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Abstract. Most bounds on the size of codes hold for any code, whetheatin
or nonlinear. Notably, the Griesmer bound, holds only inlthear case. In this

paper we characterize a family of systematic nonlinear éatewhich the Gries-

mer bound holds. Moreover, we show that the Griesmer boued dot neces-
sarily hold for a systematic code by showing explicit couetamples. On the
other hand, we are also able to provide (weaker) versionseoGriesmer bound
holding for all systematic codes.

1 Introduction

We consider codes over a finite fielj of lengthn, with M codewords, and distance
d. A codeC with such parameters is denoted agani, d),-code.

Definition 1. An (n, ¢*, d),-systematic cod€’ is the image of a map : (]Fq)k —
(F)", n >k, s.t.avectow = (z1,...,7;) € (F,)* is mapped to a vector

(@1, s @h, frr1(2), - ful®)) € (Fg)™,

wheref;,i = k +1,...,n are maps fron(F,)* to F,. We refer tok as the dimension
of C'. The coordinates from 1 tbare called systematic, while those fram- 1 to n are
called non-systematic.

If the mapsf; are all linear, then the systematic cades a subspace of dimensiérof
(F,)™ and we say it is én, k, d],-linear code. A nonlinear code is a code which is not
necessarily linear or systematic.
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We denote withen(C), dim(C),d(C), respectively, the length, the dimension (when
defined) and the minimum distance of a cdde

A central problem of coding theory is to determine the mimmalue ofn, for which
an(n, M, d),-code or arjn, k, d],-linear code exists. We denote B§, (M, d) the min-
imum length of a nonlinear code ovEy, with A/ codewords and distandeWe denote
by S, (k, d) the same value in the case of a systematic code of dimehsiohile we
useL,(k, d) in the case of a linear code of dimensierObserve that

Nq (qkad) S Sq(kad) S Lq(kvd)
A well-known lower bound fot, (k, d) is

Theorem 1 (Griesmer bound).All [n, k, d], linear codes satisfy the following bound:

k—1
0> Lo(hd) > gy(k,d) = 3 [qﬂ )
=0

The Griesmer bound, which can be seen as an extension ofrige®in bound{ >
d + k — 1) [HPO3] (Section 2.4) in the linear case, has been introdigeGriesmer
[Gri60Q] in the case of binary linear codes and then genezdlizy Solomon and Stiffler
[SS65] in the case af-ary linear codes.
It is known that the Griesmer bound is not sharp [Mar96], [8@jn [Mar97].
Important examples of linear codes meeting the Griesmendawe the simplex code
[HPOZ3] (Section 1.8) and th, 6, 11]3 Golay code[[HPO3] (Section 1.9). [Gol49].
Many authors such as [Hel81], [HHO3], [Tam84], [Mar97], dKte04], have character-
ized classes of linear codes meeting the Griesmer boundrtitplar, finite projective
geometries play an important role in the study of these cdemsexample in[[Hel92],
[Ham93] and([Tam93] minihypers and maxhypers are used tacltexize linear codes
meeting the Griesmer bound. Research has been done alsartxtgrize the code-
words of linear codes attaining the Griesmer bound [War98].
Many known bounds on the size of nonlinear codes, for exarti@elohnson bound
([Joh62],[Joh71].[HPQ3]), the Elias-Bassalygo bouhd§B5],[HP0A3]), the Levenshtein
bound ([Lev98]), the Hamming (Sphere Packing) bound, thgl&ton bound [[PBHS8]),
the Plotkin bound ([PIo€0]/ [HP03]), the Zinoviev-Litsyraihonen ([ZL84], [LL98]),
the Bellini-Guerrini-Sala ([BGS14]), and the Linear Pragrming bound ([Del73]), are
true for both linear and nonlinear codes.

The proof of the Griesmer bound heavily relies on the lingasf the code and it
cannot be applied to all nonlinear codes. In Sedfion 2 wegptloat, once andd have



been chosen, if all nonlinedn, ¢*, d),-systematic codes with < 1 + log, d respect
the Griesmer bound, then the Griesmer bound holds for alésatic codes with the
sameq andd. In particular for anyg andd only a finite set of(k, n)-pairs has to be
analysed in order to prove the bound for/atindn.

Using this result, in Sectioh] 3 we characterize several lfambf systematic codes
for which the Griesmer bound holds. In Sectidn 4 we providegky versions of the
Griesmer bound, holding for any systematic code. Finatly§éctior[ b, we show ex-
plicit counterexamples of nonlinear codes and systematies for which the Griesmer
bound does not hold.

2 A sufficient condition to prove the Griesmer bound for
systematic codes

The following proposition is well-known, we however progid sketch of the proof for
the particular case in which we will make use of it.

Proposition 1. Let C be an(n, ¢*, d)-systematic code, an@’ be the code obtained
by shortening’' in a systematic coordinate. Thél is an(n — 1, ¢!, d')-systematic
code withd’ > d.

Proof. To obtainC’, consider the cod€” = {F(az) | z=(0,22,...,2%) € (Fq)k},

i.e. the subcode af’ which is the image of the set of messages whose first cooadinat
is equal to0. ThenC” is such thaddim(C”) = k — 1 andd(C"”) > d. Since, by
construction, all codewords have the first coordinate etpuaéro, we obtain the code
C’ by puncturing”” on the first coordinate, so thighh(C’) = n—1andd’ = d(C’) =
d(C”) > d.

The following lemma is well-known, but we provide a proof hase it anticipates our
later argument.

Lemma 1. If n > k, then given arin, ¢*, d)-systematic cod€, there exists afin, ¢*, d)-
systematic cod€' for any1 < d < d.

Proof. If n > k, we can consider the cod&! obtained by puncturing’ in a non-
systematic coordinate? is an (n — 1,¢*,d"))-systematic code. Of course, either
dV =dord® =d 1.

By puncturing at most — & coordinates, we will find a code whose distance.iShen
there must exists an< n — k such that the cod€, obtained by punturing’ in the
lasti coordinates, has distance equallto



Theorem 2. For fixedq andd, if
Sq(k,d) = gq(k,d) 2)

forall k suchthatl <k < 1+log, d, then(@) holds for any positivé, i.e. the Griesmer
bound is true for all the systematic codes oFgmwith minimum distance.

Proof. It is sufficient to show that if arin, ¢*, d),,-systematic code not satisfying the
Griesmer bound exists, then &n', ¢*', d),-systematic code not satisfying the Gries-
mer bound exists with’ < 1 + log, d, andn’ > &'

For each fixedl, ¢ suppose there exists én, ¢*, d),-systematic code not satisfying the
Griesmer bound, i.e., there exigtsuch thatS, (k, d) < g4(k, d).

Letuscalld, g = {k > 1| S,(k,d) < gq(k,d)}.

If Aq.q is empty than the Griesmer bound is true for such parameters

Otherwise there exists a minimukh € A, 4 such thatS,(k’, d) < g4(¥', d).

In this case we can consider &n, al d), systematic cod€’ not verifying the Gries-
mer bound, namely = S, (k’, d). Due to DefinitiorJLC' can be seen as the image of
a map

F(z) = (21,..., 2k, frrr1(x),. .., fulx)),

wherex = (z1, ..., 2, ). We define a cod€” as the image of

F(ZEI) = (ZCQ,. ..,.I'k/,fk/+1(0,$2,.. .,l‘k/),. --;fn(ony;- .. ,:Ck/))

wherez’ = (za,...,x1). Clearly,C’ is an(n — 1,¢* ~!,d’) systematic code and
d’' > d. Applying Lemmdll ta”’, we can obtain afin — 1, ¢* 1, d)4 systematic code
C. Sincek’ was the minimum among all the values4y 4, then the Griesmer bound
holds forC, and so

n1zgq(k'1,d)ki[i] (3)

%
=0 q

We observe that, i§*' ~* > d, then L%J = 1, so we can rewritd {3) as

K'—2 d k' =2 d d E'—1 d
=D [—W REDD [—W + [ﬁw =2 [—W = 94(K',d)
im0 14 im0 14 q im0 14

Since we supposed < g,(k’, d), we have reached a contradiction with the assumption
¢ ~' > d. Hence for suchl, the minimumk in A, 4 has to satisfy/*~! < d, which is
equivalent to our claimed expressibr< 1 + log,, d.



3 Set of parameters for which the Griesmer bound holds in the
nonlinear case

In this section we characterize several sets of paramgtgf$ for which the Griesmer
bound holds for systematic codes.

3.1 The caseal < 2q

We use Propositiol] 2 to prove that akary systematic codes with distance up2tp
satisfy the Griesmer bound.

Theorem 3. If d < 2¢g thenS, (k, d) > gq(k, d).

Proof. First, consider the case< ¢. By Theoreni R it is sufficient to show that, fixing
q, d, for anyn an(n, ¢*, d),-systematic code with < k < 1 +log, dandn < g4(k, d)
does not exists. If <k < 1+ log, d thenlog,d <log,q = 1, and sok may only be
1. Sincey, (1, d) = d andn > d, we clearly have that > ¢,(1, d).

Now consider the casg< d < 2q. We use again Theorem 2, i.e. we show that, fixing
q,d, then for anyn an (n, ¢*, d),-systematic code with < k < 1 + log, d andn <
gq(k, d) does not exists. Suppose this is not true and let us find aadiotion. If1 <

k <1+log, dthenlog, d < log,2q = 1+log, 2, and sdk can only be 1 or 2. We have
already seen that = 1 thenn < ¢,(k, d) for anyn, so supposé = 2. Suppose an
(n, g%, d),-systematic code exists with< Zil:o [qiw = d+2. Since by the Singleton
boundn > d+ k — 1, then we can only have = d + 1, and therefore the only possible
systematic code for which < g,(2,d) must have parametéd + 1,2, d), and so it
is an MDS code. Let us call' such a code. Being systemati¢,is the image of a map
F: (F,)? — (Fg)%*! such thatF(z1,72) = (21,22, f3(x1,22), ..., far1(z1,22)).
We can assumé&’(0,0) = (0,...,0). Any two codewords which have distance 1 in
the two systematic components must have distance atdeast in thed — 1 non-
systematic components. Suppose there exists, 5> € F,, 51 # B2 such that for a
certaini we havef;(«, 51) = fi(«, 82). In this case the distance betweB(r, ;) and
F(a, B2) is less thanl. The same is true if we fi and we considet; andas. This
means that, whenever we fix = « (respectivelyz; = ) we need eaclf;(«, 22)
(respectivelyf;(x1, 8)) to be a permutation ofi,. Due to this, for each fixed value
x1 = «, there exists a unique valyesuch thatf;(a, 8) = 0, for all <. Suppose now
there existsg # j such thatf;(«, 8) = f;(«, 8) = 0. In this case the weight df («, 3)

is less thani, hence we have a contradiction (we assuiied C' andd(C) = d). We
have obtained that if; («, 8) = 0, thenf;(«, 8) # 0 for all j # i. We recall we have



fs,---, far1, and we have already proved that, for each fixedhere exists3; such
that f5(a, 1) = 0. Hence if f4(«, 81) cannot be) itself, there must exists another
possible valugs, such thatfy(a, S2) = 0. Going on in this way we get a contradiction,
in fact the number off; is equal tod — 1, and for them to bé for different non-zero
valuesf, .. ., Bq4—1, we need the field, to contain at least different elements. Hence
we obtain the contradiction < d < 2q (by hypotesis) ang > d.

3.2 Thecase* ! |d

In this section we make use of the Plotkin bound to prove thertet exists particular
values ofd for which we can apply the Griesmer bound to nonlinear codes.

Theorem 4 (Plotkin bound). Consider an(n, M, d), code, withM being the number
of codewords in the code. df < qudl, thenM < d/(d — (1 — 1/q)n), or equivalently
n=d((1-1/M)/(1-1/q)).

Proposition 2. For r > 1 it holds N, (¢*, ¢*~1r) > g,(k, ¢*r).

Proof. Suppose there exists &n, ¢", qk‘lr)q-codeC’ that does not satisfies Gries-

mer bound. Hence < 277 [qk;T Observe that in this casg [—qk;ﬂ =

1

k=1 g 'r g1 k-1 1 o k-1 1 _ 1=% :
Yico L =avTir Yooy - Sineey iy o = =T we obtain

n< gty (%) . (@)

We also observe that < ¢*~'r (1 —1/¢*)/(1-1/q)) < ¢"*"'r(1/(1—1/q)) =
d/(1 —1/q), and we can write this inequality as < %, which is the hypothesis
for the Plotkin bound. Applying it, we get* < {

d d ;
dfn(lfl/q)J < a1/ €
k
n>d (11111//qq ) which contradicts equatiohl(4). Hence edehq”, ¢*~'r),-code sat-
isfies the Griesmer bound.

Note that Propositiof] 2 is not restricted to systematic spbet it holds for nonlinear
codes with at least* codewords, as next corollary explaines.

Corollary 1. LetM > ¢*. Forr > 1itholds N, (M, ¢*~1r) > g,(k,¢* 7).

3.3 Thecasel=r¢,1<r <gq

Lemma 2. Letq be fixedd = ¢'r for a certainr such thatl < » < g andl > 0, and
let k such thaig*~! < d. ThenN,(k,d) > g,(k,d).



Proof. Being1 < r < ¢, the hypothesig®~! < d is equivalent tdc — 1 < [. We use
Propositio ¥ and we sét= min(k — 1,1), obtainingn > Zf;ol [qiw .

Theorem 5. Let1 < r < ¢ and! a positive integer. Thef, (k, ¢'r) > g,(k, ¢'r).
Proof. To prove that the Griesmer bound is true for these partiaklaices ot we use
Theoreni 2, hence we only need to prove that the Griesmer listing for all choices

of k such thay*~1 < d.
We use now Lemmia 2, which ensures that all such codes ree@riesmer bound.

Corollary 2. If ¢ = 2 then for each positive integéit holds Sz (k, 2!) > ga(k, 21).

Proof. It follows directly from Theorerfll5.

3.4 Thecasel = 2" — 2%

In this section we prove that the Griesmer bound holds fdpiatiry systematic codes
whose distance is the difference of two power&.0iVe need the following lemmas.

Lemma 3. Letr be a positive integer, and 1&t< r+1. Thengs (k, 2" 1) = 2go(k, 2").

gr+1

Proof. The hypothesm < r + 1 implies that for any < k — 1, both FTHW = =

and [2—} = 7. To prove our claim it is therefore enough to expligitk, 2"1). Indeed

we have
k—1 k—1 k—1 k—1
2T+1 2r+1 2r
r+1 o r
2(k, 2 Z[ W 5 22—1,72 [ WngH)
=0 1=0 1=0 =0
Lemma 4. For eachk andd it holds

wherel is the maximum integer such trtdividesd.

Proof. We considei as in the statement of the lemma, thés- 2!, wherer is odd.
We consider first the cage< [ + 1. The Griesmer bound for this choiceofindd is

k—1

2l +1
gz(k,dﬂ)z{ " ]

=0

and we observe that for eaclve have

olyr +1 72l7"+ 1 7217’+17 2y 1
2i o9t 20| 20 |2 ’




Therefore

go(k,d + 1):2({%} +1) = go(k, d) + k. (6)

2

On the other hand, i > [ 4+ 1 we can split the sum in the following way:

mssos G (B ) o

1=0 i=l+1

For the first sum we make use of the same argument as above,fatthe second sum
we observe that > [, which implies

2lr +17 2
20 |2t |

Putting together the two arguments, equatidn (7) becomes

g2(k,d+1) = (i {?w +l+1> +<I§ [?D zkz_ﬂ?w +1+1,

=0 i=l+1 =0

and the term on the right-hand sidgjigk, d) 4+ [ + 1. Together with[(B) this concludes
the proof.

Lemmab. If k£ > r, thenga(k,27) < 271,

Proof. Due tok < r, fori < k it holds [%—T] = %_r We can write the Griesmer bound

as
F=1 g k=1
g2(k,2 ):25:2 ;§<2 .9

Theorem 6. Letr ands be two positive integers such that> s, and letd = 2" — 27,
ThenSz(k:, d) > gQ(k, d)

Proof. If r = s + 1, then2” — 2% = 25, hence we can apply Corolldty 5 and our claim
holds. Therefore we can assume s + 1 in the rest of the proof. Let us suppose there
existss < r such thatSz(k, 2" — 2°) < g2(k, 2" — 2°), i.e. the Griesmer bound does
not hold for somén, 2%, d)»-systematic cod€’, with d = 2" — 2% andn = Sy(k, d).
Due to Theorerhl2, we can consider the case 1 + log, d, S0 we put ourselves in the
casek < r.

We callm the ration/d, which in the case of is

Sa(k, 2" —2%) _ galk, 27 —2°) — 1
2r _ 25 - 2’)“ _ 25

m =



We claim thatn < g2(k,27)/(27). First we observe that § < r, then
. k—1
g2(k,27) 1 1
= —=2(1-=).
27 ; 2t 2k

We consider now the ratim:

. ; k—1 . ;
ga(k,2" —2%) — 1 1 2r —2° 1
< = . — 8
m= 2’)“725 27’725; 21 2’)“725 ( )

We start from the case < (s + 1), and we can writd{8) as

2" —2° 1 1
- = — = 11— —
21t 221 ( Qk)’

k—1
i=0 =0

< 1
m
2r —2

S

so in this casen < g2(k,2")/(2"). We consider now the cage> s + 1, and we write
our claim in the following equivalent way:

2"(g2(k, 2" = 2°) = 1) < (2" = 2°)ga(k, 2").
Rearranging the terms we obtain
2°ga(k,2") < 2"(g2(k,2") — g2(k, 2" — 2°) 4+ 1), 9

and we focus on the differengg(k,2") — g2(k, 2" — 2%). For anyd’ in the range
27 — 2% < d’ < 2" we can apply Lemm@ 4, observing th&t= 2'r wherel < s, and
this impliesk > [ 4 1. We obtain

g2(k,d +1) = ga(k,d) +1+ 1.
Applying it for all distances fron2” — 24 till we reach2” we obtain
g2(k,27) — ga(k, 27 — 2°) = 21 — 1 (10)
We substitute now (10) int@¥9), which becomes
259 (k,27) < 27 . 25T1 = ga(k,27) < 271

and this is always true providdd< r, as shown in Lemmd 5.
We now consider théin, 2% td),-systematic cod€’; obtained by repeatingtimes the



codeC'. We remark that the value: can be thought as the slope of the lihg”;) —
len(C}), and we proved thah < g2(k,2")/(2"). Onthe other hand, sinée< r we can
apply LemmdB, which ensures that(k, 27) = 2bg,(k,27), namely the Griesmer
bound computed on the powersdis itself a line, and its slope is strictly greater than
m. Due to this we can find a paft, b) such that

1. td > 2°,
2. tn < ga(k, 2%).

This means that we can find a systematic code with distdnse2® and lengthn <
g2(k,2°). We can apply Lemmid 1, and find a systematic code with the samgeh and
distance equal t@?, which means we have dimn, k, 2°),-systematic code for which
n < ga2(k,2°). This however contradicts Corolldry 2, hence for each r we have

Sa(k,2" —2%) > ga(k, 2" — 2°).

Finally, observe that < r impliesk < log,(2") = [log,(2" — 2%)] < 1 + log, d, SO
we can apply Theoref 2 and conclude.

Corollary 3. Letr ands two positive integers such that> s, and letd = 2" — 1 or
d=2"—2%—1.ThenSy(k,d) > g2(k,d).

Proof. We prove it for the caséd = 2" — 2° — 1, the same argument can be applied to
the other case by applying Corolldry 2 instead of Thedrem 6.
Supposeds (k,d) < ga2(k,d), i..e. there exists afn, k, d)2-systematic code for which

n < ga(k,d). (11)

We can extend such code to @n+ 1, k, d + 1)2-systematic cod€’ by adding a parity
check component to each codewoftihas distancé(C) = d + 1 = 2" — 2%, so we
can apply Theorein 6 to it, finding

n+12> go(k,d+1)
Observe that is odd, so applying Lemnid 4 we obtain
n+1292(k5d+1):92(k7d)+1 = nZQQ(kvd)v

which contradictd{11).



4 \Versions of the Griesmer bound holding for nonlinear codes

In this section we provide some versions of the Griesmer Bdwiding for any sys-
tematic code.

4.1 Animprovement of the Singleton bound

For systematic codes we can improve the Singleton boundlas/fo

Proposition 3. For anyk andd it holds
3
Sa(k,d) > k+ kd] - 2.

Proof. We will apply the same argument as for the proof of the Griedmend, which
can be found in[HPQO3] (Section 2.4).

We consider a binargn = Sy (k, d), 2%, d)»-systematic codé€' such thad € C, and a
codeword: € C whose weight is equal to the minimum distanef the code. We also
assume: has weightl on its systematic part. The assumptiongdandc are w.l.0.g..
We construct a cod€”’ by puncturing” in all the nonzero coordinates afWe observe
thatC’ is itself a systematic code, due to the assumptions. dn particularC’ is an
(n — d, 2%, d’),-systematic code. We consider now a codeword 0 belonging to
C'. There exists a vectar € (F,)? such that the concatenatién) € C. This means

that
{w(v|u) =w) +wu) >d
d(c,vlu) =d—w) +w(u) >d

wherew(u) stands for the Hamming weight af From the two inequality it follows
that
. (12)

N Q.

w(u) >

We observe thaf(12) is true for all non-zero codeword€'inso we can choose to
have weightl in its systematic part. Therefore the lengthudfas to be at least

d
len(u) > 5 +k—-2. (13)
SinceC’ is an(n — d, 2¥~1, d"),-systematic code, fromi (I.3) we have

n—dzg—i—kz—Q = nZkz—l—[;d-‘—Q



4.2 Consequences of Theoref 5

We derive from Theorem] 5 a weaker version of the Griesmer thdutding for any
systematic code.

Remark 1.Considering an integet, there existi < r < ¢ andl > 0 such that
dr<d<g(r+1)<q™ (14)

In particular/ has to be equal tlog,, d|, and from inequality[{14) we obtaityq' —1 <
r <d/q', namelyr = |d/q'] .

Corollary 4 (Bound A). Letl = |log, d| andr = |d/q'|. Then

k—1

Sq(k,d) > d+> {%W

i=1

Proof. We call s the difference betweed and ¢'r, namelyd = ¢'r + s. Note that

s < n — k, and so there are at leashon-systematic coordinates. With this notation,
let C be an(n, ¢*, ¢'r + s),-systematic code. We build a new codle by puncturing
C'in s systematic coordinates, so tf@f has parameters: — s, ¢*, ds),, for a certain
¢'r <d, < g'r+s.

If ¢'r # d,, we can apply Lemnid 1, in order to obtain another a6¢eo that we have
an(n — s, q", ¢'r),-systematic code. Due to Remaik 1 it holds. » < ¢, so we can
apply Theorerfll5 t6. We findn—s > Y%} [¢'r/q"], hencen > i, [q'r/q"] +s.
We conclude by noticing that far= 0 we have[%1 = ¢'r, and by adding we obtain
exactlyd. Son > d + S°' [¢'r/q].

4.3 Consequences of Propositidd 2
Next we generalize Propositiéh 2.

Proposition 4. Let ¢, k andd be fixed, and let be the maximum integer such thzt
dividesd. Then it holds .
: d
NQ(qud) Z Z ’75—‘ )
1=0

whereh is the minimum betweén— 1 and!.

Proof. First, notice thatl = ¢'r, ¢ { r. We can use the same argument as for the
proof of PropositioR. I — 1|/, then we are in the same situation as above. Otherwise



h = [, andd is not divisible for higher powers af, and we need to stop the sum to the
term q%.

Corollary 5 (Bound B). Letq, M andd be fixed, lek the maximum integer such that
q* < M, and letl be the maximum integer such thatdividesd. Then it holds

h
d
N,(M,d) > =1,
CTED> K
whereh is the minimum betweén— 1 and!.

Proof. If there exists arin, M, d),-code, then there exists also @n ¢*, d), code, due
to the condition;* < M. Hence we can apply Propositioh 4.

4.4 Relations between the Griesmer bound and the Plotkin bawd

We consider now the following bounds, which can be seen agevaersions of the
Griesmer bound or as an extension of the Plotkin bound.

Proposition 5. For each choice of, k£ andd, it holds

k—1

d
=0 q
Proof. We can use an argument similar to the proof of Proposiflonupp8se there

is a codeC such thatn < [Zf;ol ﬂ Observe thah "~} d/q' = d (11:11/7;) <

d (1_;1/(1) ie.n <d (1_—11/(1) which allow us to apply the Plotkin bound and to find

the contradictiom > d (11:11//qk )
q

From a direct computation, as we did in the proof, we find thrapBsition[5 can be
also written as

Proposition 6. For each choice of, k£ andd, it holds

-1
vt [o2)]
q

Observe that if the code has a number of wakds> ¢*, then by removing/ — ¢*
codewords we obtain afn, ¢*, d),-code and we can apply Propositign 6. We obtain
the following Corollary.




Corollary 6 (Bound C). For each choice of, £ andd, it holds

N,(N,d) > {d(ll__fﬂ. (16)

wherek is the larger integer such that/ > ¢*.

5 Counterexamples to the Griesmer bound

In this section we show explicitly binary nonlinear codesvidiich the Griesmer bound
does not hold. Itis indeed already known that there exissai d) for which Ny (2%, d) <
g2(k, d), however it was not clear whether the same was true for sydterodes or
not. We start in the next section by expliciting a nonlinean+systematic code whose
length contradicts the Griesmer bound. Then we make usésafdlde to explicit a sys-
tematic code contradicting itself the Griesmer bound, prg¥hat in generags (k, d)

is not a bound for systematic codes.

5.1 The nonlinear case

In [Lev64], Levenshtein has shown that if Hadamard matrizesertain orders ex-
ist, then the binary codes obtained from them meet the Pi&kiund. Levenshtein’s
method to construct such codes can be found also in the pfddlemrem 8, of[[MS717,
Ch. 3,82].

Example 1.The next code is 419, 16, 10)2-nonlinear and non-systematic code, ob-
tained using Levensthein’s method, as explained.in [MSH7 3(82]. All its codewords
have weight 10 (except the zero codeword) and each pair agfveodls has distance
d = 10. The code is composed by the zero codeword and by 15 shifteafadeword



c¢c=(1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0). We show here explicitly the code:

¢ ={(0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0),
(1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0),
(1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0, 1),
(0,0,1,1,1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1, 1),
(0,1,1,1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0),
(1,1,1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0),
(1,1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0, 1),
(1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1, 1),
(1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,1, 1),
(0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,1, 1),
(1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0),
(0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0, 1),
(1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,1,0),
(0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,1,0, 1),
(0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,1,0,1,0),
(0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0) }

This code haslength = 19 < g2(4, 10) = 20, i.e. the cod€ proves thaiV,(16, 10) <
92(4, 10)

5.2 The systematic case

In this section we provide an example of @n ¢*, d)»-systematic code for which <
g2(k, d), proving that in general the Griesmer bound does not holsyfstematic codes.

Example 2.To construct ann, k, d)2-systematic code for which < g¢,(k,d), we
search for d15, 4, 8]»-linear codeC;. We remark thatC; would attain the Griesmer
bound with equality, and beinfj= 8, we can apply Corollaiy2 to be sure that no binary
nonlinear systematic codes exists with the same dimensidrdetance but smaller
length.

To build C; we consider the cyclic code of length associated to the complete defining
setS ={0,1,2,3,4,5,6,8,9,10, 12}, which is a code with dimensiohand distance

8. We can therefore find a systematic linear code equivalefif.té possible choice is



the code generated by
100011101001011

010011011010101
001010111100110
000101111111000

To obtain a nonlinear systematic codenot verifying the Griesmer bound we make
use of both this code and the codein Example[1. This new code is obtained by
concatenating each codeworddp with a different codeword ir”. In this wayC' is an

(34, 4,18),-systematic code. In the following we explicit all codewsid C'.

¢ ={(0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,

Notice thatg (4, 18) = 35, thereforeSz(4, 18) < g2(4, 18), proving that the Griesmer

1,0,0,0,1,1,1,0,1,0,0,1,0,1,1,
1,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,
o,1,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,1,0,1,0,1,
o1,1,0,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,
1,1,1,0,1,0,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,0,0,
1,0,1,0,0,1,0,1,0,1,0,1,1,0,1,

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(0,0,1,0,1,0,1,1,1,1,0,0,1,1,0,
(0,0,1,1,1,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,
(1,0,1,1,0,0,1,0,1,0,1,0,1,0,1,
(1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,
(0,1,1,1,0,0,0,1,1,0,0,1,0,1,1,
(0,1,0,1,1,0,1,0,0,1,0,1,1,0,1,
(1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,0,
(1,0,0,1,1,0,0,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,
(

07 07 07 17 07 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 07 07 07

0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0),
1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0)
1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1),
0,0,1,1,1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1),
0,1,1,1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0),
1,1,1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0)
1,1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0, 1),
1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1, 1),
1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,1, 1),
0,1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1),
1,0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0),
0,1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,1),
1,0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,1,0)
0,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,1,0,1),
0,0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,1,0,1,0),
)

0,0,1,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0)}

bound is in general not true for systematic codes.

We conjecture the following:

Conjecture 1.For anyr > 3 there is a systematic code with distar®et 2 not satis-

fying the Griesmer bound.

The example given is a special case witk 4.



6 Conclusions

In this work we have addressed the problem of characterzestiiesmer bound for
systematic nonlinear codes, mainly in the binary case. Ttes@er bound is one of
the few bounds which can only be applied to linear codes, iiewelassical coun-
terexamples arose from the Levensthein’s method for mgldptimal nonlinear codes,
which however does not provide specific counterexampleghiisystematic case. It
was therefore non fully understood whether the Griesmentawould hold for sys-
tematic nonlinear codes, or whether there exist familigsamdmetersk, d) for which
the bound could be applied to the nonlinear case. Moreowesiker versions of the
Griesmer bound might hold for nonlinear codes.

As regards nonlinear codes satisfying the Griesmer botednain results of our work
are Theoreril6 and Corollary 3, in which we prove that whenavginary systematic
nonlinear code has a distané¢such that

1.d=2",
2.d=2"—1,
3.d=2"-2%o0r
4, d=2"—2% -1,

then the Griesmer bound can be applied.

We also provide versions of the Griesmer bound holding falinear codes: Bound A,
Bound B and Bound C.

Finally, we conclude by showing explicit examples of sysiéimnonlinear codes for
which the Griesmer bound does not hold.

All the results can be easily extended to codes over any bgiha
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