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Abstract—Channels with synchronization errors, such as dele-
tion and insertion errors, are crucial in DNA storage, data
reconstruction, and other applications. These errors introduce
memory to the channel, complicating its capacity analysis. This
paper analyzes binary insertion channels for small insertion prob-
abilities, identifying dominant terms in the capacity expansion
and establishing capacity in this regime. Using Bernoulli(1/2)
inputs for achievability and a converse based on the use of station-
ary and ergodic processes, we demonstrate that capacity closely
aligns with achievable rates using independent and identically
distributed (i.i.d.) inputs, differing only in higher-order terms.

Index Terms— Channels with synchronization errors, insertion
channel, channel capacity, information stability, deletion channel.

I. INTRODUCTION

Synchronization-error channels, such as deletion, repetition,
and insertion channels, effectively model various practical
scenarios, including DNA coding [1]], [2l], DNA-based storage
[3l], [4], magnetic data storage [5S]], and data reconstruction
[6]. Despite their broad range of applications, the capacity
of synchronization-error channels remains underexplored. Do-
brushin [7] extended Shannon’s discrete memoryless channel
(DMC) capacity framework [8] to channels with memoryless
synchronization errors, proving that the capacity for such
channels is the limit of the normalized mutual information
between the input and the output sequences. Recent works
[9], [10] consider synchronization-error channels governed by
stationary, ergodic Markov chains, generalizing Dobrushin’s
theorem and demonstrating equivalence between information
and coding capacities.

Despite early results establishing the information stability
of memoryless synchronization error channels, determining
their exact capacity has proven to be a highly challenging
task. In [[11], Gallager introduced the use of pseudo-random
strings in conjunction with convolutional codes and sequential
decoding to address synchronization and substitution errors.
Various lower bounds have been proposed for different types
of synchronization-error channels, such as deletion, insertion,
and duplication channels [[12]—[14]. Upper bounds for channels
with synchronization errors have also been extensively studied
[15]-[19]. A recent and comprehensive overview of capacity
results for synchronization-error channels is available in [20].
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In parallel with efforts to establish capacity bounds, the
behavior of the deletion channel in the asymptotic regime
of small deletion probabilities has been investigated. For
example, [21] shows that the trivial lower bound is tight in
this limit, providing an upper bound of 1 — (1 — o(1))H (p)
as p — 0. Relevant to this work, [22], [23] use Dobrushin’s
coding theorem [7]] to approximate the binary deletion channel
capacity with series expansions up to the second and third
terms for small p. A similar approach is applied to duplica-
tion channels in [24], which differ from insertion channels
by duplicating transmitted bits rather than inserting random
bits, thereby retaining run information. This simplifies the
capacity calculation, allowing its computation with any desired
accuracy for any duplication probability [25].

In this paper, we study binary insertion channel, where a
random bit is inserted after each bit with a given probability.
For small insertion probabilities, we analyze the first two
terms in the capacity’s series expansion, proving their achiev-
ability with independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.)
Bernoulli(1/2) input and providing a matching converse for
the dominant terms. Our main result is as follows:

Theorem 1. Let C(«) be the capacity of the insertion channel
with insertion probability o. Then, for small o and any € > 0,
we have

C(a) =1+ alog(a) + Gia + O(a®/?7°) (1)

where

N

G1 = —log(e) +

> 27" logl
=1

(b4+1)27°""h (b%) ., @

—+

T
NgE

a=1b=1

which is approximated as G ~ 0.4901[1

The paper is organized as follows. Section [[I] introduces the
channel model and gives some preliminaries. The maximum
rate for the insertion channel is decomposed into entropy

ISpecifically, we express Gy as G1 = G+ Ry, where G, = —log(e)+
It gl + S Xl S, (b + 1927 0k () and Ry
denotes the summation beyond L, given by Ry < % S 2—i=12
I e (127 b IS E S0 (b+1)27 90, which
can be simplified as Ry, < 27L72(L% + 8L + 24). In Theorem 1, we
approximate G1 ~ G'r, for L = 1000, where the upper bound on Ry, is on
the order of 10~296, which is negligible compared to G'..
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terms in Section [[Ill The capacity approximation is provided
in Section [[Vl The paper is concluded in Section [Vl In this
paper, we exclude detailed proofs of the lemmas and theorems,
offering instead discussions on the approaches employed. For
details, please refer to the extended version of the paper [26].

Notation: Throughout the paper, we use base-two loga-
rithms. Additionally, as « approaches 0, we have log(1 —«) =
—alog(e), where e represents Euler’s number.

II. PRELIMINARIES

We consider insertion channel W,, which takes n-bit binary
vector X™ as input and outputs Y (X™). The inserted bits are
independent of both other insertions and the original input bits.
The channel is modeled by random bit insertions after each bit
with probability a. We define the insertion pattern by vector
A™ € {0,1}"™ whose i-th element is defined by

A — 1, if insertion occurs after the ¢-th bit of X™ 3)
L 0, otherwise

fori € {1,2,---,n}. The corresponding inserted bit vector is
denoted by B™ € {0,1}" whose i-th element is
0 if A;, =0
Bi={" @
Ul' if Az =1

where U; are i.i.d. Ber(1/2) random variables. Note that value
of B; for A; = 0 is not important and it is arbitrarily set to 0.
The expected length of the output vector Y (X™) is E[n/] =
n+an, and we will use the notation Y™ for the output vector.
Dobrushin in [7] proved the following theorem.

Theorem 2. (Taken from [[7]) For the memoryless channels
with finite expectation of output vector length, consider

Cn = 1 max I(X™; Y (X™)). 5)
n pxn

Then, the following limit exists and defines the capacity of the
channels with synchronization errors
C = lim C, = inf C,. (6)
n—oo n>1
Furthermore, as stated in [7, Th. 5], the input (X1, ..., X,,)
can be considered as consecutive coordinates of a stationary
ergodic process as in the following lemma.

Lemma 3. (Taken from [23]) With X; € {0,1} and station-
ary and ergodic process X = {X,}icz, the limit I1(X) =
lim,, oo %I(X”; Y (X™)) exists and we have
C = sup I(X), )
Xes
where S denotes the class of stationary and ergodic processes
that take binary values.

See [23] for the proofs of Theorem 2] and Lemma [31
We define the rate achieved by the stationary and ergodic
process X as:

I(X) = lim ~I(X™Y(X™)). 8)

n—oco N

For the binary process X, the consecutive blocks of 0’s
and I's in X = (X1,Xo,---,X,,) are called runs, and
we investigate the capacity of insertion channels with the
stationary ergodic input process X.

We analyze the capacity of insertion channel for small in-
sertion probabilities, starting with the perfect channel (o = 0)
where capacity is 1, achieved using i.i.d. Bernoulli(1/2) inputs.
For small «, achievable rates with i.i.d. inputs match the first
two terms of the capacity expansion, supported by converse
bounds. Using a run-length approach, we limit run lengths and
show minimal loss with large thresholds. An upper bound on
I(X) for stationary and ergodic processes confirms these rates
approximate capacity for small a.

ITII. DECOMPOSING RATE: UNDERSTANDING
I(X™Y(X™))

In this section, we identify terms to determine the maximum
rate for the insertion channel. Input runs are sequences of
consecutive bits with the same polarity, and we introduce a
vector for output bit lengths (including inserted bits). We use
X (j) to represent the j-th run in input vector X", while Y (5)
denotes the corresponding sequence of bits in output vector
Y™ Let K be the vector of |Y (§)|’s, where | - | indicates the
number of bits in Y (j). Assuming there are M runs in X",
this can be expressed as:

X"=X(1)...X(M - 1)X(M), )
Y™ =Y(1)...Y(M - 1)Y(M), (10)
K=(Y@)l,....[Y(M =D} [Y(M)]).  AD

We have the following expression for the rate given in (8) in
terms of entropy using the chain rule:

I(X™Y)=H(Y) - H(Y,K|X") + H(K|X",Y).
For the term H(Y, K|X™), we have
H(Y,K|X") 2 H(Y,K|X", A", B") + H(A", B"|X™)
— H(A", B"|X",Y, K)
Z2 H(A",B") — H(A",B"|X™,Y,K), (13)
where (r1) follows from the entropy chain rule, (r3) is due to
H(Y,K|X"™ A" B™) = 0, and independence of A™ and B"™
from X™. Consequently, we have:
I(X™Y) = H(Y)— H(A", B")+H(A", B"| X", Y, K)
+H(K|X™Y). (14)

12)

In this expression, H(Y) measures the randomness of the
output, H(A™, B™) captures the uncertainty from the insertion
pattern and inserted bits, H(A™, B"|X™,Y, K) reflects the
residual ambiguity after observing the input, output, and run
lengths, and H(K|X" Y) quantifies the unpredictability of
the run lengths given the input and output.

IV. CAPACITY APPROXIMATION FOR THE INSERTION
CHANNEL

To establish Theorem LI} the first step involves calculating
terms in I(X™, Y (X™)), as provided in (I4). We elaborate on
these calculations in the subsequent subsections.



A. Calculation of H(A™, B™)

We define the process denoting the insertion patterns corre-
sponding to the sequence of insertion channels as A, which is
an i.i.d. Bernoulli(«) process that determines the locations of
insertions. Using this process and channel model, we represent
the corresponding n-bit binary vector as A", where the i-th
element is defined in (3)), with inserted bit vector B™ in ().

Lemma 4. We have

1

EH(A", B") = h(a) + «, (15)
where h(-) is the binary entropy function.
Proof. Refer to Lemma 4 in the full paper [26]]. (|

B. Calculation of H(A™, B"|X™Y, K)

To calculate H(A™, B™|X™ Y, K), we use an extended
run perspective, where each run includes boundary bits of
neighboring runs. For a run of 0’s, the last bit of the left
and the first bit of the right neighboring run are included;
the same applies to runs of 1’s. A modified insertion process,
defined by A™ and B, assumes at most one insertion per
extended run. Multiple insertions are reversed, making input
and output runs identical. For small insertion probabilities, typ-
ical patterns have sufficiently spaced insertions, contributing
to higher-order terms in capacity, allowing accurate estimation
of H(A™, B™" X", Y, K).

We further define stationary processes Z™ and V" to keep
track of reversed insertions as follows:

Zr = A" @ A",
V" =B" @ B".

(16)
a7)

With the modified insertion process, if there is no insertion or
at most single insertion in an extended run, Z™ and V" consist
entirely of 0’s. For the remaining runs, the corresponding
segments in Z™ and V" are the same as in A™ and B”,
respectively. Therefore, Z" and V" represent the segments in
A™ and B™ that are reversed due to the modified process.

In this section, we bound the difference between
H(A™, B"|X™ Y, K)and H(A", B"| X", Y, K) for the mod-
ified and original insertion processes, where Y is the output
vector and K represents bit lengths including inserted bits
with modified process(as in (). This bound quantifies the
approximation error, which does not affect the first two-
order capacity terms. We then compute H(A", B"| X" Y, K),
representing ambiguity in the insertion pattern and inserted
bits, completing the approximation of H(A™, B"|X™ Y, K).

Consider the following pairs:

((Xn7 }/7 K7 An? Bn)? (Xn7 Y? IA{? An? Bn))?
(X™Y,K),(X".Y,K)).

(18)
19)

Both of these pairs are in the form of (7', F) such that T is a
function of (F, Z™, V™) and E is a function of (T, Z™, V™).

Using the chain rule and applying some manipulations to these
pairs, we can express the following inequality:

|H(A™, B"|X",Y,K)— H(A", B"|X",Y,K)|

<2H(Z™, V™). (20)

For details, we refer to the full version of the paper [26].
Clearly, the processes Z and V are stationary, and we have
2H(Z™,V™)/n < 2h(z,v). To compute the entropy, one
can evaluate the PMF of P(z,v), as detailed in [26]. Using
the expected run length Lg, the nonzero probabilities in the
probability mass function (PMF) can be upper bounded by:

P(z=0,v=0) <1-2a°E[Lg] + O(c?),
P(z =1,v=0) < aE[Lo] < 2a°E[Lo] + O(?),
P(z=1,v =1) < &®E[Lg] < 20°E[Lo] + O(a?),

2y

which will be used to calculate the dominant terms of h(z,v).
This term identifies the loss incurred when restricting our-
selves to the modified insertion process.

Lemma 5. Consider any X such that E[Lylog Lo| < oco. Then,

lim H(A" B"X",

n—oco n

1
Y(X"),K) = SaBflog(Lo)] -
(22)
where —2h(z,v) <n < o?E[Lglog(Lo)] + 2h(z,v).

Proof. The proof follows from 20) and Lemma[6] below. [
Lemma 6. For any X such that E[Lglog Lo| < oo, we have

1 o N
lim —H(A" B"| X",

n—o0o M

V(X"), K) = saEllog(Lo)] ~ 5,
(23)

where 0 < § < o?E[Lglog(Lo)].

Proof. The main idea of the proof is as follows. First, we fix
the input 2" and any possible output §(z™). Then, we estimate
(the log of) the number of possible realizations of A™ and B"
that might lead to the pair (2", ) given the marker vector k.
The final step is to take the expectation over (z",7, k). For
details, refer to Lemma 6 in the full paper [26]. O

C. Calculation of H(K|X™Y)

Lemma 7. For a simple insertion channel model with a sta-
tionary and ergodic input process X satisfying H(X) > 1—a?,
where >1 5, We have:

oo oo 1
lim ~H(K|X",Y)=2 (b+1)27°2 "%
Jm SHOXY) = 53505 0+ 1)t
where
2 oo oo
_att 2T _ygqttme/2 % Z Z (T’j + 7']‘+1)
ri=lrjp1=1
1 1+ €/2
- (r; Dh| ——— ) <e <da ™
(rj+1+1) (Tj+1+1 < e <da
+O‘1+'y/2767 (24)
with € > 0.

Proof. To compute H(K|X",Y), we define a perturbed in-
sertion process A. For the input process X, we introduce Z,



whose elements correspond to two consecutive input runs with
at most one insertion, equated to ‘0’. Otherwise, they match
the original process A. To clarify further, for two consecutive
input runs {S;, S; 11}, we define 7' as a process with all zeros
when {S;, S;+1} has at most one insertion. Otherwise, Z; =

if X; € 5; and A; = 1, Vi. Using Zli, we define Z as follows:

2= 1, if 3 sgch that Zj = 1 25)
0, otherwise.
This perturbed process yields a new insertion pattern:
A=AoZ (26)

The output of this perturbed process is denoted by Y(X ™),
and we define K as follows:

K:(|Y(1)|7"'7 )|)7

where }7( j) denotes the bits in the output corresponding to the
7-th run of the input (including the original bits and insertions
due to the perturbed process). We first calculate H(K|X™,Y),
then bound difference between the original and the perturbed
processes. Applying the chain rule, after some intermediate
steps, one can write

Y (M —1)|,|Y(M 27)

H(K|X™Y)
- ZH( DIXG) - X0 ¥V 0n)), 29
where X (j)--- X (M) and Y (j)---Y (M) represent concate-

nations of X (j)’s and Y'(j)’s, respectively. Further details are
given in the full paper [26].
The proof is completed by using Lemmas [§] and O

Lemma 8. For an insertion channel with the perturbed
insertion process and a stationary and ergodic input process
X satisfying H(X) > 1 — a7, where v > 1, we have:

32 D (12

Tj:l ’I"]‘+1:1

1
h{—— | — 29
(T‘j+1+1> €2+€3; ( )

1.2885a — €5 + €3 where

(7m=1)
Tit1 +1

(30)

1 . .
lim —H(K|X™Y) = TjQ T +1

n—,oo M

which is approximately =

a
0<e ng Z (rj +7j41)(rj+1 + DA

’I‘J_l Tj+1= 1

_a1+'y/27e S €3 S oé1+'y/275'

Proof. We outline the key steps of the proof here. For further
details, please refer to [26]. The proof involves calculating:
t= H (VG| XG0, XY (), V(M)
by analyzing various cases that contribute nonzero values.
With a slight change in notation, let us define Y'(j) as the
runs in Y, meaning that Y'(j') is directly determined by the
bits of Y. The only nonzero contribution comes from the case

with [YV(j)| = [X(j)| and [Y(j + 1)| = |X(j + 1)| + 1,
where we cannot distinguish between two different scenarios.
Consider the following example:

X(X(G+1)=[1110000] 31D
Y(j)f’(j+1):[1 1100000 (32)
Here, we cannot determine whether the ‘0’ bit is inserted at

the end of X (j) or inside X (j + 1) covered by the two cases:

o Case Vi: If the ‘0’ bit is inserted at the end of X (j)
which has a probability:

1 ; ir1)|—

P(V,) = 5a(1 — o) XOIHXGHDI- (33)

e Case Vy: If the ‘0’ bit is inserted at any of the possible
| X (j41)| locations in X (j+1) which has a probability:

1 , ,
P(V2) = 5a(1 = ) XOHXGDIEX (1) G4y

Conditioned on this nonzero contribution case and defining
= |X(j)|, we can normalize the probabilities which gives

1
f=h (7> |
T+ + 1

With some intermediate steps, as detailed in the full version
[26], the desired expected contribution can be obtained as:

(35)

H(K|X™Y) = Aja — e + e3, (36)
where
1 = = . 1
— i —r —Tjt1
Al 221 .21(TJ+1+1)2 2 h<7'j+1"v‘1>7
Ti=AT 41
0<e<a—2i i(r»w» Yrjar + Db [ —2
S €2 S B , J FH1)\T5+1 Tj+1+1 )

a1+’y/275 <es < Oé1+'y/276.

Note that we have A4; ~ 1.2885. O

Lemma 9. With a stationary and ergodic input process X
satisfying H(X) > 1 — o, where v > 1. the difference
between H(K|X™,Y) and H(K|X",Y) satisfies:

1 . §
lim —|H(K|X",Y) - H(K|X",Y)| < 4a'™~2 (37)
n—,oo n

Proof. The proof strategy mirrors that of [23, Lemma V.18].
We utilize the perturbed insertion process Z and define
U(X"™ A", Z™) € {t,0,1}/Y] for each bit in the output of
size |Y|. Sequentially, for each bit in Y, U is defined as

o For each bit in both Y and Y, the corresponding element
of U is t, representing bits originally in X and insertions
from the perturbed process.

e For each bitin Y but notin Y, U is assigned ‘0’ or ‘1’
based on the bit in Y, representing reversed insertions
from the process difference.

U

Clearly, we have the pairs (X", Y) +— (X" Y) and

(X", Y, K) <22 (X7, ¥, K) which results in
|H(K(X™)[X",Y(X") - H(K(X")|X",Y(X"))|

<2H(U)+ H(Z). (38)



The proof is concluded by demonstrating that
lim,, o0 w < 4a't7=¢/2 The detailed steps
are in the full versmn of the paper [26]. |

D. Calculations for H(Y|X)

Using the results given in Sections [V-A] and [V-C|
we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 1. For an input process that is statzonary and
ergodic satisfying H(X) > 1 — o, where > 5, we have

lim L H(Y|X™)

n—oo M

1 1 oo oo
:h(a)+a<1—§E[logL() —52_: Z_ Lis1+1)

ol 1
.9 g+
9=lig=l h(lj+1+1)>+§, (39)
where ( = n + €1 with
2 oo oo
Qe _gqttrme/2 % Z Z (rj +7j4+1)
ri=lrjy ;=1
) ) 1
Ars “Ti9TTi+1 <
(TJ+1+1)2 2 h<7‘j+1+1> <€
< 4a1+77€/2 +a1+'y/27e7
— 2h(z,v) < 1 < &*E[Lolog(Lo)] + 2h(z,v),
with € > 0.
Proof. We have
H(Y|X") = H(Y,K|X") — H(K|X",Y)
=H(A",B")— H(A",B"|X")Y,K) - H(K|X"Y).
Using Lemmas and [7] completes the proof. O

E. Achiveability

Lemma 10 (Achievability). Let X* be the iid Bernoulli(1/2)
process. For any e > 0, we have

Cla) =1+ alog(a) + Gra + O(a?/27¢). (40)

Proof. Since X is i.i.d. Bernoulli(1/2) with size n, it has a
run-length distribution pr,(I) = 27!, The corresponding output
Y (X™*™) is also i.i.d. Bernoulli with length L = n+Bin(n, ).
Hence, shown in the full version [26], we have

H(Y (X*™) = 0O(log(n)) + n(1 + ).

Using H(Y|X*™) from the Corollary [ with P(z,v) =
O(a?) and E[Lg log Lg] < oo completes the proof. O

(41)

F. Converse

We denote processes with maximum run length L by Sy.
Without loss of generality, we restrict ourselves to finite-length
runs. Next, we illustrate that restricting ourselves to Sp« for
large enough L* will not cause a significant loss.

Lemma 11. For any € > 0 there exists ag = ap(e) > 0 such
that the following happens for all o < ag. For any X € §

such that H(X) > 1+ 2alog« and for any L* > log(1/a),
there exists Xy« € Sp« such that

I(X) < I(Xp«) + o' /27¢(L*) "L log(L"). (42)

Proof. We construct Xy« by flipping a bit each time it is
the (Sp« + 1)-th consecutive bit with the same value. The
density of such bits is upper bounded by 5 = M . The
corresponding output is denoted by Y« = Y(X7. )

We further define F' = F'(X, A) as a binary vector with the
same length as the output. The elements of F' are 1 wherever
the corresponding bit in Y7« is flipped relative to Y, and 0
otherwise. The entropy H (F') can be upper bounded by:

H(F) < h(B)(1+ a)n+log(n+1), (43)

as explained in detail in the full version [26]. The rest follows
the same steps as [22, Lemma III.2]. O

Lemma 12 (Converse). For any € > 0 there exists there exists
ag = ap(e) > 0 such that the following happens. For any
L* € Nand any X € S+ if o < a(e), then

I(X) <1+aloga+Gra+a® (1+a'/2L%).  (44)

Proof. We have H(Y) < n(1+«)+log(n+1), since Y (X™)
contains n + Binomial(n, ) bits. The proof involves using
the lower bound in Corollary [Il along with h(z,v). Note that
for H(X) > 1 + 2aloga, it is also true that H(X) > 1 —
at~¢. Hence Corollary [[l with o = 1 — € applies. Furthermore,
using the bound on the PMF of Z and V' as given in and
employing [22, Lemma IV.3], which gives E[Lg] < K3(1 +
a(log(1/a))3L*); we obtain

h(z,v) < 0.50%7¢(2 + 0.50/2L*), (45)

for all o < o with ap = ag(e) > 0. Also noting ]E log Lo —
o227 Hlogl| = o(a!/*~¢log L*), the proof follows. [

We further note that the approach used for the insertion
channel can also be extended to the Gallager insertion channel,
as demonstrated in the full paper [26].

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we studied the capacity of insertion channels
with small insertion probabilities, a highly relevant model
for different practical applications including DNA storage.
Specifically, we identified the dominant terms of the channel
capacity for small insertion probabilities and established the
capacity in the asymptotic regime. To derive our results, we
used Bernoulli(1/2) inputs for achievability and combined this
with a converse argument employing stationary and ergodic
processes as inputs. This approach demonstrated that the
channel capacity differs from the achievable rates with i.i.d.
inputs only in the higher-order terms, providing an accurate
approximation in the small insertion probability regime. For
future work, this approach can be extended to nonbinary inputs
such as 4-ary alphabets for DNA storage, and to alternative
channel models including deletion, insertion-substitution, and
absorption channels. These extensions would significantly
enhance our understanding of the capacity of channels with
synchronization errors.
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