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Abstract

The sensitivity of a string compression algorithm C' asks how much the output size C(T)
for an input string 7T can increase when a single character edit operation is performed on
T. This notion enables one to measure the robustness of compression algorithms in terms
of errors and/or dynamic changes occurring in the input string. In this paper, we analyze
the worst-case multiplicative sensitivity of string compression algorithms, which is defined by
maxpese{C(T")/C(T) : ed(T,T") = 1}, where ed(T,T") denotes the edit distance between T
and T”. In particular, for the most common versions of the Lempel-Ziv 77 compressors, we prove
that the worst-case multiplicative sensitivity is only a small constant (2 or 3, depending on the
version of the Lempel-Ziv 77 and the edit operation type), i.e., the size of the Lempel-Ziv 77
factorizations can be larger by only a small constant factor. We strengthen our upper bound
results by presenting matching lower bounds on the worst-case sensitivity for all these major
versions of the Lempel-Ziv 77 factorizations. We generalize these results to the smallest bidi-
rectional scheme b. In addition, we show that the sensitivity of a grammar-based compressor
called GCIS (Grammar Compression by Induced Sorting) is also a small constant. Further,
we extend the notion of the worst-case sensitivity to string repetitiveness measures such as the
smallest string attractor size v and the substring complexity §, and show that the worst-case
sensitivity of ¢ is also a small constant. These results contrast with the previously known re-
lated results such that the size z7g of the Lempel-Ziv 78 factorization can increase by a factor
of Q(n'/*) [Lagarde and Perifel, 2018], and the number 7 of runs in the Burrows-Wheeler trans-
form can increase by a factor of Q(logn) [Giuliani et al., 2021] when a character is prepended
to an input string of length n. By applying our sensitivity bounds of § or the smallest gram-
mar to known results (c.f. [Navarro, 2021]), some non-trivial upper bounds for the sensitivities
of important string compressors and repetitiveness measures including v, r, LZ-End, RePair,
LongestMatch, and AVL-grammar, are derived. We also exhibit the worst-case additive sensi-
tivity maxpesn {C(T") — C(T) : ed(T,T") = 1}, which allows one to observe more details in the
changes of the output sizes.

keywords: lossless data compression, Lempel-Ziv factorizations, run-length BWT, bidirec-
tional scheme, string attractors, substring complexity, grammar compression, edit operations,
sensitivity

1 Introduction

In this paper we introduce a new notion to quantify efficiency of (lossless) compression algorithms,
which we call the sensitivity of compressors. Let C be a compression algorithm and let C(T")



denote the size of the output of C' applied to an input text (string) 7. Roughly speaking, the
sensitivity of C' measures how much the compressed size C(T') can change when a single-character-
wise edit operation is performed at an arbitrary position in 7. Namely, the worst-case multiplicative
sensitivity of C' is defined by

max {C(T")/C(T) : ed(T,T") = 1},

Texn
where ed(T,T") denotes the edit distance between T' and 7”. This new and natural notion enables
one to measure the robustness of compression algorithms in terms of errors and /or dynamic changes
occurring in the input string. Such errors and dynamic changes are commonly seen in real-world
texts such as DNA sequences and versioned documents.

The so-called highly repetitive sequences, which are strings containing a lot of repeated frag-
ments, are abundant today: Semi-automatically generated strings via M2M communications, and
collections of individual genomes of the same/close species are typical examples. By intuition,
such highly repetitive sequences should be highly compressible, however, statistical compressors
are known to fail to capture repetitiveness in a string [37]. Therefore, other types of compressors,
such as dictionary-based, grammar-based, and/or lex-based compressors are often used to compress
highly repetitive sequences [41], 63 [38], 24] [48].

Let us recall two examples of well-known compressors: The run-length Burrows- Wheeler Trans-
form (RLBWT) is one kind of compressor that is based on the lexicographically sorted rotations of
the input string. The number r of equal-character runs in the BW'T of a string is known to be very
small in practice: Indeed, BWT is used in the bzip2 compression format, and several compressed
data structures which support efficient queries have been proposed [106, [3, 55, 56]. The Lempel-Ziv
78 compression (LZ78) [69] is one of the most fundamental dictionary based compressors that is a
core of in the gif and tiff compression formats. While LZ78 only allows Q(y/n) compression for any
string of length n, its simple structure allows for designing efficient compressed pattern matching
algorithms and compressed self-indices (c.f. [32, [I8], 19, [46l [15] and references therein).

The recent work by Giuliani et al. [22], however, shows that the number r of runs in the BWT
of a string of length n can grow by a multiplicative factor of (logn) when a single character is
prepended to the input stringﬂ It is noteworthy that the family of strings discovered by Giuliani
et al. [22] satisfies r(T) = O(1) and r(T") = Q(logn), where r(T") and r(T") respectively denote
the number of runs in the BWTs of T and 7”. The other work by Lagarde and Perifel [40] shows
that the size of the dictionary of LZ78, which is equal to the number of factors in the respective
LZ78 factorization, can grow by a multiplicative factor of Q(nl/ 4), again when a single character is
prepended to the input string. Letting the LZ78 dictionary size be z7g, this multiplicative increase
can also be described as Q(zg’g/ 2). Lagarde and Perifel call the aforementioned phenomenon on LZ78
as “one-bit catastrophe”. Based on these known results, here we introduce the three following classes
of string compressors depending on their sensitivity.

(A) Those whose sensitivity is O(1);
(B) Those whose sensitivity is polylog(n);
(C) Those whose sensitivity is proportional to n¢ with some constant 0 < ¢ < 1.

By generalizing the work of Lagarde and Perifel [40], we say that Class (C) is catastrophic in terms
of the sensitivity. Class (B) may not be catastrophic but the change in the compression size can

Tt is well known that if the string ends with a unique end-marker $, then the number 7 of runs in the BWT
increases additively by at most 2 after a character is prepended to the string. The work by Giuliani et al. [22],
however, shows that this is not the case without $.



still be quite large just for a mere single character edit operation to the input string. Class (A) is
the most robust against one-character edit operations among the three classes. Recall that LZ78
zrs belongs to Class (C), while it is not clear yet whether RLBWT r belongs to Class (B) or (C)
(note that the work of Giuliani et al. [22] showed only a lower bound Q(logn)). In this paper, we
show that the other major dictionary compressors, the Lempel-Ziv 77 compression family, belong to
Class (A), and thus such a catastrophe never happens with this family. The LZ77 compression [68],
which is the greedy parsing of the input string 7" where each factor of length more than one refers
to a previous occurrence to its left, is the most important dictionary-based compressor both in
theory and in practice. The LZ77 compression without self-references (resp. with self-references)
can achieve O(logn) compression (resp. O(1) compression) in the best case as opposed to the
Q(y/n) compression by the LZ78 counterpart, and the LZ77 compression is a core of common
lossless compression formats including gzip, zip, and png. In addition, its famous version called
LZSS (Lempel-Ziv-Storer-Szymanski) [64], has numerous applications in string processing, including
finding repetitions [13], 36}, 23, [4], approximation of the smallest grammar-based compression [62] 11,
and compressed self-indexing [7, 8, 47, [5], just to mention a few.

We show that the multiplicative sensitivity of LZ77 with/without self-references is at most 2,
namely, the number of factors in the respective LZ77 factorization can increase by at most a factor
of 2 for all types of edit operations (substitution, insertion, deletion of a character). Then, we prove
that the multiplicative sensitivity of LZSS with /without self-references is at most 3 for substitutions
and deletions, and that it is at most 2 for insertions. We also present matching lower bounds for the
multiplicative sensitivity of LZ77/LZSS with/without self-references for all types of edit operations
as well. In addition, the multiplicative sensitivity of RLBWT r turns out to be O(logrlogn), which
implies that r belongs to Class (B) E|These results suggest that, LZ77 and LZSS of Class (A) may
better capture the repetitiveness of strings than RLBWT of Class (B) and LZ78 of Class (C), since
a mere single character edit operation should not much influence the repetitiveness of a sufficiently
long string. We also consider the smallest bidirectional scheme [64] that is a generalization of the
LZ family where each factor can refer to its other occurrence to its left or right. It is shown that for
all types of edit operations, the multiplicative sensitivity of the size b of the smallest bidirectional
scheme is at most 2, and that there exist strings for which the multiplicative sensitivity of b is 2
with insertions and substitutions, and it is 1.5 with deletions. The smallest grammar problem [11]
is a famous NP-hard problem that asks to compute a grammar of the smallest size g* that derives
only the input string. We show that the multiplicative sensitivity of the smallest grammar size g*
is at most 2. Further, we extend the notion of the worst-case multiplicative sensitivity to string
repetitiveness measures such as the size v of the smallest string attractor [30] and the substring
complexity 0 [35], both receiving recent attention [29, [60} B39 43, [12]. We prove that the value of §
can increase by at most a factor of 2 for substitutions and insertions, and by at most a factor of 1.5
for deletions. We show these upper bounds are also tight by presenting matching lower bounds for
the sensitivity of §. We also present non-trivial upper and lower bounds for the sensitivity of ~.

As is mentioned above, the work by Lagarde and Perifel [40] considered only the case of prepend-
ing a character to the string for the multiplicative sensitivity of LZ78. We show that the same lower
bounds hold for the multiplicative sensitivity of LZ78 in the case of substitutions and deletions, and
insertions inside the string, by using a completely different instance from the one used in [40].

Studying the relations between different string repetitiveness measures/string compressor output
sizes has attracted much attention in the last two decades (for details see the survey [48]). Combining
these known relations and our new sensitivity upper bounds mentioned above gives us a kind of

2This O(logrlogn) upper bound for the sensitivity of 7 follows from our result on the sensitivity of § and our
Lemma and from the known results between r and § |28 [35].



“sandwich” argument, which is formalized in Lemma [l Using this lemma, some non-trivial upper
bounds for the sensitivity of other measures can be driven, including the LZ-End compressor [37] and
grammar-based compressors RePair [41], Longest-Match [33], Greedy [2], Sequential [66], LZ78 [69],
a-balanced grammars [I1], AVL-grammars [62], and Simple [26]. Theses upper bound results are
reported as corollaries in the following sections.

Moreover, we consider the sensitivity of other compressors and repetitiveness measures including
Bisection [52], GCIS [58, 59], and CDAWGs [10].

Table [I] summarizes our results on the multiplicative sensitivity of the string compressors and
repetitiveness measures.

Table 1: Multiplicative sensitivity of the string compressors and string repetitiveness measures
studied in this paper and in the literature, where n is the input string length and X is the alphabet.
In the table “sr” stands for “with self-references”. The upper bounds marked with “{” are obtained
by applying known results [30} 35, 28|, 37, 311, 1], 62 26] and our results on the sensitivity of the
substring complexity ¢ or the smallest grammar ¢g* to Lemma [I}

compressor /repetitiveness measure ‘ edit type H upper bound ‘ lower bound
Substring Complexity d m;é{esgiit' 1?5 1?5
Smallest String Attractor all O(logn)T 2
s Setin | gy [P EL
Bidirectional Scheme b m;{j;}));t. 3 1?5
LZ77 27
LZ77sr z77e; all 2 2
LZSS zss del. /subst. 3 3
LZSSsr zgser insertion 2 2

insertion 2.4 Q(n%) [40]
LTS a1 del. /subst. O((n/logn)?) Q(n1)
LZ-End zgnq all O(log?(n/0))t 2
Smallest grammar g* all 2 -
Repair grpair
Longest match giong all O((n/log n)%)T -
Greedy ggrdy
Sequential gseq all O((n/log 'n)%)T -
a-balanced grammar g,
AVL grammar g,y all O(log(n/g*)f -
Simple Jsimple
Bisection go substltutlon 2 2

ins. /del. 2]+ 1 |2
GCIS gis all 4 4
CDAWG e all - 2

In addition to the afore-mentioned multiplicative sensitivity, we also introduce the worst-case



additive sensitivity, which is defined by

/ ) A
:IFréfg%{C(T) —C(T) :ed(T,T") =1},

for all the string compressors/repetitiveness measures C' dealt in this paper. We remark that the
additive sensitivity allows one to observe and evaluate more details in the changes of the output
sizes, as summarized in Table 2] For instance, we obtain strictly tight upper and lower bounds for
the additive sensitivity of LZ77 with and without self-references in the case of substitutions and
insertions. Studying the additive sensitivities of string compressors is motivated by approximation
of the Kolmogorov complexity. Let K(7') denote the Kolmogorov complexity of string 7', that is
the length of a shortest program that produces T. While K (T') is known to be uncomputable, the
additive sensitivity K (T") — K(T) for deletions is at most O(logn) bits, since it suffices to add
“Delete the ith character T'[7] from 7.” at the end of the program. Similarly, the additive sensitivity
of K for insertions and substitutions is at most O(logn + log o) bits, where o is the alphabet size.
Therefore, a “good approximation” of the Kolmogorov complexity K should have small additive
sensitivity.

1.1 Related work
1.1.1 String monotonicity

A string repetitiveness measure C' is called monotone if, for any string T of length n, C(T") < C(T)
holds with any of its prefixes 77 = T[1..i] and suffixes 7" = T[j..n] [35]. Kociumaka et al [35]
pointed out that 0 is monotone, and posed a question whether v or the size b of the smallest
bidirectional macro scheme [64] are monotone. This monotonicity for C' can be seen as a special
and extended case of our sensitivity for deletions, namely, if we restrict 7" to be the string obtained
by deleting either the first or the last character from T, then it is equivalent to asking whether
maxpex{C(T")/C(T) : T € {T[1.n—1],T" = T'[2..n]}} < 1. Mantaci et al. [43] proved that -y is not
monotone, by showing a family of strings T" such that v(T) = 2 and v(7”) = 3 with T/ = T[1..n—1],
which immediately leads to a lower bound 3/2 = 1.5 for the multiplicative sensitivity of . In this
paper, we present a new lower bound for the multiplicative sensitivity of v, which is 2. Mitsuya et
al. [45] considered the monotonicity of LZ77 without self-references z77 presented a family of strings
T for which 277(T")/z7(T) ~ 4/3 with T' = [2..n]. Again, our matching upper and lower bounds
for the multiplicative sensitivity of z77, which are both 2, improve this 4/3 bound.

1.1.2 Comparison to sensitivity of other algorithms

The notion of the sensitivity of (general) algorithms was first introduced by Varma and Yoshida [65].
They studied the average sensitivity of well-known graph algorithms, and presented interesting lower
and upper bounds on the expected number of changes in the output of an algorithm A, when a
randomly chosen edge is deleted from the input graph G. The worst-case sensitivity of a graph
algorithm for edge-deletions and vertex-deletions was considered by Yoshida and Zhou [67].

As opposed to these existing work on the sensitivity of graph algorithms, our notion of the
sensitivity of string compressors focuses on the size of their compressed outputs and does not
formulate the perturbation of their structural changes. This is because the primary task of data
compression is to represent the input data with as little memory as possible, and the structural
changes of the compressed outputs can be of secondary importance.

We remark that most instances of %™ are not compressible, or in other words, a randomly
chosen string T" from " is not compressible. Such a string 7" does not become highly compressible



Table 2: Additive sensitivity of the string compressors and string repetitiveness measures studied in
this paper, where n is the input string length and ¥ is the alphabet. Some upper/lower bounds are
described in terms of both the measure and n. In the table “sr” stands for “with self-references”. The
upper bounds marked with “{” are obtained by applying known results [30} 35} 28], 37, 31}, 11, 62} 26]
and our results on the sensitivity of the substring complexity § or the smallest grammar ¢* to
Lemma, [Il

compressor/ . i i
repetitiveness measure edit type upper bound lower bound
Substring Complexity § all 1 1
Smallest String Attractor all O(dlogn)T v—3 Q(y/n)
insertion Q(logn) |22
f _ !
RLBWT r dol. /subst. O(rlognlogr) -
Bidirectional Scheme b all b+2 b/2 -3 Q(yv/n)
subst. /ins. 27— 1 27— 1
LZTT 227 deletion 27 — 2 Zrr — 2 2(vn)
] subst. /ins. ZT7sr
LZ77sr Virdd deletion Z77sr p— D) Q(\/ﬁ)
del. /subst. 2258 — 2 2255 — O(y/288)
LZSS zss insertion 258 255 — O(y/2s3) 2(v/n)
_ del. /subst. 225sr 22555 — O(y/255sr)
LZSSst 2550 insertion Zsssr + 1 Z58sr — O(y/788sr) 2(vn)
insertion 2 Q((z78)%) [40] Q(n/logn) [40]
LZ78 z O(g* - (n/logn)3)T T — :
v del.jsubst, || OV (0/logn)?) Q((z8)3) Qnd)
LZ-End ZEnd all O(ZEnd 10g2 (’/7,/(5))Jr ZEnd — G(w/zEnd) Q( ﬂ)
Smallest grammar g* all g -
Repair Jrpair .
Longest match giong all O(g* - (n/log n)%)T -
Greedy Yerdy
Sequential gseq all O(g* - (n/log n)%)T -
a-balanced grammar g,
AVL grammar gy all O(g*log(n/g*))T -
Simple Jsimple
N substitution || gpsc ‘ [logy ] e — 4 2logon —4
Bisection gpse - 7
o ins./del. [ gbse 22 gose) Q5P log )
GCIS g all 30is 3gis — 29 (3/4)n+1
CDAWG e all - e n




just after a one-character edit operation, and hence C(T) and C(T") are expected to be almost
the same. Therefore, considering the average sensitivity of string compressors and repetitiveness
measures does not seem worth discussing, and this is the reason why we focus on the worst-case
sensitivity of string compressors and repetitiveness measures.

Still, our notion permits one to evaluate the worst-case size changes of several known compressed
string data structures in the dynamic setting, as will be discussed in the following subsection.

1.1.3 Compressed string data structures

A compressed string data structure is built on a compressed representation of the string and supports
efficient queries such as pattern matching and substring extraction within compressed space. Since
the string compressors and string repetitiveness measures that we deal with in this paper are models
for highly repetitive strings, we mention some compressed string indexing structures for highly
repetitive sequences below.

The Block tree of a string of length n uses O(zsglog(n/zss)) words of space and supports ran-
dom access queries in O(log(n/zss)) time. Navarro [47] proposed an LZ-based indexing structure
that uses O(zgslog(n/zss)) words of space and counts the number of occurrences of a query pat-
tern in the text string in O(mlog*™€n) time, where m is the length of the pattern and ¢ > 0
is any constant. An O(logn)-time longest common extension (LCE) data structure that takes
O(zss log(n/zss)) space and is based on Recompression [26] was proposed by I [25]. Nishimoto et
al. [54] presented a dynamic O(min{zgsg lognlog® n,n})-space compressed data structure that sup-
ports pattern matching and substring insertions/deletions in O(m - polylog(n)) time, where m is the
length of the pattern/substring. Kociumaka et al. [35] proposed a compressed indexing structure
that uses O(dlog(n/d)) words of space, performs random access in O(log(n/d)) time, and finds all
the occ occurrences of a given pattern of length m in O(mlogn + occlog®n) time. Very recently,
Kociumaka et al. [34] proposed an improved data structure of O(dlog(n/d))-space that supports
pattern matching queries in O(m + (occ + 1)log®n) time. Two independent compressed indexing
structures, which are based on grammar compression called GCIS (Grammar Compression by In-
duced Sorting) [58] have been proposed [I], [I4]. Our constant upper bounds on the multiplicative
sensitivity for zgg, d, and gjs imply that the afore-mentioned compressed data structures retain
their asymptotic space complexity even after one-character edit operation at an arbitrary position,
though they may incur a certain amount of structural changes.

The r-index [16], the refined r-index [3], and the OptBWTR [55] are efficient indexing structures
which are built on the RLBWT and use O(r) words of space. The result by Giuliani et al. [22],
which uses a family of strings of length n with » = O(1), shows that the space complexity of these
indexing structures can grow from O(1) words of space to O(logn) words of space, after appending
a character to the string. In turn, our upper bound for the sensitivity of » implies that after a one-
character edit operation, the space usage of these indexing structures is bounded by O(rlogrlogn)
for any string of length n.

There also exist compressed data structures based on other string compressors and/or repeti-
tiveness measures: Kempa and Prezza [30] presented an O(y7log,(n/v))-space data structure that
allows for extracting substrings of length-¢ in O(log, (n/v) + ¢log(c)/w) time, where 7 > 2 is an
integer parameter, o is the alphabet size, and w is the machine-word size in the RAM model.
Navarro and Prezza [50] gave a data structure of size O(ylog(n/7)) that supports pattern matching
queries in O(mlogn + occlog®n) time. Christiansen et al. [I2] introduced a compressed indexing
structure that occupies O(ylog(n/v)log®n) space and finds all the occ pattern occurrences in opti-
mal O(m + occ) time (for other trade-offs between the space and the query time are also reported,
see [12]). Gawrychowski et al. [21] presented a data structure for maintaining a dynamic set of



strings, which is based on Recompression by Jez [26]. Kempa and Saha [31] developed a com-
pressed data structure that occupies O(zgnq) space and supports random access and LCE queries
in O(polylog(n)) time. A compressed indexing structure that can be built directly from the LZ77-
compressed text is also known [28], 27]. For other compressed string indexing structures, see this
survey [49].

1.2 Paper organization

Section [2] introduces necessary notations. We then present the worst-case sensitivity of string
compressors and repetitiveness measures in the increasing order of their respective sizes: from
d to ~y, LZ77 family, LZ-End, and grammars: Section [3| deals with the substring complexity J;
Section [4] deals with the smallest string attractor 7, Section [5] deals with the RLBWT r, Section [0]
deals with the smallest bidirectional scheme b, Section 7| deals with the LZ77 with/without self-
references z77 and 2774; Section [8) deals with the LZSS with/without self-references zgsg and zggg;-
Section [J] deals with the LZ-End zg,q; Section [I0] deals with the LZ78 z7s; Section [I1] deals with
the smallest grammar ¢g*, and its applications to practical and/or approximation grammars RePair
Grpair, LongestMatch giong, Greedy ggray, Sequential geeq, LZ78 273, a-balanced grammar g,, AVL-
grammar gayl, and Simple grammar gsimple- Section deals with the GCIS grammar gis; Section
deals with the Bisection grammar gpsc; Section [I4] deals with the CDAWG size e. In Section [I5] we
conclude the paper and list several open questions of interest.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Strings, factorizations, and grammars

Let > be an alphabet of size 0. An element of 3* is called a string. For any non-negative integer
n, let X" denote the set of strings of length n over ¥. The length of a string 7" is denoted by |T.
The empty string € is the string of length 0, namely, || = 0. The i-th character of a string 7 is
denoted by Ti] for 1 < i <|T|, and the substring of a string T that begins at position i and ends
at position j is denoted by T'i..j] for 1 < i < j < |T|. For convenience, let T[i..j] = ¢ if j < i.
Substrings T'[1..j] and T'[i..|T'|] are respectively called a prefiz and a suffiz of T.

A factorization of a non-empty string 71" is a sequence f1,..., f; of non-empty substrings of T’
such that T'= f;--- f,. Each f; is called a factor. The size of the factorization is the number z of
factors in the factorization.

A context-free grammar G which generates only a single string T is called a grammar compression
for T'. The size of G is the total length of the right-hand sides of all the production rules in G. The
height of G is the height of the derivation tree of G.

2.2 Worst-case sensitivity of compressors and repetitiveness measures

For a string compression algorithm C and an input string 7', let C(7T) denote the size of the
compressed representation of 1" obtained by applying C' to T. For convenience, we use the same
notation when C is a string repetitiveness measure, namely, C(T') is the value of the measure C for
T.

Let us consider the following edit operations on strings: character substitution (sub), character
insertion (ins), and character deletion (del). For two strings 7 and S, let ed(7,S) denote the
edit distance between T' and S, namely, ed(7,S) is the minimum number of edit operations that
transform T into S.



Our interest in this paper is: “How much can the compression size or the repetitiveness measure
size change when a single-character-wise edit operation is performed on a string?”’ To answer this
question, for a given string length n, we consider an arbitrarily fixed string T of length n and all
strings 7" that can be obtained by applying a single edit operation to T, that is, ed(7,7") = 1. We
define the worst-case multiplicative sensitivity of C' w.r.t. a substitution, insertion, and deletion as
follows:

MSeup(Cyn) = %n%x{C(T’)/C(T):T’eE",ed(T,T’):l},
e n

MSins(C,n) = %n%x{C(T’)/C(T):T’ez”+1,ed(T,T’) =1},
6 n

MSga(C,n) = :%%%}%{C(T’)/C(T):T'EZ"”,ed(T,T’) =1}

We also consider the worst-case additive sensitivity of C' w.r.t. a substitution, insertion, and
deletion, as follows:

ASq(Cyn) = max {C(T)-C(T): T € X", ed(T,T') = 1},

ASis(Cin) = max{C(T') = C(T) : T" € ", ed(T,T') =1},
e n

ASqa(C,n) = ﬁ%ﬁ{C(T’) —C(T): T e 2" ed(T,T") = 1}.

We remark that, in general, C(T”) can be larger than C(7T) even when 7" is obtained by a
character deletion from T' (i.e. |T'| = n — 1). Such strings T are already known for the Lempel-
Ziv 77 factorization size z when T = T'[2..n] [45], or for the smallest string attractor size v when
T =T[1..n—1] [43].

The above remark implies that in general the multiplicative/additive sensitivity for insertions
and deletions may not be symmetric and therefore they need to be discussed separately for some C.
Note, on the other hand, that the maximum difference between C(T") and C(T) when |T"| =n—1
(deletion) and C(T") — C(T) < 0 is equivalent to AS;ys(C,n — 1), and symmetrically the maximum
difference of C'(7”) and C(T) when |T'| = n+ 1 (insertion) and C(T") — C(T) < 0 is equivalent to
ASg4e1(C,n+1), with the roles of T and T” exchanged. Similar arguments hold for the multiplicative
sensitivity with insertions/deletions. Consequently, it suffices to consider MS;,s(C,n), MSge (C, n),
ASins(C,n), AS4e1(C,n) for insertions/deletions.

Consider two measures o and 5. An upper bound for the multiplicative sensitivity of § can
readily be derived in the some cases, as follows:

Lemma 1. Let T' be any string of length n and let T be any string with ed(T,T") = 1. If the
following conditions:

o o(T")/a(T) = O(1);
o o(T) < B(T);

o 3(T)=0(a(T)- f-(n,a(T))), where f is a function such that for any constant c there exists
a constant ¢ satisfying f(n,c-a(T)) < - f(n,a(T)).

all hold, then we have the following upper bounds (1), (2), and (3) for the sensitivity of B:
(1) MSqu,(B,n) = O(f(n,a)) and ASgup(5,n) = O(a - f(n,a));
(2) MSins(B,1) = O(f(n,a)) and ASins(8,n) = O(a - f(n, a));



(8) MSqe1(B,n) = O(f(n,a)) and ASge1(B,n) = O(a - f(n,w)).

Proof. Let ¢ = a(T")/a(T), where c is a constant. Then we have

BT _ O(@(T’)-f(n,a(T’))>

B(T) o(T)
o (a(T) f(n.c-a(T))
- O< o(T) )
(T ¢ fn,a(T))
- O( o(T) )
= O(f(n,a(T))).
Also,

BT') = B(T) = O(a(T) f(n, o(T")) = o(T) - f(n, (T)))
= O((T") - f(n,c-a(T)) — a(T) - f(n,a(T)))
= O(a(T") - ¢ - f(n,a(T)) — a(T) - f(n,o(T)))
= O((cd-a(T") — a(T)) - f(n,a(T)))
= O c-aT)—a(T)) - f(n,a(T)))
= O((T) - f(n,(T)))

O

The functions satisfying f(n,c-a(T)) < - f(n,a(T)) include functions f which are polynomial,
poly-logarithmic, or constant in terms of «(T).

3 Substring Complexity

In this section, we consider the worst-case sensitivity of the string repetitiveness measure §, which
is the substring complexity of strings [35]. For any string T' of length n, the substring complexity
O(T') is defined as 0(7") = maxj<k<p (Substr(T', k)/k), where Substr(T’, k) is the number of distinct
substrings of length k in 7. It is known that §(7") < ~(7T') holds for any T [35].

In what follows, we present tight upper and lower bounds for the multiplicative sensitivity of §
for all cases of substitutions, insertions, and deletions. We also present the additive sensitivity of 4.

3.1 Lower bounds for the sensitivity of §

Theorem 1. The following lower bounds on the sensitivity of § hold:
substitutions: MSq,(d,n) > 2. ASgup(d,n) > 1.

insertions: MSins(d,n) > 2. ASius(d,n) > 1.

deletions: liminf,, . MSge(d,n) > 1.5. liminf, o ASge1(0,n) > 1.

Proof. substitutions: Consider strings 7' = a” and 7" = a"!b. Then 6(T) = 1 and §(T") = 2
hold. Thus we get MSqup(0,1n) > 2 and ASgup(d,n) > 1.

insertions: Consider strings 7' = a" and 7" = a"b. Then 6(7) = 1 and §(7") = 2 hold. Thus
we get MSis(d,n) > 2 and ASjps(d,n) > 1.

deletions: Consider string

T = (abb)™a(bba)™ 2" (bba)™

10



with a positive integer m. Let n = 12m + 4 = |T'|. For the sake of exposition, let w; = (abb)™,
wy = (bba)™t! w3 = a®, and wy = (bba)™ such that T = wjawswswy. To analyze §(T), we
consider Substr(7, k) for four different groups of k, as follows:

e For 1 <k < 2: Since T is a binary string, max;<y<2 (Substr(T', k) /k) = 2.

e For 3 < k < 3m: The prefix wjaws = (abb)™a(bba)™** and the suffix wy = (bba)” contain
three distinct substrings (abb)*/?, (bba)*/3, and (bab)*/3 for each length k, and the substring
ws = a®™ contains a unique substring a* for each length k. The remaining distinct substrings
must contain the range [6m + 4,6m + 5] or [9m + 4,9m + 5], which are the left and right
boundaries of ws, respectively. There are k — 1 distinct substrings containing [6m + 4, 6m + 5]

of form:
(bba)hrak—3h for 1 <1l; <|(k—1)/3];

a(bba)2 tak 342 for 1 <y < [(k+1)/3];
ba(bba)® tak 3t for 1 <3 < |k/3].

Also, there are k — 1 distinct substrings containing [9m + 4,9m + 5] of form
a " (bba)/? for 1<y <k-—1.

Notice however that the two substrings a(bba)? 1a*=32+2 — aF with I, = 1 and a*~ (bba)!/3
= (abb)k/3 with {4 = k — 1 have already been counted in the other positions in 7', and

thus these duplicates should be removed. Summing up all these, we obtain Substr(T', k) =
3+1+2(k—1)—2=2k for every 3 < k < 3m, implying maxs<j<s,, (Substr(T, k)/k) = 2.

e For 3m < k < n: The prefix wiaws contains at most three distinct substrings for every k and
the substrings w3 and w4 contain no substrings of length & > 3m. The remaining distinct
substrings must again contain the positions in [6m + 4,6m + 5] or [9m + 4,9m + 5]. These
substrings can also be described in a similar way to the previous case for 3 < k < 3m, except
for how we should remove duplicates. We have the two following sub-cases:

— For k = 3m + 1: Since a¥ = a%"*! has no occurrences in T but (abb)¥/® has other
occurrences and it has already been counted, the number of such distinct substrings is
at most 2(k — 1) — 1.

— For k > 3m+ 1: There exists at least one substring which contains both [6m + 4, 6m + 5]
and [9m + 4,9m + 5]. Therefore, the number of such distinct substrings is at most
2(k—1)—1.

Hence, Substr(T,k) < 3+ 2(k —1) — 1 = 2k for every 3m < k < n, which implies that
maxsm,<k<n (Substr(T, k)/k) < 2.

Consequently, we have that 6(T) = 2.
Consider the string

T’ = (abb)™(bba)™"!a%" (bba)"™ = wiwowzw,

that can be obtained from 7" by removing T'[3m + 1] = a between w; and wy. We consider the
number of distinct substrings of length 3m+1 in 7”: Because of the lengths of w; with j € {1,2,3,4},
each substring of length 3m + 1 is completely contained in ws or it contains some boundaries of w;.

e The prefix wy(we[l..|wz| — 3]) = (abb)™(bba)™ contains 3m distinct substrings of length
3m + 1.

11



e The substring wsy contains 3 distinct substrings of length 3m + 1.
e The substring wa[4..|ws|Jws = (bba)™a%™ contains 3m distinct substrings of length 3m + 1.

e The suffix wzwy = a™(bba)™ contains 3m — 1 distinct substrings of length 3m + 1 (note that
a(bba)™ is a duplicate and is not counted here).

Hence,
9m + 2 1
!
> = = — .
O(T") > Substr(T,3m +1)/(3m + 1) y——— 3 T——
Thus we obtain lim inf,, o MSge1(d,n) > liminf,, o ((3 —1/(3m +1))/2) > 1.5 and
liminf,, o0 ASge1(6,7) > liminf,, ;oo ((3 —1/(3m +1)) —2) = 1. O

3.2 Upper Bounds for the sensitivity of ¢§

Theorem 2. The following upper bounds on the sensitivity of § hold:
substitutions: MSg,p(d,n) < 2. ASgup(d,n) < 1.

insertions: MSins(d,n) < 2. ASips(d,n) < 1.

deletions: limsup,,_,., MSge1(9,n) < 1.5. limsup,,_, o, ASge1(d,n) < 1.

Proof. First we consider the additive sensitivity for . For each k, the number of substrings of
length k that contains the edited position ¢ is clearly at most k. Therefore, after a substitution
or insertion, at most k new distinct substrings of length k& can appear in the string 7" after the
modification. Also, after a deletion, at most k — 1 new distinct substrings of length k can appear in
T'. Hence, in the case of substitutions and insertions, §(7") < maxj<p<,((Substr(T, k) + k)/k) <
max<k<n(Substr(T,k))/k) + maxi<p<,(k/k) = 6(T) + 1 holds. Also, in the case of deletions,
O(T") < max<g<n((Substr(T, k) +k —1)/k) < 6(T) + maxj<kx<n((k — 1)/k) holds. Thus we obtain
ASgun(0,n) < 1, ASins(d,n) < 1, and limsup,,_,, ASge1(d, n) < limsupy,_,(k —1)/k = 1.

Next we consider the multiplicative sensitivity for §. Note that 6(7") > 1 for any non-empty
string T”, since Substr(7”,1) > 1. Combining this with the afore-mentioned additive sensitivity, we
obtain MSgy, (9, n) < 2 and MSips(d,m) < 2. For the case of deletions, observe that §(7") = 1 only if
T is a unary string. However §(7”) cannot increase after a deletion since 7" is also a unary string.
Thus we can restrict ourselves to the case where T' contains at least two distinct characters. Then,
we have limsup,,_, .o MSge1(6, n) < 1.5, which is achieved when §(7") = 2 and §(7") = 2 + %1 with
k — oo. O

4 String Attractors

In this section, we consider the worst-case sensitivity of the string repetitiveness measure -, which
is the size of the smallest string attractor [30]. A string attractor I'(T") for a string T is a set of
positions in T such that any substring 7" has an occurrence containing a position in I'(7"). We denote
the size of the smallest string attractor of T by v(T"). It is known that v(7') is upper bounded by
any of z7(T), r(T), e(T) for any string T" [30].

In what follows, we present lower bounds for the multiplicative sensitivity of v for all cases of
substitutions, insertions, and deletions. We also present the additive sensitivity of +.

4.1 Lower bounds for the sensitivity of v

Theorem 3. The following lower bounds on the sensitivity of v hold:
substitutions: liminf, . MSgu(v,n) > 2. ASqup(v,n) > v — 2 and ASqu, (v, n) = Q(V/n).
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insertions: liminf, o MSins(v,n) > 2. ASins(v,n) > v — 2 and ASips(y,n) = Q(/n).
deletions: liminf, oo MSgei(7,n) > 2. ASgei(y,n) > v — 3 and ASgea(y,n) = Q(yv/n).

Proof. Consider string T = afxaf 14 2k 1xa#t,ab "2xa#5 - - - #1,xak, where #; for every 1 < j <
k is a distinct character. The position where #; for each 1 < j < k occurs has to be an element of
any string attractor for T'. Also, each of the intervals [1,k + 1] and [k + 2, 2k + 2] has to contain at
least one element of any string attractor for T', since each of the substrings T[1..k + 1] = a¥x and
T[k + 2.2k + 2] = a**! occurs only once in T. Therefore, ¥(T) > k + 2 holds. Consider the set
S={k+1,k+2,2k+3,3k+5,....,k+ 1+ k(k+2)} of k+ 2 positions in 7" which contains all
the positions required above. Since each substring a*“7xa’ of length k + 1 immediately preceded
by #; (1 < j < k) occurs in the prefix akxaf*t! and contains the position k+ 1, S is indeed a string
attractor for T', we get v(T') = k+ 2. In the following, we use this string 7" for the analysis of lower
bounds for the sensitivity of ~.

substitutions: Let T” be the string obtained by substituting the leftmost occurrence of x at
position k+1 in T with character b, yielding the new prefix a¥ba*** right before #1. The size of the
smallest string attractor for 7" is as follows: Each occurrence position of #; for 1 < j < k still has
to be an element of any string attractor for 7”. Also, each of the intervals [k + 1] and [k + 2, 2k + 2]
has to contain at least one element of any string attractor for 7”. In addition, each of the intervals
2k + 4,3k +4],[3k + 6,4k + 6], ..., [k + 2 + k(k + 2), 2k + 2 + k(k + 2)] which are the occurrences
of substrings a®*~'xa,a¥"2xa?,...,xa" has to contain one string attractor, since we have lost the
prefix a®xa**1. Therefore, v(T") > 2k + 2 holds and the set {k+1,k+2,2k +3,3k+5,..., k+1+
k(k+2),2k+4,3k+6,...,k+ 2+ k(k+ 2)} of 2k + 2 positions in T” is a string attractor for 7",
implying v(7T") = 2k + 2. Thus we get liminf,, oo MSqup (v, n) > liminfy oo (2k 4+ 2)/(k + 2) = 2
and ASgp(v,n) > v — 2. Since n = k? + 4k + 2 and y(T) = k + 2, ASqup(7,n) = Q(y/n) holds.

insertions: Let T” be the string obtained by inserting b between T'[k+ 1] = x and T'[k +2] = a,
yielding the new prefix a¥xba®*1 right before #;. The size of the smallest string attractor for 7" is
as follows, using a similar argument to the case of substitutions: Each occurrence position of #; for
1 < j < k still has to be an element of any string attractor for 77. Also, each of the intervals [k + 2]
and [k + 3,2k + 3] have to contain at least one element of any string attractor for 7”. In addition,
each of the intervals [2k+ 5,3k +5], [3k+7,4k+7],...,[k+3+k(k+2),2k+ 3+ k(k+2)] which are
the occurrences of substrings (a*~'xa), (a¥~2xa?),..., (xa") have to contain one string attractor.
Therefore, v(T") > 2k + 2 holds and the set {k+2,k+ 3,2k + 4,3k +6,....k+ 2+ k(k+2),2k +
5,3k +7,...,k + 3+ k(k +2)} achieves v(T") = 2k + 2. Thus we get liminf, o MSius(y,n) >
liminfy_ oo (2k +2)/(k + 2) = 2, ASins(y,n) > v — 3, and ASins(y,n) = Q(/n).

deletions: Let T be the string obtained by deleting T'[k+1] = x from T, yielding the new prefix
a?k*1 right before #;. The size of the smallest string attractor for 7" is as follows, using a similar
argument to the cases of insertions and substitutions: Each occurrence position of #; for 1 < j <k
still has to be an element of any string attractor for 7”. Also, the interval [1,2k + 1] has to contain
one element of any string attractor for 7. In addition, each of the intervals [2k + 3,3k + 3], [3k +
5,4k+5],...,[k+1+k(k+2),2k+1+k(k+2)] has to contain one string attractor for 7. Therefore,
Y(T") > 2k+1 holds and the set {1,2k+2,3k+4, ..., k+k(k+2),2k+3,3k+5,...,k+1+k(k+2)}
achieves v(T") = 2k + 1. Thus we get liminf, oo MSqe(7,n) > liminfy oo (2k + 1)(k + 2) = 2,
ASqel(7,m) > v — 3, and ASge(y,n) = Q(y/n). O

4.2 Upper Bounds for the sensitivity of v

In this section, we present some upper bounds for the worst-case sensitivity of the smallest string
attractor size 7.
We use the following known results:
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Theorem 4 (Lemma 3.7 of [30]). For any string T, v(T') < zgss:(T).
Theorem 5 (Lemma 1 of [35]). For any string T of length n, zs3:(T) = O(6(T') log(n/6(T))).
Theorem 6 (Lemma 2 of [35]). For any string T, v(T') > o(T).

We are ready to show our results:

Corollary 1. The following upper bounds on the sensitivity of v hold:
substitutions: MSqy,(y,n) = O(logn). ASgu(v,n) = O(dlogn).
insertions: MSijns(v,n) = O(logn). ASins(y,n) = O(dlogn).
deletions: MSgei(v,n) = O(logn). ASge(v,n) = O(dlogn).

Proof. Let T be any string of length n, and let 7" be any string such that ed(7,7") = 1.
It follows from Theorem {4 and Theorem [5| that v(T") < z58(T") = O(6(T")logn). Also,
v(T) > 6(T) by Theorem [6| and §(T") = O(5(T)) by Theorem [2| Then, Lemma [1] leads that

AT (5T logn
T = ( 5(T) ) Ollogr).

Similarly, y(T") — v(T) = O(6(T") logn) € O(6(T) logn) holds. O

5 Run-Length Burrows-Wheeler Transform (RLBWT)

The Burrows-Wheeler transform (BWT) of a string T', denoted BWT(T), is the string obtained by
concatenating the last characters of the lexicographically sorted suffixes of T. The run-length BWT
(RLBWT) of T is the run-length encoding of BWT(T') and r(T') denotes its size, i.e., the number
of maximal character runs in BWT(T).

For example, for string 7' = abbaabababab, (1) = 4 since BWT(T') = babbbbbaaaaa consists
in four maximal character runs blalb®a®.

Theorem 7 (Theorem 1 of [22]). There exists a family of strings S such that r(S) = 2 and
r(S") = ©(logn), where n = |S| and S’ is a string obtained by prepending a character to S. The
string S is a reversed Fibonacci word.

Theorem [7] immediately leads to the following lower bound for the sensitivity of r:

Corollary 2. The following lower bound on the sensitivity of RLBWT with |X| = 2 hold:
insertions: MSins(r,n) = Q(logn). ASins(r,n) = Q(logn).

To obtain a non-trivial upper bound for the sensitivity of r, we can use the following known
result:

Theorem 8 (Theorem II1.7 of [28]). For any string T of length n,

r(T) =0 (5(T) max (1, log W) log (5(T)) .

Corollary 3. The following upper bounds on the sensitivity of r hold:
substitutions: MSg,p(r,n) = O(lognlogr). ASsp(r,n) = O(rlognlogr).
insertions: MSiys(r,n) = O(lognlogr). ASins(r,n) = O(rlognlogr).
deletions: MSge(r,n) = O(lognlogr). ASqel(r,n) = O(rlognlogr).
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Proof. For any string T', it is known that §(T") < r(T) [30, [35]. We also use a simplified and relaxed
bound r(T') = O(6(T)lognlog §(T")) from Theorem [8 which always holds and is sufficient for our
purpose.

Let 7" be any string with ed(7,7") = 1. It follows from Theorem [2| that 6(7") < 2§(T"). There-
fore, we obtain r(7") = O(6(1") lognlog 6(T")) = O(6(T) lognlog 6(T)) = O(r(T)lognlogr(T)) by
Lemmal [I] This leads to the claimed upper bounds for the sensitivity for r. O

We remark that the lower bounds MSius(r,n) = Q(logn) and ASins(r,n) = Q(logn) from Theo-
rem [7| and Corollary [2| are asymptotically tight when r = O(1), since MS;ys(r,n) = O(lognlogr) =
O(logn) and ASins(r,n) = Q(logn) in this case.

6 Bidirectional Scheme

In this section, we consider the worst-case sensitivity of the size of bidirectional scheme [64]. A
factorization T = fy--- fp for a string T of length n is a bidirectional scheme of T' if each phrase
fj = T'lp;..pj+¢;—1] is either a single character or corresponding to another substring 7'[q;..q;+¢;—1]
where ¢; = |f;| such that p; # ¢;. We denote f; either a single character or the pair (g;,¢;). If
|fjl = 1, then f; is called a ground phrase. A bidirectional scheme B for T' defines a function
Fp:[1.n]U{0} — [1..n] U {0}, where

Fp(p;) =0, if f; is a ground phrase,
FB(pj+k3)ZQj+k7, iffj:(qj',fj) and0§k<€j,
Fp(0) =0.

Let F3(p;) = p; and F5(p;) = Fp(Fp~*(p;)) for any m > 1. A bidirectional scheme B is called
valid if Fp has no cycles; namely, there exists an m > 1 such that F7'(z) = 0 for every = € [1..n].
The string T' can be reconstructed from the bidirectional scheme if and only if it is valid. The size
of a valid bidirectional scheme B is the number of phrases in B. We denote by b(T') the size of a
valid bidirectional scheme for T of the smallest size possible.

For example, for string T' = abaabababbbba, B shown below is a valid bidirectional scheme of
the smallest size possible:

B =(4,3)(6,4)ab(9, 3)a,
where its corresponding factorization is:
B = aba|ababla|b|bbb|a].

Here we have b(T") = 6.

In what follows, we present upper and lower bounds for the multiplicative/additive sensitivity
of b. It is noteworthy that our upper and lower bounds for the multiplicative sensitivity of b for
substitutions and insertions are tight.

6.1 Lower bounds for the sensitivity of b

Theorem 9. The following lower bounds on the sensitivity of b hold:
substitutions: MSg,,(b,n) > 2.
insertions: MSiys(b,n) > 2.
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Proof. substitutions: Consider strings T = a™ and T’ = al™/?I=1bal®/2). Then b(T) = 2 and
b(T") = 4 hold. Thus we get MSg,p(b,n) > 2.

insertions: Consider strings 7' = a” and T’ = al"/?1bal®/2l. Then b(T) = 2 and b(T") = 4
hold. Thus we get MS;,s(b,n) > 2. O

The family of strings used in Theorem [J] gives us tight lower bounds for multiplicative sensi-
tivities. However, this family of strings only provides us with weak lower bound 2 for the additive
sensitivity of b. The following theorem will give us stronger lower bounds for the additive sensitivity
for b. We remark that this theorem also leads us to a non-trivial lower bound for the multiplicative
sensitivity of b in the case of deletions.

Theorem 10. The following lower bounds on the sensitivity of b hold:

substitutions: ASgu(b,n) > b/2 — 1, and ASgup(b,n) = Q(y/n).

insertions: ASins(b,n) > b/2 — 1, and ASins(b,n) = Q(y/n).

deletions: liminf, o MSge1(b,n) > 1.5, ASqe1(b,n) > b/2 — 3, and ASge(b,n) = Q(y/n).

Proof. Consider string
T = aFxaf 1 # 2" xa#,a" "1xa’#; - - - #paxal,

where #; for every 1 < j < k is a distinct character. One of the valid bidirectional schemes B for
T is

B = (k+2k)xa(k+ 2,k)#1(1,k+ 2)#2(2,k + 2)#3 - - - #i(k, k + 2).
The corresponding factorization of the above bidirectional scheme is as follows:
B = a[x[afak|#1|a xal#a|a"txaZ|#o| - - - 44 axal].

The size of B is 2k + 4 and thus b(7") < 2k + 4.
As for substitutions, let 77 be the string obtained by substituting the leftmost occurrence of x
at position k£ + 1 in T with a character y such that y # x, that is,

T = akyak+1#1akxa#2ak_1xa2#3 e #kaxak.
Then, one of the valid bidirectional schemes B’ of T" is:
B = (k+2,k)ya(k + 2, k)#1(1, k)xa#to(2k + 5, k) (1,2)#3 - - #x(3k + 4,2) (1, k).
Also, the corresponding factorization for B is as follows:
B’ = a"[y|ala®|#1[a"[x|a|#2|a" " x[a®|#s - - - [#4]ax]a"].

The size of B’ is 3k + 5. We show that B’ is a valid bidirectional scheme for T" of the smallest
size possible, namely, b(T") = 3k + 5. Since y and #; for every 1 < j < k are unique characters
in 7, they have to be ground phrases. Also, since each substring a*+'xa’ of length k + 2 for all
1 < j <k and a**! are unique in 7", each corresponding interval has to have at least one boundary
of phrases. In addition, at least one occurrence of x has to be a ground phrase. Then, b(T") = 3k+5
holds. Since |T| = n = k?+5k+2, we have k = ©(y/n). Hence, we get lim inf,,_,oo MSgu (b, n) > 1.5
and ASgup(b,n) > k+1=0/2—-1=Q(y/n).

Moreover, by considering the case where the character T'[k + 1] is deleted and the case where
the character y is inserted between positions k + 1 and k + 2, we obtain Theorem [I0} g
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6.2 Upper bounds for the sensitivity of b

Theorem 11. The following upper bounds on the sensitivity of b hold:
substitutions: limsup,, . MSqu,(b,n) < 2. ASqu,(b,n) < b+ 2.
insertions: MSiys(b,n) < 2. ASips(b,n) <b.

deletions: limsup,,_,., MSge1(b,n) < 2. ASqel(b,n) < b+ 1.

Proof. In the following, we consider the case that T[i] = a is substituted by a character # that
does not occur in T. The other cases of insertions, deletions, and substitutions with another
character b (# a) occurring in 7', can be proven similarly. We show how to construct a valid
bidirectional scheme of T" of the size b’ > b(T’) by dividing each phrase of B into some phrases,
where B is a valid bidirectional scheme for T of the smallest size possible. We categorize each phrase
fj =Tp;..pj + ¢; — 1] of B into one of the three following cases:

(1) i € [pj..pj +4€; —1];
(2) i ¢ [pj-pj +£; — 1] and i & [g;..q; + £; — 1];
(3) i ¢ [pj.pj+4;—1] and i€ [g;..q; + £; — 1].

Case (1): Let T'[p;..p; + {; — 1] = wiaws and T'[p;..p; + {; — 1] = wi#w2, where a € ¥ and
wi,wy € X*. If ¢ ¢ [gj..qj + £; — 1], then the phrase f; is divided into three phrases w; =
(¢, lwi]), #,w2 = (g; + |wi] + 1, |wz]) in T". See also the top of Figure [I] Otherwise, i.e., if
i € [gj..q; +{; — 1], intervals [p;..p; + ¢; — 1] and [g;..q; + ¢; — 1] are overlapping. We consider the
case p; < ¢j. (Another case can be treated similarly.) Then [g;..q;+|w1|] contains the edited position
i. Let Tp;..p; +£; — 1] = wiawhaws, where w), w) € £* and g; + |w}| = i. We divide the phrase f;
into at most five phrases w| = (g;, |w}|), a, ws = (g + |w}| + 1, |w}]), #, w2 = (gj + |wi| + 1, |wa|).
See also the middle of Figure [I}
Case (2): No changes are made to the phrase f; in this case, since f; can continue to refer to the
same reference.
Case (3): Among all phrases in Case (3), let f be the phrase whose ending position of the reference
is the rightmost. Let T'[pg..px + ¢k — 1] = uiaug, where uj,us € ¥* and g + |u1| = 4. Then we
divide the phrase fi into at most three phrases u1 = (g, [u1]), a,u2 = (gx + |u1| + 1, Jug|) in T".
For the other phrases of Case(3), we divide f; = viavs, where vi,v2 € ¥* and ¢; + |vi| = i, into
at most two phrases v1 = (gj, |v1]) and ave = (gr + |ui|, |v2| + 1). From the above operations, the
character that referred to position ¢ in 7" becomes a ground phrase or refers to position g + |uq],
which is a ground phrase, in T7”. The other substrings refer to the original reference positions or to
a subinterval of g + |u1]..qx + | fx| — 1]. The reference of the subinterval corresponds to the original
reference of the substring. See also the bottom of Figure

Then, the bidirectional scheme obtained from the above operations is ensured to be valid. The
size of the bidirectional scheme ¥’ is maximized if exactly one phrase of Case (1) is divided into five
phrases, and the remaining b(7") — 1 phrases belong to Case (3). Since at most one of the b(7") — 1
phrases of Case (3) can be divided into three phrases, and all the others can be divided into two
phrases, V' is at most 5 + 3 + 2(b(T) — 2) = 2b(T') + 4. Furthermore, if T' is a unary string, then
b(T') = 2 and the valid bidirectional scheme of size 4(= 2b(T")) can be constructed easily. Otherwise,
there are at least two ground phrases in 7', and these phrases can not be divided into some phrases
in 7. Then we get b’ < 2b(T") + 2 and Theorem

O
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7 Lempel-Ziv 77 factorizations with /without self-references

In this section, we consider the worst-case sensitivity of the Lempel-Ziv 77 factorizations (LZ77) [68]
with /without self-references.

For convenience, let fo = e. A factorization f;--- f, for a string T of length n is the non self-
referencing LZ77 factorization LZ77(T") of T if for each 1 < i < z the factor f; is the shortest prefix
of f;--- f. that does not occur in fof; --- fi—1 (or alternatively fx[1..|fx| — 1] is the longest prefix of
fi-++ f. that occursin fof1--- fi—1). Since fi[1..|fx| — 1] never overlaps with its previous occurrence,
it is called non self-referencing. The last factor f, is the suffix of 7" of length n — |f; - -+ f.—1| and it
may have multiple occurrences in fi--- f,.

A factorization fi---f, for a string T of length n is the self-referencing LZ77 factorization
LZ77sr(T') of T if for each 1 < i < z the factor f; is the shortest prefix of f; - -- f, that occurs exactly
once in fy--- f; as a suffix (or alternatively fx[1..|fx| — 1] is the longest prefix of f;--- f, which has
a previous occurrence beginning at a position in range [1..|f1--- fxz—1]]). Since fx[l..|fx| — 1] may
overlap with its previous occurrence, it is called self-referencing. The last factor f, is the suffix of
T of length n — | f1--- f.—1| and it may have multiple occurrences in f;--- f,.

If we use a common convention that the string T terminates with a unique character $, then
the last factor f, satisfies the same properties as f1, ..., f.—1, in both cases of (non) self-referencing
LZ77 factorizations.

To avoid confusions, we use different notations to denote the sizes of these factorizations. For
a string T let z77(T) and 2776 (T) denote the number z of factors in LZ77(T) and LZ77sr(T),
respectively.

For example, for string T' = abaabababababab$,

LZ77(T) = alblaalbablababa|bab$],
LZ77sr(T) = a|blaajbablabababab$|,

where | denotes the right-end of each factor in the factorizations. Here we have z7(T) = 6 and
Z?7sr(T) =5.

In what follows, we present tight upper and lower bounds for the multiplicative sensitivity of
zr7 and z77e, for all cases of substitutions, insertions, and deletions. We also present the additive
sensitivity of z77 and 2774

7.1 Lower bounds for the sensitivity of z;

Theorem 12. The following lower bounds on the sensitivity of non self-referencing LZ77 factoriza-
tion hold:

substitutions: liminf, .o MSqup (277, 1) > 2. ASgup(277,n) > 277 — 1.

insertions: liminf,, . MSiys(277,n) > 2. ASins(z77,n) > 277 — 1.

deletions: liminf,_,oo MSqe1(277,m) > 2. ASqel(277,n) > 277 — 2.

Proof. Let p > 2 and ¥ = {0,1,2}. We use the following string 7' for our analysis in all cases of
substitutions, insertions, and deletions.
Let Q1 =0and Qr = Q1 - Qr_11 with 2 < k < p. Let

T = QiQ2---Qp
0-01-0011-00100111-0010011001001111--- Qp
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with |T'| = n = ©(2P). Since Qg[l..|Qx| — 1] = T[1..|Qk| — 1], Qx[|Qk|] = 1, and T[|Qk|] = 0 for
2 < k < p, each @}, forms a single factor in the non self-referencing LZ77 factorization of T. Namely,

LZ77(T) = Q1|Q2]---]Qpl
— 0/01]/0011/00100111{0010011001001111]---|Q,|

with z77(T) = p = ©(logn).
substitutions: Consider the string

T = 2-T[2.n]

= 2.Qy-Q,
2-01-0011-00100111-0010011001001111--- (),

which can be obtained from T by substituting the first 0 with 2. Let us analyze the structure of the
non self-referencing LZ77 factorization LZ77(T") of T'. We prove by induction that Qy is divided into
exactly two factors for every 2 < k < p in LZ77(T"). Q- is factorized as O|1| in LZ77(T”"). Suppose
that Qr_1 is divided into exactly two factors in LZ77(T”), which means that the next factor is a
prefix of Q- - - Qp. Since T"[1] = 2, each Qx[1..|Qx| — 1] cannot occur as a prefix of T’. The longest

prefix of Qx = Q1 -+ Q11 that occurs in T"[1..|Q1 - - Qg—1]] 18 Qp—1[1..|Qr—-1] — 1] = Q1 - - Qk—2.
Thus, Q1 - - - Qr—20 is the shortest prefix of T'[|Q1 - - - Qr—1]|+1..n] = Q- - - Q) that does not occur in

T'1..]Q1- - Qk—1|] = Q1 - - Qr—1. The remaining suffix of Qy is Qx_1[2..|Qxk-1]]1 = Q2+ - Qp_211.
Since Q) has 017! as a suffix and this is the leftmost occurrence of 1¥~1 in T”, the next factor is
this remaining suffix Qs - - - Qr_211 of Q. Thus, the non self-referencing LZ77 factorization of T” is

LZ77(T") = 2/0]1|00|11]0010[0111]00100110[01001111]---|Q; - - - Qp_20|Q2 - - - Qp_211]

with z77(T") = 2p — 1, which leads to liminf, oo MSgup(277,7) > liminf, ,oo((2p — 1)/p) = 2,
ASqup(zr7,m) > 2p—1) —p=p—1= 277 — 1 = Q(logn).

insertions: Let T” be the string obtained by inserting 2 immediately after the first character
T[1] = 0, namely,

T = Q1-2-Q2-Q,
= 0-2-01-0011-00100111-0010011001001111--- ().

Then, by similar arguments to the case of substitutions, we have
LZ77(T") = 0]2]01]00]11/0010[0111]00100110[01001111| - - -|Q1 - - - Qp_20]Q2 - - - Qp_211]

with z77(T") = 2p — 1, which leads to liminf, . MSins(277,7) > liminf, ,((2p — 1)/p) = 2,
ASins(zr7,m) > (2p—1)—p=p—1= 277 — 1 = Q(logn).
deletions: Let 7" be the string obtained by deleting the first character T'[1] = 0, namely

T = QQ"'Qp
= 01-0011-00100111-0010011001001111 - -- Qp.

Then, by similar arguments to the case of substitutions, we have
LZ77(T") = 0|1/00]11/0010[0111]00100110|01001111|---|Q; - - - Qp_20|Q2 - - - Qp_211]|

with z77(T") = 2p — 2, which leads to liminf, . MSgel(277,7) > liminf, . ((2p — 2)/p) = 2,
ASqei(z77,m) > (2p—2) —p=p —2 = 27 — 2 = Q(logn). O
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The strings 7' and 7" used in Theorem (12| give us optimal additive lower bounds in terms z;7,
are highly compressible (z77(T) = O(logn)) and only use two or three distinct characters. By using
more characters, we can obtain larger lower bounds for the additive sensitivity for the size of the
non self-referencing LZ77 factorizations LZ77 in terms of the string length n, as follows:

Theorem 13. The following lower bounds on the sensitivity of non self-referencing LZ77 factoriza-
tion LZT7 hold:

substitutions: ASgu,(z77,n) = Q(y/n).

insertions: ASis(zr7,n) = Q(y/n).

deletions: ASge(zr7,n) = Q(y/n).

Proof. In O

7.2 Upper bounds for the sensitivity of z;;

Theorem 14. The following upper bounds on the sensitivity of non self-referencing LZ7T7 factor-
wzation LZTT hold:

substitutions: limsup,, ,.o MSgub (277, 1) < 2. ASqup (277, m) < 277 — 1.

insertions: limsup,,_, . MSins(z77,n) < 2. ASins(277,n) < 277 — 1.

deletions: lim SUP,, 00 Msdel(Z77, n) < 2. Asdel(Z77, n) < Vadda 2.

Proof. In the following, we consider the case that T[i] = a is substituted by a character # that does
not occur in 7. The other cases of insertions, deletions, and substitutions with another character
b (# a) occurring in 7', can be proven similarly, which will be discussed at the end of the proof.
We denote the factorizations as LZ77(T) = f1--- f. and LZ77(T") = f{--- f.,. We denote the
interval of factor f; (resp. fj/) by [pj,q;] (resp. [p;,qé])
Now we prove the following claim:

Claim. Each interval [p;, ¢;] has at most two starting positions pj, and pj_,, of factors in LZ77(T")
for some 1 < k < 2.

Proof of claim. There are the three following cases:

(1) When the interval [p;, ;] satisfies ¢; < iz f; = f]’ holds for any such j. Therefore, in the
interval [pj, ¢;] there exists exactly one starting position p; = p; of a factor in LZ77(T").

(2) When the interval [pj,q;] satisfies p; < ¢ < g;: Let Tpj..q;] = wiawac and T'[p;..q;] =
wyH#wac, where a,c,# € ¥ and wy,wy € X*. By definition, wijaws has at least one previous
occurrence in fy--- fj_1. After the substitution, wi# becomes a factor f]’ of LZ77(T") since
# is a fresh character, and wec becomes a prefix of the next factor f]’ 41 in LZ77(T"). This
means that p; = p; and qgﬂ > q;. Therefore, the interval [p;, ¢;] has at most two starting
positions p; and p’,, of factors in LZ77(T").

(3) When the interval [pj, g;] satisfies ¢ < p;: There are the two following sub-cases:

(3-A) When T'[p;..q; — 1] has a previous occurrence which does not contain the edited position

i in T In this case, any suffix of T'[p;..q; — 1] has a previous occurrence in 7”. Therefore,

' @) with p; < pj satisfies g, > ¢;. Hence, the interval [p;..q;] has at most one starting
position p). of a factor in LZ77(71").
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(3-B) When all previous occurrences of T'[p;..q; — 1] in T' contain the edited position i: Let
uiausd = T[pj,qj] with a,d € ¥ and uq,us € ¥*. uy and ug have previous occurrences
in T'[1..p; — 1]. Let pj, be the starting position of the leftmost factor of LZ77(T") which
begins in range [pj,q;]. If p) is in ug, then ¢) > ¢; and thus there is only one starting
position of a factor of LZ77(T”) in the interval [pj..¢;]. Suppose pj is in u;. If a has
no previous occurrences (which happens when 7T[i] was the only previous occurrence of
a), then T'[py + |u1|] is the first occurrence of a and thus ¢, = py + |u1]|. Otherwise,
@, > pr + |u1]. In either case, since uz has a previous occurrence, ¢;; > gry1. Thus,
there can exist at most two starting positions of factors of LZ77(7") in the interval [p;..q;].

This completes the proof for the claim. |

By the above claim, z;7(T") < 2277(T) holds for any string 7' and any substitution operation.
Since fi consists of a single character for any string and the interval [1, 1] cannot have two starting
positions of factors in LZ77(T"), z77(T") < 2277(T) — 1 holds. This completes the proof for the case
of substitution with #.

The above proof can be generalized to all the other cases, by replacing # in T” as follows:

e # < b for substitutions with character b occurring in T', where we have T”[p;, ¢;] = wibwac
for Case (2);

o # <« T[i]# for insertions with #, where we have T"[p;, q;] = w1 T'[i]#w2c for Case (2);

e # <« T[i]b for insertions with character b occurring in T', where we have T"[p;, ¢;] = wiT[i]bwac
for Case (2);

o # < ¢ for deletions, where we have T"[p;, ¢;] = wiwac for Case (2).

The analysis for Case (2) and Case (3) is analogous for all these cases. Also, in the case of deletions,
since |f2] < 2 and the interval can have two starting positions of factors in LZ77(T") only when
f1 =T[1] is deleted, z77(T") < 2277(T) — 2 holds. O

7.3 Lower bounds for the sensitivity of z;7.,

Theorem 15. The following lower bounds on the sensitivity of self-referencing LZ77 factorization
LZ77sr with |X| = 3 hold:

substitutions: MSqy,(277sr,m) > 2. ASgub (2778, 1) > 27751

insertions: MSinS(Z77sr,’rl) > 2. Asins(z77sra n) > Z77sr -

deletions: lim infn_,oo MSdel(zmr, n) > 2. ASdel(z77sr, n) > 277sr — 2.

Proof. substitutions: Let p > 2 and ¥ = {0, 1,2}. We use the following string T" for our analysis.
Let Ry =00 and Ry = Ry --- Rp_11 with 2 < k < p. Consider the following string 7" of length
n = 0O(2P):
T = Ri---R,
00-001-000011 - 000010000111 --- R,

with |T| = n = ©(2P). It immediately follows from the definition of T" that the self-referencing LZ77
factorization of T is

LZ77st(T) = 0]|0001|R|Ral - - |R,|
= 0[0001/000011|000010000111|- - - |R,|
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with z77:(T) = p = ©(logn). Note that the second factor 0001 is self-referencing.
As for substitution, we consider the string

T = T[] 2-T[3..1]
02-001-000011-000010000111 --- R,

which can be obtained from T' by substituting the second 0 with 2. Let us analyze the structure of
the self-referencing LZ77 factorization of 7”. The second factor 0001 in LZ77sr(T") becomes 2001 in
the edited string 7”7, and this is divided into exactly three factors as 2|00|1| in LZ77sr(T") because
2 is a fresh character, 00 is the shortest prefix of T'[3..n] = 001Rj3--- R, that does not occur in
T[1..2] = 02, and 1 is a fresh character. Our claim is that each Ry with 3 < k < p is halved into
two factors Ri[l..|Rk|/2] = R1--- Rp—20 and Ri[|Ri|/2+ 1..|R|] = OR2 - - - Rk_211 of equal length
in LZ77sr(T"). Suppose that Ry is factorized as Ri_1[1..|Rk—1|/2] | Ri—1[|Rk-1|/2 + 1..|Rk—1]] |
in LZ77sr(T"), which means that the next factor is a prefix of Ry --- R,. Since Ry[1..2] = 00 and
T'[1..2] = 02, Rg[l..|Rk| — 1] does not have a previous occurrence as a prefix of 7. Since Ry =
Ry Rg_oRr 11 and Ry -+ Rx_9 = Rg_1[1..|Rk_1]| — 1], the longest prefix of T'[|Ry -+ Ri_1| +
1.n] = Ry, - - - Ry that has a previous occurrence beginning in range [1..|Ry - Rp_1|] is R1 - - Rp—_2,
which implies Ry -+ Rg_oRg_1[1] = Ry -+ Rg_20 is the next factor in LZ77sr(T"). The remaining
part of Ry is Ryg_1[2..|Ri—1|]1 = ORy--- Rx_211. Since its prefix ORy--- Rip_o1 has a previous
occurrence and ORjy - -- Rj_211 has a suffix 01571 which is the leftmost occurrence of 1¥~1 in 77,
this remaining part ORg - - - Ri_211 becomes the next factor in LZ77sr(T"). Thus, the self-referencing
LZ77 factorization of T" is

LZ77sr(T") = 0/2]00|1/000]011]000010]000111]---|Ry - - - R, 20[ORy - - - R, o11|

with 2776 (T") = 2p, which leads to MSgup (277, 1) > 2p/p = 2 and ASqup(277s0,n) > 2p—p=p =
Z77sr — Q(log n)

insertions: We use the same string 7" in the case of substitutions. Let 7" be the string obtained
by inserting 2 immediately after T'[1] = 0, namely,

T" = 0-2:0-Ry--- R,
= 0-2-0-001-000011-000010000111--- RR),.

Then, by similar arguments to the case of substitutions, we have
LZ77sr(T") = 0/2]00/01|0000|11|000010[000111|- - | Ry - - - R, 90[0Ry - - - R, 11|

with 2776 (T") = 2p, which leads to MSiys(277sr,n) > 2p/p = 2 and ASins(277s,n) > 2p—p=p =
277 = Q(logn).
deletions: As for deletions, we use the same strings T and 7" from Theorem . This
string and the deletion also achieve the same lower bound for the self-referencing LZ77 factor-
ization in the case of deletions. Then, we obtain z775(T) = p, 277s:(T") = 2p — 2, which leads to
lim infn_>oo MSdel(str, n) > 2 and ASdel(z77sr7 n) > Zi7sr — 2= Q(log n)
O

The strings T and T used in Theorem (15| give us optimal additive lower bounds in terms 277,
are highly compressible (z775:(T) = O(logn)) and only use two or three distinct characters. By
using more characters, we can obtain larger lower bounds for the additive sensitivity for the size of
the self-referencing LZ77 factorizations in terms of the string length n, as follows:
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Theorem 16. The following lower bounds on the sensitivity of self-referencing LZ77 factorization
LZ77sr hold:

substitutions: ASgu (2775, 1) = Q(y/n).

insertions: ASis(z77sr,n) = Q(/n).

deletions: AS4e(z77sr, 1) = Q(y/n).

Proof. In[A22] O

7.4 Upper bounds for the sensitivity of z7,

Theorem 17. The following upper bounds on the sensitivity of self-referencing LZ77 factorization
LZ77sr hold:

substitutions: MSqy, (2775, 1) < 2. ASgub (2778, 1) < 27751

insertions: MSins(Z77sran) < 2. Asins(z77sra n) < Z77sr -

deletions: MSdel(str, TL) < 2. ASdel(str,n) < Z277sr -

Proof. We use the same notations as in Theorem [14] of Section We consider the case where
T'i] is substituted by a fresh character #, as in the proof for Theorem We prove the following
claim:

Claim. Each interval [p;, ¢;] has at most two starting positions pj, and pj_; of factors in LZ77sr(T")
for 1 < k < 2/, excluding the interval [pr, ¢7] that contains the edited position i. The interval [pr, q1]
has at most three starting positions of factors in LZ77sr(T").

Proof of claim. Cases (1) and (3) which correspond to the positions before and after i can be
shown by the same discussions in the case of non self-referencing LZ factorizations (Theorem [14] in
Section [7.2)). Now we consider case (2):

(2) The interval [pj;,q;] satisfies p; < @ < ¢; (namely, f; = fr): If fr is not self-referencing,
then by the same argument to the proof for Theorem [I4] in Section [7-2] the interval has at
most two starting positions of factors in LZ77sr(T’). Now we consider the case that f; is
self-referencing. For the string wiawsc = T'[pr..qs], only the substrings of wy can have a self-
referencing previous occurrence that contains the edited position ¢ in T'. Therefore, w; has a
previous occurrence in 7" not containing ¢, which means that ¢j, = ¢ where T"[i] = # is a fresh
character. For the wgc part, we can apply the same discussion of Case (3) in Theorem [14] of
Section Therefore, the wi# part of T[pj, ¢;] = wi#wac can have at most one starting
position, and the woc part can have at most two starting positions of a factor in LZ77sr(7").

This completes the proof for the claim. |

By the above claim, 2775 (T") < 22775:(T) + 1 holds for any string T and any substitution. Since
again |f1| = 1, we get 2776 (T") < 2277 (T).

Using the same character(s) as in the proof for Theorem we can generalize this proof to the
other types of edit operations. O

8 Lempel-Ziv-Storer-Szymanski factorizations with/without
self-references

In this section, we consider the worst-case sensitivity of the Lempel-Ziv-Storer-Szymanski factoriza-
tions (LZSS) [64] with/without self-references, a.k.a. C-factorizations [13].
Given a factorization T' = f; - -- f, for a string T of length n:

24



e it is the non self-referencing LZSS factorization LZSS(T") of T' if for each 1 < i < z the factor
fi is either the first occurrence of a character in T', or the longest prefix of f;--- f, occurs in

Jro ficr

e it is the self-referencing LZSS factorization LZSSsr(T") of T if for each 1 < i < z the factor
fi is either the first occurrence of a character in T, or the longest prefix of f;--- f, occurs at
least twice in fy--- f;.

To avoid confusions, we use different notations to denote the sizes of these factorizations. For
a string T let 255(T") and zsss;(7T") denote the number z of factors in the non self-referencing LZSS
factorization and in the self-referencing LZSS factorization of T', respectively.

For example, for string T' = abaabababababab, we have

LZSS(T) = alb|alabalba|baba|babl,
LZSSsr(T) = alblalabalbababababl,

where | denotes the right-end of each factor in the factorizations. Here we have z55(7") = 7 and
zsssr(T) = 5.

8.1 Lower bounds for the sensitivity of zsg

Theorem 18. The following lower bounds on the sensitivity of non self-referencing LZSS factor-
ization LZSS hold:

substitutions: liminf, o MSgu(285,1) > 3. ASqup(28s,1) > 2285 — O(1/285) and

Assub(ZSs,n) = Q(\/ﬁ)

insertions: liminf,,_, . MSiys(25s,1) > 2. ASins(25s,m) > 255 — O(y/zs8) and

ASins(zss,n) = Q(y/n).

deletions: liminf,,_, o MSgei(235,m) > 3. ASqel(25s, 1) > 2288 — O(1/258) and

ASgel(zss,n) = QV/n).

Proof. Let ¥ ={0,1,a4,...,ap,b1,...,bp}. Let

Q1 = (a1--ap)(ar---ap-1) - (a1az)(a1),
Q2 = (b1)(bib2) - (b1 -by_1)(b1--bp),

and m = |Q1] = |Q2| = p(p + 1)/2. Consider the following string:

T =(Q1211Q2) - (a11Q2[1]) - (Q1[m]a11@Q2[1..2]) - (Q1[m — 1..m]a11Q2[1..3])
s (Ql[m —k+ 2..m]a11Q2[1..k]) .. (Ql[Q.,m]al 1Q2)
:(Q1a1 1Q2)(5—:a11b1)(a1a11b1b1) tee (Ql[m —k + 2..m]a1 1Q2[1k]) tee (Ql[Q..m]alng)

with 1 < k <m.

Let us analyze the structure of the non self-referencing LZSS factorization of T'. @1 consists of
p characters aj,...,a,, and the prefix a; ---a, of @1 forms p factors of length 1. The remaining
part of @y is divided into p — 1 factors as (aj ---ay) with p — 1 > k > 1 because (ay - - - ag)a; does
not occur before. Next, both T'[m + 1] = a; and T|[m + 2] = 1 become a factor of length 1. As
for the prefix of @2, by is a fresh character and becomes a factor of length 1. For each (by---by)
with 2 < k < p, by --bp_4 occurs previously, and by ---by does not occur before. Therefore,
each interval of (by---by) has two factors as by ---bg_q|bg|. Then, there are 4p factors in the
interval [1..]|Q1211Q2|]. The substring T'[|Q1211Q2|..|T|] is the sequence of m parts (Q1[m — k +
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2..m]a;1Q2[1..k]) with 1 < k < m. Each part becomes a factor because (Q1[m—k+2..m]a;1Q2[1..k])
occurs at T'lm — k+2.m+ k + 2], and (Q1[m — k + 2..m]a;1Q2[1..k])Q1[m — k + 1] does not occur
before. Therefore, the factorization of T is:

LZSS(T) = Q1|a1|1|Q2|(€a11b1)|(a1a1 1b1b1)| cee
[(Q1[m — k + 2..m]a;11Q2[1..k])[ - - [(Q1[2-.m]a11Q2)],
where
LZSS(Q1) = a1] -+ [ap|(a1 -+ -ap—1)[ - - [(a122)|(a1)|
and

LZSS(Q2) = bi|bs|ba| -+ [bs -+ by o[by_1]bs - by_y1[byl.

Then 255(T) = 4p + (1/2)p(p + 1) holds.
substitutions: Let

TI = (Q1a1OQ2)(€a1 1b1)(a1a1 1b1b1) s (Ql[m —k + 2..m]a1 1@2[1k]) tee (Q1[2m]a11Q2)

be the string obtained from T by substituting the first 1 with 0. It is clear that the factorization
of the interval [1..|Q1210Q2|] is unchanged, and there are 4p factors in. Next, m factors (Q1[m —
k+2..m]a;1Q2[1..k]) with 1 < k < m lose the position they refer to. Then, each factor Q1[m — k +
2..mJa;1Qs[1..k] is divided into three factors as Q1[m — k + 2..m]a;|1Q2[1..k — 1]|Q2[k]| because of
their previous occurrences. Therefore, the factorization of T” is:

LZSS(T/) :Ql\al\O|Q2\a1\1|b1\a1a1|1b1|b1\ s |Q1[m —k + Qm]al\lQQ[lk — 1”@2[/{?” s
|Q1[2..m]a1[1Q2[1..m — 1]|Q2[m]],

where
LZSS(Q1) = a1| -~ [ap[(a1 - -ap—1)] - - [(a122)|(a1)|

and
LZSS(Q2) = by|by|ba| - |b1 - -bp_a|bp_1|b1---by_1|by].

Then, zs5(7") = 4p + (3/2)p(p + 1) holds. Also,

(1/2)p(p+1)
Tl = pp+1)+2+ D (2k+1)
k=1
pet1)

2
= plp+1)+2+2 > k+
k=1
P(p+1)°
4

p(p+1)
2

= plp+1)+2+ +plp+1)=0O(p")

holds. Hence, we obtain

(4]9 + 3(19(1;-1)) )

lim inf MSgup(283,7) > liminf =3,
n—o0 o) 1
- p— (4p + %)
3 +1 +1
ASeup(zss,m) > <4p + (p(p2))> - (41) + p(p2 )> =plp+1)

= 2z:5 — O(y/ms) € Q(Vn).
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insertions: Let

T' = (Q12101Q2)(ca11by)(a1a11bsby) - - - (Q1[m — k + 2..m]a; 1Q2[1..k]) - - - (Q1[2-.m]a11Q2)

be the string obtained from T by inserting 0 before the first 1. The non self-referencing LZSS
factorization of T” is:

LZSS(T") = Q1]a1]0|1|Q2|a1|1bs|ajas |1bsby] - - -
|Q1[m — k + 2..m]ag|1Q2[1..k]| - - - |Q1[2..m]a1|1Q2],

where
LZSS(Q1) = a1] - - [ap[(a1---ap-1)] -+ - [(2122)(21)]

and
LZSS(Q2) = Dbi1|by|bg| - |by - -bp_a|bp_1|b1---bp_1|by].

Then, 255(T") = 4p+p(p+1) holds. Hence, we obtain lim inf,,_,~ MSips(zss,n) > 2, ASins(2s5, 1) >
258 — O(4/z83), and ASinS(Zsle) = Q(\/ﬁ)

deletions: As for deletions, by considering 7" obtained from 7" by deleting the first 1, we get a
similar decomposition to the case of substitutions. Thus, we also obtain lim inf,, o, MSge1(255, 1) >

3, ASqe1(zss, 1) > 2285 — O(/2s3), and ASqei(2zss, 1) = Q(V/n). O

8.2 Upper bounds for the sensitivity of g5

Theorem 19. The following upper bounds on the sensitivity of non self-referencing LZSS factor-
ization LZSS hold:

substitutions: limsup,,_, . MSqup(285,1) < 3. ASqup(zss,n) < 2255 — 2.

insertions: MSiys(zss,m) < 2. ASins(zss,m) < zss.

deletions: limsup,, , . MSgei(2ss,n) < 3. ASqel(2ss, 1) < 2288 — 3.

Proof. Let LZSS(T) = fi--- f, and LZSS(T") = f{--- f,. We denote the interval of the jth factor
fj (vesp. f7) by [pj,qj] (vesp. [p},q;]), namely T'[p;..q;] = f; and T'[p}..q}] = f}. Also, let f; be the
factor of LZSS(T') whose interval [pr, ¢r] contains the edited position i, namely p; < i < gy.

substitutions: In the following, we consider the case that the ith character T[i] = a is substi-
tuted by a fresh character # which does not occur in T. The other cases can be proven similarly.
Now we show the following claim:

Claim. After the substitution, each interval [p;, ¢;] has at most three starting positions pj, pj, 1
and pj,,, of factors in LZSS(T") for 1 <k <2/ —2.

Proof of claim. There are the three following cases:

(i) When the interval [p;, ;] satisfies ¢; < i: By the same argument to Case (1) for LZ77, the
interval [p;, ¢;] contains exactly one starting position p;- =Dj.

(ii) When the interval [pj, g;] satisfies p; < i < ¢; (namely, f; = fr): For the string wj, aw;, =
T[pj..q;], it is guaranteed that wiaws has at least one occurrence in fi--- fj_i. After the
substitution which gives T"[p;..q;] = wi#w2, wi and # become factors as f]’- and f]/‘+17 and
wy becomes the prefix of factor f,,. This means that p; = p; and ¢}, > g;. Therefore,

the interval [p;, ¢;] contains at most three starting positions p;», pg 41 and p;» 4o of factors in
LZSS(T").

(iii) When the interval [p;, g;] satisfies i < p;j: We consider the two following sub-cases:
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(ili-A) When T'[p;..q;] has at least one occurrence which does not contain the edited position
i in T: Any suffix of T'[p;..q;] still has a previous occurrence in T”. Therefore, [p}, ;]
with p; < pj. satisfies ¢;, > ¢;, meaning the interval [p;, ¢;] contains at most one starting
position pj. of a factor in LZSS(T”).

(ili-B) All occurrences of T'[p;..q;] in T' contain the edited position i: Let ujaus = T'[pj, ¢;] with
a € ¥ and uj,upg € ¥*. u; and up have previous occurrences in T'[1..p; — 1]. Let pj
be the starting position of the leftmost factor of LZSS(T”) which begins in range [pj, ;.
If p} is in ug, then g, > gi and thus there is only one starting position of a factor of
LZSS(T") in the interval [pj..q;]. Suppose p). is in u;. If @ has no previous occurrences
(which happens when T[i] was the only previous occurrence of a), then T"[pg + |u1]] is the
first occurrence of a in 7" and thus ¢;, = py, + |u1| =1, p}_; = ¢, +1 and q;, | = pj . +1.
Otherwise, qj, > pr, + [u1| — 1, pj; > ¢, + 1 and ¢;_; > p}; + 1. In either case, since
ug has a previous occurrence, g, 42 = qk+1. Thus, there can exist at most three starting
positions of factors of LZSS(T”) in the interval [p;..q;].

This completes the proof for the claim. |

It follows from the above claim that z55(7") < 3255(7T") for any string 7" and substitutions with
#. Since |f1| = 1, 25s(T") < 3255(T) — 2 holds. Hence, we obtain lim sup,,_, ., MSqup, (255, 7) < 3
and ASgup(25s,m) < 2255 — 2.

insertions: In the following, we consider the case that # is inserted to between positions i — 1
and ¢. The other cases can be proven similarly. Now we show the following claim:

Claim. After the insertion, each interval [p;, ¢;] contains at most two starting positions pj, and p), 41
of factors in LZSS(T”) for 1 < k < 2/ — 1, excluding the interval [p;, q;]. Also, the interval [ps, q/]
contains at most three starting positions of factors in LZSS(7").

Proof of claim. For Cases (i), (ii), and (iii-A), we can use the same discussions as in the case of
substitutions. Now we consider Case (iii-B):

(ili-B) When all occurrences of T'[p;..q;] in T contain the edited position i: Let uiaus = T'[pj, g;] with
a € ¥ and wi,wy € ¥*. It is guaranteed that wj a, and wj, still have previous occurrences
in T'. Therefore, each range of wj a and w;, can contain at most one starting position of a

factor in LZSS(T").
|

It follows from the above claim that zgs(7”) < 2255(7) + 1 holds any string 7" and insertions
with #. By using the same discussion as for f1, we obtain zg5(7") < 2255(7T") holds. Then we have
MSins(zss,n) < 2 and ASjng(2ss,1) < 2s3.

deletions: In the following, we consider the case that T'[i] = a is deleted. Now we show the
following claim:

Claim. After the deletion, each interval [p;, g;] contains at most three starting positions pj, pj_ ,
and pj o of factors in LZSS(T”) for 1 < k < 2’ — 2, excluding the interval [pr, qs]. The interval
[pr,qr] contains at most two starting positions of factors in LZSS(7").

Proof of claim. For Cases (i) and (iii), we can use the same discussions as in the case of substi-
tutions. Now we consider case (ii):

(i) When the interval [p;, g;] satisfies p; < i < ¢; (namely, f; = fr): Let wiaws = T'[p;..q;] with
a € ¥ and wy,wy € X*. It is guaranteed that wiawy has at least one previous occurrence in
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fi-+- fj—1. Therefore, after the deletion of a, each range of w; and ws can contain at most
one starting position of a factor in LZSS(T”).

It follows from the above claim that zg5(7”) < 3zg5(7") — 1 holds for any string 7" and deletions.
By using the same discussion as for fi, zs5(7") < 3255(7") — 3 holds. Then we get
lim sup,,_, o MSgqe1(28s,1) < 3 and ASqel(25s, 1) < 2288 — 3. O

8.3 Lower bound for the sensitivity of zgg,

Theorem 20. The following lower bounds on the sensitivity of self-referencing LZSS factorization
LZSSsr hold:

substitutions: liminf, oo MSqup (2885, 7) > 3. ASgub(288sr, 1) > 2288sr — O(1/288sr) and
Assub(ZSSsra TL) = Q(\/ﬁ)

insertions: liminf,,_, . MSins(28ssr, 7) > 2. ASins(28ssr, 1) > 288sr — O(y/288sr) and

Asins(zSSsra TL) = Q(\/ﬁ)

deletions: liminf,,_, o MSge1(2s8sr, ) > 3. ASger(288sr, ) > 22588sr — O(y/288sr) and

ASger(zsssr, ) = Q(y/n).

Proof. We use the same strings T and T” as in the proof for Theorem [18 which shows the lower
bounds of the sensitivity of the non self-referencing LZSS. For the string 7" and each edit operation,

the self-referencing LZSS factorization is the same as the non self-referencing LZSS factorization.
Hence, we obtain Theorem O

8.4 Upper bounds for the sensitivity of zgg,

Theorem 21. The following upper bounds on the sensitivity of self-referencing LZSS factorization
LZSSsr hold:

substitutions: Mssub(ZSssr, n) <3. Assub(ZSssr, n) < 2ZSSsr-

insertions: limsup,,_, . MSins(zsssr, ) < 2. ASins(258sr, 1) < 288sr + 1.

deletions: MSge(2sssr, 1) < 3. ASger(2s8sr; 1) < 22985 — 1.

Proof. We use the same notations as in Theorem of Section 8.2l As with the case of self-
referencing LZ77 2774, only the interval [pr,qs] that contains the edited position i is effected in
this case of self-referencing LZSS zggs,. For the string wiaws = T[pr..qr], only wy can have a
self-referencing previous occurrence that contains the edited position i. For each edit operation,
by applying the discussion of Case (iii) in Theorem [19| to the range of we in [p;..qr], we obtain
Theorem [211 O

9 LZ-End factorizations

In this section, we consider the worst-case sensitivity of the LZ-End factorizations |37]. This is
an LZ77-like compressor such that each factor f; has a previous occurrence which corresponds
to the ending position of a previous factor. This property allows for fast substring extraction in
practice [37].

A factorization T = fi - - f,, , for a string T of length n is the LZ-End factorization LZEnd(T’)
of T' such that, for each 1 < i < zgna, fi[l..|fi| — 1] is the longest prefix of f;--- f,, , which has a
previous occurrence in fi--- f;_1 as a suffix of some string in {e, f1, fifo,..., f1--- fi—1}. The last
factor f,, , is the suffix of T' of length n — |f1 -+ fu,,—1]. Again, if we use a common convention
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that the string 7" terminates with a unique character $, then the last factor f,, , satisfies the same
properties as f1,..., f.—1, in the cases of LZ-End factorizations. Let zg,q(7") denote the number of
factors in the LZ-End factorization of string 7.

For example, for string T' = abaabababababab$,

T = alblaa|balbablababab$|,

where | denotes the right-end of each factor in the factorization. Here we have zgng(7T') = 6.

9.1 Lower bounds for the sensitivity of zg,q

Theorem 22. The following lower bounds on the sensitivity of zgnq hold:
substitutions: liminf, o MSgub(2End, 7) > 2. ASsub(2Ends ) > 2End — ©(\/ZEnd) and
Assub(ZEnd, n) = Q(\/ﬁ)

insertions: liminf,, .o MSius(2Enq, n) > 2. ASins(2Ends 1) > 2gnd — ©(\/2Enq) and
ASins(ZEndy 77,) = Q(\/ﬁ)

deletions: liminf,,_, oo MSge(2End; ) > 2. ASgel(2End; ) > 2End — ©(1/2End) and
ASdel(zEnd, n) = Q(\/ﬁ)

Proof. Let o denote the ith character in the alphabet ¥ for 1 < j < |X|. For a positive integer p,
consider the string Q = o1 - 0109+ - 01 - 0, of length ¢ = |Q| = p(p + 1)/2 = O(p?). Consider the
string

T = Q-010pt1-Qlglo10pt10p+2 - Qg — 1..9]010p110p13 - QO10p+10p4g+1

with |T'| = ©(¢?). As for the interval [1,¢] in T, LZEnd(Q) = fi,..., f, such that fi = o1 0y
for every 1 < k < p. Since f, has no occurrences in fi--- f,—1, the decomposition is not changed
by appending any character to (). Hence, the next factor fp41 starts at position ¢ + 1. Then
fp+1 = 010p41 holds, since 0,41 is a fresh character and o1 = f;. As for the remaining interval,
we show fpr14; = Q¢ — j + 1..qlo10p+10p+j+1 holds for each 1 < j < ¢. At first, for j = 1,
fpr2 = Qlglo1opr10p42 holds since fpio starts with Qlg], Q[¢]o10,41 has an occurrence as a
suffix of T[1..q + 2|, and 0,12 is a fresh character in the prefix. Next, we assume that fpi14; =
Qlg — j + 1..qJo10p410p4j4+1 holds with 1 < j < k — 1 for some integer k. Then we consider
whether fp1141%r = Q¢ —k+1..q]010p4+10p4k+1 holds or not. By the assumption, fp144 starts with
Qlg—k+1]. Also, Q[g—k+1..glo10p4+1 has an occurrence as a suffix of T'[1..q+2], and opyj41 is a
fresh character in the prefix. Therefore, the assumption is also valid for k. By the above argument,
fp+r145 = Qlg — j + 1..¢lo1op10p4j41 holds for each 1 < j < ¢ by induction. Therefore,

LZEnd(T) = o1lo10a| -+ |o1 -+ - op|o10p41|Qla]or1opt10p42]| -+ - [Qo10p 1101641

with ZEnd(T) =p+1+4q= @(q) = @(\/’Tl)
As for substitutions, consider the string

T = Q- #0pt1-Qldloropr10py2- Qg — 1..¢)o10p410p43 - - QO10p110p4g+1

which can be obtained from T" by substituting T'[¢+ 1] = o1 with a character # which does not occur
in T'. Let us analyze the structure of the LZEnd(T”). As mentioned above, fi, ..., f, are not changed
after the substitution. The (p + 1)th factor in LZEnd(T'), namely, #0,41 is factorized as #|op41]
in LZEnd(7”) since both characters have no occurrence in 7'[1..q] = Q. Then the next factor starts
with Q[q]. Each of Q[¢] and o1 have some occurrence as a suffix of a previous factor. On the other
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hand, each of Q[g]o1 and 0,410p4+2 have no occurrences previously. Therefore, Q[qlo10p 10,42 is
factorized as Q[glo1|op+10p+2| in LZEnd(T”). Similarly, by induction, each (p + 1 + k)th factor
in LZEnd(T') for every 2 < k < ¢, namely, Q¢ — k + 1..qlo10p110p4k+1 is also factorized as
Qlg — k+1..qlo1|op+10p+k+1|. Thus, the LZ-End factorization of T” is

LZEnd(T") = o1|o102| - |o1 - - - 0p|#|0p11|Qlalo1|op10p12] - - - [Qo1]0p110p4g41]

with zgna(7’) = p + 2 + 2¢. Recall p = O(,/g). Hence we get liminf, ..o MSgu,(2End,n) >
lim infq—)oo(p+QQ+2)/(p+q+ 1) > 2, ASsub(ZEnd, n) > (p'f'QQ‘l‘Q) - (p+q+ 1) = ZEnd _9(\/@))
and ASsub(zEnda n) = Q(\/ﬁ)

Also, as for deletions (resp. insertions), we get Theorem [22| by considering the case where the
character T'[q + 1] is deleted (resp. # is inserted between positions g and g + 1). O

9.2 Upper bounds for the sensitivity of zg.q

To show a non-trivial upper bound for the sensitivity of zg,q, we use the following known results:

Theorem 23 ([37]). For any string T, z58s:(T) < zpna(T).

Theorem 24 (Theorem 3.2 of [31]). For any string T of length n, zpaa(T) = O(5(T)log?(n/6(T))).
From Theorems [4] [6] 24 and [23] we obtain the following result:

Corollary 4. The following upper bounds on the sensitivity of zgnq hold:
substitutions: MSgy,(2gnd, n) = O(log?(n/0)). ASeub(2End, n) = O(2Enq log?(n/d)).
insertions: MSius(2gnd, n) = O(log?(1n/6)). ASins(2End; n) = O(2gnq log?(n/d)).
deletions: MSgc(2end,n) = O(log®(n/d)). ASgel(2End; n) = O(2Enq log?(n/d)).

Proof. For any string T, 0(T) < zgna(T) holds from Theorems @ , and Let T be any string
with ed(T,T") = 1. It follows from Theorem 2 that 6(T") < 25(T). Now let ¢ be the constant
value such that 6(T") = ¢§(T) holds. Then, log®(n/5(T")) = log? n +log? c¢d(T) — 2log nlog ¢d(T) =
log?n +log? §(T) — 2lognlog 6(T) + log? ¢ 4+ 2log §(T) log ¢ — 2lognlog c = O(log?(n/5(T))). Fol-
lowing Lemma (1} we now obtain zgnq(T") = O(6(T")1log?(n/6(T"))) = O(3(T)log?(n/5(T))) =
O(2gna(T) log?(n/6(T))), which leads to the claimed upper bounds for the sensitivity for zgnq. O

10 Lempel-Ziv 78 factorizations

In this section, we consider the worst-case sensitivity of the Lempel-Ziv 78 factorizations (LZ78) [69].

For convenience, let fy =e. A factorization T' = f; - - - f,., for a string T of length n is the LZ78
factorization LZ78(T) of T if for each 1 < i < zg the factor f; is the longest prefix of f; - f.q
such that f;[1..|f;| — 1] = f; for some 0 < j < i. The last factor f,, is the suffix of T' of length
n—|fi--- fag—1| and it may be equal to some previous factor f; (1 < j < 27g). Again, if we use
a common convention that the string T terminates with a unique character $, then the last factor
fzs can be defined analogously to the previous factors. Let z73(7") denote the number of factors in
the LZ78 factorization of string 7.

For example, for string T' = abaabababababab$,

LZ78(T") = a|b|aalba|bablablaba|b$|,

where | denotes the right-end of each factor in the factorization. Here we have z75(T") = 8.
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As for the sensitivity of LZ78, Lagarde and Perifel [40] showed that MSis(zr8,n) = Q(n'/*),
ASins(z78,n) = Q(z735{2), and ASins(z78,m) = Q(n/logn) for insertions. [| In this section, we present
lower bounds for the multiplicative/additive sensitivity of LZ78 for the remaining cases, i.e., for
substitutions and deletions, by using a completely different string from [40].

10.1 Lower bounds for the sensitivity of zg

Theorem 25. The following lower bounds on the sensitivity of z7g hold:
substitutions: MSgy (278, n) = Q(n'/*). ASeu(z78,m) = 9(2738/2) and ASgup (278, 1) = Q(n?/*).
deletions: MSye(z7z,1) = Qn'/*). ASqel(z78,1) = 9(238/2) and ASqe(278,n) = Q(n3/4).

Proof. Consider the string

T:(Uk+1)“'(0'2k)'(0'1)'(0'102)"‘(01"'Uk)'(Ul"'Uyl'O'k+1)"‘(0'1"'0yk'0'2k)7

where o; for every 1 < ¢ < 2k is a distinct character and y; for every 1 < j < k satisfies the following
property: y; is the maximum integer at most k such that 2 + j 4+ ¢; — 1 = y; (mod ¢;) where ¢; is
an integer satisfying (1/2)¢;(¢; — 1) +1 < j < (1/2)¢;(¢; + 1). We remark that the parentheses (
and ) in T are shown only for the better visualization and exposition, and therefore they are not
the characters in 7.

Let n be the length of 7. Since k+ (1/2)k(k+1) <n < k+ (1/2)k(k+1)+k(k+1), n € O(k?)
holds. In the LZ78 factorization of T', for each substring (w), its suffix w[l..|Jw| — 1] has a previous
occurrence as (w[l..Jw| — 1]), and (w) is the leftmost occurrence of w in the string 7". Therefore,
the LZ78 factorization of T is

LZ78(T) = ogy1l| - - - |loaklot|oroa] - [o1 -+ op|or - oy - Oppa| - o1 oy, - o

with 278(T") = 3k.
For our analysis of the sensitivity of z;g for substitutions, consider the string

T,:(0k+1)"'(02k)'(Ui)'(0102)"'(01"'0k)'(#(72"'Uy1'Uk—i—l)"'(al"'gyk‘UQIc),

which can be obtained from 7' by substituting the first character o; of the string in the 2k + 1th
paring parentheses with a fresh character #, which does not occur in T". Let us analyze the structure
of the LZ78 factorization of T’. Clearly, the first 2k factors are unchanged after the substitution.
Next, we consider (#032 - --0y, - 0p41). First, the prefix #o5 - - -0y, is decomposed into y; factors of
length 1. The next factor is o;4101 since o044 has an occurrence as a previous factor and op4101
has no occurrences as a previous factor. Now we show in each interval of the 2k 4 jth paring
parentheses for 2 < j < k (i.e., the interval of oy - - - 7, 014 ;) there appear the right-ends | of factors
in LZ78(T") as follows:

o102 Ojpalojan O] oy g1 Oy Ok (1)

Namely, the interval is decomposed into 3 + ((y; —Jj — 4 —1)/4;) +1 = 3+ (y; —j — 1)/¢;
pieces di, ..., d3y(y;—j—1)/¢;» Where |di| = |d3y(y,—j-1)/¢;| = 1, |d2| = j, and each of the others is
of length ¢;. At first, we show the partition (1)) is valid for j = 2. As mentioned above, there
is a factor op410q constructed with the immediately preceded character and the first character
of the interval of oy ---0y,0,12. And then, oy -0y, is decomposed into oo03|040s| -+ [0y, —10y,|

3In the restricted case of appending a character to the top of a string or deleting the first character of a string,
they showed upper bounds that the ratio is O(n'/*) and the increase is O(z738/2).
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since yy is the maximum odd value less than or equal to k and each og; for 1 < i < (yo —1)/2
is the longest prefix as some previous factor. Since f» = 2 holds, the partitions of the interval
are 01]0203|0405] -+ - |0y,—10y,|0k12, and this satisfies the partition (I)). Next, we assume the par-
tition is valid for j < h — 1 for some integer h, and we consider whether the partition (1)
is valid or not for j = h. From the assumption and the same discussion as the above, there is
a factor oy4p—101 constructed with the immediately preceded character and the first character
of the interval of oy - - - 0y, o%41. Since the set of previous factors starting with the character o, is
{(02), (0203),...,(02---0})}, the next factor becomes oy - - - 0,41 In addition, it is guaranteed that
the set of previous factors starting with the character o; for every h+2 < i < yp — €5 + 1 is equal to
{(09),(030it1),. .., (03~ 0ipe, — 2}. Since y, can be described as h+£;, + 1+, for some integer ¢,
the decomposition of the interval becomes 01| -+ - Opi1|Ohto - Ohey41] - |y, —th+1 - Typ|Thths
and this satisfies the partition . From the above, the partition is valid for 2 < j < k by
induction.
Thus, the LZ78 factorization of T" is

LZ78(T") = ok 1|+ - |oak|ot|oroa] - o1 - - - op|#|oa| - - - |0y ok 4101 ]0203] - - - 04,104, ]

See also Figure 2] for a concrete example.

The size of LZ78(T") is z7s(T") = 2k + 1 +Z§:2(2+ (yj—7—1)/4;)+1=5k—1+ Z?ZQ((yj —
J—1)/¢;). Zfzg((yj —j —1)/4;) is the total number of factors of length £; for 1 < j < k. Now we
consider the number of factors of length in L € {¢;,...,¢;}. For all j such that (1/2)L(L—1)+1 <

Jj < (1/2)L(L + 1), the total number of factors of length in L is Z;i?’i ((yj —j —1)/L), where

Jhim = (1/2)L(L = 1) + 1 and jk,, = (1/2)L(L + 1). From the definition of y;, >, y; = k + (k —
1)+---4 (k—L+1) holds. Therefore, Z;i‘;’; (yj—s-1)/L)y=k+Ek-1)4+---+(k—-L+1)—

o — G+ 1) =+ — b — L)/L = (L~ jha) = D)/L =k — (1/2)L(L+1) — 1. Let 6 = m.
Then the total number of factors of length ¢; for 1 < j < kis Y ;- o(k — (1/2)L(L+1) — 1) =
(m — Dk — (1/12)m(m 4+ 1)(2m + 1) — (1/4)m(m + 1) — m + 2. Consider the case of m = vk,
then zg(T") € Q(kvk). Thus we obtain MSgy, (278, n) = Q(n'/4), ASeu(z78,n) = Q(z$’8/2), and
Assub(278, n) = Q(n3/4)

As for deletions, by considering T” obtained from T' by deleting the first character of the 2k + 1th
factor in LZ78(T'), we obtain a similar decomposition as the above. Thus, MSge(z78, 7) = Q(n'/*),

ASel (278, n) = Q(23]%), and ASgei(z7s,n) = Q(n3/4) also hold. O

LZ78(T") = 01|+ |0100lT1|0103| -+ |07 =+ T5]
#|oy|a3] -+ |o5plas,04]
0,03|0,405| -+ [049050|05,04|
0,0304|050¢| -+ |045049|0530,]
0,030405|060,0g| -+ |04049050|05401]
0,03040506|0,0500| ++* |046047045|05504|
0,030,05060|05090 10|+ [047048049|05604|

Figure 2: Illustration for LZ78(T") for the string 7" of Theorem [25 with k& = 50.

We remark that our string also achieves MSiys(2z78,1) = Q(n'/4), ASins(278,n) = Q(z?f), and
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ASins(278,m) = Q(n3/ 4) for insertions, if we consider the string 7" obtained from T by inserting #
between the first and second characters of the 2k 4 1th factor of LZ78(T).

In Section we will present an O((n/log n)%) upper bound for the multiplicative sensitivity
for LZT78.

11 Smallest grammars and approximation grammars

In this section, we consider the sensitivity of the smallest grammar size g* and several grammars
whose sizes satisfy some approximation ratios to g*.

11.1 Smallest grammar

In this section (and also in the following sections), we consider grammar-based compressors for input
string T

It is known that the problem of computing the size g*(T') of the smallest grammar only generating
T is NP-hard [64] [11]. It is also known that 2g5(T") is a lower bound of the size of any grammar
generating T', namely, zs5(7) < ¢*(T) holds for any string 7' [62] [11].

We have the following upper bounds for the sensitivity of ¢g*(7'):

Theorem 26. The following upper bounds on the sensitivity of g* hold:
substitutions: MSg,p(g*,n) < 2. ASqu(g*,n) < g*.

insertions: MSiys(g*,n) < 2. ASins(g*,n) < g*.

deletions: MSge1(g*,n) < 2. ASge(g*,n) < g*.

Proof. Let T be any string of length n, and let G*(T') be a grammar of size ¢*(T') that only generates
T.

We describe the case of substitutions. Let 7" be the string that can be obtained by substituting
a character c¢ for the ith character T'[i] of T', where ¢ # T[i]. Let X be a non-terminal of G*(T)
in the path P from the root to the leaf for the ith character in the derivation tree of G*(T). Let
X — Yi---Y) be the production from X, and let Y; (1 < j < k) be the non-terminal that is
the child of X in the path P. Then, we introduce a new non-terminal X’ and a new production
X =Y - -Yj_le’YjH ---Y},, where Yj’ will be the new non-terminal at the next depth in the path
P. By applying this operation in a top-down manner on P, we can obtain a grammar G(T") of size
g(T") < 2¢*(T) that generates T". Since g*(T") < ¢g(T"), we have the claimed bounds. The cases
with insertions and deletions are analogous. O

11.2 Practical grammars

Since computing a smallest grammar of size ¢*(7') is NP-hard, a number of practical grammar-
based compressors have been proposed, including RePair [41I], Longest-Match [33], Greedy [2],
Sequential [66]] and LZ78 [69°} Charikar et al. [IT] analyzed the approximation ratios of these
grammar compressors to the smallest grammar. Let grpair, Glong, Jerdy, Gseq, 278 denote the sizes of
the aforementioned compressors, respectively. It is known that for any g € {grpair, Jlong» Yardy s 718}
g9(T) = O(g*(T)(n/ log n)%) holds, and gseq = O(g*(T")(n/ log n)%) holds [II]. By combining these
results with Lemma [If and Theorem we obtain the following bounds:

“Sequential is an improved version of Sequitur [53].
5The LZ78 factorization can also be seen as a grammar.
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Corollary 5. The following upper bounds for the sensitivity of g € {grpair, Jlong, Jerdy 278} hold:
substitutions: MSg,(g,n) = O((n/log n)%) ASqun(g,n) = O(g* - (n/log n)%)

insertions: MSiys(g,n) = O((n/log n)g) ASins(g,n) = O(g* - (n/log n)%)

deletions: MSgei(g,n) = O((n/log n)g) ASgel(g,n) = O(g* - (n/ log n)%)

Corollary 6. The following upper bounds for the sensitivity of gseq hold:
substitutions: MSqp(gseq, ) = O((n/log n)%) ASgub(gseqs ) = O(g* - (n/log n)%)
insertions: MSins(gseq, ) = O((n/log n)%) ASins(gseqs ) = O(g* - (n/ log n)%)
deletions: MSge(gseq: n) = O((n/ log n)%) ASge1(gseqs ) = O(g* - (n/log n)%)

11.3 Approximation grammars

There also exist (better) approximation algorithms in terms of the smallest grammar size g*.

It is known that a-balanced grammar compressor [I1], the AVL-grammar compressor [62], and
the really-simple grammar compressor [26] all achieve O(log(n/g*))-approximation ratios to g*.
Let g, gavi, and gsimple denote the sizes of these compressors, respectively. Namely, for every
9 € {9as Gavt, Gsimple }, 9 = O(g*log(n/g*)) holds. Since log(n/g*) satisfies the conditions for the
function f(n,g*) in Lemma |1} and since ¢g* satisfies the conditions Lemma |I| by Theorem we
obtain the following:

Corollary 7. The following upper bounds for the sensitivity of g € {ga, Gavls Gsimple } hold:
substitutions: MSg,(g,n) = O(log(n/g*)). ASsun(g,n) = O(g*log(n/g*)).

insertions: MSiys(g,n) = O(log(n/g*)). ASins(g,n) = O(g*log(n/g*)).

deletions: MSge(g,n) = O(log(n/g*)). ASgel(g,n) = O(g*log(n/g*)).

12 Grammar compression by induced sorting (GCIS)

In this section, we consider the worst-case sensitivity of the grammar compression by induced sorting
(GCIS) 58, 59]. GCIS is based on the idea from the famous SAIS algorithm [57] that builds the
suffix array of an input string in linear time. Recently, it is shown that GCIS has a locally consistent
parsing property similar to the ESP-index [44] and the SE-index [54], and grammar-based indexing
structures based on GCIS have been proposed [I}, [14].

Let T be the string of length n over an integer alphabet ¥ = {1,...,0}. Let I ={o+1,...,0+
ITI|} be the set of non-terminal symbols. For strings z,y over ¥ or II, we write z < y iff = is
lexicographically smaller than .

First we explain how the GCIS algorithm constructs its grammar from the input string. For
any text position 1 < i < |T'|, position i is of type L if T[i..|T|] is lexicographically larger than
T[i+1...|T]], and it is of type S otherwise. For any 2 < i < |T|, we call position i an LMS (LeftMost
S) position if 7 is of type S and i — 1 is of type L. For convenience, we append a special character $
to T which does not occur elsewhere in 7', and assume that positions 1 and |T'$| are LMS positions.

Let ¢1,...,7,41 be the sequence of the LMS positions in T sorted in increasing order. Let
Dj = Tlij.ij41 — 1] for any 1 < j < z. When z > 2, then T' = Dy, ..., D, is called the GCIS-
parsing of T

Next, we create new non-terminal symbols Ry, ..., R, such that R; =1+ 0+ |{D; : D; < D; :
1 < j < z}| for each 4. Intuitively, we pick the least unused character from II and assign it to R;.
Then, G1 = Ry --- R, is called the GCIS-string of 1. Let G; the set of all z symbols in 1, and
Py ={R; — D;:1<1i<z}is the set of production rules. Let D; = {Dy,...,D.} be the set of all
distinct factors. Let Gg = T, then we define GCIS recursively, as follows:
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Definition 1. For k > 0, let the sequence 71,42, ...17;,41 be all LMS positions sorted in increasing
order, and D;j = Gglij...i41 — 1] for any 1 < j < z,. Gy, = D1, Da, ..., D, is the GCIS-parsing
of Gg. For all i in 1 < i < z, we define R to satisfy :

k—1
Ri=|{D;j:D; <D;i: 1<j<z)}+ > |Pl+o+1.
t=1

Then, G411 = Ry ... R, is the GCIS-string of G. Giy1 is the set of non-terminals, P, = {R; —

D; :1 <1 < z,} is the set of production rules. Dy, = {D1,...,D,,} is the set of all distinct factors
in the GCIS-parsing of G.

Again, each R; is chosen to be the least unused character from II. Gjy1 is not defined if there
are no LMS positions in Gi[2..|Gg|]. Then, the GCIS grammar of T is (X, Ule G, Uf;ll P, Gg). T
is derived from the recursive application of the rules Uf:_ll P, which is the third argument, to the
fourth argument Gy, which is the start string, until there are no non-terminal characters, which is
in the second argument Ule Gt =11, in the string. Let r = k be the height of GCIS, in other words
how many times we applied this GCIS method recursively to T'. Let gis(T) be the size of GCIS
grammar of 7. Then, if r =0, ¢is(T) = |T|, and if » > 1, gis(T) = || D1]| + - - - + || Dy || + G, where
||S]| for a set of strings denotes the total length of the strings in S.

Figure 3] shows an example on how GCIS is constructed from an input string.

i1 iz i3 Iy is ig i7 g
T = 2|112|1 2|112|1 2|112|1 2|$ G, D, P,
p,] D, ||D;]| D, 105 ||_Ds || D] 4] [112] [4a- 112
5| |12 55 112
6| |2 6> 112
G = 6[4 5|4 5’4 5’$ —
\/ 7 8
7 |45 7> 45
Gy, = 8777|$ 18] L6 8-> 6

Figure 3: Construction of GCIS from string 7' = Gy = 2112121121211212$. In this case, there are 8
LMS positions iy, .. .,ig in T and 7 factors Dy, ..., D7. D1 = {112,122} is the set of distinct factors
of the GCIS-parsing for T, and G; = R;--- Ry = 6454545 is the GCIS-string of T. Recursively,
Dy = {6,45},Go = 8777, and the start string of the GCIS for T' is G2 because the number of
factors of the GCIS-parsing of G5 is 1 (excluding $), in other words there are no LMS positions in
G2[2..|Gs|]. The size of the GCIS grammar of T is gis(T) = ||D1|| + || D2|| + |G2| = 6 + 3 + 4 = 13.

From now on, we consider to perform an edit operation to the input string 7" and will consider
how the GCIS changes after the edit.

Definition 2. Let S and S’ be strings. If S’ is obtained from S by deleting the substring of length
a starting from a position ¢ in S and by inserting a string of length b to the same position ¢, then

we write F(S,5") = (a,b).

Our single-character edit operation performed to T can be described as F(T,7") = (1,1) for
substitution, F(T,7") = (0,1) for insertion, and F(7,T") = (1,0) for deletion. We will use this
notation F to the GCIS-strings for T and 7", in which case a, b can be larger than 1. Still, we will
prove that a,b are small constants for the GCIS-strings.
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As with the definitions for ', 7" = D1, ..., D’, is the GCIS-parsing of T, G| = R} - -- R., is the
GCIS-string of 7", G’ is the set of non-terminals for T, Dy = {D1, ..., D.,} is the set of all distinct
factors of the GCIS-parsing of T/, P| = {R; — D; : 1 < < 2’} is the set of production rules. Let

!/

4 =T, then we can recursively define G, G5 ..., G, similarly to T', where ’ is the height of the
GCIS for T".

12.1 Upper bounds for the sensitivity of g

This section presents the following upper bounds for the sensitivity of GCIS.

Theorem 27. The following upper bounds on the sensitivity of GCIS hold:
substitutions: MSgyp,(gis,n) < 4. ASgup(gis;n) < 3gis-

insertions: MSins(gis,n) < 4. ASins(gis, ) < 34is.

deletions: MSgel(gis;n) < 4. ASqel(gis;n) < 3gis-

We will prove this theorem as follows: We unify substitutions, insertions, and deletions by using
the F function in Definition 2] First, we prove that edit operations do not affect the size of the
GCIS grammar. Second, we divide the size of GCIS grammar ¢s(7) into ||D;|| and ¢s(G1), and
prove that [|D'1]| < 4[|D1||+ O(1). Then, gis(T") = | D'1|| + 6is(G) < 4| D1l + gis(G}) + O(1) holds.
The essence is to find the two special strings G1 and Cj’l which satisfy:

° GA’1 can be obtained from G4 by some substitutions, insertions, and deletions.

o 6s(G1) = gis(Gh), and gis(G)) = gis(G)).

Then, we can apply the method to each height. The extra additive O(1) factor can be charged to
the process of the GCIS compression, which is to be proved in Lemma Finally, we will obtain
gis(T/) < 4gis(T)-

Lemma 2 ([57]). The type of T[k] is S if T[k] < Tk+1] and L if T[k] = T[k+1]. IfT[k] = T[k+1],
the type of T'[k] equals to the type of Tk + 1].

Let rankp[i] be the lexicographical rank of the character T[] at position ¢ in 7. Let T' be any
string of length |T'| = |T'| such that rank[i] = ranky[i] for every 1 < i <|T|.

Lemma 3. Let Gy and G denote the GCIS-strings of T and T, respectively. Then G1 is the string
that can be obtained by replacing the characters in G1 without changing the ranks of any characters
m Gl, and giS(T) = gis(T).

Proof. The lemma immediately follows from Lemma [2| and that rank;[i] = rankrp[i] for every
1<i<|T). O

Figure [d] shows a concrete example for Lemma [3]

A natural consequence of Lemma, [3] is that edit operations which do not change the relative
order of the characters in T' do not affect the size of the grammar.

From now on, we analyze how the size of the GCIS of the string T' can increase after the edit
operation in the string 7. In the following lemmas, let 1 < h < r, where r is the height of the
GCIS grammar for 7.

Lemma 4. If F(G, G}) = (z,y), then [Dpi1 \ D'pia| <24 [(z +1)/2].
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T = 2|123|1 3|123|1 3|123|1 3|$

Gy = 6'4 5|4 5|4 5|$

~
Il

2|1 4 5|1 5|1 4 5|1 5|1 4 5|1 5|$

G, = 8’6 7|6 7|6 7|$

Figure 4: Two strings T and T that can be obtained by replacing some characters in T without
changing the relative order of any characters, result in the same number of factors in the GCIS-
parsing, and each length exactly matches in both of the strings. Therefore, ||Di| = ||D1] and
|G| = |G1] holds, and G| is recursively the string that can be obtained by replacing some characters
in G without changing the relative order of any characters. Therefore, we can consider the size of
GCIS of T using such a string T instead of T itself.

Proof. First, let ¢ be the position such that G), can be obtained from G}, by deleting a substring
of length z from position ¢ and inserting a substring of length y to position c. Let z and 2’ be the
numbers of factors in the GCIS-parsing of G}, and G}, respectively.

Considering k& where i, < ¢ < igy1 in Gp, the LMS positions 41, ...,%x—1 are also the LMS
positions in Gj, and for all j where 1 < j < k —2, D; = D’ holds. Similarly, for [ where
i,_j1 < c+zx < i,_; in Gy, the positions i,_;,...,i, and corresponding positions 2,/_j,..., %,
in G}, are also LMS positions. Therefore, for I < j < z and j' = j + (2’ — 2), D; = D’,. Note
that 4,1 — k41 < @. Since |Dj| > 2,|Dj| > 2 with 2 < j < z, we obtain [Dp41 \ D'pya| <
{Dyk—1...Doy1} <24 [(z+1)/2]. O

Lemma 5. If F(Gp, G}) = (2, y), [|D'n]l < 4[Dnll — 2 +y.

Proof. Considering k where iy < ¢ < x4 in G, and [ where i,_;_1 < c+x < i,_, the total length
of new factors to be added in D'y, is at most i, — x4+ y —ix_o < 3||Dp|| — x — . O

Lemma 6. ]fF(GhvG/h) = (xay)7 |G/h+1| < |Gh+1| +1+ I_y/QJ

Proof. Assume |G}, || > |Gyt +1+ [y/2]. In other words, there are at least 2 + |y/2] positions
which are not LMS positions in Gj, but are LMS positions in G},. Let i be the right-most position
where Gy[i] # Gp[c] and i < c. For k of 1 < k <, Gy[k] and G}, [k] are of the same type.

For all k with ¢ < k < |G| — x, Gplk + 2] and G} [k + y] are of the same type. Therefore,
only Gp[i..c+ x4 1] and G),[i..c + y + 1] can introduce new factors. Note that Gp[i 4+ 1..c — 1] and
G)[i+1..c— 1] are of the same types by Lemma There are y + 2 positions ¢ + 1,¢c,c+1,...,c+y
that can be new LMS positions in Gj,. Since any LMS position must be the left-most position of
consecutive type S positions, two possible positions adjacent each other cannot be LMS positions
at the same time. Therefore, it is impossible to create 2 4+ [y/2| new LMS positions if y is even. If
y is odd, we can make 2+ |y/2] new LMS positions in G}, by selecting i +1,c+1,¢+3,...,c+y.
However, in that case, Gp[i + 1] must be of type L, and Gp[c+ 2] must be of type S since Gy[c + z]
and G}, [c+y] are of the same type. Then, there is at least an LMS position between T'[c] and T'[c+y],
and we cannot create 2 + [y/2] new LMS positions in G}, or there is at least an LMS position in
Ghle...c+x] that is not in GY,. Therefore, whichever y is even or odd, |G}, ;| < [Gpy1| +1+ [y/2]
holds. See Figure [5] for illustration. O
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($).sLsLs LS

Figure 5: The case that there are 2+ |y/2] new LMS positions in 7”. The position ¢ 4+ 1 in 7" must
be of type L to turn position i + 1 to a new LMS position in 7”. The position ¢+ z in T' must be of
type S to turn position ¢ + y to a new LMS position in 7”. Then, there is at least an LMS position
in T} + 1l.c+z].

Lemma 7. If F(Gp,G}) = (z,y), let a = [Dpy1 \ D'pyil, b= |D'hg1 \ Dhgi|. Thena <2+ [(x+
/2], b <2+ [(y+1)/2], a4 b <4+ [(+)/2] hold.

Proof. We immediately get a < 24 [(z +1)/2], b < 2+ [(z 4+ 1)/2] by a direct application of
Lemmafd] Assume y mod 2=1,b <2+ [(y+1)/2]. Then, Lemma [f] shows that there is only one
possible combination of new b LMS positions i + 1,¢+1,c¢+3,...,c+y in G}. For that, neither
i+1 nor ¢+ x can be LMS positions in G}, in this case since they must be new LMS positions in G},.
Therefore, a < 2+ [(x 4+ 1)/2] — 1 since there are no possible combination of @ + 1 LMS positions
in Gj. Assume z mod 2 =1 and a < 2+ [(z +1)/2]. Then, Lemma 6] shows that there is only one
possible combination of a disappearing LMS positions i + 1,¢+ 1,¢+3,...,c+ x in Gy. For that,
neither i + 1 not ¢ + y can be LMS positions in Gj, in this case since they must be disappearing
LMS positions in G},. Therefore, a < 2+ [(x 4 1)/2] — 1 since there are no possible combination of
new b+ 1 LMS positions in G},. O

Lemma 8. If F(Gy,G),) = (z,y), there are two strings éh+1,é’h+1 such that GhH,CA}%H can
be obtained by replacing some characters in Ghﬁl’ G;H_} without changing the relative order of any
characters in Gpy1, G, respectively, and F(Ghi1,Gh, ) = (a,b), where a < 2+ [(z +1)/2],
b<2+[(y+1)/2], anda+b<4+ |(z+y)/2].

Proof. Assume Gy, = D1,...,D, and G} = D},..., D), are the GCIS-parsings of G}, and G},
respectively. By Lemma:chere are at most j = 2+4[(z+1)/2] consecutive factors D;, ..., D; ;1 in
Dp41\D'p+1, and at most j = 2+[(y+1)/2] consecutive factors D, ..., D;, 5 | in D'py1\Dpy and
Dy = Dy forall 1 <k <max(i,2),and D, = D/, , forall0 <k <max(z—i—j—1,2'—i—j—-1).
By Lemmalﬂ7 j+j <4+ [(z+y)/2]. Let

Sp = {Ds:Ds = Dp(1 < s < 2)}+[{Ds: Dy < Dp(1 < s <2},
S = {Ds:Ds = Dy(1<s<2)}+|{D,:D, =< Dy1<s<2)}

Then, the string G’h+1 = S-S5, can be obtained from Ghri1 by replacing some characters in
Ghy1, Gy, 41 Without changing the relative order of any characters, and G;; 41 as well. In addition,
F(Ghy1,Glhyy) = (4,7) holds because Ry, = R;C for all 1 < k < max(i, ), and R, = Rlzuk for all
0<k<max(z—i—j—1,2 —i—j—1). SeeFigure@. O
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Gh=2’12313’123|1 2’123'1 3’$ G = 2|123|1 3|123|124|2 3|1 3|$
4 - 12 5->123
5->123 6 > 124
Gpiq = 7565'456'$ 6-13 7> 13 G,’l+1=8|57|5697|$
7T - 2 8 - 2
9 - 23
Ghe1 = 413|1Eﬂ3'$ 5519 G,’l+1=4|1 3|13’$
1->123
2->124
3>13
4 - 2
5->23

Figure 6: Examples of Gj,41 and C?’h 44 for strings G, and G}, where G, can be obtained from G},
by substituting a 1 with a 4. The box under the 2 other boxes shows the “common” productions
common to G;;rl and G§1+17 e.g., by applying 1 — 123 to the occurrences of 1 in éh+1 and C;”,LH,
we obtain the corresponding substrings 123 in G, and Gj,. Since the common number is assigned
to each equal factors in G, and G}, the size of the symmetric difference of Gh—i—l and G;L 41 equals
to the number of factors changed by substitution, insertion, or deletion from G, to G}, which is
four in this example.

Lemma 9. If F(T,T') € {(1,1),(1,0),(0,1)}, then there are two strings G1, Gy such that G1, &,
can be obtained by replacing some characters in G1, Gy without changing the relative order of any
characters in G1, G, respectively, and F(él, G)) = (a,b), wherea <4,b<4,a+b<T.

Proof. Immediately follows from Lemma [8] O
Lemma 10. If F(Gp,G}) = (z,y) and r = h + 1, then gis(G},) < gis(Gr) +2(1 +y — |Ghi1])-

Proof. By construction of GCIS, ¢is(G),, ;) < 2|G),

giS(G;z)

+1]- Remembering [[D'1|| < 4[|Dpl| — 2 + v,

D]l + gis(Ghy1)

< 4Dl = 4y +2|Gly]

< ADpyll — 2 +y +2(|Grsa| + 1+ [y/2])
4Dyl =z +y +2|Gpa| +2+y

= A([Drs1ll + [Ghs1l) = 2|1Gpa| +2 — 2+ 2y

= 4gs(Gn) = 2|Ghy1| +2 -z +2y

< 4gis(Gh) +2(1 +y — [Gryal)-

Lemma 11. If F(T,T") = (z,y), x <1,y <1, and r =1, then ¢s(T") < 4gis(T) holds.
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Proof. By Lemma [10]

D11l + gis(G1)

4D — = +y + 2|GY|

D1l — 2z +y+2(1G1| + 1+ |y/2])
4| Dy + 2|G1| + 3

4Dy || + 4|Gy] + 3 — 2|G4 |

= 4gis(T) +3 — 2|G4|.

Gis (T/)

IAN A IA

Therefore, if |G1]| > 2, then gis(7") < 4¢is(T). If |G1| = 1, which is a special case, then gs(7") <
D1l = =+ y + 2[GY] < 4l D1 || + 4|G1| = 4gis(T). O

Lemma 12. If F(Gy, G}) = (z,9), > h+2, |Da| > 2 and [ D] < 4(|D4l = 2) — 2 + .

Proof. 1f |Dp| = 1, then Gp1 must be a unary string, and therefore no G5 is constructed. If
|Dy| = 2 and there is a factor of length 1 in Dy, then Gj,4q is still a unary string except for the first
position, and therefore no Gp9 is constructed. Therefore, G5 is constructed only if |Dy,| > 2 and
there are at least two factors of length at least 2, and hence ||Dy|| < 4(||Dp|| —2) — 2 +y holds. [

It F(T7 T/) = (.Cli‘,y) € {(17 1)7 (170)a (07 1)}7 then ||DhH - 4(HDhH - 2) —T+ty= 8+x — Yy > 7.
It means that D’y can afford to 7 character room to charge. Lemma shows that we can use
the room to charge the extra additive factor of 7 in |G|, and leads us to the desired upper bound
gis(T") < 4gi5(T), as follows:

Lemma 13. If F(T,T') € {(1,1),(1,0),(0,1)}, then gis(T") < 4gis(T).

Proof. By Lemma [T} the lemma holds when = 1. If » > 2, Lemma [9] shows that there are
two strings Gl,G’l, and F(Gl,G') = (a,b), where a < 4, b < 4, a+b < 7 and gis(G1) = gis(G1),
ng(G’) = ¢is(G') by Lemmal Additionally, Lemmashows that ||D’1H =D < 4HD1H 7=
4| Dy|| — 7. Since F(Gl,G’) = (a,b), there are also two strings Gh,G;l, and F(Gh,G') = (a,b),
where a < 4, b <4, a+b <7 and ng(Gh> = ng(Gh>7gIS(GIh) = gls(GZ) with 2 < h < r —1 by

Lemma Furthermore, Lemma shows that ||D'1]| = ||D'1|| < 4||Di|| — 4 = 4| Dy|. Noting that
gis(Gh) < 2|GL| = 2|G,| = 2gis(Gr) and |G| > 1, we obtain:

gs(T") = D1l + :s(GY)

< @Dl = 7) + ¢is(GY)

< (AID1]| = 7) + (4D — 4) + gis(GY)
r—1

< D D) = 7+ 6is(GY)
t=1
r—1

< D @D — 7+ 2/Gh| + 8
t=1

= > (AID]) +2/Gr| + 1
t=1
r—1

< > (4D +41G, |
t=1

= dgs(T).
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12.2 Lower bounds for the sensitivity of g

Theorem 28. The following lower bounds on the sensitivity of GCIS hold:
substitutions: liminf, oo MSqup(gis, ) > 4. ASqub(gis, 1) > 3gis — 13 = Q(n).
insertions: liminf, ,.o MSius(gis,n) > 4. ASins(gis, 1) > 3gis — 24 = Q(n).
deletions: liminf,,_, o MSge1(gis, n) > 4. ASqel(gis, 7) > 3gis — 29 = Q(n).

Proof. Assume p > 1.
substitutions: Consider the following string of length n = 4p + 4 € O(p):

T = 2P32P32P32P3

By the construction of the GCIS grammar of T, we obtain Dy = {2P3}, G = 4444, ¢(T) =
|D1|| + |G1| = p + 5. The following string

T’ = 2P32P32P12P3

can be obtained from T by substituting the third 3 with 1. By the construction of GCIS grammar
of T, we obtain G| = 564, D'y = {12P3,2P3,2P32P}, ¢ (T") = ||D'1|| + |G| = 4p+ 7, which leads to
lim inf,, 00 MSgub (gis, n) > liminf, oo (4p+7)/(p+5) = 4, and ASeup(gis, n) = (dp+7) — (p+5) =
3p+2=23gs—13=Q(n).

insertions: Consider the following string of length n = 8p 4 12 € ©(p):

T = (12)P122(12)P122(12)P122(12)7122

By the construction of the GCIS grammar, we obtain Dy = {12,122}, G| = 3P43P43P43P4, Dy =
{3r4}, G2 = 5555, gis(T) = | D1l| + [ D2 + [G2| =5+ (p+1) + 4 =p + 10.
The string
T' = (12)P122(12)P122(12)71122(12) 122

can be obtained from T by inserting 0 to just before the third 11. By the construction of GCIS gram-

mar of T, we obtain D; = {112,12,1122}, G| = 4P54P54P34P5 G, = 786, D'y = {34P5,4P5,4P54P},

Gis(T") = | D'1|| +||D'2|| + G5 = 94 (4p+4)+3 = 4p+ 16, which leads to lim inf,,_,oo MSins(gis, 1) >

liminf, o (4p+16)/(4p+10) = 4, and ASins(gis, n) = (4p+16)—(p+10) = 3p+6 = 3gis—24 = Q(n).
deletions: Consider the following string of length n = 12p + 12 € O(p):

T = (122)P132(122)P132(122)P132(122)7132

By the construction of the GCIS grammar of 7', we obtain D; = {122,132}, G| = 4P54P54P54P5,
Dy — {475}, G = 6666, o(T) = D1 + | D]l +[Gal = 6+ (p+ 1) + 4 = p+ 11.
The string
T' = (122)P132(122)P132(122)P12(122)P132

can be obtained from T by deleting the third 3. By the construction of GCIS grammar of 17,
we obtain D; = {01,011,021}, G| = 5P65765P45P6, D'y = {4576, 576, 57657}, )y = 897, gis(T")
D1 + [| D2 + |GS| = 8+ (4p + 4) + 3 = 4p + 15, which leads to liminf,,_,oc MSge1(gis, 7)
liminf, o (4p +15)/(p + 11) = 4, and ASg4ei(gis,n) = (4p+15) — (p+11) = 3p+4 = 3gis — 29

O v
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13 Bisection

In this section, we consider the worst-case sensitivity of the compression algorithm Bisection [52]
which is a kind of grammar-based compression that has a tight connection to BDDs.

Given a string T of length n, the bisection algorithm builds a grammar generating T" as follows.
We consider a binary tree 7 whose root corresponds to T'. The left and right children of the root
correspond to Ty = T'[1..27] and Ty = T[27 4 1..n], respectively, where j is the largest integer such
that 27 < n. We apply the same rule to 7} and to Ty recursively, until obtaining single characters
which are the leaves of 7. After 7 is built, we assign a label (non-terminal) to each node of 7. If
there are multiple nodes such that the leaves of their subtrees are the same substrings of T', we label
the same non-terminal to all these nodes. The labeled tree T is the derivation tree of the bisection
grammar for 7. We denote by gnsc(T") the size of the bisection grammar for T'. Recall that 3 is the
alphabet.

Let us briefly consider the case of unary alphabet ¥; = {a}. Let h(7) denote the height of the
derivation tree T for T = a™. After obtaining 7" = a™*! for insertion or 77 = a™! for deletion,
at most h(7) — 1 new productions are added (note that X — a exists both for T" and for T").
Thus the additive sensitivity of Bisection for unary alphabets is at most h(7) — 1. This bound is
almost tight, e.g. deleting a single a from T = a2?" adds new k — 2 = h(T) — 2 non-terminals to the
existing k£ = h(7) non-terminals (note that the production X — a remains and the existing root of
T is replaced with the new one). The multiplicative sensitivity for Bisection is thus asymptotically
2=+ 1L

In what follows, let us consider the case of multi-character alphabets, where at least one of T
and T” contains two or more distinct characters.

13.1 Lower bounds for the sensitivity of g,

Theorem 29. The following lower bounds on the sensitivity of gnsc hold:

substitutions: liminf, oo MSqub(gbse; ) > 2. ASgub(gbsc, ) = gbse — 4 and ASgub(gbsc, ) >
2logyn — 4.

insertions: liminf, oo MSins(gbsc, ) > |2]. ASins(gbsc, ) € Q(|X|gbsc) and ASins(gbse,n) €
Q (]Z\Qlog %‘)

deletions: liminf,,_,o MSgel(gbse; ) = |X]- ASdel(gbse, ) € Q2| gbsc) and ASgel(gbse,s ) €

Q (|z|210g %)

Proof. substitutions: Consider a unary string 7 = a” with n = 2*. The set of productions for T
is

Xi=a (generating a),
X =X1X, (generating aa),
X3 =XX5 (generating aaaa),

X = Xp-1Xg—1 (generating a2k),
with ghse(T) = 2k — 1. Let 77 = a™ 'b that can be obtained by replacing the last a in 7" with b.
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The set of productions for 77 is

X1 =a (generating a),
Xo=X1X4 (generating aa),
X3 = XXy (generating aaaa),

Xp-1 = Xp—2Xp—2

Y1 =0 (generating b),
Yo =X1Yh (generating ab),
Y3 = XoY5 (generating aaab),

generating a ,

k—1
)

Y, = X1V (generating anflb)

with gpse(T") = 2k—142(k—1)—1 = 4k—4. Thus lim inf,,_, o MSgup (gbse, 7) > lim infy_, o %Z—:‘f > 2.
Also, ASsub(gbscan) > (4k - 4) - (2k - 1) =2k-5= gbsC(T) —4 and ASsub(gbscan) > 210g2 n—4
as k = logy n.

deletions: Assume that 2| = 2¢ with a positive integer i > 1. Let @ be a string that contains
t = |3|? distinct bigrams and |Q| = |X|2+1. Let Q" = Q[2..|Q|]. Let 0; denote the lexicographically
ith character in 3. We consider the string

o= QU QN
Note that p = log(n/o). The set of productions for T' from depth 1 to p is:

Xi — oo (1<i<p),
Xpigi+i = Xp-pim+iXe-nges (1<i<[EL2<k <p).

Thus, the derivation tree 7 has p|X| internal nodes with distinct labels. Additionally, after height

|33], the string consists of ¢ — 1 distinct bigrams, and there is no run of length 2. Then the derivation

tree T has t — 1 internal nodes with distinct labels in height above p. Finally, gns.(T) = p|2| +t — 1.
We consider the string 77 where T'[1] is removed, namely,

T = TR.T)=Q " Q[ QI
The set of productions for T” of height 1 is:
Xi-nmi+; — oioj 1<i<[X[1<j <[5,

Thus, the derivation tree 77 for string 7" has t = |X|? internal nodes with distinct labels at height
one. Because of this, the number of internal nodes of the derivation tree 77 in each height 2 < p’ < p
is also at least t = |X|?. After that, the string of height p consists of ¢ distinct bigrams, and there
is no run of length 2, which is the same condition of 7. Then the derivation tree 7 has additional
t — 1 internal nodes with distinct labels in height above p. Finally, gps.(T”) = tp + t. Then, we
obtain:

tp+ ¢ . tp+ ¢ t

MS > lim —— = - = __— > |2
del(ngCun) el n1—>n;o p|2| +t—1 pi{go p|2‘ Ft—1 |E| el ’ |7
ASqei(gbse:n) = (tp+1t) — (pIS| +t—1) = (t = [S)p+ 1 € Q(Zp),
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where Q(|S[%p) = @ (|52 1og i ) and Q(I?p) = Q(ISgpee(T)).
insertions: We use the same string T' as in the case of deletions. We consider the string 7’
that is obtained by prepending Q[1] to T, namely,

T = QT =QUQN” - QU™
The set of productions for T” of height 1 is:
Xy — o0y (1<i<[EL1<j<[X])
Xigp — Q[

Thus, the derivation tree 7’ has t 4+ 1 internal nodes with distinct labels at height one. Because of
this, the number of internal nodes of derivation tree 7' of each height 2 < p/ < p is also at least
t = |3|? nodes. After that, the string of height p consists of ¢ distinct bigrams, and there is no run
of length 2, which is the same condition of T. Then derivation tree 7 has additional ¢ — 1 internal
nodes with distinct labels in height above p. Finally, gus.(T") = (¢t + 1)p + t. Then, we obtain:

(t+Dp+t _ . (E+Dptt  (t+1)

M ins SCH Z li - - 2 Ey
Sis(gosesm) 2 lim oS = i ey = Ty 2
ASins(gbsc;n) > ((t+Dp+1) — (pIZ[+t—1)) = (t+1—[Z)p+1 € Q|Z*p),
where Q(|2[2p) = Q (|z\21og gﬁ) and Q(S2p) = Q(Z|goee (T)). O

We show a concrete example of how the derivation tree of Bisection changes by an insertion in

Figure

13.2 Upper bounds for the sensitivity of gy

Theorem 30. The following upper bounds on the sensitivity of gnse hold:
substitutions: MSqup,(gbse, ) < 2. ASgub(gbsc, ) < 2[logy n] < 2gbsc-
insertions: MSins(gbsc, ?) < |2| + 1. ASins(gbsce; ) < |2 |gbsc-

deletions: Msdel(gbscan) < |E| + 1L ASdel(gbscan) < |E’gbsc-

Proof. substitutions: Let ¢ be the position where we substitute the character 77[i]. We consider
the path P from the root of 7 to the ith leaf of 7 that corresponds to T[i]. We only need to change
the labels of the nodes in the path P, since any other nodes do not contain the ith leaf. Since
T is a balanced binary tree, the height h of T is [logyn]| and hence |P| < h = [logyn]. Since
h < gbsc, we get MSgup(gbse, ) < 2. Since each non-terminal is in the Chomsky normal form and
since [logy n] < gbses ASsub(gbse, ) < 2[logs 1] < 2gpsc.

insertions: Let 7 be the position where we insert a new character a to T, and let 7 and T’ be
the derivation trees for the strings 7' and T” before and after the insertion, respectively. For any
node v in the derivation tree 7, let 7 (v) denote the subtree rooted at v. Let ¢(v) and r(v) denote
the text positions that respectively correspond to the leftmost and rightmost leaves in 7 (v). We use
the same analysis for the left children of the nodes in the path P from the root to the new ith leaf
which corresponds to the inserted character a. Let v' denote a node in 7’. From now on let us focus
on the subtrees 7'(v") of 7' such that £(v") > 7 and v’ is not in the rightmost path from the root of
T'. Let str(v’) denote the string that is derived from the non-terminal for v/, and let v be the node
in 7 which corresponds to v’. Observe that str(v') = T'[((v')..r(v')] = T[l(v) — 1..r(v) — 1], namely,
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X X, X; X, X X X X X5 X,
p e T s T e T s S e T s T e R s W s W
T = zaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaabbb....

Figure 7: An example of insertion for Bisection, where p = 4 and o = |X| in this figure. There
are nodes X1, Xo11, Xos+1, X3041 in the leftmost path in the derivation tree of T = a2'p2'p2t ...
(upper). After a z is prepended to T' (yielding T'), new internal nodes X, X/ |, X5 ., X5 ., that
correspond to za,za3 za”,za'® occur in the derivation tree for 7" (lower). This propagates to the
other ¢ — 1 bigrams ab, bc, ..., which consist of distinct characters.
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str(v') has been shifted by one position in the string due to the new character a inserted at position
i. Since T'[¢(v)..r(v)] is represented by the node v in T, there exist at most gnse distinct substrings
of T that can be the “seed” of the strings represented by the nodes v’ of 7’ with ¢(v) > . Since the
number of left-contexts of each T'[¢(v)..r(v)] is at most |X|, there can be at most |X| distinct shifts
from the seed T[¢(v)..r(v)]. Since the rightmost paths from the roots of 7 and T are all distinct
except the root, and since inserting the character can increase the length of the rightmost path by
at most 1, overall, we have that

gbsC(T/) S ’Z|gbsC(T) + ﬂog2 77,~| + 1 S ‘E’gbsC(T) + h(T) + 17 (2)

where h(T) is the height of 7. For the case of multi-character alphabets ghse(7') > h(T") + 1 holds,
and hence gpsc(T”) < (|2 +1) gpse(T) follows from formula (2)). Hence we get MSing(gbsc, n) < |X]+1
and ASins(gbse; ) < |3 gbse-
deletions: By similar arguments to the case of insertions, we get MSge1(gbsc, 7) < |X| + 1 and
ASdel(gbsmn) < ’Z|gbsc-
O

14 Compact Directed Acyclic Word Graphs (CDAWGS)

In this section, we consider the worst-case sensitivity of the size of Compact Directed Acyclic Word
Graphs (CDAWGS ) [10]. The CDAWG of a string T', denoted CDAWG(T'), is a string data structure
that represents the set of suffixes of T, such that the number v of internal nodes in CDAWG(T) is
equal to the number of distinct maximal repeats in 7', and the number e of edges in CDAWG(T) is
equal to the number of right-extensions of maximal repeats occurring in 7'. Therefore, the smaller
CDAWG(T) is, the more repetitive T' is. Since v < e always holds, we simply use the number e of
edges in the CDAWG as the size of CDAWG(T'), and denote it by e(7"). It is known (c.f. [6]) that
CDAWG(T') induces a grammar-based compression of size e for T'.

14.1 Lower bounds for the sensitivity of ¢

Theorem 31. The following lower bounds on the sensitivity of e hold:

deletions: liminf, o, MSqei(e,n) > 2. AS4e(e,n) > e — 4 and ASgel(e,n) > n — 4.
substitutions: liminf, ,o MSgu,(e,n) > 2. ASgp(e,n) > e — 2 and ASgup(e,n) > n — 2.
insertions: liminf, ., MSips(e,n) > 2. ASins(e,n) > e — 2 and ASips(e,n) > e — 2.

Proof. deletions: Consider string T' = a”ba™b of length n = 2m + 2. All the maximal repeats
of T are either of form (1) a” with 1 < h < m or (2) a™b. Each of those in group (1) has exactly
two out-going edges labeled with a and b, and the one in (3) has exactly one out-going edge labeled
a"b. Summing up these edges together with the two out-going edges from the source, the total
number of edges in CDAWG(T) is 2m + 1 = n — 1 (see also the left diagram of Figure[§)). Consider
string 7" = a?™b of length n — 1 = 2m + 1 that can be obtained by removing the middle b from 7.
CDAWG(T) has 2m internal nodes each of which represents maximal repeat a* for 1 < k < 2m and
has two out-going edges labeled with a and b. Thus, CDAWG(T") has exactly 4m = 2n — 4 edges,
including the two out-going edges from the source (see also the right diagram of Figure . Thus we
have e(T")/e(T) = 231712 = 2224 which tends to 2, and e(T") — e(T) =2m —2=n—4 = ¢(T) — 4.
This gives us liminf,,_, oo MSgei(e,n) > 2 ASgei(e,n) > n — 4 and ASgei(e,n) > e — 4.
substitutions: By replacing the middle b of T with a, we obtain string 7” = a?”*!b, which
gives us similar bounds lim inf,,_, o MSgei(e,n) > 2, ASgei(e,n) > n — 2 and ASge (e, n)
>e—2.
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insertions: Consider string S = a" of length n. The maximal repeats of CDAWG(S) are all of
form a” with 1 < h < n and each of them has exactly one out-going edge labeled by a. The total
number of edges in CDAWG(S) is thus n including the one from the source. Consider string S’ = a”b
of length n + 1. The set of maximal repeats does not change from S, but b is a right-extension of
a’ for each 1 < h < n. Thus, CDAWG(S’) has a total of 2n — 2 edges, including the two out-going
edges from the source. Thus we have e(S")/e(S) = 222 and e(S’) — e(S) = n — 2. This gives us
liminf,, oo MSins(e,n) > 2 ASips(e,n) > n — 2 and ASiys(e,n) > e — 2. O

4@

Figure 8: The CDAWGs for strings T = a*ba*b (left) and 7" = a®b (right).

15 Concluding remarks and future work

In the seminal paper by Varma and Yoshida [65] which first introduced the notion of sensitivity for
(general) algorithms and studied the sensitivity of graph algorithms, the authors wrote:

“Although we focus on graphs here, we mote that our definition can also be extended
to the study of combinatorial objects other than graphs such as strings and constraint
satisfaction problems.”

Our study was inspired by the afore-quoted suggestion, and our sensitivity for string compressors
and repetitiveness measures enables one to evaluate the robustness and stability of compressors and
repetitiveness measures.

The major technical contributions of this paper are the tight and constant upper and lower
bounds for the multiplicative sensitivity of the LZ77 family, the smallest bidirectional scheme b, and
the substring complexity §. We also presented tight and constant upper and lower bounds for the
multiplicative sensitivity of the recently proposed grammar compressor GCIS, which is based on the
idea of the Induced Sorting algorithm for suffix sorting. We also reported non-trivial upper and/or
lower bounds for other string compressors, including RLBWT, LZ-End, LZ78, AVL-grammar, a-
balanced grammar, RePair, LongestMatch, Greedy, Bisection, and CDAWG. Some of the upper
bounds reported here follow from previous important work [30, [35] 28 37, 311, 11, 62} 26].

Apparent future work is to complete Tables [I] and [2] by filling the missing pieces and closing the
gaps between the upper and lower bounds which are not tight there.

While we dealt with a number of string compressors and repetitiveness measures, it has to be
noted that our list is far from being comprehensive: It is intriguing to analyze the sensitivity of other
important and useful compressors and repetitiveness measures including the size v of the smallest
NU-systems [51], the sizes of the other locally-consistent compressed indices such as ESP-index [44]
and SE-index [54].

Our notion of the sensitivity for string compressors/repetitiveness measures can naturally be
extended to labeled tree compressors/repetitiveness measures. It would be interesting to analyze
the sensitivity for the smallest tree attractor [61], the run-length XBWT [61], the tree LZ77 factor-
ization [20], tree grammars [42], (I7], and top-tree compression of trees [9].
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A Omitted proofs

In this section, we present omitted proofs.

A.1 Proof for Theorem (2(y/n) additive sensitivity for z7)

Proof. Let p = 2" where h > 1.
substitutions: Consider the following string 7" of length n = ©(p?):

T = a?’ b - aPb#y - aP oty - P T2b#ts - - - a?P 2o,

where #; for every 1 < j < p—1is a distinct character. The non self-referencing LZ77 factorization
of T is

LZ77(T) = ala?[a] - - [a®""|aP blaPbits e Moo la? P - <[22y 4]
with 277(T) = h + p. Then, we consider the string
T =aP 'cal ?b - aPb#y - aP 1o, - P T2b#ts - 2P A, g,

which can be obtained from T by substituting the p-th a with c. Let us analyze the structure of
the non self-referencing LZ77 factorization of T". It is clear that h factors in the interval [1..p — 1]
are unchanged. Since c is a fresh character, it becomes a factor of length 1. Also, a?~2b becomes a
factor. The following each factor a?T™*~2b#;_; with 2 < k < p is divided into two factors aPt#~2 and
b#_1, since there are no previous occurrences of aP**=2 and #;_1. Thus, the non self-referencing
LZ77 factorization of T” is

h— _ _
LZT7(T") = afa?[a?] - [a2" " |c|a?~2b|aP [bss a7 (b a7 2 bsks - - [a2 2]kt |

with z77(T") = h + 2p, which leads to liminf,, oo MSgup (277, ) > liminf, o (h + 2p)/(h + p) = 2,

ASsub(zr7,n) = (b + 2p) — (h+p) = p = Q(V/n).
insertions: As for the same string 7', we consider the string

T =aP 'caP 'b- aPb#y - al T oty - aP T2b#s - 2% 2b#, g,

which can be obtained from T by inserting c between position p — 1 and position p in 7. Then, by
similar arguments to the case of substitutions, the non self-referencing LZ77 factorization of T is

h—1 _ —
LZ77(T") = a|a2|a4| o |a2 |c|aP 1b|ap|b7r$c£1|ap"'1|b7r$c£2|ap"'2|b#3| e ]a2p 2|b#p,1\

with z77(T") = h + 2p, which leads to liminf,,_ oo MSins(277,n) > liminf, o (h + 2p)/(h + p) = 2,

Asins(z77> 7’L) >p= Q(\/ﬁ)
deletions: Consider the following string 7' of length n = ©(p?):

T = aP 'cb - acb#; - a®cb#, - a®cb#s---af lcb#, 4.
The non self-referencing LZ77 factorization of T is
LZ77(T) = ala?|a?|- - - |a2h_1\c|b\acb#1|a20b#2|a?’cb#3| o |aP T teb#t, |
with 277(T) = h 4+ p+ 1. Then, we consider the string

T' = aP b - acb#y - a’cb#y - a’cb#tz - - -aP teb#, 4,
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which can be obtained from T by deleting the first ¢ in 7. Let us analyze the structure of the
non self-referencing LZ77 factorization of T". It is clear that h factors in the interval [1..p — 1] are
unchanged. The next factor is b of length 1. The following each factor a¥cb#;, with 1 <k <p—1
is divided into two factors a¥c and b#}, since there are no previous occurrences of afc and b#y,.
Thus, the non self-referencing LZ77 factorization of T” is

h—1 —
LZ77(T") = afa?[a?| - |a?"* [blac|b#s[ac[bAala’clbss| - [~ c|bdty i

with z77(T") = h+1+42(p—1) = h+2p—1, which leads to liminf,,_,o MSqei (277, n) > lim inf,,_,o (h+
2p—1)/(h+p+1) =2, ASaa(zr7,n) > (h+2p—1) = (h+p+1) =p—2=Q(V/n). O

A.2 Proof for Theorem (16| (Q2(y/n) additive sensitivity of zr)
Proof. substitutions: Consider the following string T of length n = ©(p?):
T =alP la-alb-alP T b, - aP bty - - - a2p*1b#p_1
which consists of p + 1 components. The self-referencing LZ77 factorization of T is
LZ77sr(T) = ala®’ " 'blaP T b#t [P T2ty - - - |22 T, 4|

with 277 (T) = p + 1. Notice that the second factor a??~11 is self-referencing.
Consider the string 7"

T — aP~lc.aPb- ap+1b#1 . ap+2b#2 . a2p—1b#p_1

that can be obtained from T by substituting the p-th a with c¢. The self-referencing LZ77 factor-
ization of T” is

LZ77sr(T") = alaP2c|aP [bla? bt [aP F2[bks| - - - |22~ [bt ]

with 2776 (T") = 2p + 2, which leads to MSgup (27751, 7) > (2p +2)/(p + 1) = 2, ASqup (27781, 1) >

(2p+2) = (p+1) = p+ 1= 276, and ASgyp, (2775, n) = Q(y/1).
insertions: Consider the following string 7' of length n = O(p?):

T =aP"t. aPb-alTlb#, - aP by - - a®P " Tb#, 4.
The self-referencing LZ77 factorization of T is
LZ77sr(T) = a|a®?~?blaP T o#y [aP T 2b#ts| - - - |22 Todt, |

with 277:(T) = p + 1. Notice that the second factor a??~'1 is self-referencing.
Consider the string 7’

T = aP7lc-aPb-aPTio#, - aP 2, - - a2:o—1b#p71

that can be obtained from T by inserting ¢ between position p—1 and position p. The self-referencing
LZ77 factorization of T" is

LZ77sr(T') = alaP2c|a [blaP ™ |b#q [aP T2 |b#ts| - - - [2%P 7 bt 1|

with 277:(T") = 2p + 2, which leads to MSins(277sr, ) > 2, ASins(z77sr,n) > p+ 1 = 2774, and
Asins(z77sra n) = Q(\/ﬁ)
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deletions: Consider the following string 7' of length n = ©(p?):
T = aPbc - abc#y - a’bedty - - - aPbe,.
The self-referencing LZ77 factorization of T is
LZ77sr(T) = ala? 'b|c|abc#1|a’be#sa| - - - [aPbe#y|

with 2776 (T) = p + 3. Notice that the second factor a? 21 is self-referencing.
Consider the string 7"
T' = aPb - abc#y - a®bedty - - - albe#,

that can be obtained from T by deleting the first ¢ of position p 4+ 2. Let us analyze the structure
of the self-referencing LZT77 factorization of T”. The first two factors are unchanged. The third
factor ¢ of LZ77sr(T) is removed, and each of the remaining factors of form afbc#j in LZ77sr(T)
is divided into two factors as a¥bc|#|. Thus the self-referencing LZ77 factorization of T" is

LZ77sr(T') = alaP 'blabe|#4|a?be|#a| - - - [aPbe|#, |

with 2776 (T") = 2p+ 2, which leads to liminf,, oo MSqei (2776, 7) > liminf, o (2p+2)/(p+3) = 2,
Asdel(z77sra ’I’L) >2p+2— (p + 3) =p-—1= Q(\/ﬁ) O

It is also possible to binarize the strings 7' and 7" in the above proof for the cases of substitutions
and insertions, while retaining the same lower bounds:

Corollary 8. For the self-referencing LZ7T7 factorization, there are binary strings of length n that
satisfy MSgub (27751, ) > 2, MSins(277sr, 1) > 2, respectively.

Proof. Let p > 2.
substitutions: Consider the following string 7" of length n = ©(p?):

T=0""1-0-0%1-0%"1101-0%P*210%1 - -- 0°P1071.
The self-referencing LZ77 factorization of T is:
LZ77sr(T) = 0|03’ 11]0?P*1101(0%P 721021 - - - |0°P 107 1|
with p 4 2 factors. Then, we consider the string
T =0P1.1.0%1.0%71101.0%P7210%1 .. 0101
is obtained by substituting p-th 0 with 1. The self-referencing LZ77 factorization of T” is:
LZ77sr(T") = 0]0P~21|07 |07 1|0%*"1|101|0%P 721021 - - - |0%P| 1071

with 2p 4 4 factors. Then we obtain MSgup (277, 7) > 2p+4)/(p+2) = 2.
insertions: Consider the following string T' of length n = ©(p?):

T =0P"".0%1.0%"1101-0%P*210%1 .- 03107 1.
The self-referencing LZ77 factorization of T is:

LZ77sr(T) = 0/0°*~21]0%P*1101(0%P 721021 - - - |0°P10P 1|
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with p 4 2 factors. Consider the string
T' =01 1.0%1.0%P11101-0%P1210%1 .- 0%’ 1071
is obtained by inserting 1 between p — 1 and p. The self-referencing LZ77 factorization of T” is:
LZ77sr(T") = 0]0P~21|0P|0P1|0%*1|101]0%P72|102%1| - - - |0%P|10P1|

with 2p 4 4 factors. Then we get MSips(277sr,m) > (2p+4)/(p + 2) = 2.
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