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Abstract

Our focus with this thesis will be on extending previous results obtained for finite linear
cellular automata. Specifically, we will show that many properties of finite linear cellular
automata with prime moduli also extend to the case of prime-power moduli. When the
modulus is prime, the configuration space for our automata of interest forms a vector space,
and many nice results regarding vector spaces can be directly utilised (such as the Primary
Decomposition Theorem). However, when the modulus is a prime-power, our configuration
space instead forms a module. While structurally very similar, modules are in general harder
to work with. To overcome this difficulty, we will make use of the numerous connections
between linear cellular automata with prime moduli and their corresponding systems with
prime-power moduli (e.g. using a system modulo 5 to make conclusions about systems mod
25, 125, etc.). It turns out that, by exploring the similarities between systems with prime
and prime-power moduli, we can show a lot to be true about the prime-power case which
would otherwise be inaccessible if we focused solely on the prime-power case.

First, a few motivating examples will be discussed. Next, any relevant background infor-
mation needed to understand the terminology, notation, or techniques used will be covered.
The rest of the thesis will be dedicated to proving results about the following aspects of finite
linear cellular automata: the multiplicative orders of matrices and vectors, the generators of
annihilating polynomial ideals for vectors in the case of a prime-power moduli, the structure
of a particular subset of vectors in our modules known as the “core”, and the existence of
vectors with particular multiplicative orders known as “maximal vectors”. A brief section at
the end will be set aside for mentioning possible avenues for future work on linear cellular

automadta.
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Chapter 1
Motivating Examples

One of the chief concerns of mathematics is to describe and model complex behaviour. For
instance, differential equations are one of math’s primary ways to model fluid flow and
population dynamics, two very complex processes in the natural world. While differential
equations give us a way to answer questions regarding complex phenomena, they also provide
us with questions and complexities of their own. After all, the better we understand the
models we use to describe the world, the better we understand the world itself. There’s a
clear incentive to study not just the phenomenon of interest (fluid flow, population dynamics,
etc.), but the models we create for them. The study of differential equations, consequently, is
a wide, expansive topic, important enough to warrant a Millennium Prize Problem regarding
them (solving the Navier-Stokes equations)!

We will not be studying differential equations in this thesis, but they illustrate an im-
portant point: in math, studying models on their own, separate from what they describe, is
a worthwhile task. This will be the primary focus of this thesis: understanding a particular
kind of model known as a finite linear cellular automaton.

A cellular automata, described intuitively by Stephen Wolfram on page 24 of A New Kind
of Science (Wolfram [8]), is a set of coloured cells where “[a]t every [time] step there is a
definite rule that determines the color of a given cell from the color of that and its immediate

. neighbors on the step before”. In essence, a cellular automata is a set of cells that

1

change state from time step to time step according to some simple rules.” Such a system

LA more rigorous handling of cellular automata is given in Chapter 2.



Chapter 1. Motivating Examples

can be used to model phenomena where the behaviour is determined “locally”—that is, the
behaviour at a particular location is determined solely by the state of the system around
that location. Swarms of insects and the bulk behaviour of fluid are such examples.

Of course, the modelling capabilities of cellular automata can be quite useful, but it turns
out that cellular automata have interesting-enough properties on their own, separate from
any specific application. Despite cellular automata operating on local rules, many systems
end up exhibiting global behaviour—that is, large-scale patterns that exceed the “reach” of
the local rules imposed on the system.

The Wolfram 90 elementary cellular automata is an example of one such system. This
automata makes use of an infinite strip of cells—cells arranged in a line. At each time step,
cells change state according to their own state, as well as the states of their two neighbours
(the cells to the immediate left and right of them on the strip). Figure 1.1 pictorially
describes the local rules imposed on the Wolfram 90 cellular automata. The top three cells
in each square represent a potential arrangement on our strip of cells, while the bottom cell
represents what the middle cell in the line of three cells will become on the next time step.

As an example, the leftmost square says that, if at any time step there are three black
cells in a row, then on the next time step, the middle of those three cells will become a white
cell.? Using all eight rules provided, we have enough information to “update” the Wolfram

90 cellular automata, no matter the configuration the automata is in.

i _ Ei H || BNl |iN EOEE lInEN
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Figure 1.1: The eight rules for the Wolfram 90 elementary cellular automata. Image taken
from page 25 of A New Kind of Science (Wolfram [8]).

To visualise the “evolution” of such an automata (that is, how the states of its cells
change over time), we can “stack” the time steps on top of each other. The topmost row
will represent the initial state of the automata, the row immediately below it will represent
the time step after the initial configuration, the row below that will represent the time

step after that, and so on. The farther down the image we look, the farther along in time

20ftentimes, black cells are denoted as “alive” or “on” cells, while white cells are “dead” or “off”. This
convention extends to the example of Conway’s Game of Life below.



the corresponding row represents. If our initial configuration for the Wolfram 90 cellular
automata is a single black cell and an infinite number of white cells on either side of it, then

our visualisation will look something like Figure 1.2.

T

Figure 1.2: The first fifty time steps of the Wolfram 90 elementary cellular automata, vi-
sualised in the way described above. Image taken from page 25 of A New Kind of Science
(Wolfram [8]).

We notice that, despite the automata’s rules only specifying how cells should evolve
based on the states of itself and its immediate neighbours, we get a pattern that’s consistent
across the entire image. In fact, visualising the time steps in this fashion creates a Sierpinski
triangle pattern. The local rules of the Wolfram 90 cellular automata create a global fractal
pattern across time steps.

Emergent global behaviour is not unique to the Wolfram 90 cellular automata. Per-
haps the most well-known example comes from Conway’s Game of Life, a cellular automata
which takes place on an infinite two-dimensional grid of cells rather than the infinite one-
dimensional strip of the Wolfram 90 automata. In Conway’s Game of Life, a white cell will
turn black on the next time step if exactly three of its neighbours (the cells either orthog-
onally or diagonally touching it) are black, while a black cell will remain black on the next
time step if two or three of its neighbours are black. Otherwise, a cell will turn white on the

next time step.
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Figure 1.3: Five time steps, starting from the left and working right, of a “glider” configu-
ration in Conway’s Game of Life. Notice that the initial configuration is translated one unit
diagonally down and to the right after these time steps, thus “gliding” the cells along the
grid. This pattern of cell configurations will repeat indefinitely, “gliding” the cells across the
board.

Figure 1.4: The configuration known as “Gosper’s Glider Gun”. After a certain number
of time steps elapse, this configuration will “produce” a glider of the type shown in Figure
1.3 and return to the initial configuration, allowing for an infinite number of gliders to be
produced over time.

Via these simple local rules, extremely complex global behaviour arises. As an example,
it’s possible to create configurations of cells that “glide” across the grid indefinitely like some
strange cellular car. These configurations are commonly referred to as “gliders” (Patterson
[5]). Figure 1.3 shows one such configuration. In fact, it’s actually possible to create config-
urations which produce gliders indefinitely, like a factory. The “Gosper’s Glider Gun” is one
such configuration, shown in Figure 1.4 (Patterson [5]).

There are many, many interesting configurations one can discover within Conway’s Game
of Life (Patterson [5]). The important part is that such configurations are possible at all, that
the local rules governing Conway’s Game of Life give rise to global patterns and structures
that extend beyond the scope of those initial local rules. Despite the definition of the cellular
automata being very simple, very complex behaviour can emerge.

Through the examples of the Wolfram 90 and Game of Life cellular automata, we see



that cellular automata are interesting systems in their own right, even without coupling
them with any particular application. The purpose of this thesis will be to explore some of
the rich structure contained in a particular type of cellular automata: a finite linear cellular
automata. In many ways, the automata we’ll study are more complicated than the examples
discussed here. Finite linear cellular automata allow cells to be in an arbitrary, finite number
of states, not just “black” and “white”. As well, our automata will have periodic boundary
conditions, meaning the cells won’t exist on an infinitely-sized board, but rather one where
the edges are connected. So, for instance, the leftmost cells on our boards will have the
rightmost cells as their neighbours, and the topmost cells will have the bottom-most cells as
neighbours. This will cause more interesting interactions to occur between cells, as a pattern
that extends in one direction (like a glider) will inevitably appear on the opposite side of
the board, allowing for “collisions” to occur that wouldn’t be possible on an infinitely-sized
board.

However, even with these added complications, the added property of linearity to our
cellular automata will prove to be crucial to our findings. It’s this added linearity that allows
us to understand the behaviour of finite linear cellular automata much more completely than

other cellular automata.
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Chapter 2

Background

2.1 Formal Representation of Finite Linear Cellular

Automata

There are many different ways to conceptualise cellular automata. In the case of Conway’s
Game of Life, it’s most helpful to visualise an infinite, two-dimensional grid composed of cells
that can either be on or off. This is the standard way Conway’s Game of Life is presented,
and rightfully so. Visually showing how the grid of cells evolves over time is an effective way
to demonstrate the emergent complex behaviour of the automata.

For formal analyses of cellular automata, a more abstract conceptualisation is typically
used. A state space A is defined, containing all the possible states a cell in the automata
can have. In the case of Conway’s Game of Life, this set would contain only two states: on
and off. As well, some set A is used to index the collection of all cells in the automata. For
Conway’s Game of Life, this set would be a list of two-dimensional coordinate points, each
coordinate representing a different cell. To assign a cell a state, we define a mapping that
maps each cell indexed by A to a state in A. These mappings are collected in a set denoted
by

AN ={f: A= A}

The update rule of the automata can then be represented as some function ® that switches

between particular given states to the automata’s cells. In other words, the update rule is a
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mapping between assigned mappings in A*:
o AN - AN

So, for Conway’s Game of Life, & can be viewed as taking the grid of cells at a particular
time step as input and outputting the grid of cells for the next time step.

Note that the exact notation and treatment of cellular automata can change quite sig-
nificantly between sources. The notation used here is adopted from “Dynamics of finite
linear cellular automata over Zy” (Mendivil and Patterson [4]). For a slightly different set
of conventions, see chapter 1.1 of Algebraic Methods for Finite Linear Cellular Automata
(Dow [1]).

The cellular automata we’ll consider are one-dimensional, finite, linear cellular automata.
Like the Wolfram 90 automata discussed in Chapter 1, our cells will be arranged in a strip,
each cell taking on a particular state/value. Unlike the Wolfram 90 automata, our configura-
tions will be finitely sized, meaning we’ll only have a certain number of cells to utilise. These
types of automata lend themselves well to another type of notation: each configuration of
our cellular automata can be treated as a vector of finite size.

The possible states for our cells will come from the integers modulo some positive integer
(i.e. some set of numbers {0,1,2,--- , N —1}). Let Zy denote the set of integers modulo N,
and let Z% denote the set of L x 1 vectors with components in Zy. Then, assuming L and
N are set to be positive integers beforehand, each configuration for our cellular automata
will be an element of Z%.!

As well, since we’ll be restricting our attention to linear cellular automata, our update
rules for these automata can be handled in a very particular way. Let A denote our linear
cellular automata’s update rule. For two given configurations of our automata @, € Z%,

the update rule must abide by the following property (due to our automata being linear):

A(cU + dw) = cA(V) + dA(wW) mod N

for constants ¢, d € Zy.

7 (134

!'Throughout this thesis, we’ll use the terms “configuration”, “initial configuration”, and “vector” inter-
changeably.



2.2. Vector Spaces and Modules

We see that our update rule A is a linear transformation from Z% to Z%, meaning A can
be interpreted as an L x L matrix with components in Zy. Let Z%XL denote the set of L x L
matrices with components in Zy. If N is omitted (e.g. Z"*), assume the components of
the matrix come from the integers (i.e., Z). Then, assuming L and N are set to be positive
integers beforehand, the update rule for our finite linear cellular automata will be an element
of Z]LVXL. Applying the automata’s update rule, then, is equivalent to multiplying our current
vector by the matrix A.

Now, we have everything we need to formally define finite linear cellular automata for

our purposes.

Definition 2.1. A finite linear cellular automata (abbreviated as LCA) is a triplet (N, C, A)
where N is the finite set of all possible states a cell can take (the state space), C' is the finite
set of all possible configurations (the configuration space), and A is the linear update rule
or update matriz used. If an LCA takes the form (Z,,Z% A), then n is referred to as the
modulus of the LCA.

As an example, for a finite version of the Wolfram 90 automata with cyclic bound-

ary conditions and only four cells, its formal representation using Definition 2.1 would be

0101

(ZQ, 73, {(1) 03 [13] . Figure 2.1 illustrates both the “visual” way of representing the time
1010

steps of a particular Wolfram 90 starting configuration, as well as our more formal represen-

tation of the same time steps.

2.2 Vector Spaces and Modules

For LCAs of the form (ZN, 7k, A), the ones we’ll be considering, it’s tempting to treat the
configuration spaces as vector spaces. After all, vector spaces have plenty of nice properties,
and applying those properties to an LCA would likely allow us to understand their behaviour
better. However, in order for a configuration space Z% to be a vector space, the components
of its vectors must come from a field. If N is taken to be a prime number, then Zy is indeed
a field, and so Z% will be a vector space. If N is composite, then Zy is no longer a field, but

a ring; the set Z% is not a vector space in this case, but a module, a slightly more general
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. 7=(10 0 0)

l l

l l

A%=(0 0 0 0)

Figure 2.1: On the left, a visual representation of a starting configuration’s sequence of time
steps under the Wolfram 90 rule with four cells and cyclic boundary conditions. On the

0101
right, the same time steps are represented as vectors in the LCA (Zg, 73, [(1) g (1) g} >

object. Thus, unless N is taken to be a prime number, we cannot necessarily treat Z% as a
vector space.

Consequently, the case where N is composite is much more difficult to analyse than the
case where N is prime. To tackle the composite case, one of the most common approaches
is to make use of the Chinese Remainder Theorem? to split up composite N into coprime,
prime-power factors and analyse the corresponding LCAs with each coprime factor as their
modulus. Using the behaviour of these resulting LCAs, we can deduce properties of the
original LCA. In this way, we need only focus our attention on cases where N is prime, or
N is a power of a prime.

When an LCA’s configuration space is of the form Zﬁk for some prime-power p¥, it behaves
as a module, not a vector space. However, it has many connections to the vector space Z]f
through various mappings, algebraic relations, and similar dynamics. These connections are
the primary way in which the prime-power case is explored; they offer a means by which
to bypass some of the shortcomings of having a module instead of a vector space. In later
chapters, we’ll use these sorts of connections to derive results for the prime-power case which
would otherwise be unobtainable.

While we won’t make extensive use of the formal definitions of rings, fields, vector spaces,

and modules, they are included below for completeness.

2See Appendix A for an explanation as to how the Chinese Remainder Theorem is used to analyse LCAs.

10



2.2. Vector Spaces and Modules

Definition 2.2. A ring is a set S along with two operations, + : § x § — S (addition) and
-1 S x S — S (multiplication) that satisfy the following properties:
- Additive Identity: There exists a 0 € S such that, foralla € S, a+0=04a = a.
- Additive Inverses: For all a € S, there exists a —a € S where a+(—a) = (—a)+a = 0.
- Additive Associativity: For all a,b,c € S, a+ (b+¢) = (a+b) + c.
- Additive Commutativity: For all a,b € S, a+b=0b+ a.
- Multiplicative Distributivity: For all a,b,c € S, a-(b+c) = (a-b)+(a-c) and (b+c)-a =
(b-a)+ (c-a).
As well, to have an associative ring (which most rings are implicitly assumed to be), the
following extra condition must hold:

- Multiplicative Associativity: For all a,b,c € S, a-(b-c)=(a-b)-c.

Definition 2.3. A field is an associative ring (S, +,-) that satisfies the following proper-
ties:
- Multiplicative Commutativity: For all a,b € S, a-b=0b-a.
- Multiplicative Identity: There exists a 1 € S such that, for all a € S\ {0}, 1-a =
a-1=a.
- Multiplicative Inverses: For all a € S\ {0}, there exists a a=! € S such that a-a™! =

al-a=1.

Definition 2.4. For an associative ring (S,+,-), a module over S is a set V with two
operations, + : V x V' — V (vector addition) and - : S x V — V (scalar multiplication),

that satisfies the following properties:
- Additive Identity: There exists a 0 € V such that, forallde V,d+0=04a = a.
- Additive Inverses: For all @ € V there exists a —@ € V where @+ (—@) = (—@)+d = 0.
- Additive Associativity: For all @,b,¢ € V,d+ (b+ &) = (@+b) + ¢
- Additive Commutativity: For all a, be V,d+ b="b+ad.
- Scalar Sum Distributivity: For all z,y € Sand d €V, (z+y)-d=x-d+y-a
- Vector Sum Distributivity: For all @,be V andz € S, z- (G+b) =z -d+x - b.
- Scalar Multiplication Associativity: For all z,y € Sanda €V, z-(y-d) = (z-y) - d.
- Scalar Multiplication Identity: There exists a 1 € S such that, foralla e V,1-d = a.

11
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Definition 2.5. A vector space is a module over S where (S, +,-) is a field.

2.3 Iteration, Cycle Length, and Transient Length

It is helpful to establish some terminology to describe some of the long-term behaviours of
LCA configurations. This section will define three important ideas which underpin much of

the work in describing LCAs and their properties.

Definition 2.6. An iteration is an application of an LCA’s update rule (i.e. a multiplication
by the update matrix followed by a modular reduction by the modulus). To iterate is to
apply an LCA’s update rule. An iterate is the result obtained by iteration via an LCA’s

update rule.

By convention, we’ll consider a configuration to have itself as an iterate. That is, if ¢ is
our configuration and A is our update matrix, then A% = ¥ is an iterate of ©.

Oftentimes, we're not interested in the specific result of applying an update rule to a
starting configuration, but rather the long-term behaviour of that starting configuration un-
der repeated iteration of the update matrix. What happens to a vector if we keep repeatedly
applying the update rule? Will it iterate back to its initial value? How many iterations will
it take? Using the term “iteration” to mean applying an LCA’s update rule is to emphasise
the iterative nature of repeatedly applying the update rule to an initial configuration to
answer these sorts of questions.

A note on Definition 2.6: the language defined by this definition can apply to both
configurations of an LCA and to an LCA’s update matrix itself. Since applying the LCA’s
update rule is equivalent to multiplying by the update matrix, it makes perfect sense to

iterate the update matrix—we take the product of the matrix and itself.

Briefly, let’s consider one of the questions posed above: given an initial configuration for
some LCA, if we iterate enough times, will it eventually iterate back to itself? We know
the configuration space for any LCA we consider will be a set of the form Z%, and this
set has exactly N% elements, meaning it is finite. Thus, we know that the set of unique

iterates for a given initial configuration must also be finite since the set of iterates is a

12



2.3. Iteration, Cycle Length, and Transient Length

subset of the configuration space. So, it’s within the realm of possibility that one of the
initial configuration’s iterates—excluding the “trivial” iterate, where the update rule is not
applied—will be itself.

Let (Zy,Z%, A) be the generic LCA we're considering, and let 7 € Z% be our initial

configuration. Then, the set of unique iterates® for @ can be represented as
T = {0, AV, A%V, ---, A°C} mod N

for some nonnegative integer c¢. Consider the “last” iterate A°0. What happens if we apply
the LCA’s update rule to this configuration? We know that Z contains all unique iterates

for the vector v, so iterating A°J must give one of the vectors in Z. Therefore,
A(AU) = A0 mod N

for some integer 0 < 7 < c.

If 7 = 0, then the iterates of ¥ form a loop: repeatedly iterating ¢ will give A%, then A%,
then A37, etc., until we get AT, at which point iterating again will give . Further iteration
will simply cycle back through the same vectors since ¢ is our starting configuration. Thus,
when 7 = 0, v will eventually iterate back to itself.

Otherwise, if 7 > 0, then the iterates of ¢ will still form a sort of loop, but that loop
won’t include every possible iterate. For instance, consider the case where 7 = 2. Repeatedly
iterating ¥ gives us A7, then A%¥, then A37, etc., the same as before, until we reach A°7. If
we iterate A°v, we’ll get A%, which is not the same as our initial configuration ¥. Thus, if
we continue iterating, we’ll never get @ nor A% as configurations again; only the vectors A2¥

through to A°’ are obtainable via further applications of the update rule.

The value of 7, then, specifies the power of the update matrix A that separates recurring
iterates in the iteration of ¥’ from one-time iterates that only occur a single time, no matter
how many times the update rule is applied to . We call the value 7 the transient length of v
under A, as it counts the number of configurations that are “transient”, or non-permanent,

in the long-term iteration of v.

3This set is sometimes referred to as the orbit of ¥ under A.

13
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Ve

A AYT AT

\ A217/ \ A417/

Figure 2.2: On the left, an example of a vector’s sequence of iterates when 7 = 0. On the
right, an example of a vector’s sequence of iterates when 7 = 2. Notice that, when 7 > 0,
some iterates will only ever be iterated to once.

<y

<y

An LCA’s update matrix can also have a transient length. Below are formal definitions

for both types of transient lengths.

Definition 2.7. The transient length of a matrix A modulo N is the smallest nonnegative

integer 7 such that the congruence
A°A"=A" mod N

has positive integer solutions for c.

Definition 2.8. The transient length of a vector € Z% under a matrix A € Z5** modulo

N is the smallest nonnegative integer 7 such that the congruence
A°A"0v=A"0 mod N
has positive integer solutions for c.

Sometimes, it is useful to give a name to the set of configurations to which a vector will
only ever iterate once, as the number of vectors in this set is, by construction, exactly the

same as the vector’s transient length.

Definition 2.9. Given a vector ¥ € Z% under a matrix A € Z%** modulo N, the transient

14
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region of U is the set
T—1

U {A'%} mod N,

1=0

where 7 is the transient length of v.

From these definitions, and from the fact that the update rules of our LCAs are linear, we
can already begin to draw conclusions about the general behaviour of LCA configurations.

Proposition 2.1 provides an example of the types of reasoning we can employ.

Proposition 2.1. Let (Zy,Z%, A) be an LCA, and let 7 € Z% be a vector with transient
length 7 > 0 such that A70 % 0 mod N. Then there exists another vector @ € Z% with
transient length 7 such that A7 = 0 mod N.

Proof. By definition of a vector’s transient length, there exists a natural number ¢ such that
A°A"0=A"0U mod N.
Consider the vector @ defined by

Ac(Tmed ) ATH 7 mod N.

w
The vector w cannot be the zero vector since, if it were, it would imply that
AT med ) ATE =7 mod N,

and this would contradict the fact that the transient length of ¢ is greater than zero.
As well, for k > 7, we notice that A*w = 0 mod N. To see this, let k = 7 + ¢ for some
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nonnegative integer ¢t. Then,

A*g
= ATH(A(Tmed ) ATE )
= A'A"ATT — A'ATT
= AAT— AA™T
=0 mod N

using the definition of vector transient lengths, where n is some integer. Furthermore,
ARG £ 0 mod N for integers 0 < k < 7 since, if A = 0 mod N, then we’d have that

AFAc—(rmod ) AT = AFF mod N,

and this would contradict the fact that 7 is the transient length of v

Now, consider the congruence
A*ATi = AT% mod N, (2.1)

We claim that there are no positive integer solutions for  when 7" < 7. To see this, assume
T < 7, and assume we have some positive integer solution for . Then, repeatedly applying

Congruence (2.1) gives us that
AAT G = AT #0 mod N
since T' < 7. However, 7 > 7, and so by what we showed above,
AT AT = AT(A* @) = AT(0) =0 mod N,

which is a contradiction.

Now, simply plugging in 7' = 7 into Congruence (2.1) shows that 7 is the first value of T
where Congruence (2.1) has solutions for x (since A™w = 6), and so, by definition, 7 is the
transient length of . QED
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Proposition 2.1 demonstrates the power of defining quantities/properties of interest; with
good definitions, certain behaviours of LCAs will make themselves known. This becomes even
more apparent in Chapter 5, where we define a generalisation of linear independence to prove
some properties of an important set of vectors within an LCA’s configuration space (known
as the “core”). The remainder of this chapter will focus on introducing other definitions and

concepts that prove to be useful in the analysis of LCAs.

Closely related to the transient length is the cycle length or multiplicative order of a
vector/matrix. The transient length of a matrix A is defined to be the smallest nonnegative

integer 7 such that
A°A" = A"

has positive integer solutions for c¢. The smallest such ¢ where this congruence is true is
called the cycle length or multiplicative order of A. The cycle length of a vector under a

matrix is defined similarly.

Definition 2.10. The cycle length, or multiplicative order, of a matrix A modulo N is the

smallest positive integer w such that
A*A'= A" mod N,

where t is the transient length of A modulo N.

Definition 2.11. The cycle length, or multiplicative order, of a vector v € Z% under a

matrix A € Z%XL modulo N is the smallest positive integer w such that
A“A'G = A'F mod N,
where t is the transient length of ¥ under the matrix A modulo N.

The term “cycle length” comes from a particular interpretation of this quantity. If we
return to Figure 2.2, the cycle length of the vector ¢ is given by the number of vectors within
the “loop” (for the diagram on the right, this does not include the “tail” that feeds into the
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loop). Then, the cycle length of a vector is the number of iterations needed for the vector to
“cycle back” to a previous iterate, hence the name. Likewise for the cycle length of a matrix.

The term “multiplicative order” comes from the similarity in this quantity’s definition to
the multiplicative order of elements in a ring.

In this thesis, the terms “cycle length” and “multiplicative order” will be used inter-
changeably for vectors and matrices.

Notice that, for the definitions of cycle length, ¢ is able to be greater than the transient
length of the vector/matrix. The reason for this is straightforward; we’ll use the matrix case
to illustrate, though the vector case is nearly identical. If we let 7 be the transient length
of our matrix A, and w its cycle length, then after iterating the matrix 7 times, the iterates

that follow can be listed as
AAT A?AT .. AYTTAT D AYAT = AT AAT, APAT -

Say we start at the iterate A’A7 in this list. It’ll take w — i iterations to iterate to A7, and
then another i iterations to iterate back to A’A7. Thus, for any starting iterate in this list,
it takes w — 1 + ¢ = w iterations to iterate back where we started. Looking back at our
definition for cycle length, we see that this implies ¢ can be any value greater than or equal
to the transient length, and the obtained value of the cycle length will remain the same.

We point out this fact for ease of explanation later in this thesis. In most cases, the value
of t in the definitions of cycle length will be taken to be the transient length of the respective
vector/matrix, but it is sometimes useful to use a value greater than the transient length.

One other detail worth mentioning. If the transient length of a matrix A is zero, then
A¥ =1, where w is the cycle length of A and Iis the identity matrix of the appropriate size.
This follows directly from the definition of a matrix’s cycle length. Thus, this means that A
must be invertible, since A*"'A =AY =L

In fact, the converse is also true. If A is invertible, then there exists an A~! such that
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A7'A =1 Then, if w is the cycle length of A and 7 is the transient length, we have that

A“AT = A
— AT(AAT) = ATA”

— A =T,

which means that 7 = 0 by definition.

Thus, we've proven the following proposition:

Proposition 2.2. A matrix A € Z%XL is invertible modulo N if and only if its transient

length is zero.

This is another example of a definition (this time being the definition for the cycle length)
proving to be useful in deducing properties regarding LCAs.

2.4 Annihilating Polynomials & Minimal Polynomials

Perhaps one of the more interesting ways we can analyse LCAs is by considering some special
polynomials related to an LCA’s update matrix.
Consider some arbitrary LCA (Zp, Zﬁ , A), where p is an odd prime. The matrix A has

a characteristic polynomial given by
w(A) = det(\I— A) mod p.

By the Cayley-Hamilton Theorem, u(\) is an annihilating polynomial for A.

Definition 2.12. An annihilating polynomial of a matrix A is any polynomial r(z) such

that r(A) = 0, where 0 is the zero matrix of appropriate size.

Any polynomial multiple of () is also an annihilating polynomial for A. To see this,
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Chapter 2. Background

simply let v(\) be an arbitrary polynomial and compute p(A)v(A):

H(A)V(A) = (0)r(A) mod p
0

mod p.

In fact, any polynomial multiple of any annihilating polynomial for A will also be an
annihilating polynomial for A. Thus, the set of all annihilating polynomials for A forms an
ideal* of the ring of polynomials with coefficients in Z,. Let Zx[X] represent the set of all
polynomials with coefficients in Zy, and let Anng,[x](A) represent the ideal of annihilating
polynomials in Z,[X] for A.

Since Z,[X] is a principal ideal domain (by virtue of the Euclidean Algorithm and the fact
that only one indeterminate is used), our ideal Annz,[x)(A) is generated by a single element,
meaning every annihilating polynomial for A is a polynomial multiple of some “smallest”

polynomial. This “smallest” polynomial is called the minimal polynomial of A.

Definition 2.13. The minimal polynomial of a matrix A € ZL*", for primes p, is its lowest

degree, monic, annihilating polynomial.

The minimal polynomial is chosen to be monic (having a coefficient of 1 on its leading
term) so that the minimal polynomial is unique. Otherwise, if the monic condition was
dropped, there would be p — 1 valid generators for Anng [x)(A).

The minimal polynomial of a matrix specifies, in a sense, the smallest algebraic property
the matrix satisfies, which in turn allows us to make sense of its behaviour. As an example,

say we're given a matrix A whose minimal polynomial is given by
m(z) = 2> + 2+ 2.

Now, say we're given the polynomial expression A* + 2A% + 2A + 41, This polynomial is

fairly intimidating, but using m(x), we can reduce this to a nicer expression. By definition,

4An ideal J is an additive subgroup of a ring R such that, for any € R and any y € J, xy € J and
yxr € 3.
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we know m(x) is an annihilating polynomial for A, so

A2+ A+21=0
— A= —(A+2I).

Multiplying both sides of this equation by A:

A3 = —A(A+20)
= —(A? +2A).

From above, we have an expression for A%2. Substituting this into our expression for A3, we
get that

A’ = —(—(A+2]) +2A)
=2I- A.

Multiplying both sides of this equation by A and substituting our found expression for A2,

we can derive an expression for A*:

A* = A(2I— A)
=2A - A?
—2A — (—(A+20)
= 3A+2L

Using m(x), we now have expressions for A%, A%, and A* which are linear. If we plug these

into our given polynomial expression:

A +2A3 L 2A + 41
= (BA+2I) +2(2I- A) +2A + 41
= 3A + 10L
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We see that our complicated quartic expression is equivalent to 3A + 101, which is evidently
a much simpler expression. Using the minimal polynomial of a matrix, we can perform these
kinds of simplifications without having to know the specific value of the matrix. This, in
turn, leads to more efficient computations involving an LCA’s update matrix. As well, in
Section 2.5, we’ll see that the minimal polynomial of a matrix can also give us insight into
an LCA’s behaviour (e.g. how vectors in its configuration space iterate, what their cycle
lengths are, etc.).

If minimal polynomials help us make sense of complicated expressions involving an LCA’s
update matrix, is it possible they could also help us make sense of complicated expressions
involving LCA configurations? Unlike with matrices, we can’t simply substitute a vector
into a univariate polynomial and evaluate it. To do so, we’d need to define what it means to
take powers of a vector (like 72, 73, etc.), and this is an operation that doesn’t have a clear
interpretation. Instead, we define an annihilating polynomial for a vector to be a polynomial
expression of a matriz that, when the vector is multiplied by the expression, gives a product
of zero.

For example, given a matrix A, any vector ¢ that satisfies the equation
(M —A)7=0

for some value \ is an eigenvector for A with eigenvalue A\. Thus, A — A is an annihilating
polynomial for any eigenvector with eigenvalue .

So long as the state space of our LCA is a field (Z,, in our case), the ring of polynomials
we're dealing with will remain a principal ideal domain, meaning the set of annihilating
polynomials for a vector ¥ (denoted as Anng x)(¢)) will be a principal ideal, and thus a

minimal polynomial will exist just like the matrix case.

Definition 2.14. An annihilating polynomial of a vector v € Zﬁ under a matrix A € ZIQXL

(for odd primes p) is any polynomial r(z) € Z,[X] such that r(A)7 = 0 mod p.

Definition 2.15. The minimal annihilating polynomial of a vector v € ZIE under a matrix

A € ZI*" (for odd primes p) is the vector’s lowest degree, monic, annihilating polynomial.

To ease with explanation later in this thesis, we’ll say that an annihilating polynomial

for a set of vectors/matrices is a polynomial that’s annihilating for all the vectors/matrices
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in the set. The minimal annihilating polynomial for a set is defined similarly: it will be the

lowest degree, monic polynomial that’s annihilating for all the vectors/matrices in the set.

An important observation about vector minimal annihilating polynomials is that they
will always be a factor of the corresponding matrix’s minimal polynomial. Why? Consider
a vector ¢ € Z with minimal annihilating polynomial mg(x) € Z,[X] under the matrix
A € ZL*F. As well, let ma(z) € Z,y[X] be the matrix’s minimal polynomial. By definition,
we have that

ma(A)T= (0)0=0 mod p,

and so ma(x) is an annihilating polynomial for ¢. However, we know Anng x)(V) is a
principal ideal generated by mg(x), so ma(z) must be a polynomial multiple of mgz(x).
Thus, a vector’s minimal polynomial will always be a factor of the corresponding matrix’s

minimal polynomial.

2.5 Theorems Relating to Minimal Polynomials

Using the idea of minimal polynomials, there are two important theorems we can employ
to better understand LCAs of the form (Z,, Z]’;J ,A) for odd primes p: mainly, the Primary
Decomposition Theorem and the Minimal Polynomial Theorem. First, we’ll look at the

Primary Decomposition Theorem.

Theorem 1 (Primary Decomposition Theorem®). Let KZ be a vector space, A € KEXL g

matriz, and m(\) the minimal polynomial for A. If

k

m(A) = [T (£0)™

=1

for monic and relatively prime polynomials fi(\) to fr(\) and positive integers ny to ng,
then

K" = @D ker((f,(A)™) (2.2)

i=1

®See Theorem 12 of “Linear algebra” (Hoffman and Kunze [2]).
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where each ker((f;(A))™) # {0}.

For our purposes, Theorem 1 gives us a way to break up an LCA’s configuration space
into simpler pieces (subspaces) that are easier to analyse. From Equation (2.2), we see that
each relatively prime factor of an update matrix’s minimal polynomial corresponds to a
subspace of the configuration space. What exactly is simpler about these subspaces? Well,
each subspace is defined to be the kernel to some polynomial expression (a factor of the
minimal polynomial), and so all the vectors in each respective subspace will, by definition,
be annihilated by the polynomial expression. What this means is that, if we restrict our
attention to any of the subspaces defined by Equation (2.2), the update matrix will behave,
with respect to the vectors, as though its minimal polynomial is the polynomial expression
that defines the subspace.

A specific example helps to make sense of Theorem 1. Consider the LCA (Zs,Z2,[3 §]).

The minimal polynomial of the update matrix is given by
mA) =2+22 4+ =4+ )N)(3+)) mod 5.

The factors 4+ and 3+ \ are monic and relatively prime, and so the Primary Decomposition

Theorem says we can break up our configuration space as the direct sum
7% =ker(4 + A) @ ker(3 + A).

How do the vectors in each subspace behave? Let’s focus on ker(4 4+ A) as an example.
By construction, all vectors within this subspace have 4 4+ A\ as an annihilating polynomial,

and so for any @' € ker(4 + A):

(4I+ AT =0

= AU =4Iy =v mod 5.

We see that, within this subspace, iterating by the update matrix does nothing to the starting
vector; multiplying a vector by A simply returns the same vector. Thus, within the subspace
ker(4 + A) (which can be computed explicitly using a variety of methods, such as Gauss-

Jordan Elimination), we have a complete description of the dynamics of all possible vectors
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under iteration by the update matrix: iterating by A leaves the vector alone.

Using the same reasoning, we can determine that all vectors within ker(3+ A) get scaled
by 2 under iteration by A. While the dynamics of these vectors are a tad more complex, we’ve
still successfully reduced the complexity of the LCA’s update rule down to one-dimensional
dynamics. Rather than iterate vectors by a 2 x 2 update matrix, we can equivalently multiply
by a scalar to obtain the same iterates within this particular subspace.

Knowing the simpler behaviour of vectors within these subspaces now allows us to under-
stand the behaviour of all vectors in our configuration space. The Primary Decomposition
Theorem provides a direct sum decomposition of the entire configuration space into these
simpler subspaces, so any vector in the configuration space can be represented as exactly
one sum of vectors where exactly one vector from each separate subspace is used.® For our
example LCA, (Zs,Z2,[3 4]), this means every vector in ZZ can be expressed uniquely in the
form @ + U, where ¢ € ker(4 4+ A) and v € ker(3 + A).

As well, each of the Primary Decomposition Theorem’s kernels are invariant under mul-
tiplication by A, meaning the iterates of vectors within a kernel will stay within the same
kernel. This is straightforward to show. Consider an arbitrary kernel ker(f(A)) and some

vector ¢ within it. Then,

= f(A
— f(A)(AD) = A(f(A)T) = A(0) =0
— A7 € ker(f(A

~—
~—

So, if ¥ is in a kernel, then all its iterates are, too.

For us, this means the iterates of any vector in our configuration space are governed by the
simpler actions of the update matrix within each of the Primary Decomposition Theorem’s
subspaces—if we write a vector as a sum of vectors from these subspaces, the iterates will

remain in the same form, and no interaction between the vectors in the sum will occur. For

6This proves to be highly useful for constructing vectors in an LCA with particular properties. For
instance, proposition 3 in “Dynamics of finite linear cellular automata over Zy” (Mendivil and Patterson
[4]) uses the disjointedness of the subspaces described by the Primary Decomposition Theorem to construct
a vector with maximal multiplicative order by summing together a vector from each subspace.
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our example LCA, this gives the following relation: for any vector W € Z2 written as 4 + v,

where @ € ker(4 4+ A) and ¥ € ker(3 + A), we have that

U=u+v,
Aw = u + 2v,
A% = 17+ 40,
A =i+ 80 =1+ 30 mod 5,

AW =d+6U=ud+v=4 mod 5.

After four iterations, w iterates back to itself. Since W is an arbitrary vector in our
configuration space, we can conclude that all vectors in our LCA have a cycle length of at
most 4. Furthermore, each iterate of w can be computed by using only scalar multiplication
on ¥; matrix multiplication, which is far more computationally expensive, isn’t needed!

Thus, for the LCA (Zs,Z2,[34]), the Primary Decomposition Theorem allows us to
completely understand how every vector in the configuration space iterates by restricting

our attention to subspaces defined by the update matrix’s minimal polynomial.

Now, we shift our attention to the Minimal Polynomial Theorem. Before that, however,

we need to briefly introduce the concept of the “order” of a polynomial.

Definition 2.16. Given a polynomial of the form z"q(x) over some ring Zy[X], where ¢(x)
is a polynomial such that ¢(0) # 0, the order of the polynomial over the ring is defined to
be the smallest natural number ¢ such that ¢(z) | x© — 1. The specific ring over which the

order of the polynomial is being found will be evident from context.

At first glance, Definition 2.16 may seem completely esoteric, but there’s a clear reason
why we care about the order of a polynomial, particularly for minimal annihilating polyno-
mials. Recall the definition of a vector’s multiplicative order: for a vector v € Z]E under a

matrix A € Z£ *L "it’s the smallest positive integer w such that
AA"U=A"0 mod p

for the vector’s transient length 7. Rearranging this expression, we get that
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A“A"F— A7 =0 mod p

—  A(A*-D7 =0 mod p.
Thus, 27 (2% — 1) is an annihilating polynomial for ¢ under A. Using Definition 2.16, we see
that the order of this annihilating polynomial is w, the multiplicative order of ¥. However,
we know that the minimal annihilating polynomial of ¢’ divides any annihilating polynomial
for U. So, if m(x) is the minimal annihilating polynomial of ¥, then m(z) | 7 (2% — 1), and so
the order of m(x) is at most w (by divisibility arguments). In this way, the order of a vector’s

minimal annihilating polynomial is directly related to the vector’s multiplicative order.

In fact, the Minimal Polynomial Theorem establishes an even stronger connection: the

order of a vector’s minimal annihilating polynomial is exactly its multiplicative order.

Theorem 2 (Minimal Polynomial Theorem). Let (Z,,Z}, A) be an LCA with p prime.
If a vector v € Z]f or the matriz A has the minimal polynomial N*m(\) for some monic
polynomial m(X) where m(0) # 0 mod p, then the multiplicative order of the vector/matrix
is the order of m(\) and the transient length is k.7

A proof of Theorem 2 is given in “Linear cellular automata” (Patterson [5]). Below, we’ll
detail a different way of approaching the theorem (for vectors, specifically) which hopefully
illuminates why such a theorem should be true in the first place.

Consider an arbitrary LCA (Zp, Z£ , A) for prime p. Take some arbitrary vector v € Zﬁ
with minimal annihilating polynomial A*m(\) where k is a nonnegative integer and m(0)

0 mod p. By the Primary Decomposition Theorem, we can break up this vector as 7 = §+1¢
where 5 € ker(m(A)) and ¢ € ker(AF).

Now, every vector in ker(m(A)) has a minimal annihilating polynomial that divides
m(A) (since Z,[X] is a principal ideal domain). Because of this, no vector in ker(m(A)) has
a positive transient length (i.e. every vector has a transient length of zero). Why? Well,
Proposition 2.1 ensures that, if a vector with a positive transient length exists, then there
must be some nonzero vector @ with the same transient length 7 where A™@ = 0 mod p.
However, such a vector & can’t possibly exist in ker(m(A)) since the minimal annihilating

polynomial of @ would have to divide A™ while also dividing m(\), which is impossible.

"The original statement of Theorem 2 in “Linear cellular automata” (Patterson [5]) was concerned only
with the multiplicative order and transient lengths of vectors. However, as the proof relies only on properties
of the minimal polynomial itself, the theorem also applies to matrices.
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While vectors in ker(m(A)) can’t have positive transient lengths, vectors in ker(AF)
certainly can. In fact, every vector in ker(A*) (minus the zero vector) has a transient length
between 1 and k, inclusive. Why? By construction, every nonzero vector in ker(A*) is
annihilated under multiplication by A¥, so after at most k iterations by A, every nonzero
vector gets sent to zero. Once a vector iterates to zero, it isn’t possible for it to iterate to
anything other than the zero vector, so any nonzero iterates of a vector in ker(A¥) must
be part of its transient region. There can be between 1 and k nonzero vectors (including
the vector’s initial value) in a vector’s transient region under these conditions, meaning the
transient length can be between 1 and k, inclusive.

Since all the vectors in ker(A*) eventually iterate to zero, if we're given a vector te
ker(AF) with transient length 7, then the minimal annihilating polynomial of ¢ must be \7.
The converse is also true, since if A7 is the first power of A to annihilate ¢, then the transient
region of ¢ has 7 elements in it, meaning its transient length is 7. Note that this statement
also works in the case where k = 0. In this case, ker(A*) = {0}, and so £ = 0 with transient
length 7 = 0. Since its transient length is zero, its minimal annihilating polynomial is \° = 1,
and there are exactly zero vectors in its transient region.

Returning to our vector ¥ = §+ ¢, we can now say that the transient length of ¥ is the
transient length of £, say 7. To see why, consider the first 7 iterates of @. They’ll look like
A’§ + At mod p, where A’ will be nonzero. The sum A‘§+ A’ for 0 < i < 7 will never
iterate back to itself since At never iterates back to itself, and by the Primary Decomposition
Theorem, vectors have a unique representation as a sum of a vector from ker(A¥) and from
ker(m(A)) (and since kernels are invariant under multiplication by A, s can never iterate to
a vector in ker(AF) to “replace” t). Thus, for 0 < i < 7, A’F+ A’t must be in the transient
region of U. Any iterates of v after the first 7, however, will not be in the transient region
of ¥ since, for i > 7, A'§ + Al = Ai§ mod p, and we know § has a transient length of 0, so
it’ll eventually iterate back to itself. Thus, the transient region of ¥ will have 7 elements in
it, and so its transient length is 7.

Now, because ¥ is the minimal annihilating polynomial of £ (since A*m()\) is the minimal
annihilating polynomial for @, £ must take on A* as its minimal annihilating polynomial), we
can deduce that the transient length of ¢, and equivalently the transient length of @, must

be k. And, because after k iterations, ¢ iterates to an iterate of 5, the cycle length of v is
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the cycle length of §, say w.
How do we compute the cycle length of 57 Well, the cycle length will be given by the
smallest positive value of ¢ such that
As=¢ mod p
— (A°—D)5§=0 mod p.

The matrix A° — I can only annihilate § when it’s a multiple of m(A). Thus, w is given by
the smallest positive integer ¢ such that m(A) | A° — L In polynomial terms, we want to
find the smallest positive integer ¢ where m(A) | A°— 1. This is exactly the definition of the
order of m(\). So, the cycle length of §, and thus the cycle length of ¥, is the order of m(\).

So, we see that the Minimal Polynomial Theorem makes sense based on how the minimal

polynomial of a vector behaves, along with the Primary Decomposition Theorem.

Theorem 2 allows the multiplicative orders and transient lengths of vectors/matrices to
be calculated using only properties of the minimal polynomial. Using a computer, this is a
much faster way to determine these values as compared to using something like Floyd’s Cycle

8 This theorem also further establishes the connection between the

Detection Algorithm.
algebraic properties (minimal polynomials, vector spaces, etc.) and the dynamical properties
(multiplicative orders, transient lengths, etc.) of LCAs.

It’s important to remember that Theorems 1 and 2 require that the modulus of our LCA
be prime. If, instead, we're dealing with a more general LCA, say (ZN,Zk,A), where N
isn’t necessarily prime, then the set of polynomials Zy|[X] isn’t necessarily a principal ideal
domain, and so the matrix A doesn’t necessarily have a minimal polynomial, nor do vectors

necessarily have minimal annihilating polynomials. In Chapter 4, we’ll develop some tools

for working with annihilating polynomials when the modulus is a prime power.

2.6 Lifting and Embedding

One last concept worth familiarising ourselves with is the concept of lifting/embedding ob-
jects between LCAs with prime and prime-power moduli. To do this, let’s first take a quick

detour to discuss properties of modular reduction.

8See “Linear cellular automata” (Patterson [5]) for a description of Floyd’s Cycle Detection Algorithm.
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Consider a non-finite linear cellular automata, say C' = (Z, VA A). Vectors within this
automata will iterate in a nearly identical way to vectors under our previous LCAs, except
now, we don’t reduce by a modulus after multiplying by the update matrix A. Because of
this, C' will encapsulate the behaviour of all LCAs of the form (Z]\;,Zﬁ7 A) since we can
simply take a vector ¥ € Z% (which can be thought of as a subset of ZL, the configuration
space of C), iterate it by A within C, then reduce the resulting iterates modulo N to obtain
the respective iterates within the configuration space® Z%.

Now, say we have some vector ¢ € Z" with corresponding iterates ¥, Av, A%7, etc., within
the LCA C. If we want to find the iterates of ¥ within the LCA <Zpk7 Zﬁk, A) for some prime
power p*, we can start by expanding out the iterates from C' into “base-p representation”.

Just as how we can expand numbers like 123 into a base-10 representation
123 = (10° x 3) + (10" x 2) + (10* x 1),

we can expand vectors into this same form, just replacing the powers of 10 with powers of

p. In base-p representation, our iterates may look something like

U = 1y, + plip1 + pZﬁo,z + - +pkﬁo,k +
AT =iy + pli g + PPl + -+ P, +

A227 = 1_[270 + pﬁg,l + p2ﬁ272 +---+ pkﬁ:&k + e

for vectors ;; € Z.

Using base-p representation, reducing modulo p* becomes simple: we just remove any
vectors with coefficients greater than or equal to p* from each sum. This works because
we know the sum of @;o to p"'u; 1 for each A’ will remain the same under modular
reduction modulo p*—the resulting vector sum can never contain any components greater
than or equal to p*. The terms p*@,;, and above, however, will always contain components

which are multiples of p¥, and thus they’ll vanish under the modular reduction. This results

9More formally, we have a commutative diagram between Z’ and Z% where the mappings 7 : ZY' —
7%, 7(x) = x mod N and i(¥) = AT can be applied in either order to obtain the result of iteration within
7L
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in the following iterates:

_ = _, 2 k—1- k
= Upp + plp1 + P o + - +p" Upr—1 mod p

<y
I

AUV=1U1o+puyy +p o+ +p" Uk modp
24 _ - - 2 E—1 - k
AT = Uy + pilag + plige + -+ P Uap—1 mod p

Notice that the two sets of iterates are very similar: the only difference with the iterates
modulo p* is that less terms are included in the sum for each iterate. Otherwise, they’re
identical. This will apply to any LCA whose modulus is a power of p and whose update ma-
trix is A. For instance, if we wanted to calculate the iterates of ¢’ for the LCA <sz, Z}fg, A) ,
we simply take our sum for each iterate A'v’ and include only the vectors ;o and pu; ;:

S o = 2
U = Uy + pip,y mod p

2
I

N N 2
=110+ pu;,; mod p

Ay = U + plia;  mod P

These iterates can be obtained by reducing the iterates of v within the non-finite automata
C, but they can also be obtained by reducing the iterates of ¢ within the LCA <Zpk, Zﬁk, A>
(so long as k > 2). This illustrates an intimate connection between LCAs whose update
matrices are the same!?: the iterates of vectors in LCAs with high prime-power moduli will
always map down to iterates of vectors in LCAs with a lower prime-power moduli.

This property is useful enough to warrant its own terminology.

Definition 2.17. Given a vector v € Zﬁk for a prime power p* (with & > 1), a lift of ¥

modulo p*** is any vector of the form

T+ phd mod p*Ft*, e Z}fg.

10Tn fact, the update matrices only need to be congruent modulo the lesser of the two moduli, as that will
ensure the relevant terms in each iterate’s sum are identical between the two different LCAs.
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In essence, a lift of a vector modulo a prime or prime power is any vector modulo a higher
prime power that maps down to it via modular reduction. For our purposes, lifts give us a
way to deduce properties of vectors within LCAs of different prime power moduli without

having to explicitly calculate any of their iterates.

Example 2.1. Consider the LCA (Zs,Z2,[1}]) and the vector [}] € Z%. This particular
vector has a cycle length of 4. Now, consider the similar LCA (Zs, Z3;, [} §]) and any vector
of the form ([}] + 5w) € Z3,. These vectors are lifts of the vector [§] modulo 25, and so we
know their iterates must map down to the iterates of [}] modulo 5. Immediately, then, we
know that the cycle length of [}] + 5w under iteration modulo 25 must be a multiple of 4,
the cycle length under iteration modulo 5. Otherwise, the lift’s iterates wouldn’t map to the
iterates modulo 5. So, just by determining the cycle length of a single vector modulo 5, lifts

allow us to deduce something about the cycle lengths of an entire family of vectors modulo
25. O

It turns out that considering lifts for matrices and polynomials is also useful under certain

circumstances. They are defined similarly.

Definition 2.18. Given a matrix A € Zﬁ,fL for a prime power p* (with k > 1), a lift of A

modulo p*** is any matrix of the form
A+p"B mod pftt, Be Z}ffL.

Definition 2.19. Given some polynomial r(z) € Z,[X] for some prime power p* (with

k > 1), a lift of r(z) modulo p**¢ is any polynomial of the form
r(z) +pfq(z) mod p*,  g(x) € Z[X].

In Example 2.1, we demonstrated how calculating information about a vector under some
prime or prime power modulus can allow us to deduce information about its lifts modulo
higher powers of the prime. Using a concept very similar to lifts, we actually don’t need
to consider the lower power modulus; all of our computation can be done under a single

modulus, within a single LCA!
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2.6. Lifting and Embedding

Consider again the LCA (Zs,Z2,[1}]) and the vector [}] € Z2. The iterates for this

vector within this LCA are
1 3 4 2 1
217 1] 3] 4] |2]’

and so on. If we were then to consider the LCA (Zos, Z35,[1 §]) and the vector [1] € Z3;,

we’d get a similar list of iterates within the higher-power LCA. Splitting up the iterates into

their base-p representations, we get

46 @8 - ) @)

and so on. The “p°” terms of the iterates modulo 25 match exactly with the iterates modulo

5. This shouldn’t be too surprising since [}] is a lift of [3] modulo 25 (we may call it the

trivial lift of the vector modulo 25), and so we know that its iterates must map down. The
only way for its iterates to map down is if this “p°” term matches the iterates modulo 5.
Perhaps more surprising is the fact that we can use the linearity of our LCA to force the
iterates modulo 25 to be even more similar to the iterates modulo 5.

Recall that, because matrix multiplication is linear, we have that
A(p?) = p(A¥) mod p”.

Therefore, if we were to iterate the vector 5[3] modulo 25, the iterates we obtain would be
the same as those for [1], just scaled by a factor of 5. Looking at the iterates for [}] above,
we see that scaling by 5 would cause the “p!” terms to vanish (since they’d have a factor of

25 after the scaling) and the “p°” terms to remain, just scaled by 5. The resulting iterates

RN LE

and so on. Thus, if we ignore the factor of 5, the iterates of 5[] under iteration modulo 25
match exactly with the iterates of [}] under iteration modulo 5.

In fact, we can see that this sort of behaviour applies generally by considering a particular
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mapping between vectors under different moduli.

Define ¢ : Zﬁk — pZ£k+1 for prime p to be the mapping ¢(7) = pv. This creates a bijective
mapping that preserves matrix multiplication and vector addition between Zﬁk and pZ}fk i1
To see this, we first note that ¢ does, in fact, preserve vector addition. For arbitrary vectors

U,weZIfk,

We can then show that ¢ is injective. Assuming ¢(v) = ¢(wf), we see that

= pU=pd mod pFt!
— p(@—@W) =0 mod pkt!
— J—w=0 mod pF
= U= mod pF,

We also note that ¢ is surjective since, for any puw € pZﬁkH, there exists a vector w € Z}fk
such that ¢(wf) = pd. Thus, ¢ is bijective.

Finally, we see that ¢ preserves matrix multiplication. For some vector v € Zﬁk and some
matrix A € ZﬁkXL,

(AT) = p(Av) = A(pt) = Ag(0) mod p**,

and so matrix multiplication is preserved.

What does ¢ let us say about LCAs of differing prime-power moduli? Because ¢ is
a bijection, it shows that the behaviour of vectors within LCAs of prime or prime-power
moduli can be related to a subset of the vectors within LCAs of higher prime-power moduli.
In particular, given two LCAs A = (Zpk,Zﬁk, ) and B = (mee,Zﬁk +Z,A) for a prime
power p* (with k > 1), the iterates of any vector o' € Zﬁk within A can be matched with the
iterates of p‘v’ € ZﬁkH within B, notwithstanding the additional factor of p‘ present. So, if

we wanted to compute the iterates of ¥ modulo p*, we can instead compute the iterates of
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2.6. Lifting and Embedding

p'v modulo pF** as they’ll give us the same information. This means we can work under a
single prime-power modulus to determine properties of all the LCAs with lower prime-power
moduli!

As giving names to quantities has proven useful up to now, we’ll denote the vector p‘@

as the embed vector of v.

Definition 2.20. Given a vector v € Zﬁk for some prime power p* (with & > 1), an embed
vector of ¥ is any vector of the form p‘v € Z}fk +¢- Via the bijection ¢, a vector and its embed
can have their iterates matched up within their respective LCAs, so long as the update

matrices are equivalent.

Lifts and embeds are conceptually similar, but they behave very differently. The following

example demonstrates some of their differences.

Example 2.2. Take the LCAs A = (Z5,Z2,[1}]) and B = (Zas,Z3;, [} }]) from earlier.
Given the vector [}] € ZZ, its one and only embed vector in B is 5[] = [[] € Z3.
However, [1] has multiple possible lift vectors in B—25, to be exact. Let’s consider the
specific lift [1] 4 5[2] = [1}] € Z3..

Knowing that the cycle length of [1] within A is 4, what do we know about our embed
and lift vectors? The iterates of embed vectors will match the iterates of their corresponding
“unembedded” vector via ¢, so we know that the cycle length of [ 3] within B will also be
4. For lifts, we know that their iterates must map down to their corresponding “non-lifted”
vector, so the cycle length of [11] within B must be a multiple of 4.

What happens if we reduce our lift and embed vectors modulo 57 Lift vectors map down
to their “non-lifted” vectors, so the iterates of [} ] will map down to the iterates of [} ] within
A. Embed vectors, on the other hand, have no such requirement. In fact, because the embed

vector has a factor of 5 attached to it, [{}] reduces to the zero vector modulo 5, giving us

no useful information about the iterates of its “unembedded” vector. O
As with lifts, it sometimes proves useful to use embeds of matrices and polynomials too.

Definition 2.21. Given a matrix A € Zﬁ,fL for a prime power p* (with & > 1), an embed
matrix of A is any matrix of the form p‘A € Zﬁkﬁ% . Via ¢, a matrix and its embed will

iterate equivalently under their respective moduli.
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Definition 2.22. Given a polynomial r(z) € Z,[X] for a prime power p* (with k£ > 1), an
embed of r(z) is any polynomial of the form p‘r(z) € Zi+¢[X]. Via ¢, a polynomial and its

embed will behave similarly under their respective moduli.

Throughout this thesis, lifts and embeds may be used without explicitly labelling them
as lifts and embeds. This is simply due to how frequently they appear within proofs and
algorithms involving LCAs of differing prime and prime power moduli.

With all the relevant terms now defined, we can begin to explore some more interesting

properties of LCAs in the following chapters.
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Chapter 3

Understanding the Behaviour of

Linear Cellular Automata

3.1 Multiplicative Orders

One of the things we're interested in determining about an arbitrary LCA (ZN,Zﬁ, A) is
the multiplicative order and transient length of its update matrix, as these values provide
upper bounds for the corresponding values of all the vectors within the LCA. To see this, let
7 be the transient length of A and let w be the multiplicative order of A. We have that

AA"=A" mod N,
and so for any vector ¥ € Z%;,
AA"7 = A0 mod N.

Since a vector’s transient length is defined to be the smallest value x where A°A*v = A*¢ mod
N has positive solutions for ¢, the transient length of ¥ can be no higher than 7 as 7 satisfies
this relation. Similarly, because a vector’s multiplicative order is defined to be the smallest
value ¢ where A°A'v' = AW mod N (for ¢ being greater than or equal to the transient length

of ¥), the cycle length of ¥ can be no higher than w since w satisfies this relation.
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In fact, something stronger is true for multiplicative orders. On top of being bounded
above by an update matrix’s multiplicative order, a vector’s multiplicative order under said
matrix must divide the matrix’s multiplicative order. To see this, let ¢ be an arbitrary vector
in an LCA with update matrix A. Let ¢ be the vector’s multiplicative order. Further, let w

be the multiplicative order of A and let 7 be the transient length of A. Now, we have that
A°ATv=A"v

since the transient length of ¥ is bounded above by 7. However, we also have that
A’ATv=A"v

by definition of the multiplicative order of A. Then, repeatedly using the definition of a

vector’s multiplicative order, we have that
ATT=AAT=A*ATG=... = AA77.

Now, assume that w is not a multiple of ¢. Let nc be the largest multiple of ¢ which is less

than w. Then, this gives us that
A= A"ATv = A¥A"0.

Notice that w — nc must be a positive integer less than ¢ by construction. This means we

can say
Aw_nc(ATU) = Aw—nc(AncATU) = AYA"i = A"7.

Condensing this congruence, we see
AT ATU = AT,

and so the multiplicative order of ¥ must be bounded above by w — nc. However, this is a
contradiction since w — nc < ¢. Thus, our assumption that w isn’t a multiple of ¢ must be

false. Hence, ¢ | w.
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3.1. Multiplicative Orders

Thus, knowing the multiplicative order of an LCA’s update matrix immediately restricts
the possible multiplicative orders for all vectors within the configuration space, and so being
able to determine the multiplicative order is something we’d like to do. We’ll spend this
section of the chapter establishing some tools we can use to work with and understand

multiplicative orders.

The multiplicative order of a matrix is typically hard to determine without either explic-
itly calculating it via repeated matrix multiplication or by comparing it to another, similar
LCA (such as an LCA which uses a lift of our matrix). However, there are other values we

can find for the matrix that make this computation easier.

Proposition 3.1. Let p* be an odd prime power with & > 1, and A € Z;J,CXL an invertible

matrix where A” = I+ p*~'B for some positive integer w and some matrix B € Z)**. Then
A™ =14+ np"'B mod pF

for any positive integer n.

Proof. We'll prove this statement using induction.

Base case: n = 1. If n = 1, we have that
A" =AY =1+ p"'B mod p*.

This matches the form A™ = I+ np*~'B, which is what we want. Thus, our statement is
true when n = 1.

Induction step. Assume we have some positive integer r where

A" =1+ rp" !B mod pr.

39



Chapter 3. Understanding the Behaviour of Linear Cellular Automata

Expanding AT*D" we see that

A('I‘+1)U) = <I+pk_1B)(I+ ,r,pk—lB)
=1+ pk_lB + rpk_lB + rp%_QB
=1+ (r+1)p"'B mod pr.

So
A =14 rpF !B —= AUV =14 (- + 1)p" !B mod p”.

By induction, we can say that
A™ =T+ np* !B mod pF,

which is what we wanted to show. QED

Proposition 3.1 gives us a feel for what certain powers of an invertible matrix will look
like. In fact, once we find a value w that satisfies the assumptions of the proposition, we
see that for pw, p being the prime base of the modulus used, A?” = I mod p*, and so the
multiplicative order of A must divide pw (since the multiplicative order of A is the smallest

value of ¢ where A° becomes the identity matrix for invertible matrices A).

A more interesting result regarding the multiplicative orders of update matrices (in the
prime modulus case) relates to their minimal polynomials. As the Minimal Polynomial Theo-
rem (Theorem 2) reveals, there’s a connection between the minimal polynomial (specifically,
its order) and an update matrix’s multiplicative order. It turns out that the multiplicity of
the minimal polynomial’s roots also relates to the matrix’s multiplicative order. To show this
relation, we must first establish a few facts about how minimal polynomials behave under
extension fields.

For our purposes, an extension field is simply a field with an added element that solves
a particular polynomial equation that didn’t have a solution over the original field. An
example of such an extension field is the complex numbers, which is an extension field of the

real numbers with +4 added as a solution to the polynomial 22 + 1 = 0. We may also make
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3.1. Multiplicative Orders

use of the splitting field of a particular polynomial, which is the smallest extension field of a
field where the given polynomial can be factored into linear terms.

An extension field of Z, is certainly more complicated than Z, itself, but many of the
things we care about with regards to LCAs stay the same over extension fields, as the

following propositions will show.

Proposition 3.2. Let p be an odd prime and K be a finite algebraic extension field of
Z,. Then, the multiplicative order of any element in K*—the set of invertible elements in

K-—divides p? — 1, where d is the degree of the extension.

Proof. The finite abelian group’ K* under the operation of multiplication modulo p has

2

p? — 1 elements, and thus its order is p? — 1. By Lagrange’s Theorem?, any element in K*

must have a multiplicative order dividing the group’s order. QED

Proposition 3.3. Let p be an odd prime. If V' C ZI’; is a set of linearly-independent vectors

modulo p, then V' is also linearly independent over an algebraic extension field K of Z,.

Proof. Let V = {t},7,,-- ,,} where n < L. Consider the matrix
A=|3, @ -- gn]_

Since V' is linearly independent over Z,, we know that the equation Ab = 0 mod p has only
the trivial solution b = 0. The algorithm for determining this—Gauss-Jordan Elimination—
behaves the same over both Z, and K since the entries in A are all in Z,, and thus no
operation will ever require elements from K\ Z,. This means, over K, the equation Ab =
0 also only has the trivial solution b = 0, which implies V is linearly independent over
K. QED

Proposition 3.4. Let p be an odd prime, A € ZﬁXL , and K an algebraic extension field of

Z,. Then the minimal polynomial of A over K is the same as over Z,,.

'For us, a finite abelian group can be thought of as a finite ring with only the “addition” operation
defined.

2For our purposes, Lagrange’s Theorem says that, given a finite abelian group, the order of any element
in the group divides the order of the group itself.
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Proof. The polynomial ring K[X] is a principal ideal domain, and so every ideal is generated
by a single element. The set of annihilating polynomials for A is indeed an ideal since any
polynomial linear combination of annihilating polynomials is also an annihilating polynomial.
Thus, the minimal polynomial of A over K, denoted as mg(z), is the sole generator of the
ideal of annihilating polynomials for A over K, meaning it must divide all other annihilating
polynomials for A.

We see that Z,[X] C K[X], and so the minimal polynomial of A over Z,, denoted m,(x),
must be in the ideal generated by mg(z). Therefore, mg(z) | m,(z).

Now, let d denote the degree of mg (). Since mg(A) = 0, we know that the set of matrices
{LA A2 ... A%} is linearly dependent over K. Using the contrapositive of Proposition 3.3
(which we can do since L x L matrices can be treated as L? X 1 vectors), this means the set
{I, A, A --- | A%} is also linearly dependent over Z,, which means a polynomial of degree d
exists over Z, which annihilates A. This implies that m,(x) has a degree which is no higher
than d, since m,(z) is defined to be the monic polynomial of least degree which annihilates
A

As well, we can see that the degree of m,(z) must be no lower than d since, if it was, then
mg(x) wouldn’t be the monic polynomial of least degree over K which annihilates A since
my(z) is also an annihilating polynomial for A over K. Therefore, the degree of m,(z) is
exactly d. Since we know mg(z) | m,(z), and since both polynomials are monic, we conclude
that mg(z) = m,(z). QED

With these few ideas about extension fields, we can now proceed with proving the con-
nection between an update matrix’s multiplicative order and the multiplicity of the roots of

its minimal polynomial.

Proposition 3.5. Let p be an odd prime. Let A € ZﬁXL be an invertible matrix modulo p.
Then the multiplicative order of A is a multiple of p if and only if the minimal polynomial

of A has a multiple root.

Proof. Let the multiplicative order of A be denoted as w. Also, let the minimal polynomial
of A be represented as m(z), and let K be the splitting field of m(x) over Z,. By Proposition
3.4, the minimal polynomial of A remains the same over any algebraic extension field of Z,.

Thus, we can work over the field K to deduce properties of m(x).
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First, we’ll show that m(x) having a multiple root implies that w is a multiple of p.

Assume that m(x) has a multiple root, meaning we can write the minimal polynomial
over K as m(x) = (x — ¢)?u(z), where ¢ € K and u(z) € K[X].

Now, note that, since w is the multiplicative order of A, and since A is invertible, we
have that

A = 1 mod p
— AY—-1 = 0 modnp.
This shows 2 — 1 is an annihilating polynomial for A over Z,. All annihilating polyno-

mials for A are polynomial multiples of m(x) (since K[X] is a principal ideal domain), so we
have that

m(z) | a¥—1
= (x—0c)? | -1
= (r—¢) | 2¥—-1

Dividing (z¥ — 1) by (z — ¢) (via polynomial division), we see that

™ —1=(x—c) (i c “’_1_Z> +c¢ -1 (3.1)

=0

We know the remainder of this division (i.e. ¢ — 1) should be zero since (x — ¢) |2¥ — 1.
Therefore,

=1 mod p.

For this congruence to hold, w must be a multiple of the multiplicative order of ¢. Since c is
an eigenvalue for A over K, this will always hold true.

We also know that (z —¢)? | (z¥ — 1), so (z — ¢) should divide the quotient obtained in
Equation (3.1). Using polynomial division, we get the following:

w—1 w—2
Z 1 = (z —¢) (Z(z + 1)ciz“2i> + e (w =1

i=0
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Again, we know the remainder of the division (i.e. ¢*~! + (w — 1)¢*~1) is zero since, from

above, (z — ¢)? | 2% — 1. Therefore,
(1—w)* =" mod p.

The only way this congruence can be satisfied is if (1 — w) = 1 mod p, which implies that
w = 0 mod p. So, w is a multiple of p.

Now, we’ll show that w being a multiple of p implies m(z) has a multiple root.

To show this, assume otherwise. That is, assume that p | w, but m(x) does not have a

multiple root. Thus, over the splitting field K, m(z) can be written as

‘
m(x) = H(m —¢), ¢€eK,

for some positive integer ¢, where for all 0 <7 </fand 0 < j < /{, i # j = ¢; # ¢;j mod p.
Then, by the Primary Decomposition Theorem (Theorem 1), this means the vector space

K% can be decomposed as
¢
K = @ ker(A — ¢;1)
i=0

where each kernel contains at least one nonzero vector. Due to the fact that each factor in
m(x) is linear, each kernel corresponds to an eigenspace with an eigenvalue given by one of
¢;. Let E; = ker(A — ¢I).

Now, by proposition 3 in “Dynamics of finite linear cellular automata over Zy” (Mendivil
and Patterson [4]), there exists at least one nonzero vector from each of F; we can sum
together to obtain a maximal vector, a vector whose multiplicative order equals w. From this
same proposition, we know w = lem(wy,ws, - -+ ,wy) where w; is the maximum multiplicative
order possible for a vector in FE;.

Since each Fj; is an eigenspace, each w; is simply the multiplicative order of the eigenvalue
of E;. If the eigenvalue of F; is in Z,, then by Fermat’s Little Theorem® we know the multi-
plicative order of the eigenvalue must divide p — 1, so w; must also divide p — 1. Otherwise,

if the eigenvalue of E; is in K\ Z,, then Proposition 3.2 tells us that the multiplicative order

3Fermat’s Little Theorem states that, for any integer n coprime to a prime p, we have that n?~! = 1 mod p.

44



3.1. Multiplicative Orders

of the eigenvalue must divide p¢ — 1, where d is the degree of the particular extension where
the eigenvalue is obtained from. So, w; must also divide p? — 1.

Importantly, we see that p doesn’t divide p — 1 nor p¢ — 1. This means that w =
lem(wy, we, « -+ ,wy) cannot be a multiple of p. This is a contradiction since p | w. Thus, our

assumption that m(z) doesn’t contain a multiple root must be incorrect. QED

As an example of Proposition 3.5, consider the invertible matrix

(14 401
420 3 4
1 3131 mod 5.
13120
42 4 3 1]

The minimal polynomial of this matrix is

TH2AF22 2 X 30 0% = (4 + A3+ 22+ AD)(3+2) + A?).

We see that it has a repeated factor (and thus a multiple root), and so by Proposition 3.5,
its multiplicative order should be a multiple of 5. Sure enough, its multiplicative order is
120 = 5(24).

As another example, consider the invertible matrix

(33 41 3
00240
3 31 2 3 mod 5.
0432 3
022 2 3

The minimal polynomial of this matrix is
3H3A+ 3N+ 207 M X = (34 N) (144X + 32072+ 32° + A4,
This polynomial has no multiple roots, and so Proposition 3.5 tells us that its multiplicative
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order shouldn’t be a multiple of 5. Calculating the multiplicative order, we get 156, which
is not a multiple of 5.

Proposition 3.5 is quite useful in deducing information about an LCA update matrix’s
multiplicative order without having to actually calculate it (which can take a lot of time

and/or computational resources; computing the minimal polynomial is much faster).

3.2 Cycle Converting Matrices

Another object we can study to gain info on multiplicative orders is the cycle converting
matrixz, or CCM.

Definition 3.1. Let A be an invertible matrix with multiplicative order w. A cycle convert-

ing matriz for A is any matrix of the form

B—«a

[e3

Z Aia’

i=0

where | w and a | . This matrix is denoted as C The number S is called the intended

B—a

cycle length, while « is called the target cycle length.

As their name suggests, CCMs can be used to take a vector of a particular cycle length
under the matrix A and “convert” it to another vector with a different cycle length. While
the structure of CCMs may seem odd initially, the reason for their structure isn’t terribly
difficult to see.

Consider a matrix A with cycle length 20, and consider the form for the CCM C,_,5:

Cios = I+ A,

What would happen if we were given a vector ¥ with cycle length 10 and multiplied it by
Cio_5? We'd end up with the expression

- = 5=
CiosV = U+ A’U.
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Not too exciting. However, things get more interesting if we then multiply the resulting
vector by A®:
ACyy 0= AT+ AA°F = A7 + A%

Recall that ¢ has a cycle length of 10 (and a transient length of 0 since A is invertible). This
means
AT+ A = AT+ 7 = Cyy 50

We see that A°C,,_,;0 = C,,_,50, meaning the cycle length of C,,_,;7 must divide 5. This
is far from a coincidence. The form of the CCM C,_,5 is specifically so that vectors with
cycle lengths of 10 will get transformed to vectors of cycle lengths which divide 5 after
multiplication by it.

In general, we have that a CCM of the form Cg_,, takes vectors of cycle length 3 and
transforms them to vectors of cycle lengths that divide o.*

CCMs are interesting objects in their own right. The following propositions establish

some of their many properties.

Proposition 3.6. Let A be an invertible matrix with multiplicative order w, and let «, £,

and v be positive integers such that « | w, 5 | o, and v | . Then

(Caﬁﬂ)(cﬂ—)'y) = (Cﬁ—w)(ca—h@’) = Ca—)'y'

4In fact, any vector whose cycle length divides the intended cycle length will be transformed into a vector
whose cycle length divides the target cycle length.
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Proof. By definition of the CCM, we have that

a—f B=—
= AP? A7
=0 j=0

=II+A + A+ + A7 4 A7)
FAPI+ A+ AY 4 AP AP
FABI+ A + A 4 AP AP
T

LA AT+ AV 4 AP L AP
FAPI+ A + AT o AP L AP,

This sum creates a series of increasing powers of A, from I to A*™7, each different by a

factor of AY. This can be rewritten as

Note that, because the above expressions are composed entirely of powers of the matrix

A, the order in which C,_,; and C4_, are multiplied makes no difference. QED

Proposition 3.6 shows that CCMs have a sort of transitivity, where combining multiple
CCMs creates another CCM that converts from the first intended cycle length to the last
target cycle length.

Another property of CCMs involves considering LCAs of differing prime-power moduli.

Proposition 3.7. Let p* be an odd prime power. For an invertible matrix A € ZﬁkXL with
multiplicative order w modulo p*, if the multiplicative order of A increases to pw modulo
pF*1, then

C =pI mod p".

Pw—w
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k+1

Proof. Computing C mod p***, we get that

pw—w

C

pw—w
w

Z AW

1=0
EI+ A +A2w+ +pr—2w +pr—w mod pk-i-l.

Pw—w

Using Proposition 3.1 and the fact that the multiplicative order of A modulo p* is w, we
have that

I+ AY —|—A2"" 4+ ... _i_pr*?w 4 AP
=T+ (I+p'B) + -+ (I+ (p — 2)p"B) + (I+ (p — 1)p"B)

—1
=pl+ p—(p2 )pkB mod pFtt

for some matrix B € ZZ’;J xL  Because p is an odd prime, this simplifies to

pI  mod pFtt.

QED

Proposition 3.7 demonstrates one of the many quirks of CCMs. For any matrix whose

k+1

cycle length increases when going from mod p* to mod p**! (for an odd prime power p*),

the CCM C,,_,, (for w being the cycle length of the matrix modulo p*) will always scale
the given vector by p. This behaviour makes some amount of sense, seeing as any vector
multiplied by p will be an embedded vector, meaning its behaviour will mimic some vector
from the mod p* case. We know all the vectors in the mod p* case have cycle lengths that
divide w (since the matrix’s cycle length is the maximum cycle length for any vector), and so
the resulting vector after being transformed by the CCM will necessarily have a cycle length
that divides w, as desired.

This behaviour, however, raises some interesting questions about how the behaviour of

CCMs can be interpreted. As Proposition 3.7 shows, we can’t always expect the range of a
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CCM (i.e. the set of all vectors that can be obtained by multiplying appropriate vectors by
the CCM) to give all possible vectors with cycle lengths that divide the target cycle length.
As an example, consider the LCA (Zlgl,Z‘I’Zl, [§ % 1§0D and the vector ¥ = [(H We see
v has cycle length 10, while the update matrix has cycle length 110. However, because we

know
Ci10510 = 111

by Proposition 3.7 (since the cycle length of the update matrix modulo 11 is 10), we can
be sure that no vector can be multiplied by the CCM and give ¢ (since ¢ doesn’t have a
multiple of 11 in its components), meaning there’s at least one vector of the correct target
cycle length that the CCM “misses”.

What vectors, then, should we expect CCMs to be able to give us? Why is the vector
v from the example above excluded from the range of the CCM? How many vectors can a
CCM “miss”? In fact, it’s possible for a CCM to “miss” all vectors of a particular cycle
length. For the LCA (Zs,Z2,[11]), we notice that span([4]) is an eigenspace with every
vector (excluding the zero vector) having a cycle length of 4. As well, we note that the
cycle length of the update matrix is 20. However, it turns out that C,,_, = 0, and so the
only vector in this CCM’s range is the zero vector. The CCM completely misses our span of
vectors!

Thus, CCMs cannot necessarily be used as a reliable way to count vectors with a partic-
ular cycle length within an LCA. However, under certain circumstances, CCMs can give us

some very useful information regarding cycle lengths that no vector has within an LCA.

Proposition 3.8. Let A be an invertible matrix with cycle length w, and let a be a positive
integer greater than 1 that divides w. If C__,, is invertible, then no vectors with cycle length

« can exist under A.

Proof. Let the set of all vectors with cycle lengths that divide o under A be denoted as V/,

and let the set of all vectors with cycle length 1 under A be denoted as V.
If C.!

oy €xists, then there exists a bijection between the vectors in N and the vectors in

V. Vectors with cycle length 1 necessarily have cycle lengths that divide o, so N C V. In
order for there to be a bijection between N and V', |[N| = |[V|. If N C V, then this implies
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3.2. Cycle Converting Matrices

that N = V. Therefore, every vector in V' has a cycle length of 1, and therefore no vectors
with a cycle length of o can exist. QED

Proposition 3.8 gives us a way to check whether vectors of a particular cycle length exist
within an LCA without having to iterate through every possible vector in the configuration

space. As an example, consider again the LCA (Zs,Z2,[1§]). We compute that
0 A5 10 15 _ |2 2
Cy s =A"+A+A"+ A" = 5 0 mod 5,

and [% 2] mod 5 is an invertible matrix. Thus, we immediately know that no vectors of cycle
length 5 exist within the given LCA.

In the case of a prime modulus, we can extend the argument of Proposition 3.8 to apply
to multiple LCAs at once, though we first need to briefly introduce the concept of a quotient

Ting.
Definition 3.2. Given a ring R and an ideal J of R, define the congruence ~ as
a~b<=a—-bced,
for elements a,b € R. The quotient ring R/J is the ring of all unique equivalence classes
la) ={a+i:i €T}
under ~ for all a € R with corresponding operations + and - defined as
[a] + [b] = [a + 0]

and

for a,b € R.

For our purposes, Definition 3.2 is quite formal. At a high level, a quotient ring can

be thought of as a way to generalise modular arithmetic. For example, the ring of integers
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Chapter 3. Understanding the Behaviour of Linear Cellular Automata

modulo N (which we’ve denoted as Zy) can also be represented as the quotient ring Z/NZ,
where NZ is the set of all integers which are multiples of N. Each equivalence class in Z/NZ
represents the set of all integers with a particular remainder after division by N, and so the
addition and multiplication specified by Definition 3.2 behave exactly as our usual modular
arithmetic.

The quotient rings we're interested in are those of the form Z,[X]/(f(X)), where p
is prime and f(z) is some monic polynomial in Z,[X]. As with Z/NZ, the equivalence
classes for Z,[X]/(f(X)) represent sets of polynomials with a particular remainder after
polynomial division by f(z). In this way, every polynomial in Z,[X] can be reduced to some
representative in Z,[X]/(f(X)) with a degree less than the degree of f(x) (by polynomial
division).

A specific example will show why such a construction may be useful to us. Consider
a random LCA, say <Z5,Z§, [§ § :ﬂ). The update matrix has a minimal polynomial of
m(x) = 4+ 3z + 22% + 23, Since our modulus is prime, we know that every annihilating
polynomial for the update matrix will be a multiple of m(z).

A prime modulus also means we can use polynomial long division to write every polyno-
mial f(z) € Zs[X] in the form

f(x) = q(z)m(z) +r(z)

for polynomials ¢(z),r(x) € Zs[X] where the degree of r(z) is strictly less than the degree

of m(x). If A is our update matrix, then we have that
f(A) = q(A)m(A) + r(A) = q(A)(0) + r(A) =r(A) mod 5,

since m(x) is an annihilating polynomial for A. We see that the value of f(A) depends only
on the value of the remainder 7(A). Coincidentally, within the quotient ring Zs[X]/(m(X)),
f(z) = r(z). In essence, the quotient ring Zs[X|/(m(X)) associates each polynomial with a
polynomial of degree strictly less than the degree of m(x) which evaluates to the same matrix
when the update matrix is plugged into it. Furthermore, instead of performing operations
on polynomials over Z;[X], we can take the associated polynomials over Zs[X|/(m(X)) and

perform the operations on them without changing what the polynomial evaluates to when
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3.2. Cycle Converting Matrices

plugging in A (just by how the operations over the quotient ring are defined).

Using quotient rings, questions about a matrix suddenly become questions about how
polynomials behave in quotient rings defined by the ideal generated by the matrix’s minimal
polynomial. While this may seem like a more complicated setting in which to analyse LCAs,
it turns out that considering the behaviour of polynomials like this brings us to some pretty

interesting conclusions.

Proposition 3.9. Given the LCA (Zp, Zé, A) where A is invertible, if the polynomial
S0~ @ is invertible in the quotient ring Z,[X]/ Anng, x)(A), then vectors with cycle length

1=

a do not exist within the LCA.

Proof. Let f(z) = 3.9, z. We sce that f(A) = C,_,;. Thus, if we can show that f(A) is
invertible, then Proposition 3.8 guarantees that no vectors of cycle length a exist within our
given LCA.

Consider the case when f(x) is invertible within Z,[X]/ Anng x)(A). Then, there exists
some polynomial g(z) € Z,[X] such that f(z)g(z) = 1+ n(z), where n(x) € Anng,x](A).
This means

f(A)g(A) =T+n(A) =1

since n(x) is an annihilating polynomial for A. Thus, g(A) is the inverse of f(A), meaning
f(A) is invertible, meaning vectors of cycle length o cannot exist within our given LCA.
QED

Put simply, Proposition 3.9 allows us to deduce whether vectors of a particular cycle
length exist in an LCA simply by considering properties of a few particular polynomials,
mainly the update matrix’s annihilating polynomials and a sort of polynomial analogue to
the special CCM form used in Proposition 3.8. What makes this proposition so powerful is
the fact that it doesn’t rely on the LCA’s specific update matrix, only its ideal of annihilating
polynomials. Thus, anything we prove for a particular set of annihilating polynomials and
a modulus applies to any LCA with those same annihilating polynomials and that same

modulus.
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Chapter 3. Understanding the Behaviour of Linear Cellular Automata

Example 3.1. Consider the quotient ring Zs[X]/(X*+2X3 +2X? 43X +3). We find that
9
in = (o' +22° +22° + 32 + 3)(2° + 42* + 2 + 32 + 3z +4) + 4,
=0

and so within the quotient ring, Z?:o 2! = 4. Modulo 5, the inverse of 4 is 4, so

Therefore, by Proposition 3.9, any LCA with modulus 5 and an invertible update matrix
with 2% + 223 + 222 + 32 + 3 as an annihilating polynomial will never have a vector with a

cycle length of 10.

Other than CCMs of the form C

interesting properties. The following two propositions establish two such forms.

w1, there are many special CCM forms that have

Proposition 3.10. Let A € Z]LVXL be an invertible matrix with multiplicative order w, and
« a positive integer that divides w. If a vector ¥ € Z% has a multiplicative order under A
that divides «, then

for any positive integer 5.

Proof. Calculating C,; .U, we get

Cosat = (I+ Aa+A2°‘_|_..._‘_Aa/3—a)17
= 0+ AT+ A0+ - - + A g
=0+04+04+---+0
= v mod N.

QED

Proposition 3.10 tells us that CCMs of the form C

whose cycle lengths divide a under the original update matrix. It might be tempting to try

oo CTEAtE eigenvectors out of vectors
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3.2. Cycle Converting Matrices

and apply this proposition in the other direction; that is, are the eigenvectors of a CCM
those vectors with cycle lengths that divide o under the original update matrix?

Unfortunately, Proposition 3.10 is only true in the one direction specified. As a coun-
06 70
io 1%0 § 140] ) If we let A be the LCA’s update
00

4
0 4

[y

6
terexample, consider the LCA | Zyy,Z3,, 0
0

=

matrix, we find that

30026
03066
Chy=A"+A"+A=10 0 3 3 3| modll,
00000
0000 0
The basis vector €; is an eigenvector for C,,_,, since
300 2 6] [1] [3]
0306 6|0 0
Cisg€1= [0 0 3 3 3| [0 = |0 =361 mod 11.
00 0O0 O0f |0 0
0000 0f [0 0]

However, under the LCA’s update matrix, €1 has a cycle length of 10, and 10 doesn’t divide
4. Thus, we see that Proposition 3.10 does not apply in the other direction; that is, a vector
being an eigenvalue for a particular CCM does not imply that its cycle length divides the
CCM'’s target cycle length.

CCMs of the form C,,_, 5 also have some noteworthy properties.

Proposition 3.11. Let A be an invertible matrix, C 5 a CCM for A where | «, and
¥ a vector whose cycle length under A divides a. If ged(c, 7) = 1, then C

a cycle length that divides .

ya—y

va—syg¥U Will have
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Proof. Consider the sequence
B, 28, 36, ---, a—28, a— [ mod a. (3.2)

Because (3 | «, this sequence contains all the elements that are multiples of § modulo a. Note
that, if we multiply any element in this sequence by some constant modulo «, the element
will remain a multiple of £.

Since ged(ar, ) = 1, we know v~ ! exists modulo a. Thus, multiplication by ¥ modulo «

is an injective transformation. Now, consider the sequence

757 2757 T ’7(0[—25), 7(0'/_6) mod a. (33)

We can be sure that Sequence (3.3) doesn’t contain any repeat elements since Sequence
(3.2) contains no repeat elements (and since multiplying by v is an injective transformation).
Furthermore, each element in Sequence (3.3) remains a multiple of 3, and since there are the
same number of elements in Sequence (3.3) as there is in (3.2), this means Sequence (3.3)
also contains all multiples of 8 modulo «, just in a different order.

Now, consider two sums of powers of A where the matrix powers are taken from the two

sequences (and with the identity matrix included):
I+ A+ AP . 4 AP and T4+ AP AP 4. AN@H)

If we multiplied ¥ by these two series (and reduced by the appropriate modulus), we’'d get
the same result for each series since the cycle length of v divides «, and so the powers on the
matrices can be reduced modulo a when evaluating the vector-matrix multiplication without
affecting the result (by virtue of A being invertible), giving the same sets of matrix powers.

Therefore, we have that

CospV =i+ AP APy 1. L AeB)y
=T+ AP0+ A¥5 4 .-+ APy

= C,_z7,
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and so the cycle length of v must divide . QED

Proposition 3.11 shows that the behaviour of certain CCMs can be “embedded” into
the behaviour of other CCMs. Specifically, for CCMs of the form C

ged(ay, v) = 1, the behaviour of C, 5 will be present, too, demonstrating a connection

oy Where B | o and

between CCMs of similar forms.
All these propositions show how CCMs can not only aid in determining properties of

interest for LCAs, but how they are objects in their own right worth exploring.

3.3 Relations Between Prime & Prime-Power Moduli

Throughout this thesis, we’ll make heavy use of the connections between LCAs with prime
moduli and LCAs with prime-power moduli. The following propositions will establish some

tools for doing this.

Proposition 3.12. If a is a positive integer that’s invertible modulo some prime power p*

(where k > 1), then a is invertible modulo all prime powers p® (where p stays fixed).

Proof. Since a is invertible modulo p*, there exists some number o € Zyyr such that

ac =1 mod pF. (3.4)
Then, for all prime powers p’ where 1 <4 < k, reducing Equation (3.4) modulo p’ gives

aa =1 mod p’,

meaning a remains invertible modulo p'.

Now, considering Equation (3.4) modulo p/ where j > k, we have that
ac =1 +p"n  mod p
for some integer n. Then we have

ala —pna) =1+ pn —p"n(1 +p™n) =1 — p*n? mod p’.
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This means
a(l —p*n + p*n?)a =1 - p*n? + p*n?(1 + p™n) = 14+ p*n® mod p’.

A general pattern emerges:
N
ao Z:(—l)zp“‘znZ =1+ (—1)NpWHDERNFL mod p?
i=0

for some positive integer N. Then, if (L + 1)k > j,

c
ac Z(—l)ipikni =14 (=) pEtVrpftl =1 mod p/.
i=0

So, « Zfzo(—l)ip““ni is the inverse of @ modulo p?, meaning a is invertible modulo p’.
Putting these two results together, we see that a being invertible modulo p* implies a is

invertible modulo any prime power p’ where p remains fixed. QED

Proposition 3.12 is a simple result, but it’ll allow us to more easily work with invertible

elements modulo prime powers, so it’s worth stating explicitly.

Proposition 3.13. Given a prime power p¥, if a set of vectors V is linearly independent

modulo p, then they’ll be linearly independent modulo p*.

Proof. Assume otherwise. Then, for the vectors v; to ¢, in V, there exist constants a; to a,

in Z,», at least one of which is nonzero, such that

Zaiﬁ} =0 mod p~. (3.5)
i=1
There are two cases we need to consider.
Case 1: At least one of a; # 0 mod p. In this case, reducing Equation (3.5) modulo
p gives us that
Z a;U; = 0 mod P

=1
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where at least one a; # 0 mod p. This means the vectors v] to 7, are linearly dependent
modulo p, which is a contradiction. Therefore, such a situation cannot happen.

Case 2: All of a; = 0 mod p. In this case, let 7; = a;;, and let

P = logp(gcd(pk, Ay, g, - ,a.)).

By construction of P, every a; has at least P factors of p in its factorisation, and at least one
a; has ezxactly P. Note that P < k since, if it wasn’t, then each of a; would be zero modulo
p¥, which is a contradiction.

Now, rewriting Equation (3.5) using our new notation, we get that

Z 7, =0 mod p". (3.6)
i=1
Because every a; has at least P factors of p attached to it, every 7; is a scalar multiple of an
embed vector for #;. Thus, applying the inverse of the bijection ¢ to both sides of Equation
(3.6), we have that

Il
©
)
=
Il
=11
=
o
(o
3
T
fv|

> o7 ()

i=1
At least one of ¢~F(#;) is a scalar multiple of #; which doesn’t contain a factor of p (by

construction of P). So, if we reduce this congruence modulo p, we’d have that

,
Z bit; =0 modp
i=1
for constants by to b, in Z,, one of which is nonzero. Such a sum cannot happen as the
vectors U7 to ¥, are linearly independent modulo p.
Both cases lead to a contradiction, and so our assumption that V isn’t a linearly-

independent set modulo p* must be false. QED

Proposition 3.13 tells us that a basis for Zﬁ , with p a prime and L a positive integer, is
also a basis for Z]fk, with k another positive integer. Note that a linearly-independent set

of vectors modulo p* is also linearly independent modulo p (which can be seen using the
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“base-p representation” of vectors used earlier in this thesis), and so Proposition 3.13 works

just as well when given a set of linearly-independent vectors modulo p* for any k& > 1.

Proposition 3.14. Let p* be an odd prime power for & > 1. Given an invertible matrix
Ac Zﬁ,fL and some positive integer w such that A" = I+p* !B mod p* for some B € ZI**,
then

APY =T+ p"B mod p**.

Proof. Firstly, we’ll prove that, for any positive integer n, we have that

A =1+ npk_lB + nka + (Z) ]921‘7_2B2 mod pkJrl

for some matrix C € ZﬁXL and where (z) is the binomial coefficient function. We’ll prove
this statement using induction.

Base case: n = 1. If n = 1, we have that
A" =AY =1+ p" 1B+ p*C mod p*!

for some matrix C € ZZ?XL . This matches the form we want (using the convention that
(;) = 0), and so our statement is true for n = 1.

Induction step. Assume we're given some positive integer r such that

r

A =1+ rp" B+ rp*C+ <2

)ka—2B2 mod pk—i-l'
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Then, expanding AT+tD*  we see that

Alr+Dw = (I_Fpkle_'_ka)(I_i_rpkle_i_ rphC 4+ (;)p2k2B2)

=1+ pk_lB + ka + Tpk_lB + Tp%_QBQ + Tka_ch + rka

n rp%*lBC—l—rkaCZ i (g)pszBz i (;)p3k3B3 i (g)pSkQCBQ

=I+(r+ 1)pk’1B+ (r+ 1)ka+ <r + <;)) p%’sz mod p’“rl

1
=I+(r+1)p" "B+ (r+1)pfC+ <T ; )pQMB?.

So,
A =1+ rp" B+ rpfC+ <£>p2k_2B2 mod pFT!
k1

1
— AU =T 4 (r + D)p" ' B+ (r + 1)p"C + (r—;— )ka_QB2 mod p

Therefore, by induction, we can say
A™ =T+ np" "B+ np*C+ (;l) p??B?  mod p".
Now, setting n = p yields
APY =T+ pp* 1B+ pp*C + <Z29> p?FiB?

—1
— I+pkB+pk+1C+ P 5 p2k71B2

=1+ p"B mod p**!
since p is an odd prime, and since 2k — 1 > k£ + 1 for all £ > 1. Thus, we get that
AP =T+ p"B  mod p*tt,
which is what we wanted to show. QED
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The next proposition shows that properties like multiplicative orders also have relations

between LCAs of differing prime-power moduli.

Proposition 3.15. Let p* be an odd prime power. Suppose that A is an invertible matrix
with multiplicative order w modulo p*. Then, the multiplicative order of A modulo p**! is
either w or pw. As well, if the multiplicative order of A increased to pw modulo p**', then

the multiplicative order of A modulo p*** will be p‘w for any positive integer /.

Proof. Let the multiplicative order of A modulo p**! be Q. Assume that w t €. Then

) = mw + n for some nonnegative integers m and n where 1 < n < w. This means

A% =1 mod prtt
— A% =1 mod p*
— A™A" =1 mod p*

— A" =1 mod p*.

This is a contradiction since n < w, yet w is the multiplicative order of A modulo p*.

Therefore, w | €.

Now, we know that AY = I mod p*, so
AY =1+ p*B mod p*!

for some B € Z]%XL.
If B= 0, then we have
A =1 mod p**.

We can show that w is the smallest such solution to A* = I mod p**! for . Assume a smaller

solution y exists. Then

AY=1 mod p*!

— AY=1 mod p*,
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and this is a contradiction since y < w, yet w is the multiplicative order of A modulo p*. So,
by definition of matrix multiplicative orders, it must be that 2 = w.

Otherwise, if B # 0, we can check successive powers of A* to find the first that is
equivalent to the identity matrix. Since w | {2, we can be sure that the first value of nw
such that A™ = Imod p**! is indeed the multiplicative order of A modulo p**!. Using

Proposition 3.1, we see that n = p will be the first such power of A we’re looking for, as

A =1+ pp"B
=1 mod p"tL.

No positive value of n smaller than p will cause this cancellation. Therefore, in the case
where B # 0, Q = pw.

These are all the possibilities we need to consider, so {2 = w or 2 = pw.

Now, we’ll prove that the multiplicative order of A increasing by a factor of p for a lower
power of the modulus means that the multiplicative order of A must always increase by a
factor of p for higher powers of the modulus. If ¢ is the multiplicative order of A modulo

(41

p’ for some positive integer ¢, and pt) is the multiplicative order of A modulo p‘*!, then we

know
AY =1+ p’C mod p'!

for some nonzero C € ZI% *L Repeatedly applying Proposition 3.14 guarantees that

Ap“’w = I+p£+wc mod pf-i-l-i-w

+1+v gince C # 0, meaning

for positive integers w. There is no possible way AP“Y = I mod p
p®1p can never be the multiplicative order of A modulo p**'**. Thus, the multiplicative
order will be p¥T). By inductively applying this reasoning, we see the multiplicative order

of A must increase by a factor of p for each increment of w. QED

A statement similar to Proposition 3.15 can be made for the multiplicative orders of
vectors. The proof is nearly identical to the proof of Proposition 3.15, and so it will be

omitted.
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Proposition 3.16. Let p* be an odd prime power (with & > 1), and let A € ZﬁkXL be an
invertible matrix whose multiplicative order modulo p* is w. If ¥ € Z[fk is a maximal vector®

under A modulo p*, then the multiplicative order of ¥ modulo p**! is either w or pw.

3.4 Cycle Spaces

An object of interest to us is the span of a vector’s set of iterates under a given update

matrix. We call this space the cycle space of a vector®.

Definition 3.3. The cycle space of a vector v € Zé under a matrix A € ZIfXL for some
prime p, denoted as Sy, is defined to be the subspace spanned by the iterates of v under

iteration by A. Symbolically,

Sy = span(U {A%T}) mod p.
i=0

The vector v is said to be the generating vector for Sz.

For primes p, because Zlf is a finite vector space, cycle spaces, which are subspaces of Zﬁ,
are also finite, despite our definition including an infinite union. In fact, for the definition of
the cycle space, it would be sufficient to take the union from 0 <7 < w + 7 — 1, where w is
the cycle length of the generating vector, and 7 is the transient length. This is because all
the iterates for a vector after the (w4 7 — 1)-th iterate will have been iterated to before by
definition of the cycle length and transient length.

Cycle spaces are of interest to us as they represent the finest decomposition of an LCA’s
configuration space into invariant” subspaces under multiplication by the update matrix. It
isn’t too difficult to see why. Say we wanted the smallest possible invariant subspace under
a matrix A that contained the vector . For the space to be invariant under A, it better be

the case that Av, A%7, etc., are in the subspace. In order for us to have a subspace, it must

®See Definition 6.1.

6In “Dynamics of finite linear cellular automata over Zy” (Mendivil and Patterson [4]), cycle spaces are
instead called orbit spaces.

7As a reminder, a subspace is invariant under a matrix A if, for all vectors ¥ in the subspace, A¥ is also
in the subspace.
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also be the case that any linear combination of ¥, A¥, A7, etc., is also in the subspace. The
definition of cycle spaces satisfies these criteria without introducing any additional vectors
which don’t need to be in the subspace, and so cycle spaces are indeed the smallest possible
invariant subspaces that contain a given vector.

There are many reasons to care about invariant subspaces. In a more general context,
one may want to consider the eigenspaces of a linear transformation in order to characterise
the transformation. Eigenspaces are, by definition, invariant subspaces. For our purposes,
we wish to better understand the dynamics of the vectors in an LCA’s configuration space,
and one way to do that is by understanding the action of the LCA’s update matrix on a
vector’s iterates. The cycle space of a vector provides the smallest subspace in which the
iterates of a vector are contained, and so it is in some sense the simplest space to consider
for this purpose. In both cases, having a better understanding of how cycle spaces behave
could prove useful, and so we’ll dedicate this section of the thesis to proving some results
regarding these spaces.

A property we can deduce about a vector’s cycle space right away is its dimension—the

number of linearly-independent vectors needed to span it.

Proposition 3.17. Given a vector v € Zﬁ, p prime, with minimal annihilating polynomial
m(z) € Zy[X] under A € ZL**, the dimension of the cycle space of ¥ is equal to the degree
of m(x). Symbolically, dim(S;) = deg(m(x)).®

Proof. The minimal annihilating polynomial is the smallest polynomial m(x) such that
m(A)v = 0. By rearranging this relation, we find that A%e(m@)§ is the first iterate of ¥ that
can be written as a linear combination of its previous iterates (i.e. ¥/ to A¥&m@)=15) So Sy
requires deg(m(x)) basis vectors (¥ to Adem@)=1) "and so dim(Sy) = deg(m(z)). QED

We can also show that, given a subspace whose minimal annihilating polynomial is a
particular degree, these must exist a cycle space within that subspace whose dimension

equals the degree of the polynomial.

8Note that proofs of this fact have appeared previously. An example is theorem 2 on page 69 of “Lectures
in abstract algebra: II. linear algebra” (Jacobson [3]).
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Proposition 3.18. Given an invariant subspace V' C ZZf under A € Z]fXL, p prime, with
minimal annihilating polynomial m(z) € Z,[X], there exists a vector v € V such that
dim(Sz) = deg(m(z)). Thus, the dimension of V' is at least deg(m/(x)).

Proof. Let m(x) = (fi(z))™ x (fo(z))™ x -+ x (fg(x))™ for irreducible, monic, relatively-
prime polynomials f;(z) € Z,[X] and positive integers n;. If we let B = Aly, the restriction

of A to the subspace V', then the Primary Decomposition Theorem says that

k
V = P ker((f:(B)™)
i=1
where each ker((f;(B))™) # {0}. Thus, for each ker((f;(B))"™), there must exist at least one
vector v; such that (f;(z))™ is the minimal annihilating polynomial of #;. If this wasn’t the
case, then there would exist some 7; < n; where ker((f;(B))") = ker((f;(B))™) and so

(@)™ e (fima ()70 < (ful@))™ X (i ()™ - (fie())™

would be an annihilating polynomial for V. However, this polynomial has a smaller degree
than m(x), which contradicts the fact that m(x) is the minimal annihilating polynomial for
V', and so this cannot happen.

Because each ker((f;(B))™) shares only the zero vector with all the other kernels, the

sum U = ¥) + Us + - - - + U has minimal annihilating polynomial

(fr(@))™ x (falw))™ > < (fi(a))™ = m(x).

By Proposition 3.17, then, Sz has dimension deg(m(z)). As well, because V is invariant
under A, Sz CV, so dim(V) > dim(Sz) = deg(m(z)). QED

Propositions 3.17 and 3.18 show that vectors’ cycle spaces are directly related to minimal
annihilating polynomials. It’s natural, then, to wonder if cycle spaces could prove to be as
useful in analysing LCAs as the subspaces given by the Primary Decomposition Theorem.
After all, both types of subspaces are directly linked to minimal annihilating polynomials,

and both share similar properties (such as being invariant under multiplication by the LCA’s
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update matrix). However, as cycle spaces provide a more granular decomposition of an LCA’s
configuration space, it’s possible they could reveal somehow “finer” details about an LCA’s
behaviour.?

Though cycle spaces share many traits with the subspaces given by the Primary De-
composition Theorem, we quickly notice that they don’t behave the same. One immediate
difference we notice is that the intersections of cycle spaces need not contain only the zero
vector, as is the case with the Primary Decomposition Theorem’s subspaces. As an example,

take the LCA (Zs,Z2,[1}]) and consider the two vectors ¢ = [}] and @ = [}]. We see that

ceon({]}) =

] mod 5, and

N
—
=
Q
@
—
=
or
f—
—
D —
—
Il
—
=0
E——
Il
w
—
D =

and so
S; NSz = Sz

This example shows that the intersections of cycle spaces are not as predictable as the
intersections of the subspaces provided by the Primary Decomposition Theorem. However,
our example also displays a potential pattern: is the intersection of two cycle spaces always
another cycle space? In this case, the result is trivial since one of the cycle spaces is the
entirety of our LCA’s configuration space, and so the intersection comes out as the other cycle
space. If we were to try other examples, though, we’d see the same behaviour: intersections
of cycle spaces seem to yield other cycle spaces. Thus, it may be worthwhile to think about
this question. What can we deduce about the intersection of cycle spaces?

Because cycle spaces are invariant subspaces under multiplication by an update matrix,

anything we prove about general invariant subspaces will also apply to cycle spaces. The

90ur cycle spaces are a special case of a more general space: a cyclic subspace. Cyclic subspaces can
be used to show lots of interesting results in areas of linear algebra (such as proving the Cayley-Hamilton
Theorem; see pages 280 to 285 of Linear algebra (Stephen H. Friedberg [7])), so it makes sense to wonder
whether they can be used for our purposes, too.
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Chapter 3. Understanding the Behaviour of Linear Cellular Automata

following proposition is an example.

Proposition 3.19. Let V and W be invariant subspaces of Z under A € ZL*", p prime.
Then V NW is a subspace of Zlf which is invariant under A.

Proof. Let @,y € V. NW. This means & and 7 are in both V and W. We can then say ¥ + ¢/
is in both V' and W since subspaces are closed under addition. Thus, ¥ +y € VN W.

Furthermore, we can say tZ is in both V and W for ¢t € Z, since subspaces are closed
under taking scalar multiples. Thus, t7 € VNW for t € Z,,.

Finally, because VN W C Z[ by virtue of both V' and W being within Z”, we have
enough to show that VN W is a subspace of ng .

To show V N W is invariant under A, note that A% is in both V and W since both
subspaces are invariant under A by assumption. Thus, AZ € V N W, and so any arbitrary
vector in the intersection stays within the intersection under multiplication by A. In other
words, V N W is invariant under A. QED

Another operation of interest is the sum of invariant subspaces. Note that, when we refer
to the sum of two subspaces, say V + W for subspaces V' and W, we mean the set of vectors
{4+ @ : v e Vi € W}. This is slightly different from the direct sum of subspaces V' and
W which requires that for every ¥ € V + W there exists a unique pair of vectors v € V and
w € W such that ¥ = v+ . For this thesis, @ will be used to denote the direct sum, while

+ will be used for this looser sum.

Proposition 3.20. Let V and W be invariant subspaces of Z under A € Z.*", p prime.
Then V + W is a subspace of Zﬁ which is invariant under A.

Proof. Let Z, 4 € V + W. This means both & and ¢ can be written as a sum of two vectors:
one from V and one from W. Therefore, ¥ + 3 can also be written in this form simply by
adding the respective vectors from each subspace (which can be done since subspaces are
closed under addition). So, 7+ €V + W.

Furthermore, a scalar multiple of a sum of two vectors, one from each subspace, will
result in another sum of two vectors, one from each subspace, since subspaces are closed

under scalar multiplication. Thus, t¥ € V + W for t € Z,,.
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3.4. Cycle Spaces

By virtue of V' and W being subsets of Z]f, V 4+ W must also be a subset of Z£ due to
Z]’;J being a subspace (which is closed under addition). This, combined with what was shown
above, is enough to show that V + W is a subspace of Z]g .

As with scalar multiples, a sum of two vectors, one from each subspace, multiplied by
A, must also give a sum of two vectors, one from each subspace, since both W and V' are

invariant under A. Therefore, Ax¥ € V 4+ W, meaning V' + W is invariant under A. QED

Our current conjecture is that the intersection of cycle spaces is itself a cycle space.
Proposition 3.20 may have us wondering whether something more general is true. Perhaps
any combination of two cycle spaces that results in an invariant subspace will be a cycle
space.

Unfortunately, examples of sums of cycle spaces exist where the resulting sum is not

a cycle space. For instance, take the LCA <Z3, 73, [§ § ED and add the two cycle spaces

generated by the vectors [é} and [g]. The resulting space, Z3, cannot be spanned by
a single vector under iteration by the given update matrix as the minimal polynomial for
[§ § g} modulo 3 is a degree 2 polynomial, meaning every vector in Z3 under this matrix will
have a minimal annihilating polynomial of degree 2 or less, and by Proposition 3.17, this
means every vector’s cycle space will be of dimension 2 or less.

So, it isn’t the case that all “combinations” of cycle spaces that result in invariant sub-
spaces give cycle spaces. Thus, if there is some unique property that intersections of cycle
spaces possess so that they themselves are cycle spaces, it goes beyond the fact that they’re
invariant subspaces. The following proposition will give us some insight into what that

unique property may be.

Proposition 3.21. Let v € Z£ be a vector, p prime, with cycle space Sz under A € ZﬁXL.
If S is an invariant subspace such that S C S, then

dim(S) = deg(m(x)),

where m(x) € Z,[X] is the minimal annihilating polynomial of S.

Proof. Let D = dim(Sz). To show what we want to show, there are two cases we need to

consider.
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Chapter 3. Understanding the Behaviour of Linear Cellular Automata

Case 1: S = §;z. Since S = Sp, the minimal annihilating polynomial for S will be
equal to the minimal annihilating polynomial for Sz. By Proposition 3.17, the degree of the
minimal annihilating polynomial for Sz is D, which is the dimension of Sz and therefore the
dimension of S.

Case 2: S C Sz. Assume the opposite of our proposition. Then, we have that S C Sy,
but dim(S) > deg(m(x)). Note that it isn’t possible for the dimension of an invariant
subspace to be less than the degree of its minimal annihilating polynomial by Proposition
3.18, and S is certainly an invariant subspace by assumption. So, if dim(S) # deg(m(x)),
then it must be the case that the dimension is greater, not less.

To ease with notation, let n = deg(m(z)) and d = dim(S).

Now, let B = {51,52, e ,gd,gd+1,~~ ,ED} be a basis for Sy where {51,52,~~ ,l;d} is a
basis for S. As well, let B = {gd+1, 5d+2, e ,5D}. Then, we can write A'¥ as

A=t +g modp,

where #; € S and §; € span(B).

Because |B| = D — d (and because B is a basis for span(B)), the maximum number of
vectors in a subset of span(é) that can be linearly independent is D — d. Thus, it must be
the case that the set {go, d1, -+ ,gp_a} is linearly dependent, meaning there are constants

ap to ap_q in Z, such that
aogo + a1gi + - +ap_afp-a=0 mod p.

Let r(z) = ap + a1z + agz® + -+ + ap_qxP~%. Note that r(z) is at most a degree D — d
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polynomial. We have that

r(A)U
_ = - 2 D—d~
= aoU + a1 AV + @ AT+ - - - + ap_gA~ U
= ao({o + Go) + 611({1 + G+ F and(t_'Dfd + Gp—a)
= apto + a1ty + -+ ap_agtp-a + oo + a1y + -+ - + ap—aGp—d
= aplo + a1ty + - +ap_atp-a+0
€ s.

Because m(x) is the minimal annihilating polynomial of .S, this means
m(A)r(A) =0 mod p.

This implies that an annihilating polynomial of at most degree n + D — d exists for ¢, and
so by Proposition 3.17, dim(Sz) < n+ D —d < D since d > n. This is a contradiction since
dim(Sz) = D. Thus, our assumption that dim(.S) > deg(m(x)) must be false. QED

Proposition 3.21 massively restricts what sorts of cycle space behaviour are possible
within another cycle space. For example, say we had a cycle space Sz with minimal annihi-
lating polynomial (f(z))? for some irreducible f(z), and within Sy we had two cycle spaces
Si and S, with minimal annihilating polynomials f(z) and (f(z))?, respectively. By Propo-
sition 3.21, it must be the case that §; C S;. Otherwise, S; + Sy (an invariant subspace
by Proposition 3.20) would have a dimension greater than 2deg(f(z)), while the minimal
annihilating polynomial would have a degree of exactly 2deg(f(x)), and Proposition 3.21
guarantees that this isn’t possible.

Reading Proposition 3.21, we see what sets apart the intersection of two cycle spaces
from other “combinations” of cycle spaces (such as a sum): the intersection is necessarily
contained within another cycle space. Thus, the proposition applies, and we find that our

initial conjecture is correct; the intersection of two cycle spaces must also be a cycle space.
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Corollary 3.1. Let v, € Zé, p prime. Then for some vector ¥ € Z]f,
SiNSg =Sz

under some matrix A € Zze <L

Proof. Let S = SN Sz. By Proposition 3.19, S is an invariant subspace under A. As
well, by definition of intersections, we have that S C Sz. Thus, Proposition 3.21 tells us
that the dimension of S is equal to the degree of its minimal annihilating polynomial, which
we’'ll label as d. By Proposition 3.18, there must exist some vector & € S whose cycle space

has dimension d. Because Sy C S, we have that Sz = S since their dimensions are the
same. QED

Corollary 3.1 provides one possible tool for making sense of cycle spaces within an LCA—
it gives us a way to understand how they could potentially interact with each other. As cycle
spaces are intimately connected to the dynamics of particular vectors within an LCA, this
result may prove useful in understanding what sorts of behaviours are possible for the iterates
of vectors within a particular LCA.

In Chapter 6, we’ll return to cycle spaces by discussing another result relating to them,

the Cyclic Decomposition Theorem.
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Ideals of Annihilating Polynomials

As briefly mentioned in Section 2.5, minimal polynomials (of both LCA update matrices and
vectors in a configuration space) prove to be some of the most useful objects in analysing
LCAs. Via the Minimal Polynomial Theorem, they allow us to more easily determine mul-
tiplicative orders and transient lengths, and via the Primary Decomposition Theorem, they
allow us to break an LCA’s configuration space into simpler “chunks” that obey simpler
algebraic properties. However, minimal polynomials are only guaranteed to exist when the
modulus of our LCA is prime, as Zy[X] is only a principal ideal domain when N is prime.
Put another way, the ideal of annihilating polynomials for a vector/matrix may have more
than one “minimal” element when N isn’t prime, and so a minimal polynomial might not
exist.

What can we say in the case when the modulus is a prime power? While ideals aren’t
guaranteed to be principal over Z,[X] for prime powers p¥, they aren’t guaranteed to not
be principal, either. Are there cases where an ideal of annihilating polynomials is principal
when the modulus is a prime power? If there are, then the Minimal Polynomial Theorem
would be able to be used, as there’s nothing in the proof of the theorem that requires a
prime modulus—it only assumes the ideal of annihilating polynomials has a single, monic

generator.
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Chapter 4. Ideals of Annihilating Polynomials

4.1 When Does a “Minimal Polynomial” Exist?

We can immediately show for any prime power p* and any matrix A that, however many
generators there are for Annzpk ix](A), no generator can have a degree lower than the minimal

polynomial of A.

ZP*E p prime.

Proposition 4.1. Let m(z) € Z,[X]| be the minimal polynomial for A €
Then, no nonzero polynomial with lesser degree than m(z) can annihilate A modulo a prime

power p”.

Proof. We'll prove this statement using induction.

Base case: modulo p. By definition, no nonzero polynomial with degree less than the

degree of m(z) can annihilate A modulo p.

Inductive case: modulo p’. Our induction hypothesis will be that no nonzero poly-
nomial with degree less than the degree of m(z) can annihilate A modulo p up to modulo
P

Assume that a nonzero annihilating polynomial r(z) € Z,;[X] exists for A modulo p?
with a lower degree than m(x). Either r(x) reduces to 0 modulo p, or it doesn't.

Since 7(x) annihilates A modulo p?, it would also annihilate A when reduced modulo p.
However, if r(z) doesn’t reduce to 0 modulo p, this creates a contradiction since r(z) has
degree less than m(x), and any polynomial with degree less than the minimal polynomial
cannot be an annihilating polynomial modulo p by definition.

So, r(z) must reduce to 0 modulo p. Then r(z) must be of the form pt(x) for some
polynomial ¢(x) € Z,;-1[X]. Note that ¢(z) must have the same degree as r(z). We find that

t(x) must be an annihilating polynomial modulo p/~!:
r(A)=0 mod p’
= pt(A)=0 mod p’
= {(A)=0 modp
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By the induction hypothesis, t(z) is the zero polynomial. Thus, r(z) = pt(z) = 0 mod
p’. This is a contradiction since we assumed r(z) was nonzero. Therefore, no nonzero
annihilating polynomial exists for A modulo p’ with degree less than the degree of m(z).

By induction, our proposition is proved for any arbitrary prime-power modulus p*.
QED

The proof of the vector case is nearly identical, so we’ll list the result without rewriting

what we showed above.

Proposition 4.2. Let m(z) € Z,[X] be the minimal annihilating polynomial for v € Z*
under A € ZY*L p prime. Then, no nonzero polynomial with lesser degree than m(z) can

annihilate ¥ under A modulo a prime power pF.

Furthermore, we can say something about annihilating polynomials with degrees higher
than that of the minimal polynomial. If a monic annihilating polynomial #(z) exists for a
matrix modulo p* with the same degree as the minimal polynomial, then no annihilating

polynomial of higher degree can exist for the matrix without being a multiple of ¢(z).

Proposition 4.3. Let m(z) € Z,[X] be the minimal polynomial for A € ZL*L p prime. If
a monic annihilating polynomial ¢(z) € Z,+[X] for A modulo a prime power p* has the same
degree as m(z), then ¢(x) divides all annihilating polynomials for A modulo p* which have

degree greater than or equal to the degree of m(x).

Proof. Assume we have another annihilating polynomial r(z) € Z,[X] modulo p* with
degree greater than or equal to the degree of ¢(x). Because ¢(r) is monic, we can use

polynomial long division to give us that

r(z) = q(z)q(z) + ()

for polynomials ¢(x),7(x) € Z,+[X] where the degree of 7(x) is strictly less than the degree
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of q(x). We know r(z) annihilates A modulo p*, so

and so 7(z) is an annihilating polynomial for A modulo p*. By Proposition 4.1, then,
7(x) = 0 mod p*. Thus, r(z) = q(z)q(x), and so q(z) | r(x). QED

Again, the proof of the vector case is nearly identical, so we’ll list the result here without

rewriting what was shown above.

Proposition 4.4. Let m(x) € Z,[X] be the minimal annihilating polynomial for 7 € Z*
under A € Z*E | p prime. If a monic annihilating polynomial ¢(x) € Z,:| X for ¥ modulo a
prime power p* has the same degree as m(z), then ¢(x) divides all annihilating polynomials

for # modulo p* which have degree greater than or equal to the degree of m(z).

Putting Propositions 4.1 and 4.3 together gives us a fairly nice result about when a
matrix’s ideal of annihilating polynomials is principal, and therefore has a “minimal poly-

nomial”.

Theorem 3. Let m(z) € Z,[X] be the minimal polynomial for A € ZF*L p prime. If a
monic annihilating polynomial q(z) € Zy[X] for A modulo a prime power p* has the same

degree as m(x), then Annzpk ix](A) is generated by a single element, that element being q(x).

Proof. By Proposition 4.1, Annzpk ix](A) can have no elements with degree less than the
degree of g(z). By Proposition 4.3, any element in Annzpk ix](A) with degree greater than or
equal to the degree of ¢(z) must be a multiple of ¢(x). Thus, Anng , ix](A) is generated by

q(z). QED

The vector result can be proved using the analogous propositions for vector annihilating

polynomials.
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Theorem 4. Let m(x) € Z,[X] be the minimal annihilating polynomial for v € Z* under
A € Z2*L | p prime. If a monic annihilating polynomial q(x) € Z[X] for © modulo a prime
power p* has the same degree as m(x), then Anng ,[x) (V) is generated by a single element,

that element being q(x).

Whenever Theorem 3 applies, the Minimal Polynomial Theorem also applies, even if the
modulus isn’t prime. Though checking whether a monic annihilating polynomial of a certain
degree exists for a matrix/vector isn’t a trivial task, there are a few special cases where we
can show Theorem 3 always applies.

Consider an LCA where the update matrix’s characteristic polynomial modulo a prime
p is equal to its minimal polynomial. By the Cayley-Hamilton Theorem (which works under
any ring Zy), we know that a matrix’s characteristic polynomial will always be an annihi-
lating polynomial. As well, the characteristic polynomial is always monic, and its degree
is given by the size of the matrix; it doesn’t change with the LCA’s modulus. Thus, for
any prime-power modulus p*, the update matrix will always have a monic annihilating poly-
nomial with the same degree as that of its minimal polynomial (namely the characteristic
polynomial), and so Theorem 3 will apply.

As a sort of corollary to the above, any update matrix whose characteristic polynomial
modulo a prime is irreducible will also satisfy Theorem 3, as in these cases, the characteristic
polynomial is automatically equal to the minimal polynomial modulo a prime, and so the
above argument will apply.

For another, slightly more contrived example, consider the matrix nl, a scalar multiple of
the identity matrix. Modulo a prime, this matrix’s minimal polynomial will be m(\) = A—n.
No matter the modulus, it’s clear that A —n will always be a monic annihilating polynomial.
Thus, Theorem 3 will be satisfied for any LCA with a prime-power modulus that uses nl as
its update matrix.

In all these cases, a “minimal polynomial” of sorts exists for all LCAs with prime-power
moduli which use these matrices as their update matrices. Thus, the Minimal Polynomial
Theorem can be used to calculate cycle lengths and transient lengths without having to
compute them through the dynamics of the system (e.g. using Floyd’s Cycle Detection
Algorithm).
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One final note: if it’s the case that an ideal of annihilating polynomials is principal modulo
a prime power, it’s necessarily the case that the ideal’s single generator has a leading term
coefficient that’s invertible modulo the prime power. Why? Consider the Cayley-Hamilton
Theorem, which guarantees that the characteristic polynomial of an LCA’s update matrix is
always an annihilating polynomial for the matrix (and therefore for the LCA’s configuration
space). This polynomial is monic. Thus, if an ideal of annihilating polynomials is principal,
the characteristic polynomial must be a polynomial multiple of the sole generator, and so it
must be possible for the generator’s leading term’s coefficient to become 1 after some scalar

multiplication. Thus, the generator’s leading term must be invertible.

Observation 4.1. Modulo a prime power, the generator for a principal ideal of annihilating
polynomials must have an invertible coefficient on its leading term. Equivalently, every
principal ideal of annihilating polynomials modulo a prime power can be generated by a

monic polynomial.

4.2 Annihilating Ideal Generators

It won’t always be the case that Theorem 3 will be satisfied for an LCA with a prime-
power modulus. In these cases, ideals of annihilating polynomials will have more than one
generator, and thus we won’t be able to use results like the Minimal Polynomial Theorem
to analyse the LCA’s behaviour. Given an LCA (Zpk, Z]fk, A) for some prime power p¥, is
there anything we can say about Annzpk ix](A) in the general case?

Although there won’t necessarily be a single generator for Annzpk ix](A), the generators
we get end up having some fairly nice properties. The following propositions will help us

understand this structure.

Proposition 4.5. For some prime power p*, say we're given a vector ¥ € Zﬁk, a matrix
A € Z**%, and an annihilating polynomial f(z) € Z,.[X] for ¢ modulo p* with leading term
p®aqz?, a < k, and where a;l exists. Any annihilating polynomial for ¥ modulo p* with
leading term p®*Pbyy 2?9 B¢ > 0, a + 8 < k, bay, # 0, can be written as the sum of a
polynomial multiple of f(z) and another annihilating polynomial with degree less than d+gq.
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Proof. Let

d—1

f(z) = p®agz® + Z a;z' mod pF

i=0
for constants a; € Z, and let an arbitrary annihilating polynomial g(x) matching our
assumptions be written as

d+q-1
g(z) = p*Pby gzt + Z bz mod p"

j=0

for constants b; € Z,.. Multiplying f(z) by PP bd+qa;1xq makes its leading term equal to the

leading term in g(z):

d—1
PPbasgag "2 f(x) = p*Pbar g™ + pPbaggag 2 (Z aas) mod p.
=0

Therefore, there exists some polynomial r(z) with degree less than d + ¢ such that
Pbarqag e f(x) +r(z) = g(z) mod p*.

Also, since f(x) and g(x) are annihilating polynomials for ¢/, 7(z) must also be an annihilating

polynomial since

PPbarga 2 f(A)T + r(A)T = g(A)7  mod pF
— 0 + r(A)7 = 0 mod p*.

QED

Proposition 4.5 acts like a generalised Division Algorithm for polynomials where the
divisor isn’t monic. Given two annihilating polynomials f(x), g(x) € Z,x[X] for some vector
' € Zl, where p" is a prime power, if we have that deg(f(x)) < deg(g(r)) and the leading
term of f(x) has less factors of p on it than g(x), then the proposition guarantees there exists

polynomials r(z),u(x) € Z,x[X] such that

u(z)f(z) +r(z) = g(xr) mod p*
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where the degree of r(x) is strictly less than the degree of g(x).

Clearly, Proposition 4.5 applies equally well to annihilating polynomials of a matrix.

Proposition 4.6. For some prime power p¥, say we’re given a matrix A € ZY*! and an
annihilating polynomial f(z) € Z[X] for A modulo p* with leading term p®aqz?, o < k,

! exists. Any annihilating polynomial for A modulo p* with leading term

and where a
P Pbax®™ B,q > 0, a+ B < k, by, £ 0, can be written as the sum of a polynomial

multiple of f(x) and another annihilating polynomial with degree less than d + g.

Using Proposition 4.5, we gain a sense as to what the generators for ideals of annihilating

polynomials modulo a prime power must look like in the general case.

Proposition 4.7. Modulo a prime power p¥, a maximum of one polynomial per degree is
needed as a generator for a matrix’s/vector’s ideal of annihilating polynomials—namely, a
polynomial with the fewest factors of p in its leading term’s coefficient compared to all other

annihilating polynomials of the same degree.

Proof. Assume we're given an annihilating polynomial ¢(z) modulo p* of degree n with the
fewest number of factors of p in its leading term’s coefficient when compared to all other
degree n annihilating polynomials. Let ap®z™ be the leading term of ¢(x) where a € Z, and

L exists.

where a~

Now, let s(z) be another degree n annihilating polynomial modulo p* with leading term
bp*Pa™ where 8 > 0, a+ B < k, b € Zr, and b~! exists. Proposition 4.5/4.6 says that s(x)
can be written as

s(z) = a 'bpPq(x) + r(x) mod p*,

where r(z) is an, at most, n — 1 degree annihilating polynomial. Therefore, any polynomial
of degree n can be written as the sum of a scaled ¢(z) and a smaller degree annihilating
polynomial, meaning ¢(x) is the only degree n polynomial needed as a generator for the ideal

of annihilating polynomials. QED

Just from algebraic properties of annihilating polynomials, Proposition 4.7 gives some
nice structure to what the set of generators for any ideal of annihilating polynomials must

look like modulo a prime power. The next proposition will add onto this structure.
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Proposition 4.8. Let p* be a prime power, and let g(z) be an annihilating polynomial
modulo p* of degree n with a factor of p® in its leading term’s coefficient (av < k). Any
annihilating polynomial modulo p* of degree n + 1 with at least a factor of p® in its leading
term’s coefficient is not necessary as a generator for the ideal of annihilating polynomials

modulo p¥.

Proof. Let

n—1
q(z) = a,p*z" + Z a;x' mod pF
i=0

for coefficients a; € Z,x with a,, being invertible, and let

s(z) = by p®a™ T + Z bz mod p*
i=0
be an arbitrary annihilating polynomial with degree n 4 1 that has at least a factor of p® in
its leading term’s coefficient, with constants b; € Z,». By Proposition 4.5/4.6, we can write
s(x) as

5() = byy1a, wq(x) +r(z) mod p*

with 7(z) an annihilating polynomial of degree at most n. Since ¢(x) and r(x) are both at
most degree n annihilating polynomials, they must be generated by polynomials in the ideal
of annihilating polynomials with at most degree n. Therefore, s(z) does not need to be a
generator for the ideal since it can be represented as a sum of annihilating polynomials that

are generated by generators with lower degree. QED

While the wording of Proposition 4.8 may be a bit difficult to wrap our heads around, it
specifies another nice restriction that the generators for an ideal of annihilating polynomials
modulo a prime power must satisfy: as the degrees of the polynomial generators increase, the
number of factors of the prime on their leading terms must decrease (this can be shown by
repeatedly applying Proposition 4.8 to higher and higher degree polynomials). Immediately,
this gives us an upper bound for how many generators an ideal of annihilating polynomials

modulo a prime power must have.
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Proposition 4.9. Let (Zpk, Zlfk, A) be an LCA for some prime power p*, and let m(x) be a
vector’s/matrix’s minimal annihilating polynomial modulo p. Then the number of generators
for the vector’s/matrix’s ideal of annihilating polynomials modulo p* is bounded above by

min(k, L — deg(m(x))).

Proof. Via Proposition 4.8, we know that the number of factors of p on our generators’
leading terms must decrease as their degrees increase. Therefore, the maximum number of
generators we can have is the maximum number of leading term coefficients we can list where
the number of factors of p decreases with each term. Modulo p¥, the maximum number of
terms in such a sequence is k.

As well, by the Cayley-Hamilton Theorem, we know that the characteristic polynomial
of A will always be a monic, degree L annihilating polynomial for both A and all vectors in
szk. This means no annihilating polynomial with degree higher than L can be a generator for
the ideal of annihilating polynomials since the characteristic polynomial is monic, meaning
it isn’t possible for higher degree polynomials to have less factors of p on their leading terms,
which by Proposition 4.8 means they aren’t necessary as generators.

F=lm(z) will always be an annihilating polynomial modulo p* since it’s

Furthermore, p
an embed of m(z) modulo p*. By Proposition 4.1/4.2, no polynomial with degree less than
m(z) can be an annihilating polynomial. Thus, all generators for our ideal of annihilating
polynomials must have degrees of at least deg(m(x)). From above, we know that no generator
can have degree higher than L. Since Proposition 4.7 guarantees that only one polynomial
per degree is needed as a generator, this implies that there can be no more than L—deg(m(z))
generators.

Therefore, the number of generators for our ideal of annihilating polynomials is bounded

above by min(k, L — deg(m(z))). QED

Because Proposition 4.9 gives us an upper bound on the number of generators for an ideal
of annihilating polynomials, and because Proposition 4.7 guarantees that only a maximum of
one polynomial per degree is needed as a generator, it’s actually possible to describe a general
process for finding all generators for a vector’s/matrix’s ideal of annihilating polynomials

modulo a prime power.
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At a high level, the process merely requires us to calculate the iterates of our vector/ma-
trix and use matrix row reduction to determine whether it’s possible to write each successive
iterate (or a prime-power multiple of it) as a linear combination of the previous iterates.
Once we find an iterate which is a linear combination of the previous iterates, and where
the most recent previous iterate has no factors of the prime in its coefficient in the linear
combination, then we know we’ve found all the ideal generators.

This process is far, far faster than manually checking all possible annihilating polynomials

for a given vector/matrix and seeing which are needed to generate the ideal.
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Chapter 5

The Cores of Linear Cellular

Automata

For any LCA, a particular submodule of the configuration space we're interested in under-
standing is the core of the LCA. Intuitively, the core of an LCA is the largest submodule
within the configuration space where the update matrix acts as an invertible transformation.
Such a submodule is of interest to us as having an update matrix whose transformation is
invertible often makes analysing the behaviour of vectors within the LCA much easier. From
Figure 2.2, we see that if a vector has a nonzero transient length, there will exist a vector
in its set of iterates that has at least two vectors that map to it under the update matrix,
meaning an inverse function to undo the transformation can’t possibly exist. Thus, to be in
the core, a vector must have a transient length of zero. In fact, this is the only requirement
since it implies only one other vector will iterate to any of the iterates in the vector’s set of
iterates: the previous iterate.

As an example of why considering the core is useful, suppose that for vectors v and @ in

the core of an LCA with update matrix A, we have the relation
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Because the update matrix’s transformation is invertible within the core, this implies that

U =u.

If ¥ and @ weren’t in the core, we wouldn’t be able to immediately conclude this.

When the update matrix for an LCA is invertible, an inverse function exists (that function
being the inverse of the update matrix) that undoes the transformation of the update matrix
on the entire configuration space, and so the core will be the entire configuration space.
A consequence of this is that, when the update matrix is invertible, every vector in the
configuration space has a transient length of zero. To see this, let 7 be the transient length
of some vector ¥ under the invertible matrix A. This means there exists some positive integer

¢ where

AAT0 = A",
Because A~! exists, we have that

AT (AATY) = ATT(ATY)
— AU = 7.

By definition of vector transient lengths, this means the transient length of v is zero.

For an LCA with a prime modulus, the core is always a subspace of the configuration
space. This can be shown by noting that for any two vectors with transient lengths of zero
(i.e. two vectors in the core of the LCA), a linear combination of those vectors will also have
a transient length of zero, and so the core is closed under linear combinations, making it a
subspace. For LCAs with prime-power moduli, the same reasoning can be used to show that
the core is always a submodule of the configuration space.

Our goal in this chapter is to show that something stronger is true: the core of an
LCA with a prime-power modulus is always a free module, a module spanned by a set of
linearly-independent vectors. In other words, we want to show that the core of an LCA

with a prime-power modulus always has a basis. If this is the case, then for any LCA

1 As an example where this reasoning doesn’t apply, consider the LCA (Zg, Z3,(3 g}) and the vectors [ ]
and [9]. Both vectors iterate to the zero vector, yet they aren’t the same vector.
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with a prime-power modulus, the restriction of the update matrix to the LCA’s core can be
represented by an invertible matrix. In this way, if we concern ourselves only with the cores
of LCAs with prime-power moduli, then we can always assume that the update matrix is
invertible, allowing for easier algebraic manipulations to be carried out on the vectors in our
configuration space.

Before we delve into the cores of LCAs with prime-power moduli, let’s specify a more

formal definition of the core, along with some notation.

Definition 5.1. Given the LCA (ZN, 7%, A), the core of the LCA, represented as K;z(A),
N

is the largest submodule of Z% such that

In other words, the core is the largest submodule within Z% where A is an invertible linear

transformation.

There are many equivalent definitions of the core. The definition used in “Dynamics of
finite linear cellular automata over Zy” (Mendivil and Patterson [4]), for instance, takes an
infinite intersection of the sequence of submodules Z%, AZ%, A*Z%, etc. Another equiva-
lent definition is to set the core as the set of all vectors within the configuration space that
have a transient length of zero. The definition we use is chosen to reflect the core’s impor-
tant property of being the largest submodule where the update matrix’s transformation is

invertible.

5.1 Dimensional Independence

In the case where an LCA’s configuration space is of the form Z}fk, we must work in the
context of modules rather than vector spaces (as would be the case if our configuration
space was of the form Zﬁ). Within modules, the concept of linear independence behaves
slightly differently from how we’d like (see below example). As such, we introduce here the

idea of dimensional independence.
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Definition 5.2. A set of nonzero vectors V' is said to be dimensionally independent if
Vo €V, span(?) Nspan(V \ {t}) = {0}.

As an example for why dimensional independence may be useful, consider the vectors

[é}, [%}, and [g} modulo 25. These vectors aren’t linearly independent since

) 0 0
510 +5(5] + 5/0] =0 mod 25. (5.1)
0 0 5

However, in some sense, these vectors are still independent since one cannot be made from
a linear combination of the others. Other than the zero vector, their spans are disjoint,
similar to the spans of linearly-independent vectors. Although these vectors are not linearly
independent, there may still be certain properties of linear independence that apply to these
vectors. Dimensional independence aims to capture these properties.

The following propositions will help solidify the connection between linear independence

and dimensional independence.

Proposition 5.1. If V = {¢},v,---,7,} is a dimensionally-independent set, then the set
{a V1, agtha, - -+ ,a,U,} is also a dimensionally-independent set for nonzero vectors a7 to
g Uy.

Proof. For any a;, span(a;v;) C span(?;), so
span(;) Nspan(V \ {7;}) = {6} = span(a;v;) Nspan(V \ {7;}) = {6}
As well, for any v; € V' \ {t;}, we have that

Span(?}j) N Span({/(TlagQa e 761') T 769} \ {17]}) = {6}

—> span(v;) Nspan({th, Ty, -+, agth, - -, Ty} \ {7;}) = {0}.

This means swapping any v; in V with a;0; (so long as a;0; # 6) will keep V' dimensionally
independent. QED
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Proposition 5.2. If V = {¥}, 05, - , ¥, } is dimensionally independent, then the congruence
a1171+a2172+---+a917g56

has only the solution where each a,;v; = 0.

Proof. Assume that a solution to
a1y + agly + -+ agi, =0
exists where at least one term is nonzero. Rearranging, we see
—(11"171‘ = CL1171 + a2172 + -+ ai,lﬁi,l + CLZ'+177Z'+1 + -+ Clg?jg
for some nonzero term —a;v;. This implies
—a;v; € span(V \ {;}),
which implies

span(7;) N span(V \ {#}) # {0}.

This is a contradiction since V' is dimensionally independent. Therefore, no such solution
can exist. QED

Much like linearly-independent vectors, dimensionally-independent vectors can only sum
to zero if each vector itself is zero. However, since nonzero multiples of dimensionally-
independent vectors can be zero (as in Equation (5.1)), there may be multiple distinct linear
combinations (that is, distinct sets of coefficients for each linear combination) that result in
a sum of zero.

It turns out that, aside from dimensionally-independent vectors behaving similarly to
linearly-independent vectors, there’s a direct link between sets of linearly-independent vectors

and dimensionally-independent vectors.

Proposition 5.3. For some prime-power p*, if we have a set of dimensionally-independent

vectors V' = {p™¥y, p*2 s, - - -, p*u,} for integers 0 < «; < k and where Vv; € V, 0; #
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0 mod p, then the set
W = {/1717/1727"' 769}

is linearly independent modulo p*.

Proof. Assume W isn’t linearly independent modulo p*. Then there exists a non-trivial

solution to
Zpﬁiaiﬁi =0 mod p"

for integers a; and ; where a; # 0 mod p and ; > 0.
Now, define P as

P = max({pal_ﬁla pa2_ﬂ27 ) pag_ﬂg7 1})

Then, we have that
Z PpPia; =0 mod pt. (5.2)

By construction of P, each Pp®a;v; is now a multiple of some vector in V. At least one

PpPia;v; is nonzero, since if a; — 3; is the maximum difference between any a; — 3;, then
. . Ty . S N k
PpPia;v; = p*~PipPia;v; = p*a;i mod pF,

which cannot be zero since a; has no factors of p. By Proposition 5.2, Equation (5.2) implies
the set V isn’t dimensionally independent. This is a contradiction, so W must be linearly
independent. QED

Proposition 5.3 shows that, given a set of dimensionally-independent vectors, there’s a
corresponding set of linearly-independent vectors. This fact will prove useful in Section 5.3,
where we use it to strengthen the result of Theorem 5.

We can also say something about dimensionally-independent vectors if they sum to a

vector containing factors of p, the base of a prime-power modulus.

Proposition 5.4. Given a prime-power p*, let {7y, ¥, -+ ,7,} be dimensionally indepen-
dent. If

U1 + Vg + -+ + Uy = pW mod p*
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where w # Omod p and 0 < ¢ < k, then each ¥; = 0 mod p°. Furthermore, at least one
7 2 0 mod pett.

Proof. Multiplying both sides of the given equation by p*~¢, we get that

P A Uy e+ 0y) = P = 0 mod p~.

From Proposition 5.2, the sum >_Y_, p" ¢ can only equal zero if each vector in the sum is
the zero vector. This means each p*~¢7; = 0 mod p¥, and so each ¥; must have at least a
factor of p¢ in it. Therefore, 7 = 0 mod p© for all ;.

Now, let v; = pv;. Then

—

pi(th + b+ +17,) =p°@W mod k.
We have that @ % 0 mod p, so p*~ 1 2 0 mod p*. This implies
PP =p () 2 0 mod p".
Therefore, at least one p* 17 # 0 mod p*, which means 7; # 0 mod p, so then

P =720 mod p°t

for at least one ;. QED

Proposition 5.4 essentially guarantees that, when a set of dimensionally-independent
vectors sum to a vector with a certain number of factors of p, then the dimensionally-
independent vectors themselves must have a certain number of factors of p. This fact ends

up being crucial for Theorem 5.

5.2 Creating Dimensionally-Independent Sets

If we have a dimensionally-independent set, it’s helpful to have an easy way to check whether

adding a new vector to it will keep it dimensionally independent.
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Proposition 5.5. Given a prime-power p*, if V = {¥}, 0, - - - , ¥,} is dimensionally indepen-

dent and 7 % 0 mod p* is a vector such that span(7i) Nspan(V) = {6} mod p”, then
Vu{n}

is a dimensionally-independent set.

Proof. To show V U {7} is dimensionally independent, we must show that, for all 7 € V,

span(7) Nspan((V \ {#}) U {7}) = {0} mod p".

Assume there exists some vector v; € V that doesn’t follow the above relation. Then there

exists a nonnegative integer ¢ where
c— __ — - — — — — k
PV = a1 + GV + -+ G Vi1 F Qi1 Vi1 s QUG AN mod p
and
p°v; 20 mod pF.

Note that a,7 # 0 mod p* since V is dimensionally independent. Rearranging, we see
ApM =P V; —aA1U1 — A2V — *** — Aj—1Vi—1 — Q41Vi41 — **° — AgUg INOA P

This implies
span(ii) Nspan(V) # {0} mod p*.

This is a contradiction, so no such ; can exist. This means V U {7} is dimensionally
independent. QED

Proposition 5.5 shows that, if all nonzero multiples of a vector are not in the span of
a dimensionally-independent set, we can add the vector to that set and retain dimensional
independence.

It’s also useful to be able to say something about when adding a vector to a dimensionally-

independent set does not retain dimensional independence.
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Proposition 5.6. For a prime-power p*, let V = {},¥,---,7,} be a dimensionally-
independent set, and let @ be a nonzero vector such that V U {«} is not dimensionally
independent. If the maximum number of factors of p that any vector in V has is less than

or equal to the number of factors of p in «, then given the sum

iU = Z a;¥; mod pF

where a;U; # 0 mod p*, we have that a; = 0 mod p° for all a;.

Proof. By Proposition 5.1 and 5.4, each of a;v; must have at least the same number of factors
of p as p°u. If each of ¥; has at most the same number of factors of p as u, then each of a;
must have at least a factor of p© in order for Proposition 5.4 to hold. So, a; = 0 mod p° for
all a;. QED

Intuitively, Proposition 5.6 says that, given a vector @ that’s not dimensionally indepen-
dent to a dimensionally-independent set, the number of factors of p in « can give some idea
for what an expression for p°a would look like in terms of the vectors in the dimensionally-
independent set. Ultimately, it’s this proposition which allows the following theorem to be

shown.

Theorem 5. For a prime-power p*, any nonempty submodule M of Zlfk can be expressed as

the span of a set of dimensionally-independent vectors.

Proof. If M = {0}, then let V' = (. We have that span(V) = {0}, and V is dimensionally
independent.
Otherwise, every submodule is closed under taking linear combinations, so every sub-

module of Zﬁk can be represented as the span of a set of vectors. Let
M = {mlamQa e 7mg}

where M = span(M). Without loss of generality, assume 0 & M.
The following procedure will produce a dimensionally-independent set of vectors whose

span is M.
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Step 1. Order the vectors in M by the number of factors of p they have (least to greatest)

and store them in an ordered list S. For example, if M were to look like
M= {pQﬁl, p3ﬁ2, 13, p2ﬁ4, iis }
where 777 to 775 have no factors of p, then a valid list S could look like
S = [n3, 75, pzﬁh P2ﬁ4> pgﬁz]-
Another valid list S could be
S = [its, i3, p*ita, pPity, p ita). (5.3)

Let S; index the i-th element in S. Let |S| count the number of elements in S. As an
example, for the list S specified by Equation (5.3), S = 7i3 and |S| = 5.

Finally, initialise V' to be the empty set.

Step 2. Set 5= 5;.

Step 3. Check to see whether V U{5} is a dimensionally-independent set. If it is, replace
V with V' U {&} and proceed to step 5. Otherwise, continue to step 4.

Step 4. If V U {S} is not a dimensionally-independent set, then for some smallest p©,
0 < ¢ < k, we have that

pes = E a;¥; mod p*
i

for vectors ¥; € V' and nonzero constants a; € Z,x where a;v; # 0 mod p*. Because of the
ordering of S, the vectors in V' are guaranteed to have at most the same number of factors
of p in them as §. This means we can make use of Proposition 5.6 and rewrite the sum for
p°s as
p°s = p° Z b, mod pF
i

for nonzero constants b; € Z,» where b;v; # 0 mod p*. Define 7 to be

fz§—§ b, mod p~.
i
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If © happens to be the zero vector, discard it and proceed to step 5.

By construction, p°Z = 0 mod p¥. As well, for all 0 < f < ¢, we have that

p'? = pfs—p/ > b, mod pF
= p/T & span(V)

since p/Z is the sum of a vector in span(V) and a vector not in span(V) (we know that
p’5 & span(V) since p°s is the first nonzero multiple of §in span(V)).

By Proposition 5.5, this means the set V U {Z} is dimensionally independent. Also,
span(V U {5}) = span(V U {7}) since

:i'EE'—Zbiﬁimodpk — §Ef+2bi@modpk,

so any linear combination made with the vectors in V' U {5} can be made with the vectors
in V U {Z}, and vice versa.

If the number of factors of p in & is at most the same as the number of factors of p in 3|
replace V' with V U {Z} and proceed to step 5.

Otherwise, if § = 9;, insert & into .S somewhere greater than the i-th position so that the
ordering of S is preserved (i.e. the vectors in S are still ordered from least number of factors
of p to greatest). Note that we’re not removing the current § from S; we’re increasing the
number of vectors in S by inserting Z. The list .S, then, can be imagined as a queue of sorts,
with the current § representing which element in the queue we’re currently using.

The instruction above ensures that the vector Z can always be created in step 4; each
vector § will always have at least the same number of factors of p as any vector in V.

Step 5. If §=.5; where i < |S], set § = S;41 and return to step 3. Otherwise, continue
to step 6.

Note that §is set to each vector in S only once, and so each vector in .S can lead to the
insertion of only one extra vector into S (via step 4). However, the extra vector inserted
into S must necessarily have a greater number of factors of p than the vector that led to
its insertion. Eventually, if vectors continue to be added, the new inserted vectors will be
unable to lead to more inserted vectors since they’ll have so many factors of p that any

vectors with a greater number of factors of p will be congruent to the zero vector (which
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step 4 will discard). Therefore, this process is guaranteed to eventually proceed to step 6; it
is impossible to indefinitely insert vectors into S.

Step 6. V is now a dimensionally-independent set of vectors whose span is M. QED

Theorem 5 establishes another similarity between linear and dimensional independence:
every subspace of Z]’f has a set of linearly-independent vectors that span it, while every
submodule of szk has a set of dimensionally-independent vectors that span it. This gives us
a guaranteed way to represent any submodule of szk, allowing us to more easily work with
arbitrary submodules.

The following gives an example of using Theorem 5 to find a set of dimensionally-

independent vectors that spans a given submodule.

Example 5.1. Let M = span({ [155}, [%], [150], [112} }) mod 25. We want to find a set

15 1 15
of dimensionally-independent vectors whose span is M. For this, we’ll use the procedure

defined by Theorem 5.

In summary, the steps we’ll use are as follows:

1. Order the vectors in our set by ascending order of factors of p present. Store them in

an ordered list S. As well, set V = ().
2. Set our “pointer” vector § to be the first vector in this list.

3. Check whether V' U {5} is dimensionally independent. If it is, replace V' with V U {5}
and proceed to step 5. Otherwise, proceed to step 4.

4. Find the smallest positive integer ¢ such that p°s = p° >, b;v; (mod p*) for vectors

U; € V and nonzero coefficients b; € Z,» where b;v; # 0 mod p*. Define ¥ as
= §—Zbﬂ7} mod p*.
i

If # = 0 mod p*, proceed to step 5. Else, if the number of factors of p in Z is at most
the same as the number of factors of p in 3, replace V with V' U{Z} and proceed to step
5. Otherwise, insert & into S at an index greater than the index of the vector to which

§ points (so that the ordering of S by ascending number of factors of p is preserved).
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5. Set § to point to the next vector in S (the one with an index one greater than the one
it’s currently pointing to) and return to step 3. If no such next vector exists, continue

to step 6.
6. The set V' is now a dimensionally-independent set whose span is the same as M.

Using these steps, we can find a dimensionally-independent set V' whose span is the same
as the set M.
Step 1. We order our list of vectors that span M from least number of factors of 5 to

greatest. This gives us the list

As well, we initialise V = 0.
Step 2. We set 5= [ﬂ , which is the first vector in S.
V

Step 3-1. Because V = (), we know that V U {5} is a dimensionally-independent set.

Thus, we replace V' with V U {5} = { [H }
Step 5-1. We set s to the next vector in S, which is [é].
Step 3-2. The vectors [ﬂ and [112 ] are not dimensionally independent since

%(?ﬂ = 5[ Z} mod 25, (5.4)

2

—_

and so span([ﬂ) ﬂspan([zq) e {6} Thus, V U {[

12

—
SR

}} is not a dimensionally-
independent set.

Step 4-1. Using Congruence (5.4), we have that

5[112] = 5(2)[%} mod 25,
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so we define 7 to be

o 77 1
rT=14 —2[7]
| 12 | 1
4] [2]
= 4| — |14
| 12 ] 2
S
= |15 mod 25.
L 10 |

We see that & has a factor of 5 in it while § doesn’t, so we insert & into .S so as not to

disturb the ordering of S. Our list S becomes

Step 5-2. We set s to the next vector in S, which is [%]

Step 3-3. We see that the set V U {[fg}} is a dimensionally-independent set since

span <H]> M span ([%]) = {0}, and so we replace V with VU{[%}} = {[ﬂ, [fg]}

Step 5-3. We set s to the next vector in S, which is [152]

Step 3-4. The set V' U { [15? } is not dimensionally independent since 15[%] = [15:}

Step 4-2. From above, we see that

1 :155] = 1(15) H] mod 25,

so we define 7 to be

Since 7 is the zero vector, we discard it.
Step 5-4. We set s to be the next vector in .S, which is [fg}

Step 3-5. If we try to create [fg}, or any non-multiple-of-p multiple of it, as a lin-

ear combination of the vectors in V, we’ll find that we can’t.? Thus, V U {[fg]} is a
1

dimensionally-independent set, so we replace V' with V' U { [fg] } = { [7} , [155} , [150} }

1 10 15

2We only need to check non-multiples-of-p of the vector since any multiple which is a multiple of p will
necessarily reduce the span of the vector, which goes against the intent of the process.
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Step 6. V is a now a set of dimensionally-independent vectors that spans M. Thus, we

have that M = span (Hﬂ [%53]’ H@”)'

O

With Theorem 5 establishing a general structure that all submodules have, we can use

this to begin thinking about the potential structure of LCA cores.

5.3 Prime-Power Cores

Given an LCA of the form <Zpk, 75 A> for some prime-power p* (k > 1), one way we might

pk’
try to understand its core is by understanding the core of the related LCA (Zpk—l, Zﬁk_l, A>
and using the relationship between prime-power moduli to somehow extrapolate information
about the other. One of the most direct ways we have to relate LCAs is through embed
vectors, which create a bijective mapping between LCAs of differing prime-power moduli.
The following proposition makes use of embed vectors to create a relationship between the

cores of LCAs with differing prime-power moduli.

Proposition 5.7. Given the LCA (Zpk, Zﬁk, A) for some prime-power p*, we have that

Uve ICZLk(A) <~ ¢(77) ey (A) ,

ph1
where ¢ is the embedding bijection from Z}fk, to ijkH.

Proof. First, we’ll show ¥ € ICZIL;k(A) = ¢(V) € ICZIka(A).

Ifve ’CZLk(A), then there must exist some smallest positive integer ¢ where
p

since ¢ has a transient length of zero. The mapping ¢ creates a bijection onto pZ}ka, SO

P(A°D) = ¢(¥) mod p*T
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Since ¢ preserves matrix multiplication, we have that
P(AT) = A°p(V) = ¢(¥) mod pFtl.

From this, we see that ¢(7) has a transient length of zero modulo p**!, and so it must be in
ICZIL)IIH-I(A)‘
Next, we’ll show ¢(7) € ]Czﬁzm(A) = U € /ngk(A).

If ¢(v) € KZ£k+1(A), then there must exist some smallest positive integer ¢ where
AG(7) = ¢(7) mod p**
since ¢(?) has a transient length of zero. The mapping ¢ preserves matrix multiplication, so
A°G(V) = ¢(A°D) = ¢(¥) mod pFt.

The mapping ¢ creates a bijection (as above), so ¢! can be applied to the above equation:

We see that ¥ has a transient length of zero modulo p*, and so it must be in ’CZLk(A>. QED
P

Proposition 5.7 gives us a way to relate the cores of LCAs with differing prime-power
moduli using embed vectors. However, embed vectors aren’t the only tool we have to relate

LCAs. The following proposition uses lift vectors to relate different cores.

Proposition 5.8. For a given prime-power p*, if © € ICZLk(A>, then a lift vector £ € Zﬁk,m
of ¥ exists such that
g € lCZf;kJrn(A) .

Proof. We have that v € ]CZLk<A>, so there must exist a smallest positive integer ¢ such that
P
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Lifting this congruence to a higher-power modulus gives

Ay i mod pFt", @ e Z;Jn.

U+p
Taking this new vector and multiplying it by A°, we get
AS(T + p*d) = 7+ p*(d + A°G) mod pFtm.

In general, if we continue taking these vectors and multiplying them by A° we’ll get a

sequence of vectors where each term looks like
U+ p"w; mod ptt", i € ZL..

There are only a finite number of vectors in Zﬁn, so eventually W, = W, for some integers z

and y, v > y. Let W be the first such 1, where this occurs. Then, if we let
(=%+p"W mod pFt,

then £ is guaranteed to be in ]CZL]C+ (A) by construction. The vector ¢ also happens to be a
p n
lift of ¥ since

(=% mod Pk
QED

While Proposition 5.8 doesn’t explicitly give us a lift vector for a given vector in a related
core, it does guarantee such a vector exists, which is more than enough for our purposes.

With Propositions 5.7 and 5.8 established, we can show that the cores of LCAs with
prime-power moduli must necessarily be spanned by a set of linearly-independent vectors by
making use of the above relationships between the cores of LCAs with differing prime-power

moduli.

Theorem 6. For any LCA <Zpk, Zﬁk, A) where p* is a prime-power, ]Csz(A) can be repre-

sented as the span of a set of linearly-independent vectors.
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Proof. If ’Czﬁk(A) — {0}, then let M = (). We have that span(M) = {0}, and M is linearly
independent.

Otherwise, let M = {my,mq,--- ,m,} be a set of dimensionally-independent vectors
where span(M) = Kzﬁk(A)' Such a set is guaranteed to exist by Theorem 5. Note that each
m; must necessarily be in Kz (A).

For each vector m; € M, Ehe following argument shows that 7; Z 0 mod p:

Let m; = p'in; where t; < k and 7; # 0 mod p. By repeated application of Proposition
5.7, we know that
(A).

i

ﬁi € Ksz_
P
By Proposition 5.8, there exists a lift vector 7; of #i; such that

—

gi € ]CzL (A) .
pk
We note that
i) = phii; 4+ p" 7 = phii; = my mod pF

for some vector Z € Zﬁk since E is a lift of 7.
Since /; is in Kzc (A), it must also be in span(M). This means 7; can be represented as
p

a linear combination of vectors in M:

;= Zajr?zj mod p*

J

where each a; € Z,» and each a;m; # 0 mod p*. This means

m; = plil; = ph E a;m; mod pF.
J

The set M is dimensionally independent, so

m; = b E a;jm; = p"a;m; mod Pk
J
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5.3. Prime-Power Cores

The only way this congruence can be true is if t; = 0. Therefore, 1, = 7; mod p*, and
ft; £ 0 mod p.
With this argument, we can be sure that no vector in M has a multiple of p attached to it.

By Proposition 5.3, then, M is guaranteed to be a set of linearly-independent vectors. QED

Theorem 6 shows that the core of any LCA with a prime-power modulus is always a free
module, meaning it has a basis. This means any LCA with a prime-power modulus has an
update matrix that, when restricted to the LCA’s core, can be represented as an invertible

matrix.

103



Chapter 5. The Cores of Linear Cellular Automata

104



Chapter 6
The Existence of Maximal Vectors

From Section 3.1, we know that no vector in an LCA can have a cycle length greater than
the cycle length of the LCA’s update matrix. The update matrix’s cycle length is a sort of
“maximal” cycle length that vectors can achieve within an LCA. We create the designation

of maximal vector to represent this.

Definition 6.1. For an LCA (ZN,Zk,A), a mazimal vector is any vector ¥ € Z% whose

cycle length under A equals the cycle length of A.

From proposition 3 in “Dynamics of finite linear cellular automata over Zy” (Mendivil
and Patterson [4]), it’s known that for any LCA with a prime modulus, a maximal vector
exists. Our interest in this chapter will be proving that a maximal vector always exists for
LCAs with a prime-power modulus.

We may wonder whether the Primary Decomposition Theorem or the Minimal Polyno-
mial Theorem will come in handy when working with maximal vectors. After all, the proof
that maximal vectors always exist in LCAs with prime moduli relies heavily on the Primary
Decomposition Theorem, and the Minimal Polynomial Theorem is a statement specifically
about the multiplicative orders of vectors and matrices; they both seem like good tools to
employ. However, there’s another theorem pertaining to the cycle spaces of vectors that

happens to be the most useful for our purposes: the Cyclic Decomposition Theorem.

Theorem 7 (Cyclic Decomposition Theorem). For p prime, let V C Z}f be an invariant

vector space under A, where A € ZﬁXL is a matriz. There exist nonzero vectors vy to v, with
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Chapter 6. The Existence of Maximal Vectors

minimal annihilating polynomials my(x) to m,(x) in Z,[X], respectively, such that

V=S
i=1
where mi1(x) | mi(x) for 1 <i <r, and my(z) is the minimal polynomial of A. As well,

the number r and the polynomials my(z) to m,(x) are uniquely determined by the conditions

of the theorem.!

At a high level, the Cyclic Decomposition Theorem allows us to break up an LCA’s
configuration space into a direct sum of cycle spaces, one of which has a generating vector
which is a maximal vector. Like the Primary Decomposition Theorem and the Minimal
Polynomial Theorem, the Cyclic Decomposition Theorem only applies directly to LCAs with
a prime modulus, so we can’t immediately apply it to LCAs with a prime-power modulus
to prove the existence of maximal vectors. However, we can use it to show a relatively
surprising result in the prime case which allows us to prove what we want to prove.

First, though, we’ll explicitly state an observation about maximal vectors that will make

our following arguments clearer.

Proposition 6.1. If ¥ € Z% is a maximal vector under the invertible matrix A € ZfVXL ,

then A" is also a maximal vector.

Proof. Let w be the cycle length of ¥ under A. Assume A" is not a maximal vector. Then

there exists some number o < w such that
A%(A") = A"(A"0) = A"0 mod N.

Because A™! exists, this means

This contradicts the fact that ¥ is a maximal vector. So, if ¢ is a maximal vector, A™v must

also be a maximal vector. QED

!This theorem is adapted from “Linear algebra” (Hoffman and Kunze [2]). Our version has been altered
to better fit within the context of this thesis.
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Proposition 6.1 is fairly straightforward. If a vector is a maximal vector, then all of
its iterates are maximal, too, as they're all in the same cycle; it’ll take a maximal vector’s
iterate the same number of iterations to iterate back to itself. Referring back to Figure 2.2,
this fact should be apparent.

Now, let’s use the Cyclic Decomposition Theorem to show that a particularly nice basis

must exist for the configuration spaces of LCAs with prime moduli.

Proposition 6.2. Given an invertible matrix A € ZZ?XL, there exists a basis for Zﬁ of

maximal vectors under the matrix A.

Proof. By the Cyclic Decomposition Theorem, there exist vectors v; to v, such that

z: =P Ss. (6.1)
i=1
Let m;(z) be the minimal annihilating polynomial of @;. Proposition 3.17 tells us that
dim(Sz,) = deg(m;(x)). Thus, we have that

dim(Z}) =)~ deg(m(z))
i=1
since the Cyclic Decomposition Theorem gives us a direct sum for our vector space.

Also by the Cyclic Decomposition Theorem, we know that m4(x) is the minimal polyno-
mial for A. By the Minimal Polynomial Theorem, then, v; must be a maximal vector. Thus,
the set B = {v}, Avy, A%, -~ -, Ale(m@)=17 1 is a linearly-independent set of deg(m(x))
maximal vectors by Propositions 6.1 and 3.17.

Next, for 1 < ¢ < r, define the set X; as

deg(mi(x)) ~1 |
Xi= U {m+aAu}

j=

o

Each X; forms a linearly-independent set. To see why, assume otherwise. Then, there exists
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constants ag t0 Ageg(m,(x))—1 i Zp, at least one of which is nonzero, such that
deg(mi(z))—-1
Z a;(th + A7) =0 mod p.

i=0

This sum can be broken into two vectors:

deg(m; (z))—1 deg(m; (2))—1 ‘
Z a;vy | + Z a;A’7; | =0 mod p.
j=0 Jj=0

The first vector is in Sz, while the second vector is in Sz. Equation (6.1) tells us that
Sz, NSz, = {0} for 1 < i < r, and so both vectors must be zero for the sum to equal zero.

This means
deg(m;(z))—1

Z ajAjUi =0 mod p.

j=0
The vectors 7; to AY&(™:@)=15; are linearly independent (as they form a basis for Sz ), and
so the only way this sum can equal zero is if the constants are zero. This contradicts the
fact that at least one of our constants ag to (deg(m;(z))—1 1S NONZETO. Thus, our assumption
that X, is a linearly-dependent set must be false.

Furthermore, because Sz NSy, = {0} for 1 < i <r, and because the cycle length of any
vector in ZZ’;J under A must divide the cycle length of #;, proposition 2 in “Dynamics of finite
linear cellular automata over Zy” (Mendivil and Patterson [4]) guarantees that every vector
in X, is a maximal vector.

Now, consider the set

B=BUX,UX3U---UJX,.

We can show that B is linearly independent. To see why, assume otherwise. Then, there

exist constants ay g to d, deg(m, (x))—1, at least one of which is nonzero, such that

deg(mi(x))—1 A r deg(m;(z))—1 .
Z ar ;AT |+ Z Z a; (U1 + A7;) | =0 mod p. (6.2)
j=0 i=2 j=0
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To ease with notation, define &; as

deg(m;(z))—1

Ei = E CLZ‘,jA]'Ui.

j=0

Then, we can split the left side of Equation (6.2) into r different vectors:

FAY. Y ayh | +(F)+ () + -+ () =0 modp. (63)

The k-th vector in this sum will be an element of S;,. From Equation (6.1), we know the
cycle spaces Sz, to S, have pairwise intersections of {6}, and so the only way the above sum
can equal zero is if each of the r vectors are zero. Then, for each 1 < ¢ < r, we must have

that
deg(m;(z))—1

0; = Z ai,jAjUi =0 mod .
j=0
We proved above that the only way this sum can equal zero is if the relevant constants are

zero. Thus, Equation (6.3) reduces to

deg(mi (z))—1 ‘
6:1 = Z G,LjAj’Ul =0 mod p.

j=0

Once again, this sum can only equal zero if the relevant constants are zero. However, this
causes a contradiction since, at this point, all of our constants a1 to a,deg(m, (z))-1 are zero,
even though one of them must be nonzero. Thus, our assumption that B is a linearly-
dependent set must be false. So, B is a linearly-independent set.

r

By construction, the set B has )

i_,deg(m;(x)) elements, which is the dimension of

Z%. Thus, B must form a basis for Z[. As well, each vector in B is a maximal vector by
construction. QED

Proposition 6.2 is an example of how powerful the Cyclic Decomposition Theorem can
be. Much like the Primary Decomposition Theorem, the fact that we get a direct sum of

cycle spaces for our configuration space allows us to more easily understand how vectors
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between the cycle spaces interact with each other. This, in turn, grants us the ability to
construct vectors with particular properties—in our case, maximal vectors that are linearly
independent.

With Proposition 6.2, we can use a few of our results from Section 3.3 to prove that

maximal vectors must always exist for LCAs with prime-power moduli.

Theorem 8. Given an invertible matriz A € Zﬁ,fL , a mazximal vector exists within the LCA

<Zpk, Zﬁk, A) for odd prime powers p*.

Proof. Since A is invertible modulo p*, its determinant must be invertible modulo p*. By
Proposition 3.12, the determinant of A must also be invertible modulo p, and so A must be
invertible modulo p.

Because A is invertible modulo p, Proposition 6.2 guarantees that a basis of maximal
vectors under A exists for ZZE modulo p. We'll call this basis B.

Now, assume that, modulo p, w is the multiplicative order of A. Because each beBis
a maximal vector, we know w is also the multiplicative order of b modulo p. By Proposition
3.15, there are two possibilities for A:

Case 1: For all prime-power moduli p* for positive integers ¢, the multiplicative
order of A modulo p’ will be w. In this case, the maximal vector under A modulo
p guaranteed by proposition 3 of “Dynamics of finite linear cellular automata over Zy”
(Mendivil and Patterson [4]) will remain a maximal vector under all prime-power moduli
p’ (as the multiplicative order of a vector cannot decrease as the power of a prime-power
modulus increases—see Example 2.1). Thus, a maximal vector will exist for all prime-power
moduli of the form p°.

Case 2: For some prime-power moduli p’, the multiplicative order of A in-

creases from w to pw. In this case, we have that
AY =1+ p"'B mod p*

for some nonzero matrix B € ZIEXL . By Proposition 3.16, the multiplicative order of any

b € B modulo p’ is either w or pw. Calculating A“’l;, we see
Ab=b+ pz_lBg mod p’.
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It’s possible that b€ ker(p‘~'B), in which case the multiplicative order of bis w. However,
by Proposition 3.13, B is still a linearly-independent set modulo p?, and so it forms a basis
for Zﬁg. This means that at least one vector 3 € B must not be in the kernel of p~'B.
Otherwise, if no such vector existed, then p~'B would annihilate all the vectors of our basis,
meaning it would necessarily be the zero matrix. We know p‘~'B # 0 since AY # I by
assumption, so such a vector 5 must exist.

Therefore,

Ang g+pf’1Bﬁ mod p°

e
sl

The multiplicative order of E cannot possibly be w from the above equation. Then, by
Proposition 3.16, it must be pw, meaning it is a maximal vector modulo p’. As well, by
Proposition 3.14, the matrix B in the expression for A mod p* will be the same matrix B in
the expressions for AP** mod p*™® for positive integers z, so all higher powers of the prime

as the modulus will have that

Apzng g+p€+x—lBg mod p€+x
£ .

(+x—1

So long as 5 is a maximal vector modulo p , the above equation shows that it must

“+ by applying Proposition 3.16 (since Proposition 3.15

also be a maximal vector modulo p
guarantees that p**'w is the multiplicative order of A modulo p**®). Therefore, by applying

the above reasoning up to modulo p*, 5 must also be a maximal vector modulo p*. QED

Using Theorem 6, we can immediately extend Theorem 8 to any LCA, not just those
with invertible update matrices. For an LCA (Zpk,Zf;k,A), the trick is to let A be the

restriction of A to ICZLk(A). By Theorem 6, AT exists, and so Theorem 8 can be applied to
the core of the LCA specifically.

Corollary 6.1. Given an arbitrary matrix A € Zﬁ,fL , a maximal vector exists within the

LCA (Zpk, Zﬁk, A) for odd prime powers p*.
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Notice that the crux of our argument in the proof for Theorem 8 isn’t so much an intrinsic
property of LCAs with prime-power moduli, but rather an intrinsic property of LCAs with
prime moduli (Proposition 6.2). As has been the case throughout this thesis, the key to
understanding the prime-power case is to first understand the prime case, then use the
relations between the prime and prime-power case to make conclusions.

In any case, Theorem 8 shows that, like the prime case, LCAs with prime-power moduli
will always have at least one vector whose multiplicative order is as big as possible (i.e.
equal to the multiplicative order of the update matrix) and is a multiple of every other
vector’s multiplicative order. This extends proposition 3 from “Dynamics of finite linear
cellular automata over Zy” (Mendivil and Patterson [4]) to include LCAs with prime-power
moduli rather than just prime moduli. Despite the inherent differences between the prime
and prime-power case, this theorem establishes yet another dynamical similarity between
them.
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Chapter 7
Conclusion

In this thesis, we built on numerous previous results regarding the dynamics of finite linear
cellular automata (LCAs), mainly those contained in “Linear cellular automata” (Patterson
[5]) and “Dynamics of finite linear cellular automata over Zy” (Mendivil and Patterson
[4]). Via Theorem 3, the Minimal Polynomial Theorem, a tool for algebraically determining
cycle lengths and transient lengths of vectors in a prime-modulus LCA, was extended to
certain LCAs with prime-powered moduli, allowing for faster computation of these values in
a greater number of cases.

Theorem 5 imposed a certain structure onto the submodules of LCAs with prime-powered
moduli, stating that a spanning set of “dimensionally-independent vectors” always exists
(much like a basis always exists for a subspace). Using this theorem, we were able to show
that the cores of LCAs—that is, the largest set of vectors where the update matrix acts as an
invertible transformation—must always have a basis for prime-power moduli via Theorem
6. This result helps drastically simplify computations involving the core of an LCA since
having a basis allows us to represent the action of the LCA (the update matrix) as another
matrix when restricted to the core, and matrices are easier to work with than more general
operators.

We also showed that a maximal vector always exists for LCAs with invertible update
matrices modulo a prime power (via Theorem 8), which extended proposition 3 from “Dy-
namics of finite linear cellular automata over Zy” (Mendivil and Patterson [4]) and gave a

better understanding as to the structure of possible cycle lengths within an LCA (as all cycle
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lengths must divide the cycle length of some “maximal” vector).

One topic which could be expanded upon in future research is the cycle converting matrix
(CCM). The connection between CCMs and the annihilating polynomials of update matrices
suggests some deep structure to these matrices that could be used to gain further insights
into the dynamics of arbitrary LCAs. Already, via some of the propositions provided in
this thesis, we can quickly deduce information regarding the possible cycle lengths of vectors
within a given LCA. However, based on the observed behaviour of CCMs, it seems that, in
certain cases, CCMs can give far more information about an LCA than what our propositions
guarantee (such as the exact number of vectors in an LCA with a given cycle length). We
were unable to characterise these specific cases, and so this wasn’t discussed in great detail
throughout the thesis. Future research could be dedicated to describing the conditions under
which CCMs give more information about an LCA. As well, our discussion of CCMs was
mainly limited to the prime modulus case, and so the behaviour of CCMs in the prime-power
case is another potential avenue for future work.

Similar to CCMs, our discussion of cycle spaces throughout this thesis was mainly focused
on the prime modulus case. In the prime-power case, cycle spaces are no longer subspaces,
and so their behaviour is more difficult to describe. However, with the idea of dimensionally-
independent vectors, it’s possible that their behaviour can still be described in some capacity.
Our research simply did not go in this direction, and so this is a potentially-fruitful direction
in which future work can go.

Something of interest we noted during our research was how the different iterates of
vectors in a prime-powered LCA, say modulo p¥, “mapped” between different LCAs with
different prime-powered moduli, say modulo p. As an example, how would the iterates of a
vector ¥ under a matrix A modulo 52 relate to the iterates of ¥ under A modulo 53?7 Via the
concept of lifts and embed vectors, there’s clearly a relationship between the two different
moduli (as the iterates in the higher-power modulus must reduce down to the iterates in the
lower-power modulus via modular reduction), but this exact relationship is difficult to explain
generally. In some cases, the iterates modulo the higher modulus will form a cycle much
longer than the corresponding iterates modulo the smaller modulus, whereas other times the
higher-modulus iterates will form cycles of the same length, but there will be multiple of

them. We were unable to find an exact characterisation of this behaviour, though it seems
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likely that a particular structure to this behaviour does exist, probably related to the LCA’s

update matrix.
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Appendix A

The Chinese Remainder Theorem

Throughout this thesis, we’ve concerned ourselves primarily with LCAs of prime and prime-
power moduli. As mentioned briefly in Chapter 2, focusing on these two cases is sufficient
to understand the behaviour of all LCAs, as whenever the modulus is a general composite
number (i.e. a product of one or more primes or prime powers), we can break it up into
its coprime, prime/prime-power factors and use the corresponding LCAs with each coprime
factor as its modulus to understand the original LCA. The tool that allows us to do this is
the Chinese Remainder Theorem.

There are many different ways to state the Chinese Remainder Theorem, each one helpful
in its own area of math. For us, we’ll use the statement most often used in the realm of

abstract algebra.

Theorem 9 (Chinese Remainder Theorem). For pairwise coprime integers ny to n,, let
Z =UTpy X Lipy X =+ X L,
be the direct product of the rings Z,, to Z,,, where N =mnj X ng X --- X n,. The mapping
p:Zy— 2, p(x)=(xrmodny, x modny, -+, x modn,)

defines a ring isomorphism
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The statement of the Chinese Remainder Theorem is quite abstract, but its interpretation
is straightforward. If we're given the ring Zy for some N = nins---n,, where n; to n, are
pairwise coprime integers, then the behaviour of any element in Zy can be understood by
looking at the behaviour of a set of corresponding elements in Z,, to Z,,. This allows us to
completely avoid computation in Zy and work only in the rings Z,, to Z,,!

For us, the Chinese Remainder Theorem allows us to take LCAs of the form (Z /e A)
for N = pi*p3?---pl'v (where each p; is a unique prime and each n; is a positive integer)
and understand the behaviour of their vectors (and update matrix, if we wish) by instead
analysing the related LCAs (Zp;q,Z;?l,A> to <Zpgr,Z£?T,A>. In this way, we can focus
our attention solely on understanding the prime and prime-power modulus case for LCAs
without sacrificing our grasp on the general composite modulus case.

As a comparison, recall the ¢ bijection introduced in Chapter 2. This mapping described
a connection between vectors in Zﬁk and vectors in pZﬁkJrl (for p* a prime power). For any
vector in ij, there was a corresponding vector in pZ}f,c+1 whose behaviour exactly matched
it. The p mapping in the Chinese Remainder Theorem behaves similarly. For any vector in
7% there’s a corresponding set of vectors in Z}f;ll to Z». (using the notation from above)
that, together, mimic the behaviour of the original vector. While the p isomorphism isn’t as
simple as a multiplication by p like with ¢, it can be thought of in the same way: it allows
us to take a vector and transform it into a different form which behaves in exactly the same

way, even if it looks vastly different.

Let’s look at an example of how the Chinese Remainder Theorem is used to understand
the behaviour of vectors within a composite modulus LCA. For this, we’ll use the LCA
A = (Zeo, 22y, [ 25 %]) and the vector ¢ = [{]. Rather than explicitly compute the iterates
of v within A, we’ll look at a set of corresponding LCAs and use the Chinese Remainder
Theorem to construct the iterates.

The modulus for A is 60, and we know that 60 = 22 -3-5. So, let’s consider the three
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LCAs

For each of our three new LCAs, the update matrix can be reduced modulo the respective
modulus since all computations within the LCAs will be reduced, too. So, we can rewrite

our three LCAs as

Already, we can see that computation within these three LCAs will be much simpler than
computation within A. For LCAs with extremely large composite moduli, computation in
these corresponding simpler LCAs may be the only way to reasonably compute anything
(due to limits on the size of integers within a computer program, for instance).

Now, we’ll compute the sequence of iterates for v within these three simpler LCAs.

For A22 H]> [zl))]v [%]7 [11’»]7 H]? [%]7 :
For AS H]? [(1)]7 [(1)]7 [(1)]7 [(1)]’ [(1)]7
For As: [1], [1], (1], (3], (3], [3), -

In A3 and As, ¥ ends up iterating to a fixed point, while in A2, ¥ has a cycle length of
4 and a transient length of 0. How can we use this information to construct the iterates of
v within A? Perhaps unsurprisingly, the key is to use the Chinese Remainder Theorem. For
each group of iterates in our list above (i.e. each column of iterates), the Chinese Remainder
Theorem guarantees an isomorphism between them and a vector in Zg,, the configuration

space of A. Because our groups of iterates correspond to iterates of ¢ within the simpler
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LCAs, the vectors we obtain via the isomorphism will be the iterates of v within \A.
For any group of iterates in our list above (i.e. any column), if do2 is the vector from
As2, d3 the one from Ajz, and ds the one from As, then to get our corresponding vector ¥

from A, we must solve the following system of congruences:

T =dye mod 2%
¥ =as mod 3,
T=das modb.

A systematic method for solving such systems is given in the proof of the Chinese Remainder
Theorem in “A Friendly Introduction to Number Theory” (Silverman [6]) (chapter 11, pages
79-80). We'll skip over the actual calculations and simply list the solutions for each column

in the list of iterates above.!

For A= [1], [§) [], [3], [%), [§], -

These are the iterates of ¥ within 4. For such a small example, all this work was hardly
necessary, but it demonstrates how computation within LCAs with general composite mod-
uli is entirely unnecessary. By factoring the modulus into prime and prime-power factors,
we can work solely with LCAs with prime and prime-power moduli. Thus, results regard-
ing LCAs with prime and prime-power moduli have been prioritized in this thesis as the
corresponding results for the general composite case can always be extrapolated using the

Chinese Remainder Theorem.

L As an aside, this example perfectly demonstrates what it means for two things to be isomorphic. On one
hand, we have the iterates of ¥ within .A. On the other hand, we have groups of iterates of ¢ within simpler
LCAs. The Chinese Remainder Theorem guarantees that these two sides are isomorphic, and so their be-
haviours must mirror each other. In essence, the two sides are the same, just under different representations.
The isomorphism describes how to translate between the two representations.
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