n ,

iii) i(G[P ∪ f(P )]) ≤ 2^{(1+ε)Hm (n,t)}.

Proof. The first observation follows by structural induction. To prove the remaining two conditions, we distinguish two stages of the algorithm according to the size of V (G_i).

• Let P_1 denote the set of nodes u ∈ P added to P when |V (G_{i−1})| ≥ n^4H_m(n, t).

• Let P_2 denote the set of nodes u ∈ P added to P when |V (G_{i−1})| < n^4H_m(n, t).

That is, there exists a k > 0 such that every node added to P up to and including step k is in P_1, and every node added to P after step k is in P_2. Let β :=^{n3/2}_{Hm(n,t)} . As we add nodes to P_1, by Lemma 3.3 we remove at least a β fraction of nodes from G_{i−1} to get G_i. So (1 − β)^km^n ≤ n^4H_m(n, t), respectively (1 − β)^kv^L_m(n, t) ≤ n^4. By Lemma 2.11 we have β → 0 as n → +∞, so that β ≤ log

�_1 1−β � for sufficiently large n and therefore

|P_1| ≤ log �_{n4Hm(n,t)}

m^n � log (1 − β) ≤ log �_{mn}

n^4H_m(n,t) � log �_1 1−β � ≲ log(v L m(n, t)) − 4 log(n) β (∗) ≲ t log(n)H_m(n, t) n^{3/2} ≲ log(n)H_m(n, t) n , where (*) follows from Lemmata 2.1 and 2.10. As we add nodes to P_2 we have i(G_{i−1}) ≥ 2^{(1+ε)Hm(n,t)} during the associated iteration. By Lemma 3.6 we remove at least n^5 nodes in each iteration and hence |P_2| ≲ n^4H_m(n, t) n^5 ≤ H_m(n, t) n . This gives |P | = |P_1| + |P_2| ≤

C log(n) · H_m(n, t) n , and thus i(G[P ∪ f(P )]) ≤ 2^{|P |} · i(f(P )) ≤ 2^{(1+2ε)Hm (n,t)}.

We can now proceed with the proof of Lemma 3.8.

Proof of Lemma 3.8. Let G = (V, E) be the graph with V = Z^n_m and E = {(x, y) ∈ V^2 : d^L(x, y) ≤ 2t}. Suppose that I ranges over all independent sets of G. If 1 ≤ t ≤ 60, let F be the collection of all P ∪ f(P ) obtained by Algorithm 1, otherwise let F be the collection of all P ∪f(P ) obtained by Algorithm 2. Since t-Lee-error-correcting codes are exactly the independent sets in G, we get from Lemmata 3.9 and 3.10 that every t-Lee-error-correcting code is contained in some F ∈ F . The third condition in Lemmata 3.9 and 3.10 gives i(G[F ]) ≤ 2^{(1+2ε)Hm (n,t)}, for each F ∈ F . By Lemma 2.1 log

�_n m � ≤ m log(O(n)/m). This gives for 1 ≤ t < 60

log |F | ≤ log � m^n ≤^{εHm(n,t) log(n)} n � ≤ εH_m(n, t) log(n) n log � O � v^L_m(n, t)n ε log(n) �

≲ εH_m(n, t) log(n) n log � O � (2en)^tn t^tε log(n) �

and similarly, for 60 ≤ t ≤ 10 √ θ_mn and sufficiently large C that log |F | ≤ log � m^n ≤^{C log(n)}_n H_m(n, t) � ≲ C log(n) n H_m(n, t) log � O � n^{t+1}(2e/t)^t C log(n) �

≲ Ct(log(n))^2 n H_m(n, t).

Hence, |F | ≤ 2^{εHm(n,t)}, for sufficiently large n. This finishes the proof of Lemma 3.8.

We can now state our main result on the number of t-Lee-error-correcting codes.

Theorem 3.11. Let 1 ≤ n, 2 ≤ m, 1 ≤ t ≤ 10 √ θ_mn, then the number of t-Lee-error-correcting codes in Z^n_m is asymptotically at most 2^{(1+o(1))Hm (n,t)}, for sufficiently large n.

Proof. Let 0 < ε and F be as in Lemma 3.8, then the number of t-Lee-error-correcting codes in Z^n_m is at most � F ∈F

i(G[F ]) ≤ |F |2^{(1+ε)Hm (n,t)} = 2^{(1+2ε)Hm (n,t)},

since ε can be chosen arbitrarily small, the result follows.

In the following we give an upper bound on the number of t-Lee-error-correcting codes of given size. We will use this result for experimental results in Python and compare it with the upper bound obtained from bipartite graphs in Section 4.

Theorem 3.12. Let 2 ≤ m, 1 ≤ t ≤ 60, 0 < ε and let 1 ≤ n be sufficiently large, then the number of t-Lee-error-correcting codes of length n and size S in Z^n_m is asymptotically at most

2^{εHm(n,t)} � (1 + ε)H_m(n, t) S � . Proof. For 1 ≤ t ≤ 60 we let F be the collection of all P ∪ f(P ) obtained by Algorithm 1. From Lemma 3.9 we have

|P ∪ f(P )| ≤ εH_m(n, t) log(n) n + (1 + ε) H_m(n, t) ≲ (1 + ε) H_m(n, t),

i.e., an upper bound on the size of each container. Since any t-error-correcting code is contained in some F ∈ F and |F | ≤ 2^{εHm(n,t)} the statement follows.

Remark 2. Note that due to Lemma 2.11 using supersaturation estimates depending on H_m(n, t) when considering m towards infinity, we would only consider the trivial code C = Z^n_m and end up with trivial counting results. The container method is therefore not suitable for considering the case of increasing m. In Section 4 we will use a different counting technique, based on bipartite graphs, to also estimate the number of codes with a prescribed distance as m tends to infinity.

Recall that A_m(n, d) denotes the maximum size of a code C ⊆ Z^n_m of minimum distance d. We start by showing that A_m(n, 2t + 1) = o(H_m(n, t)/n) for 10 √ θ_mn < t < n^{4/5}. The following version of the Elias bound will be crucial in this section.

Theorem 3.13. Let 1 ≤ d, n be integers and θ_m be the average Lee weight over Z_m For every r ≤ θ_mn such that 0 < r^2 − 2θ_mnr + θ_mnd, the following upper bound holds

A_m(n, d) ≤ θ_mnd r^2 − 2θ_mnr + θ_mnd · m^n v^L_m(n, r) .

Proof. Similarly as in the Hamming metric, see [38, Theorem 5.2.11].

Proposition 3.14. Let θ_m be the average Lee weight over Z_m. If 10 √ θ_mn < t < n^{4/5}, we have

A_m(n, 2t + 1) = o � H_m(n, t) n � . Proof. We apply the Elias bound with r = t + α, where α = 7. When 10 √ θ_mn < t we satisfy the condition r^2 ≲ r^2 − θ_m(2α − 1)n = r^2 − 2θ_mnr + θ_mn(2t + 1). (3.3)

In fact, when 10 √ θ_mn < t < n^{4/5} we have θ_m(2α − 1)n = 13 · θ_mn whereas 100 · θ_mn < r^2.

Applying Theorem 3.13, together with the second part of Lemma 2.12 gives

A_m(n, 2t + 1) ≤ θ_mn(2t + 1) r^2 − 2θ_mnr + θ_mn(2t + 1) · m^n v^L_m(n, r)

(3.3) ≲ nt (t + α)^2 · m^n v^L_m(n, t + α)

≲ � � � � �

n t �_{(t+α)(n−α+1)}

2n(n−α+1−t)

�_α

H_m(n, t) if m is even n C_m

�_{(Cm+α)(n−α+1)}

n(n−α+1−t)

�_α

H_m(n, t) if m is odd and t = ⌈^m_2 ⌉, n t �_{(t+α)(n−α+1)}

n(n−α+1−t)

�_α

H_m(n, t) in all other cases,

where 0 < C_m is a sufficiently large constant. Similar calculations to those used for [18, Proposition 5.2] lead in all three cases to A_m(n, 2t + 1) = o(H_m(n, t)/n).

This now implies a result about the number of t-Lee-error-correcting codes when 10 √ θ_mn < t < n^{4/5}.

Theorem 3.15. Let 2 ≤ m, 10 √ θ_mn < t < n^{4/5}, then the number of t-Lee-error-correcting codes of length n in Z^n_m is asymptotically at most 2^{o(Hm(n,t))}, for sufficiently large n.

Proof. By Proposition 3.14 the number of t-Lee-error-correcting codes is at most � m^n ≤ A_m(n, 2t + 1) � ≤ 2^{(log2(m))·n·o(Hm(n,t)/n)} = 2^{o(Hm (n,t))}.

In Theorem 3.15 we obtained different restrictions on t than Dong et al. in [18, Theorem 1.1 (b)] for the Hamming metric. In the Hamming metric the region of t is 10 √ n < t ≤ (1 − q^{−1})n − C_q � n log(n), for some constant C_q > 0, such that the number of t-Lee-error-correcting codes in F^n_q is at most 2^{o(Hq (n,t))}. This region for t is slightly larger than our region. The less restricted region on t for Hamming metric codes stems from the fact that the estimates on the ratios of the volumes given in [18, Lemma 3.1] also depend on the size of the ambient space.

4 Counting Codes on Bipartite Graphs

In this section, we determine upper and lower bounds on the number of t-Lee-error-correcting codes by estimating isolated nodes on bipartite graphs. In particular, we define the density function of these codes of given cardinality within the set of codes of the same cardinality. Using the bipartite graph model, we can even consider linear codes over Z_p (for p prime). We determine the asymptotic behaviour of the density function and obtain density results for Lee metric codes that are optimal with respect to various bounds. Let 1 ≤ t ≤ ⌊^{nm−2}_4 ⌋, and consider the density function

δ^L_m(Z^n_m, S, t) :=

|{C ⊆ Z^n_m : |C | = S, d^L(C ) ≥ 2t + 1}| |{C ⊆ Z^n_m : |C | = S}|

(4.1)

of (possibly) nonlinear t-Lee-error-correcting codes in Z^n_m and the density function of linear t- Lee-error-correcting codes in Z^n_p with minimum Lee distance at least 2t + 1, which is denoted by δ^L_p [Z^n_p, S, t] :=

|{C ≤ Z^n_p : |C | = S, d^L(C ) ≥ 2t + 1}| |{C ≤ Z^n_p : |C | = S}|

. (4.2)

Note that nonlinear Lee metric codes can have any cardinality 2 ≤ |C | ≤ m^n, whereas the cardinality of linear codes is a power of p.

To give upper and lower bounds on the densities (4.1) and (4.2) we use counting arguments on the number of isolated nodes in bipartite graphs that are regular with respect to certain maps defined on their left nodes. This approach was first proposed in [23] and applied to different metrics and different types of linearity in [22].

We recall the concept of an association on a finite non-empty set V of magnitude r ≥ 0 (see [23]), which is a function α : V × V → {0, ..., r} satisfying the following:

(i) α(V, V ) = r for all V ∈ V ;

(ii) α(V, V^′) = α(V^′, V ) for all V, V^′ ∈ V .

Given a finite bipartite graph B = (V , W , E ) and an association α on V of magnitude r, we call B α-regular if for all (V, V^′) ∈ V × V the number of nodes W ∈ W with (V, W ) ∈ E and (V^′, W ) ∈ E depends only on α(V, V^′). We then denote this number by W_ℓ(α), where ℓ = α(V, V^′) ∈ {0, . . . , r}.

Proposition 4.1. [23, Lemma 3.2 & Lemma 3.5] Let B = (V , W , E ) be a bipartite α-regular graph, where α is an association on V of magnitude r. Let F ⊆ W be the collection of non-isolated nodes of W . If W_r(α) > 0, then

(i) |F | ≤ |V | W_r(α).

(ii) |F | ≥^{Wr (α)2 |V |2}

�_r

ℓ=0 W_ℓ(α) |α^{−1}(ℓ)| .

4.1 Nonlinear Lee Metric Codes We begin by giving bounds on the number of (possibly) nonlinear Lee metric codes in Z^n_m whose minimum distance is bounded from below by 2t + 1.

Theorem 4.2. Let S ≥ 1 and 1 ≤ t < +∞ be integers. Define the quantities

β^0 := 1 2 m^n(v^L_m(n, 2t) − 1) − 2v^L_m(n, 2t) + 3,

β^1 := 2v^L_m(n, 2t) − 4,

Θ := 1 + β^1

S − 2 m^n − 2

+ β^0

(S − 2)(S − 3) (m^n − 2)(m^n − 3) , and let F := {C ⊆ Z^n_m : |C | = S, d^L(C ) ≤ 2t}. We have 1 2Θ m^n(v^L_m(n, 2t) − 1) � m^n − 2 S − 2 � ≤ |F | ≤ 1 2 m^n(v^L_m(n, 2t) − 1) � m^n − 2 S − 2 � .

Proof. The proof is analogous to [22, Theorem 2.1], using the two bounds from Proposition 4.1.

From Theorem 4.2 we can derive the following asymptotic behaviour of the density function of Lee metric codes in Z^n_m.

Theorem 4.3. Let 1 ≤ t < +∞.

i) Let n ≥ 3 be an integer. Consider the sequence (H_m(n, 2t+1))_{m≥2}, where each H_m(n, 2t+ 1) is defined as in (2.1) and a sequence of integers (S_m)_{m≥2}, with S_m ≥ 1 for all m ≥ 2. We have lim m→+∞

δ^L_m(Z^n_m, S_m, 2t + 1) = � 1 if S_m ∈ o( � H_m(n, 2t + 1)) as m → +∞, 0 if S_m ∈ ω( � H_m(n, 2t + 1)) as m → +∞.

ii) Let m ≥ 2. Consider the sequence (H_m(n, 2t + 1))_{n≥1}, where each H_m(n, 2t + 1) is defined as in (2.1) and a sequence of integers (S_n)_{n≥1}, with S_n ≥ 1 for all n ≥ 1. We have lim n→+∞ δ L m(Z^n_m, S_n, 2t + 1) = � 1 if S_n ∈ o( � H_m(n, 2t + 1)) as n → +∞, 0 if S_n ∈ ω( � H_m(n, 2t + 1)) as n → +∞.

From Theorem 4.3 we obtain immediately the following result for the sphere covering bound (respectively Gilbert-Varshamov bound).

Corollary 4.4. The probability that a uniformly chosen random Lee metric code in Z^n_m satisfies the sphere covering bound tends to 0 both as m → +∞ and n → +∞.

4.2 Linear Lee Metric Codes

In this section we consider linear codes C ⊆ Z^n_p of a certain dimension k ≤ n. Again we begin by giving bounds on the number of linear Lee metric codes in Z^n_p whose minimum distance is bounded from below by 2t + 1. We consider the same bipartite graph as done in the proof of [22, Theorem 2.3], except that – due to the fact that the Lee weight for an element x ∈ Z^n_p may increase under scalar multiplication – we consider the whole set of elements in Z^n_p with Lee distance at most 2t (except zero) instead of considering 1-dimensional vector spaces as done in [22]. Hence, we let the left node set of the graph be B^L_p (n, 2t, 0) \ {0}. Furthermore, we will consider linear Lee metric codes only over Z_p, i.e., fields of prime order. The reason for this is that the regularity conditions on the graph can no longer be fulfilled if the elements in the left node set of B have different orders which is the case if we consider codes over Z_ps where s > 1.

Theorem 4.5. Let 1 ≤ k ≤ n and 1 ≤ t < +∞ be integers and F := {C ⊆ Z^n_p : dim(C ) = k, d^L(C ) ≤ 2t}. We have

(v^L_p (n, 2t) − 1) � n − 1 k − 1

�_2 p � n − 2 k − 2 � p (v^L_p (n, 2t) − p) + � n − 1 k − 1 � p (p − 1)

≤ |F | ≤ (v^L_p (n, 2t) − 1) � n − 1 k − 1 � p .

Proof. We consider the bipartite graph B = (V , W , E ), where V = B^L_p (n, 2t, 0) \ {0}, W = {C ⊆ Z^n_p : dim(C ) = k} and E = {(c, C ) ∈ V × W : c ∈ C }. We have

|V | = v^L_p (n, 2t) − 1, |W | = � n k � p .

It is easy to see that B is left-regular of degree � n − 1 k − 1 � p . Applying Proposition 4.1 we obtain an upper bound on |F |.

To prove the lower bound, we consider the association

α : V × V → {0, 1}, (V, V^′) → 2 − dim⟨V, V^′⟩.

Here we obtain

|α^{−1}(0)| = |V |(|V | − (p − 1)), |α^{−1}(1)| = |V |(p − 1)

and B is α-regular. Furthermore, we have

W_0(α) = � n − 2 k − 2 � p , W_1(α) = � n − 1 k − 1 � p , which – combined with Proposition 4.1 – implies the lower bound.

As an immediate consequence we obtain the following bounds on the density function.

Corollary 4.6. Let 1 ≤ k ≤ n and 1 ≤ t < +∞ be integers. We have

1 − (v^L_p (n, 2t) − 1) � n − 1 k − 1 � p � n k � p ≤ δ^L_p [Z^n_p, p^k, 2t + 1] ≤ 1 −

(v^L_p (n, 2t) − 1) � n − 1 k − 1 � p Θ̄ � n k � p , (4.3)

where Θ̄ = (p − 1) + � n − 1 k − 1

�_{−1} p (v^L_p (n, 2t) − p) � n − 2 k − 2 � p . From Corollary 4.6 we derive the following asymptotic behaviour of the density of linear Lee metric codes in Z^n_p.

Theorem 4.7. Let 1 ≤ t < +∞ be an integer.

1. Let 1 ≤ k < n be integers, then lim_{p→+∞} δ^L_p [Z^n_p, p^k, 2t + 1] = 1.

2. Let p ∈ P , fix a rate R ∈ [0, 1) such that k(n) = Rn. Then lim_{n→+∞} δ^L_p [Z^n_p, p^{k(n)}, 2t+1] = 1.

Proof. Considering the lower bound given in 4.3 and using the asymptotic estimates of the q-binomial coefficient we have

(v^L_p (n, 2t) − 1) � n − 1 k − 1 � p � n k � p ∼ v^L_p (n, 2t)p^k p^n ,

both as p → +∞ and as n → +∞. Now the two statements follow from Lemma 2.11.

Hence, when fixing n, k and t the proportion of linear t-Lee-error-correcting codes approaches 1 as p tends to infinity. From the corollary above we can conclude, that most of the codes will have a large distance.

However, codes that attain the bound in Theorem 2.8 are sparse as n → +∞ and as p → +∞. This had already been observed in [13]. However, since this is the sharpest known bound on the minimum Lee distance of linear codes, we will focus on this bound and confirm the results of [13] using our more general technique. The Plotkin bound is in the classical case a much looser bound than the Singleton bound. Its optimal linear codes are constant weight codes, while their nonlinear counterparts are called equidistant codes. They find several applications (e.g. [14, 16, 34, 24], they are closely related to Steiner systems (e.g. [17, 10]), and due to their connections to minimal codes [4] they also find applications in secret sharing schemes (see e.g. [9]). The situation is somewhat different for the Lee metric: the Lee metric Plotkin bound, first introduced by Wyner and Graham [42], was later improved by Chiang and Wolf [15] and finally by Byrne and Weger in [13]. The resulting Lee metric Plotkin bound has thus been studied more extensively than the Lee metric Singleton bound and is a much tighter bound. The constant Lee weight codes were first studied by Wood [41] and their characterization and density has been completed in [13]. Applications of such codes may be found in areas similar to those of classical codes.

Theorem 4.8. Let 1 ≤ t ≤ ⌊^{nm−2}_4 ⌋ be an integer.

(i) Let 1 ≤ n be an integer, then lim_{p→+∞} δ^L_p [Z^n_p, p^{n− 8t+4p+1 +1}, t] = 0.

(ii) Let p ∈ P , then lim_{n→+∞} δ^L_p [Z^n_p , p^{n− 8t+4p+1 +1}, t] = 0.

Proof. Recalling the asymptotic estimates of the q-binomial coefficient from [22, Lemma 3.4] it is easy to see that for the upper bound given in (4.5) we have

(v^L_p (n, 2t) − 1) � n − 1 k − 1 � p Θ̄ � n k � p ∼ (v^L_p (n, 2t) − 1) p^{n−k}(p − 1) + v^L_p (n, 2t) − p ,

both as p → +∞ and n → +∞. Letting k = n −^{8t+4}_{p+1} + 1 gives

lim p→+∞

(v^L_p (n, 2t) − 1)

p^{8t+4p+1 −1}(p − 1) + v^L_p (n, 2t) − p

= 1,

and lim n→+∞

(v^L_p (n, 2t) − 1)

p^{8t+4p+1 −1}(p − 1) + v^L_p (n, 2t) − p

= 1.

Using Corollary 4.6 the statement follows.

For linear codes of rate R we can reformulate the sphere covering or Gilbert-Varshamov (GV) bound to R ≥ 1 − 1 n log_p(v^L_p (n, 2t)),

which is equivalent to log_p(v^L_p (n, 2t)) ≥ n(1 − R). (4.4)

In the following we study the asymptotic behaviour of codes achieving the bound (4.4) with respect to p or n.

Theorem 4.9. Let 1 ≤ t ≤ ⌊^{nm−2}_4 ⌋ be integers. Let C ⊆ Z^n_p be a linear Lee metric code of rate R = 1 −^1_n log_p(v^L_p (n, 2t)). Then the probability that C has minimum distance at least 2t + 1, i.e., the code satisfies the GV bound, approaches 1, as p → +∞.

Proof. The statement follows from k(n) = Rn < n and Theorem 4.7.

If we consider n going to infinity, then the probability that a linear Lee metric code, chosen uniformly at random attains the GV bound is upper bounded by^{p−2}_{p−1} and lower bounded by 0. However, if we add an ε-environment, we obtain:

Theorem 4.10. Let 1 ≤ t ≤ ⌊^{nm−2}_4 ⌋ be integers, 0 < ε and let C ⊆ Z^n_p be a linear Lee metric code of rate R = 1 −^1_n log_p(v^L_p (n, 2t)) − ε, chosen uniformly at random. Then, the probability that C has minimum distance at least 2t + 1 approaches 1, for n → +∞.

Proof. Setting k := k(n) = Rn and considering the lower bound from 4.3 we obtain

(v^L_p (n, 2t) − 1) � n − 1 k − 1 � p � n k � p ∼ 1 p^{εn} .

For n → +∞ the statement follows.

The previous theorem matches the results on the asymptotic behaviour with respect to the Gilbert-Varshamov bound from [11], where the analog was shown for general metrics arising from additive weights, including the Hamming, homogeneous and Lee metric.

5 Concluding Remarks

From computational results in Python for small parameters, i.e., m = 4, 5, t ≤ 3 and n ≤ 20, we observe in all cases that the upper bound on the number of t-Lee-error-correcting codes obtained from the graph container is sharper than the upper bound obtained from the bipartite graph. However, proving the stronger bound 2^{O(Am(n,2t+1))} whenever 2t + 1 < (1 − m^{−1} − c)n, for any fixed 0 < c is much harder because one has to show that sets of size much larger than A_m(n, 2t + 1) must have many pairs of elements with distance at most 2t + 1. In the context of H-free graphs this stronger bound is a well-known conjecture of Kleitman and Winston in [27], where it served as a motivation for the development of the container algorithm. We think that this algorithm is still very interesting for studying the number of codes that attain a certain bound. Indeed, one could extend and transform these results to other bounds, i.e., the Singletonor Plotkin bound and use then these bounds as a proxy for the size of the code when looking for saturation estimates that can be used in the container algorithm. However, this would go beyond the scope of this article and we were initially interested in the characterization of the intersection of two balls with equal Lee radii and distance ℓ between their respective centers. Since our upper bounds on the size of the intersection of two Lee metric balls only depend on the Lee volume for which explicit formulae are known, and hence can be computed fast, we suggest these results for considering covering properties of Lee metric codes.

6 Acknowledgements

Violetta Weger is supported by the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme under the Marie Skłodowska-Curie grant agreement no. 899987.

References

[1] A. Abiad and H. Koerts, On the-independence number of graph products, Discussiones Mathematicae Graph Theory.

[2] T. L. Alderson and S. Huntemann, On maximum lee distance codes, Journal of Discrete Mathematics 2013 (2013).

[3] J. Antrobus and H. Gluesing-Luerssen, Maximal ferrers diagram codes: constructions and genericity considerations, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 65 (2019), no. 10, 6204–6223.

[4] A. Ashikhmin and A. Barg, Minimal vectors in linear codes, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 44 (1998), no. 5, 2010–2017.

[5] H. Astola, Algebraic and combinatorial methods for error-correcting codes with applications to fault-tolerant logic, Ph.D. thesis, Tampere University of Technology, 2015.

[6] J. Astola, The theory of Lee-codes., Lappeenranta University of Technology, Department of Physics and Mathematics, Research Report (1982).

[7] J. Balogh, A. Treglown, and A. Z. Wagner, Applications of graph containers in the boolean lattice, Random Structures and Algorithms 49 (2016), no. 4, 845–872.

[8] A. Barg and G. D. Forney, Random codes: Minimum distances and error exponents, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 48 (2002), no. 9, 2568–2573.

[9] A. Beimel, Secret-sharing schemes: A survey, Coding and Cryptology: Third International Workshop, IWCC 2011, Qingdao, China, May 30-June 3, 2011. Proceedings 3, Springer, 2011, pp. 11–46.

[10] M. Braun, T. Etzion, P. R. J. Östergård, A. Vardy, and A. Wassermann, Existence ofanalogs of Steiner systems, Forum of Mathematics, Pi, vol. 4, Cambridge University Press, 2016, p. e7.

[11] E. Byrne, A.-L. Horlemann, K. Khathuria, and V. Weger, Density of free modules over finite chain rings, Linear Algebra and its Applications 651 (2022), 1–25.

[12] E. Byrne and A. Ravagnani, Partition-balanced families of codes and asymptotic enumeration in coding theory, Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series A 171 (2020), 105169.

[13] E. Byrne and V. Weger, Bounds in the Lee metric and optimal codes, Finite Fields and Their Applications 87 (2023), 102151.

[14] A. R. Calderbank, M. A. Herro, and V. Telang, A multilevel approach to the design of DC-free line codes, IEEE transactions on information theory 35 (1989), no. 3, 579–583.

[15] J. C. Y. Chiang and J. K. Wolf, On channels and codes for the Lee metric, Information and control 19 (1971), no. 2, 159–173.

[16] F. R. K. Chung, J. A. Salehi, and V. K. Wei, Optical orthogonal codes: design, analysis and applications, IEEE Transactions on Information theory 35 (1989), no. 3, 595–604.

[17] C. J. Colbourn and R. Mathon, Steiner systems, Handbook of Combinatorial Designs, Chapman and Hall/CRC, 2006, pp. 128–135.

[18] D. Dong, N. Mani, and Y. Zhao, On the number of error correcting codes, arXiv preprint arXiv:2205.12363 (2022).

[19] E. N. Gilbert, A comparison of signalling alphabets, The Bell system technical journal 31 (1952), no. 3, 504–522.

[20] H. Gluesing-Luerssen, On the sparseness of certain linear mrd codes, Linear Algebra and its Applications 596 (2020), 145–168.

[21] R. L. Graham, D. E. Knuth, O. Patashnik, and S. Liu, Concrete mathematics: a foundation for computer science, Computers in Physics 3 (1989), no. 5, 106–107.

[22] A. Gruica, A.-L. Horlemann, A. Ravagnani, and N. Willenborg, Densities of codes of various linearity degrees in translation-invariant metric spaces, arXiv preprint arXiv:2208.10573 (2022).

[23] A. Gruica and A. Ravagnani, Common complements of linear subspaces and the sparseness of MRD codes, SIAM Journal on Applied Algebra and Geometry 6 (2022), no. 2, 79–110.

[24] L. Gyorfi, J. L. Massey, et al., Constructions of binary constant-weight cyclic codes and cyclically permutable codes, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 38 (1992), no. 3, 940–949.

[25] J.-L. Kim and S.-J. Kim, The 2-distance coloring of the cartesian product of cycles using optimal lee codes, Discrete applied mathematics 159 (2011), no. 18, 2222–2228.

[26] D. J. Kleitman and K. J. Winston, The asymptotic number of lattices, Combinatorical Mathematics, Optimal Designs and their Applications (J. Srivastava, ed.), Ann. Discrete Math 6 (1980), 243–249.

[27] , On the number of graphs without 4-cycles, Discrete Mathematics 41 (1982), no. 2, 167–172.

[28] P. Loidreau, Asymptotic behaviour of codes in rank metric over finite fields, Designs, codes and cryptography 71 (2014), 105–118.

[29] A. Neri, A.-L. Horlemann-Trautmann, T. Randrianarisoa, and J. Rosenthal, On the genericity of maximum rank distance and Gabidulin codes, Designs, Codes and Cryptography 86 (2018), no. 2, 341–363.

[30] C. Ott, H. Liu, and A. Wachter-Zeh, Geometrical properties of balls in sum-rank metric, arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.11887 (2023).

[31] J. Pierce, Limit distribution of the minimum distance of random linear codes, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 13 (1967), no. 4, 595–599.

[32] S. Ritterhoff, G. Maringer, S. Bitzer, V. Weger, P. Karl, T. Schamberger, J. Schupp, and A. Wachter-Zeh, FuLeeca: A lee-based signature scheme, Cryptology ePrint Archive (2023).

[33] R. M. Roth, Introduction to coding theory, IET Communications 47 (2006), no. 18-19, 4.

[34] K. Schouhamer-Immink, Coding techniques for digital recorders, Prentice Hall Professional Technical Reference, 1991.

[35] K. Shiromoto, Singleton bounds for codes over finite rings, Journal of Algebraic Combinatorics 12 (2000), 95–99.

[36] P. Solé, On the parameters of codes for the Lee and modular distance, Discrete mathematics 89 (1991), no. 2, 185–194.

[37] R. P. Stanley, Enumerative Combinatorics, 2nd ed., vol. 1, Cambridge University Press, 2011.

[38] J. H. Van Lint, Introduction to coding theory, vol. 86, Springer Science & Business Media, 1998.

[39] R. R. Varshamov, Estimate of the number of signals in error correcting codes, Docklady Akad. Nauk, SSSR 117 (1957), 739–741.

[40] V. Weger, P. Santini, M. Battaglioni, and A.-L. Horlemann, NP-complete problems for Lee metric codes, arXiv preprint arXiv:2002.12785 (2020).

[41] J. Wood, The structure of linear codes of constant weight, Transactions of the American Mathematical Society 354 (2002), no. 3, 1007–1026.

[42] A. D. Wyner and R. L. Graham, An upper bound on minimum distance for a k-ary code, Information and Control 13 (1968), no. 1, 47–52.

A Appendix

Lemma A.1. Let 1 ≤ n, t, 2 ≤ m, 0 ≤ i ≤ t and 0 ≤ r ≤ m − 1 be integers such that r = 2t − m⌊^{2t}_m ⌋. Then 1. �_{2(t−1)} m � = �_{2t} m � if r ≥ 2.

2. If m is an even number, r is also even.

3. If m is an odd number and r ≤ 1 we have � n − ⌊^{2t}_m ⌋ t − ⌊^{2t}_m ⌋ � ⌊^m_2 ⌋ + 1 � − i � = � n − ⌊^{2t}_m ⌋ −^{2t−r(m+1)}

2m − i � = � 1 if 2t = m + 1 and i = 0 0 else .

Proof. It is easy to see that � 2(t − 1) m � = � 2t m � if r ≥ 2.

Furthermore, if m is even (and m^′ := m/2 ∈ N) we have r = 2t − 2m^′⌊^{2t}_{2m′} ⌋ = 2(t − m^′⌊^t_{m′} ⌋), i.e., r is also even. For r = 0 we get^m_2 ⌊^{2t}_m ⌋ = t and for r = 1 we get^m_2 ⌊^{2t}_m ⌋ = t −^1_2 . For m odd and r < 2 we have � m + 2 2 � � 2t m � = m + 1 2 � 2t m � = (2t − r)(m + 1) 2m = t+ t m −r m + 1 2m ∈ � t + t m , t +

2t − m − 1 2m � , yielding the statement.

Proof of Lemma 2.12. We first determine the ratios of the volumes where both parameters n and t vary and begin with the case that m is even. We have

v^L_m(n − 1, t − 1) v^L_m(n, t)

≤ �⌊^{2(t−1)}_m ⌋ i=0 (−1)^i

�_{n−1} i � � �t−1−^{mi}_2 j=0 2^j

�_{n−1} j �_{t−1−} mi_2 j � �

�⌊^{2t}_m ⌋

i=0 (−1)^i

�_n i � � �t−1−^{mi}_2

j=0 2^{j+1}

�_n j+1 �_{t−} mi_2 j+1 � �

≤ �⌊^{2(t−1)}_m ⌋

i=0 (−1)^i

�_n i � � �t−1−^{mi}_2

j=0 2^j

�_{n−1} j �_{t−1−} mi_2 j � �

�⌊^{2t}_m ⌋

i=0 (−1)^i

�_n i � � �t−1−^{mi}_2 j=0 2^{j+1}

�_n j+1 �_{t−} mi_2 j+1 � �

(∗) ≤ �⌊^{2(t−1)}_m ⌋

i=0 (−1)^i

�_n i � �_{t−1−}^{mi}_2 j=0 2^j

�_{n−1} j �_{t−1−} mi_2 j � �⌊^{2(t−1)}_m ⌋

i=0 (−1)^i

�_n i � · 2 � �t−1−^{mi}_2

j=0 2^j

�_{n−1} j � �_n j+1 � �_{t−1− mi2} j � �_{t−}^{mi}_2 j+1 �

≤ �⌊^{2(t−1)}_m ⌋

i=0 (−1)^i

�_n i � � �t−1−^{mi}_2

j=0 2^j

�_{n−1} j �_{t−1−} mi_2 j � �

�⌊^{2(t−1)}_m ⌋

i=0 (−1)^i

�_n i � � 2n t−^{mi}_2 � � �t−1−^{mi}_2 j=0 2^j

�_{n−1} j �_{t−1−} mi_2 j � �

≤ �⌊^{2(t−1)}_m ⌋

i=0 (−1)^i

�_n i � � �t−1−^{mi}_2

j=0 2^j

�_{n−1} j �_{t−1−} mi_2 j � � �_{2n} t � �_⌊ 2(t−1)_{m ⌋} i=0 (−1)^i

�_n i � � �t−1−^{mi}_2

j=0 2^j

�_{n−1} j �_{t−1−} mi_2 j � �

≤ � t 2n � , where (*) can be derived from Lemma 2.1 and since either ⌊^{2t}_m ⌋ = ⌊^{2(t−1)}_m ⌋ or m⌊^{2t}_m ⌋ = 2t (see Lemma A.1). In the latter case the summand for i = ⌊2t/m⌋ in the denominator is equal to zero.

Iteratively this gives

v^L_m(n, t) v^L_m(n + i, t + i) ≤ � t + i 2(n + i) � · � t + i − 1 2(n + i − 1) � · · · · · � t + 1 2(n + 1) � ≤ � t + i 2(n + i)

�_i . For m odd and all cases except 2t = m + 1 this gives together with Lemma A.1

v^L_m(n − 1, t − 1) v^L_m(n, t) ≤ �_{t−1} i=0 �_n i � �_{⌊2(t−1)/m⌋} j=0 (−2)^j

�_{n−1} j �_{n−j−1}

t−j(⌊m/2⌋+1)−i−1 � �_t i=0 �_{n+1} i � �_{⌊2(t−1)/m⌋} j=0 (−2)^j

�_n j �_{n−j}

t−j(⌊m/2⌋+1)−i �

(∗) = �_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i+1 � �_{i+1} n+1 � �_{⌊2(t−1)/m⌋} j=0 (−2)^j

�_n j � �_{n−j} n � �_{n−j}

t−j(⌊m/2⌋+1)−i

� �_{t−j(⌊m/2⌋+1)−i} n−j � �_t i=0 �_{n+1} i+1 � �_{i+1}

n+1−i

� �_{⌊2(t−1)/m⌋} j=0 (−2)^j

�_n j �_{n−j}

t−j(⌊m/2⌋+1)−i �

≤ �_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i+1 � �_{i+1} n+1 � �_{t−i} n � �_{⌊2(t−1)/m⌋} j=0 (−2)^j

�_n j �_{n−j}

t−j(⌊m/2⌋+1)−i � �_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i+1 � �_{i+1}

n+1−i

� �_{⌊2(t−1)/m⌋} j=0 (−2)^j

�_n j �_{n−j}

t−j(⌊m/2⌋+1)−i �

≤ �_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i+1 � �_{i+1} n+1 � �_t n � �_{⌊2(t−1)/m⌋} j=0 (−2)^j

�_n j �_{n−j}

t−j(⌊m/2⌋+1)−i � �_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i+1 � �_{i+1} n+1 � �_{⌊2(t−1)/m⌋} j=0 (−2)^j

�_n j �_{n−j}

t−j(⌊m/2⌋+1)−i � = t n , where (*) follows from Lemma 2.1. Iteratively this leads to

v^L_m(n, t) v^L_m(n + i, t + i) ≤ � t + i n + i � · � t + i − 1 n + i − 1 � · · · · · � t + 1 n + 1 � ≤ � t + i n + i

�_i . For the case 2t = m + 1 we have

v^L_m(n − 1, t − 1)

v^L_m(n, t)

≤ �_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i �_{n−1}

t−i−1 � �_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i � � −2n +

�_n t−i � �_{n−1}

t−i−1 � + �_{n+1} t � (1 − 2n) = �_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i �_{n−1}

t−i−1 � − 2t

�_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i � + �_{n+1} t � + �_{n+1} t � �_t n � + 2t

�_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i � + �_{n+1} t � − �_{n+1} t � �_t n � �_n t � �_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i �_{n−1}

t−i−1 � − 2t

�_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i � + �_{n+1} t � + �_{n+1} t � �_t n �

= t n + 2t^2 n �_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i � + �_{n+1} t � − �_{n+1} t � �_{t2}

n^2 � �_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i �_{n−1}

t−i−1 � − 2t

�_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i � + �_{n+1} t � + �_{n+1} t � �_t n � . Moreover

2t^2 n �_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i � + �_{n+1} t � − �_{n+1} t � �_{t2}

n^2 � �_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i �_{n−1}

t−i−1 � − 2t

�_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i � + �_{n+1} t � + �_{n+1} t � �_t n �

(∗) ≤ 2t^2 n � �_{t−1} i=0 �_{e(n+1)} i �_i + �_{e(n+1)} t �_t� − �_{n+1} t �_t �_{t2}

n^2 � �_{t−1} i=0 �_{n+1} i �_i �_{n−1}

t−i−1

�_{t−i−1}

− 2t � �_{t−1} i=0 �_{e(n+1)} i �_i + �_{e(n+1)} t �_t� + �_{n+1} t �_t �_t n � ∈ O(n^{−1}),

where (*) uses Lemma 2.1. Hence

v^L_m(n − 1, t − 1) v^L_m(n, t) ≤ C_m n , for a sufficiently large constant C_m. Consequently,

v^L_m(n, t) v^L_m(n + i, t + i) = v^L_m(n, t) v^L_m(n + 1, t + 1) · v^L_m(n + 1, t + 1) v^L_m(n + 2, t + 2)

· · · v^L_m(n + i − 1, t + i − 1) v^L_m(n + i, t + i) ≤ � C_m n + i

�_i . This proves the first statement.

We will now determine the ratios where only parameter t varies. If m is an even number we have

v^L_m(n, t) v^L_m(n − i, t) = �_{⌊2t/m⌋}

k=0 (−1)^k

�_n k �^{t−⌊m/2⌋k} � j=0 2^j

�_n j �_{t−⌊m/2⌋k} j �

�_{⌊2t/m⌋}

k=0 (−1)^k

�_{n−i} k �^{t−⌊m/2⌋k} � j=0 2^j

�_{n−i} j �_{t−⌊m/2⌋k} j �

(∗) ≤ �_{⌊2t/m⌋}

k=0 (−1)^k

�_n k � �_{⌊2t/m⌋}

k=0 (−1)^k

�_{n−i+1−k}

n−i+1 � · · · · ·

�_{n−k} n � �_n k � · �_{n−i+1−t+⌊m/2⌋k}

n−i+1

�_i

≤ � n − i + 1 n − i + 1 − t

�_i , where (*) is an iterative application of Lemma 2.1. Combining this with

v^L_m(n − i, t) ≤ � t + i 2n �_i

v^L_m(n, t + i)

from Lemma 2.12 gives the final statement.

For the case that m is an odd number we maximize � n − i + 1 n − i + 1 − j

�_i � n − i − j + 1 n − i − j + 1 − t + j(⌊m/2⌋ + 1) + k

�_i �

n − i + 2 n − i + 2 − k

�_i

under the constraints 0 ≤ j ≤ ⌊2t/m⌋ and 0 ≤ k ≤ t and obtain

v^L_m(n, t) v^L_m(n − i, t) = �_t k=0 �_{n+1} k �^{⌊2t/m⌋}� j=0 (−2)^j

�_n j �_{n−j}

t−j(⌊m/2⌋+1)−k �

�_t k=0 �_{n−i+1} k �^{⌊2t/m⌋}� j=0 (−2)^j

�_{n−i} j �_{n−i−j}

t−j(⌊m/2⌋+1)−k � ≤ � n − i + 1 n − i + 1 − t

�_i .

Using the first part of Lemma 2.12 we derive the statement.

Proof of Lemma 3.2. For x ∈ Z^n_m, let K_x := {y ∈ C : d^L(x, y) ≤ t}. Then 2t� r=1 W (t, r)|E_r| = � x∈Z^n_m � |K_x| 2 � ,

since both terms count pairs (x, {y, z}), where x ∈ Z^n_m and y, z ∈ C are distinct such that d^L(x, y), d^L(x, z) ≤ t. Lemmata 2.14 and 2.16 give

W (t, r) ≤ W (t, 1) ≤ mv^L_m(n − 1, t − 1) ≤ � � � � mtv^L_m(n,t)

2n if m is even,

mC_m v^L_m(n,t)

n if m is odd and t = ⌈^m_2 ⌉,

mtv^L_m(n,t)

n in all other cases,

(A.1)

for 1 ≤ r ≤ 2t. The average value of K_x over all x ∈ Z^n_m is^{|C |vLm(n,t)}_{mn} . Thus, by the lower bound given in Lemma 2.1 we have

|C |^2v^L_m(n, t)^2 10m^n

≤ m^n � |C |v^L_m(n, t)/m^n 2 � ≤ � x∈Z^n_m � |K_x| 2 � = 2t� r=1 W (t, r)|E_r|. (A.2)

This proves the first inequality of the Lemma. Observing that

�_{2t}

r=1 W (t, r)|E_r| ≤ W (t, 1)|E|, rearranging and combing the two inequalities (A.1) and (A.2), the second inequality can be derived.

Proof of Lemma 3.4. Let v ∈ C_1, the overlap of B^L_m(n, t, v) with other balls B^L_m(n, t, u), u ∈ C_1, has size � � � � � B^L_m(n, t, v) ∩ � u∈C_1\{v}

B^L_m(n, t, u) � � � � � ≤ 2t� r=1 deg_r(v)W (t, r) ≤

�_{20} � r=1 deg_r(v)W (t, r) � + n^5W (t, 21),

(A.3)

by Lemma 2.14. From Lemma 2.16 we have W (t, r) ≲ n^{−⌈r/2⌉/2}v^L_m(n, t) in all cases. This gives n^5W (t, 21) ≲ ϵv^L_m(n, t), for sufficiently large n. Moreover, using the definition of C_1, i.e., deg_r(v) ≤ εn^{⌈r/2⌉/2} for each v ∈ C , 1 ≤ r ≤ 20 the sum (A.3) is ≲ εv^L_m(n, t). Thus, for every v ∈ C_1, the ball B^L_m(n, t, v) contains (1 − O(ε))v^L_m(v, t) unique points not shared by other such balls, and thus the union of these balls has size ≥ (1 − O(ε))v^L_m(n, t)|C_1|. Since this union is contained in Z^n_m, we derive |C_1| ≤ (1 + O(ε))H_m(n, t) by definition of the Hamming bound.

Proof of Lemma 3.5. Pick a subset of maximum size X ⊆ C_2, where every pair of distinct elements of X has a Lee distance greater than t. For each x ∈ X, one can find an ⌈log(n)/ε⌉ element subset A_x ⊆ C ∩ B^L_m(n, 20, x). For distinct x, y ∈ X one has d(x, y) > t ≥ 60, and so A_x ∩ A_y = ∅.

The intersection of one of the balls B^L_m(n, t, u), u ∈ � x∈X A_x with the union of all other such balls has size at most

log(n) ε W (t, 1) + n^5W (t, 21) ≤ � � � � � � �

�_{log(n)mt}

ε2n +^{n5t11}_{2n11} � v^L_m(n, t) if m is even, �_{log(n)mCm} εn +^{n5C11m}_{n11} � v^L_m(n, t) if m is odd and t = ⌈^m_2 ⌉, �_{log(n)mt}

εn +^{n5t11}_{n11} � v^L_m(n, t) else,

= o(v^L_m(n, t)),

as n → +∞ and C_m is chosen sufficiently large. In fact, for each of the ⌈log(n)/ε⌉ − 1 points ũ that are in the same A_x as u, the overlap is ≤ W (t, 1) and each ball B^L_m(n, t, ũ) with ũ in some A_y other than A_x the intersection with B^L_m(n, t, u) contains at most ≤ W (t, 21) elements. Since W (t, r) = 0 if r > 2t there are at most Δ(G[S]) ≤ n^5 other balls intersecting a given ball. So the union of the balls B^L_m(n, t, u), u ∈ � x∈X A_x has size |X|⌈log(n)/ε⌉ · (1 − o(1))v^L_m(n, t). Since this quantity is at most m^n this gives

|X| ≤ m^n ⌈log(n)/ε⌉ · (1 − o(1))v^L_m(n, t) ≲ εH_m(n, t) log(n) . Note that � x∈X B^L_m(n, t, x) = Z^n_m and each pair of elements of B^L_m(n, t, x) has Lee distance at most 2t. Since independent sets in G[S_2] are formed by elements which have Lee distance greater than 2t, one can obtain an independent set by choosing at most one element from B^L_m(n, t, x)∩S_2 for each x ∈ X. Since |B^L_m(n, t, x) ∩ S_2| ≤ n^5, this gives

i(G[S_2]) ≤ n^{5|X|} ≤ 2^{O(εHm(n,t))}.

Proof of Lemma 3.7. For x ∈ Z^n_m, let K_x := {y ∈ C : d^L(x, y) ≤ t} and for r ∈ N set S_r := {x ∈ Z^n_m : |K_x| = r}. Then m^n + γv^L_m(n, t) ≤ |C |v^L_m(n, t) = � r≥1 r|S_r|. So the number of pairs in C of distance at most 2t is at least

γv^L_m(n, t) mv^L_m(n − 1, t − 1) ≤ γv^L_m(n, t) W (t, 1) ≤ 1 W (t, 1) � r≥1 |S_r|(r − 1) ≤ 1 W (t, 1) � r≥1 |S_r| � r 2 � . Now the statement can be derived from Lemma 2.12.

Proof of Lemma 3.9. Using structural induction we observe that I ⊆ P ∪ f(P ). When the algorithm terminates we know that Δ(G_i) < Δ and hence |E(G_i)| < (|V (G_i)|Δ/2). Thus Lemma 3.7 gives us |f(P )| = |V (G_i)| ≤ (1 + ε)H_m(n, t). To prove that |P | ≤ εH_m(n, t) log(n)/n we distinguish two stages of the algorithm, according to the size of V (G_i).

• Let P_1 denote the set of nodes u ∈ P added to P when |V (G_{i−1})| ≥ 2H_m(n, t).

• Let P_2 denote the set of nodes u ∈ P added to P when |V (G_{i−1})| < 2H_m(n, t).

As we add nodes to P_1, by Lemma 3.2 we remove at least a β ≳ n/H_m(n, t) fraction of nodes from G_{i−1} to get G_i. Thus (1 − β)^km^n ≤ 2H_m(n, t). By Lemma 2.11 we have n/H_m(n, t) → 0 as n → +∞, such that β ≤ log

�_1 1−β � for sufficiently large n and therefore

|P_1| ≤ log �_{mn}

2H_m(n,t) � log �_1 1−β � ≤ log(v L m(n, t)) β (∗) ≲ log(n)H_m(n, t) n , where (*) follows from Lemmata 2.1 and 2.10. After step k we remove at least εn vertices at each step, 0 < ε is chosen sufficiently small. So we have

|P_2| ≤

2H_m(n, t) εn . This gives |P | = |P_1| + |P_2| ≲

H_m(n, t) log(n) n . Moreover |P ∪ f(P )| ≲

H_m(n, t) log(n) n + (1 + ε)H_m(n, t),

and thus i(G[P ∪ f(P )]) ≤ 2^{|P |} · i(f(P )) ≤ 2^{(1+2ε)Hm (n,t)}.