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Abstract. Most bounds on the size of codes hold for any code, whether linear

or nonlinear. Notably, the Griesmer bound, holds only in thelinear case. In this

paper we characterize a family of systematic nonlinear codes for which the Gries-

mer bound holds. Moreover, we show that the Griesmer bound does not neces-

sarily hold for a systematic code by showing explicit counterexamples. On the

other hand, we are also able to provide (weaker) versions of the Griesmer bound

holding for all systematic codes.

1 Introduction

We consider codes over a finite fieldFq of lengthn, with M codewords, and distance

d. A codeC with such parameters is denoted as an(n,M, d)q-code.

Definition 1. An (n, qk, d)q-systematic codeC is the image of a mapF : (Fq)
k
→

(Fq)
n, n ≥ k, s.t. a vectorx = (x1, . . . , xk) ∈ (Fq)

k is mapped to a vector

(x1, . . . , xk, fk+1(x), . . . , fn(x)) ∈ (Fq)
n,

wherefi, i = k + 1, . . . , n are maps from(Fq)
k to Fq. We refer tok as the dimension

ofC. The coordinates from 1 tok are called systematic, while those fromk+1 ton are

called non-systematic.

If the mapsfi are all linear, then the systematic codeC is a subspace of dimensionk of

(Fq)
n and we say it is a[n, k, d]q-linear code. A nonlinear code is a code which is not

necessarily linear or systematic.
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We denote withlen(C), dim(C), d(C), respectively, the length, the dimension (when

defined) and the minimum distance of a codeC.

A central problem of coding theory is to determine the minimum value ofn, for which

an(n,M, d)q-code or an[n, k, d]q-linear code exists. We denote byNq(M,d) the min-

imum length of a nonlinear code overFq, withM codewords and distanced. We denote

by Sq(k, d) the same value in the case of a systematic code of dimensionk, while we

useLq(k, d) in the case of a linear code of dimensionk. Observe that

Nq

(

qk, d
)

≤ Sq(k, d) ≤ Lq(k, d).

A well-known lower bound forLq(k, d) is

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

n ≥ Lq(k, d) ≥ gq(k, d) :=

k−1
∑

i=0

⌈

d

qi

⌉

(1)

The Griesmer bound, which can be seen as an extension of the Singleton bound (n ≥

d + k − 1) [HP03] (Section 2.4) in the linear case, has been introduced by Griesmer

[Gri60] in the case of binary linear codes and then generalized by Solomon and Stiffler

[SS65] in the case ofq-ary linear codes.

It is known that the Griesmer bound is not sharp [Mar96], [Van80], [Mar97].

Important examples of linear codes meeting the Griesmer bound are the simplex code

[HP03] (Section 1.8) and the[5, 6, 11]3 Golay code [HP03] (Section 1.9), [Gol49].

Many authors such as [Hel81], [HH93], [Tam84], [Mar97], and[Kle04], have character-

ized classes of linear codes meeting the Griesmer bound. In particular, finite projective

geometries play an important role in the study of these codes. For example in [Hel92],

[Ham93] and [Tam93] minihypers and maxhypers are used to characterize linear codes

meeting the Griesmer bound. Research has been done also to characterize the code-

words of linear codes attaining the Griesmer bound [War98].

Many known bounds on the size of nonlinear codes, for examplethe Johnson bound

([Joh62],[Joh71],[HP03]), the Elias-Bassalygo bound ([Bas65],[HP03]), the Levenshtein

bound ([Lev98]), the Hamming (Sphere Packing) bound, the Singleton bound ([PBH98]),

the Plotkin bound ([Plo60], [HP03]), the Zinoviev-Litsyn-Laihonen ([ZL84], [LL98]),

the Bellini-Guerrini-Sala ([BGS14]), and the Linear Programming bound ([Del73]), are

true for both linear and nonlinear codes.

The proof of the Griesmer bound heavily relies on the linearity of the code and it

cannot be applied to all nonlinear codes. In Section 2 we prove that, onceq andd have



been chosen, if all nonlinear(n, qk, d)q-systematic codes withk < 1 + logq d respect

the Griesmer bound, then the Griesmer bound holds for all systematic codes with the

sameq andd. In particular for anyq andd only a finite set of(k, n)-pairs has to be

analysed in order to prove the bound for allk andn.

Using this result, in Section 3 we characterize several families of systematic codes

for which the Griesmer bound holds. In Section 4 we provide (weak) versions of the

Griesmer bound, holding for any systematic code. Finally, in Section 5, we show ex-

plicit counterexamples of nonlinear codes and systematic codes 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 provide a sketch of the proof for

the particular case in which we will make use of it.

Proposition 1. Let C be an(n, qk, d)-systematic code, andC′ be the code obtained

by shorteningC in a systematic coordinate. ThenC′ is an(n− 1, qk−1, d′)-systematic

code withd′ ≥ d.

Proof. To obtainC′, consider the codeC′′ =
{

F (x) | x = (0, x2, . . . , xk) ∈ (Fq)
k
}

,

i.e. the subcode ofC which is the image of the set of messages whose first coordinate

is equal to0. ThenC′′ is such thatdim(C′′) = k − 1 andd(C′′) ≥ d. Since, by

construction, all codewords have the first coordinate equalto zero, we obtain the code

C′ by puncturingC′′ on the first coordinate, so thatlen(C′) = n− 1 andd′ = d(C′) =

d(C′′) ≥ d.

The following lemma is well-known, but we provide a proof because it anticipates our

later argument.

Lemma 1. If n > k, then given an(n, qk, d)-systematic codeC, there exists an(n, qk, d̄)-

systematic codēC for any1 ≤ d̄ ≤ d.

Proof. If n > k, we can consider the codeC1 obtained by puncturingC in a non-

systematic coordinate.C1 is an (n − 1, qk, d(1))-systematic code. Of course, either

d(1) = d or d(1) = d− 1.

By puncturing at mostn− k coordinates, we will find a code whose distance is1. Then

there must exists ani ≤ n − k such that the codeCi, obtained by punturingC in the

lasti coordinates, has distance equal tod̄.



Theorem 2. For fixedq andd, if

Sq(k, d) ≥ gq(k, d) (2)

for all k such that1 ≤ k < 1+logq d, then(2) holds for any positivek, i.e. the Griesmer

bound is true for all the systematic codes overFq with minimum distanced.

Proof. It is sufficient to show that if an(n, qk, d)q-systematic code not satisfying the

Griesmer bound exists, then an(n′, qk
′

, d)q-systematic code not satisfying the Gries-

mer bound exists withk′ < 1 + logq d, andn′ > k′.

For each fixedd, q suppose there exists an(n, qk, d)q-systematic code not satisfying the

Griesmer bound, i.e., there existsk such thatSq(k, d) < gq(k, d).

Let us callΛq,d = {k ≥ 1 | Sq(k, d) < gq(k, d)}.

If Λq,d is empty than the Griesmer bound is true for such parametersq, d.

Otherwise there exists a minimumk′ ∈ Λq,d such thatSq(k
′, d) < gq(k

′, d).

In this case we can consider an(n, qk
′

, d)q systematic codeC not verifying the Gries-

mer bound, namelyn = Sq(k
′, d). Due to Definition 1,C can be seen as the image of

a map

F (x) = (x1, . . . , xk′ , fk′+1(x), . . . , fn(x)),

wherex = (x1, . . . , xk′ ). We define a codeC′ as the image of

F (x′) = (x2, . . . , xk′ , fk′+1(0, x2, . . . , xk′), . . . , fn(0, x2, . . . , xk′ ))

wherex′ = (x2, . . . , xk′ ). Clearly,C′ is an (n − 1, qk
′
−1, d′) systematic code and

d′ ≥ d. Applying Lemma 1 toC′, we can obtain an(n− 1, qk
′
−1, d)q systematic code

C̄. Sincek′ was the minimum among all the values inΛq,d, then the Griesmer bound

holds forC̄, and so

n− 1 ≥ gq(k
′ − 1, d) =

k′
−2
∑

i=0

⌈

d

qi

⌉

. (3)

We observe that, ifqk
′
−1 ≥ d, then

⌈

d
qk′

−1

⌉

= 1, so we can rewrite (3) as

n ≥

k′
−2
∑

i=0

⌈

d

qi

⌉

+ 1 ≥

k′
−2
∑

i=0

⌈

d

qi

⌉

+

⌈

d

qk′−1

⌉

=

k′
−1
∑

i=0

⌈

d

qi

⌉

= gq(k
′, d)

Since we supposedn < gq(k
′, d), we have reached a contradiction with the assumption

qk
′
−1 ≥ d. Hence for suchd, the minimumk in Λq,d has to satisfyqk−1 < d, which is

equivalent to our claimed expressionk < 1 + logq d.



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

nonlinear case

In this section we characterize several sets of parameters(q, d) for which the Griesmer

bound holds for systematic codes.

3.1 The cased ≤ 2q

We use Proposition 2 to prove that allq-ary systematic codes with distance up to2q

satisfy the Griesmer bound.

Theorem 3. If d ≤ 2q thenSq(k, d) ≥ gq(k, d).

Proof. First, consider the cased ≤ q. By Theorem 2 it is sufficient to show that, fixing

q, d, for anyn an(n, qk, d)q-systematic code with1 ≤ k < 1+logq d andn < gq(k, d)

does not exists. If1 ≤ k < 1 + logq d thenlogq d ≤ logq q = 1, and sok may only be

1. Sincegq(1, d) = d andn ≥ d, we clearly have thatn ≥ gq(1, d).

Now consider the caseq < d ≤ 2q. We use again Theorem 2, i.e. we show that, fixing

q, d, then for anyn an (n, qk, d)q-systematic code with1 ≤ k < 1 + logq d andn <

gq(k, d) does not exists. Suppose this is not true and let us find a contradiction. If1 ≤

k < 1+logq d thenlogq d ≤ logq 2q = 1+logq 2, and sok can only be 1 or 2. We have

already seen that ifk = 1 thenn < gq(k, d) for anyn, so supposek = 2. Suppose an

(n, q2, d)q-systematic code exists withn <
∑1

i=0

⌈

d
qi

⌉

= d+2. Since by the Singleton

boundn ≥ d+ k− 1, then we can only haven = d+1, and therefore the only possible

systematic code for whichn < gq(2, d) must have parameter(d + 1, q2, d), and so it

is an MDS code. Let us callC such a code. Being systematic,C is the image of a map

F : (Fq)
2 → (Fq)

d+1 such thatF (x1, x2) = (x1, x2, f3(x1, x2), . . . , fd+1(x1, x2)).

We can assumeF (0, 0) = (0, . . . , 0). Any two codewords which have distance 1 in

the two systematic components must have distance at leastd − 1 in the d − 1 non-

systematic components. Suppose there existsα, β1, β2 ∈ Fq, β1 6= β2 such that for a

certaini we havefi(α, β1) = fi(α, β2). In this case the distance betweenF (α, β1) and

F (α, β2) is less thand. The same is true if we fixβ and we considerα1 andα2. This

means that, whenever we fixx1 = α (respectivelyx2 = β) we need eachfi(α, x2)

(respectivelyfi(x1, β)) to be a permutation onFq. Due to this, for each fixed value

x1 = α, there exists a unique valueβ such thatfi(α, β) = 0, for all i. Suppose now

there existsi 6= j such thatfi(α, β) = fj(α, β) = 0. In this case the weight ofF (α, β)

is less thand, hence we have a contradiction (we assumed0 ∈ C andd(C) = d). We

have obtained that iffi(α, β) = 0, thenfj(α, β) 6= 0 for all j 6= i. We recall we have



f3, . . . , fd+1, and we have already proved that, for each fixedα, there existsβ1 such

that f3(α, β1) = 0. Hence iff4(α, β1) cannot be0 itself, there must exists another

possible valueβ2 such thatf4(α, β2) = 0. Going on in this way we get a contradiction,

in fact the number offi is equal tod − 1, and for them to be0 for different non-zero

valuesβ1, . . . , βd−1, we need the fieldFq to contain at leastd different elements. Hence

we obtain the contradictionq < d ≤ 2q (by hypotesis) andq ≥ d.

3.2 The caseqk−1 | d

In this section we make use of the Plotkin bound to prove that there exists particular

values ofd for which we can apply the Griesmer bound to nonlinear codes.

Theorem 4 (Plotkin bound).Consider an(n,M, d)q code, withM being the number

of codewords in the code. Ifn < qd
q−1 , thenM ≤ d/(d− (1 − 1/q)n), or equivalently

n ≥ d((1− 1/M)/(1− 1/q)).

Proposition 2. For r ≥ 1 it holdsNq(q
k, qk−1r) ≥ gq(k, q

k−1r).

Proof. Suppose there exists an(n, qk, qk−1r)q-codeC that does not satisfies Gries-

mer bound. Hencen <
∑k−1

i=0

⌈

qk−1r
qi

⌉

. Observe that in this case
∑k−1

i=0

⌈

qk−1r
qi

⌉

=

∑k−1
i=0

qk−1r
qi = qk−1r

∑k−1
i=0

1
qi . Since

∑k−1
i=0

1
qi =

1− 1

qk

1− 1
q

, we obtain

n < qk−1r

(

1− 1/qk

1− 1/q

)

. (4)

We also observe thatn < qk−1r
(

(1− 1/qk)/(1− 1/q)
)

< qk−1r (1/(1− 1/q)) =

d/(1 − 1/q), and we can write this inequality asn < dq
q−1 , which is the hypothesis

for the Plotkin bound. Applying it, we getqk ≤
⌊

d
d−n(1−1/q)

⌋

≤ d
d−n(1−1/q) , i.e.

n ≥ d
(

1−1/qk

1−1/q

)

, which contradicts equation (4). Hence each(n, qk, qk−1r)q-code sat-

isfies the Griesmer bound.

Note that Proposition 2 is not restricted to systematic codes, but it holds for nonlinear

codes with at leastqk codewords, as next corollary explaines.

Corollary 1. LetM ≥ qk. For r ≥ 1 it holdsNq(M, qk−1r) ≥ gq(k, q
k−1r).

3.3 The cased = rql, 1 ≤ r < q

Lemma 2. Let q be fixed,d = qlr for a certainr such that1 ≤ r < q and l ≥ 0, and

let k such thatqk−1 ≤ d. ThenNq(k, d) ≥ gq(k, d).



Proof. Being1 ≤ r < q, the hypothesisqk−1 ≤ d is equivalent tok − 1 ≤ l. We use

Proposition 4 and we seth = min(k − 1, l), obtainingn ≥
∑k−1

i=0

⌈

d
qi

⌉

.

Theorem 5. Let1 ≤ r < q andl a positive integer. ThenSq(k, q
lr) ≥ gq(k, q

lr).

Proof. To prove that the Griesmer bound is true for these particularchoices ofd we use

Theorem 2, hence we only need to prove that the Griesmer boundis true for all choices

of k such thatqk−1 ≤ d.

We use now Lemma 2, which ensures that all such codes respect the Griesmer bound.

Corollary 2. If q = 2 then for each positive integerl it holdsS2(k, 2
l) ≥ g2(k, 2

l).

Proof. It follows directly from Theorem 5.

3.4 The cased = 2
r − 2

s

In this section we prove that the Griesmer bound holds for allbinary systematic codes

whose distance is the difference of two powers of2. We need the following lemmas.

Lemma 3. Letr be a positive integer, and letk ≤ r+1. Theng2(k, 2r+1) = 2g2(k, 2
r).

Proof. The hypothesisk ≤ r + 1 implies that for anyi ≤ k − 1, both
⌈

2r+1

2i

⌉

= 2r+1

2i

and
⌈

2r

2i

⌉

= 2r

2i . To prove our claim it is therefore enough to explicitg2(k, 2
r+1). Indeed

we have

g2(k, 2
r+1) =

k−1
∑

i=0

⌈

2r+1

2i

⌉

=

k−1
∑

i=0

2r+1

2i
= 2

k−1
∑

i=0

2r

2i
= 2

k−1
∑

i=0

⌈

2r

2i

⌉

= 2g2(k, 2
r)

Lemma 4. For eachk andd it holds

g2(k, d+ 1) = g2(k, d) + min(k, l + 1), (5)

wherel is the maximum integer such that2l dividesd.

Proof. We considerl as in the statement of the lemma, thend = 2lr, wherer is odd.

We consider first the casek ≤ l + 1. The Griesmer bound for this choice ofk andd is

g2(k, d+ 1) =

k−1
∑

i=0

⌈

2lr + 1

2i

⌉

,

and we observe that for eachi we have

⌈

2lr + 1

2i

⌉

=
2lr

2i
+

⌈

1

2i

⌉

=
2lr

2i
+ 1 =

⌈

2lr

2i

⌉

+ 1.



Therefore

g2(k, d+ 1) =

k−1
∑

i=0

(⌈

2lr

2i

⌉

+ 1

)

= g2(k, d) + k. (6)

On the other hand, ifk > l + 1 we can split the sum in the following way:

g2(k, d+ 1) =

(

l
∑

i=0

⌈

2lr + 1

2i

⌉

)

+

(

k−1
∑

i=l+1

⌈

2lr + 1

2i

⌉

)

. (7)

For the first sum we make use of the same argument as above, while for the second sum

we observe thati > l, which implies

⌈

2lr + 1

2i

⌉

=

⌈

2lr

2i

⌉

.

Putting together the two arguments, equation (7) becomes

g2(k, d+ 1) =

(

l
∑

i=0

⌈

2lr

2i

⌉

+ l + 1

)

+

(

k−1
∑

i=l+1

⌈

2lr

2i

⌉

)

=

k−1
∑

i=0

⌈

2lr

2i

⌉

+ l + 1,

and the term on the right-hand side isg2(k, d) + l+1. Together with (6) this concludes

the proof.

Lemma 5. If k ≥ r, theng2(k, 2r) < 2r+1.

Proof. Due tok ≤ r, for i < k it holds
⌈

2r

2i

⌉

= 2r

2i . We can write the Griesmer bound

as

g2(k, 2
r) =

k−1
∑

i=0

2r

2i
= 2r

k−1
∑

i=0

1

2i
< 2r · 2.

Theorem 6. Let r ands be two positive integers such thatr > s, and letd = 2r − 2s.

ThenS2(k, d) ≥ g2(k, d).

Proof. If r = s+ 1, then2r − 2s = 2s, hence we can apply Corollary 5 and our claim

holds. Therefore we can assumer ≥ s+1 in the rest of the proof. Let us suppose there

existss < r such thatS2(k, 2
r − 2s) < g2(k, 2

r − 2s), i.e. the Griesmer bound does

not hold for some(n, 2k, d)2-systematic codeC, with d = 2r − 2s andn = S2(k, d).

Due to Theorem 2, we can consider the casek < 1 + log2 d, so we put ourselves in the

casek ≤ r.

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

m =
S2(k, 2

r − 2s)

2r − 2s
≤

g2(k, 2
r − 2s)− 1

2r − 2s



We claim thatm < g2(k, 2
r)/(2r). First we observe that ifk ≤ r, then

g2(k, 2
r)

2r
=

k−1
∑

i=0

1

2i
= 2

(

1−
1

2k

)

.

We consider now the ratiom:

m ≤
g2(k, 2

r − 2s)− 1

2r − 2s
=

1

2r − 2s

k−1
∑

i=0

⌈

2r − 2s

2i

⌉

−
1

2r − 2s
(8)

We start from the casek ≤ (s+ 1), and we can write (8) as

m <
1

2r − 2s

k−1
∑

i=0

2r − 2s

2i
=

k−1
∑

i=0

1

2i
= 2

(

1−
1

2k

)

,

so in this casem < g2(k, 2
r)/(2r). We consider now the casek > s+ 1, and we write

our claim in the following equivalent way:

2r(g2(k, 2
r − 2s)− 1) < (2r − 2s)g2(k, 2

r).

Rearranging the terms we obtain

2sg2(k, 2
r) < 2r(g2(k, 2

r)− g2(k, 2
r − 2s) + 1), (9)

and we focus on the differenceg2(k, 2r) − g2(k, 2
r − 2s). For anyd′ in the range

2r − 2s ≤ d′ < 2r we can apply Lemma 4, observing thatd′ = 2lr wherel ≤ s, and

this impliesk > l+ 1. We obtain

g2(k, d
′ + 1) = g2(k, d

′) + l + 1.

Applying it for all distances from2r − 2s till we reach2r we obtain

g2(k, 2
r)− g2(k, 2

r − 2s) = 2s+1 − 1 (10)

We substitute now (10) into (9), which becomes

2sg2(k, 2
r) < 2r · 2s+1 ⇒ g2(k, 2

r) < 2r+1,

and this is always true providedk ≤ r, as shown in Lemma 5.

We now consider the(tn, 2k, td)2-systematic codeCt obtained by repeatingt times the



codeC. We remark that the valuem can be thought as the slope of the lined(Ct) 7→

len(Ct), and we proved thatm < g2(k, 2
r)/(2r). On the other hand, sincek ≤ r we can

apply Lemma 3, which ensures thatg2(k, 2
r+b) = 2bg2(k, 2

r), namely the Griesmer

bound computed on the powers of2 is itself a line, and its slope is strictly greater than

m. Due to this we can find a pair(t, b) such that

1. td > 2b,

2. tn < g2(k, 2
b).

This means that we can find a systematic code with distanced > 2b and lengthn <

g2(k, 2
b). We can apply Lemma 1, and find a systematic code with the same length and

distance equal to2b, which means we have an(tn, k, 2b)2-systematic code for which

n < g2(k, 2
b). This however contradicts Corollary 2, hence for eachk ≤ r we have

S2(k, 2
r − 2s) ≥ g2(k, 2

r − 2s).

Finally, observe thatk ≤ r impliesk ≤ log2(2
r) = ⌈log2(2

r − 2s)⌉ < 1 + log2 d, so

we can apply Theorem 2 and conclude.

Corollary 3. Let r ands two positive integers such thatr > s, and letd = 2r − 1 or

d = 2r − 2s − 1. ThenS2(k, d) ≥ g2(k, d).

Proof. We prove it for the cased = 2r − 2s − 1, the same argument can be applied to

the other case by applying Corollary 2 instead of Theorem 6.

SupposeS2(k, d) < g2(k, d), i..e. there exists an(n, k, d)2-systematic code for which

n < g2(k, d). (11)

We can extend such code to an(n+1, k, d+1)2-systematic codeC by adding a parity

check component to each codeword.C has distanced(C) = d + 1 = 2r − 2s, so we

can apply Theorem 6 to it, finding

n+ 1 ≥ g2(k, d+ 1)

Observe thatd is odd, so applying Lemma 4 we obtain

n+ 1 ≥ g2(k, d+ 1) = g2(k, d) + 1 ⇒ n ≥ g2(k, d),

which contradicts (11).



4 Versions of the Griesmer bound holding for nonlinear codes

In this section we provide some versions of the Griesmer bound holding for any sys-

tematic code.

4.1 An improvement of the Singleton bound

For systematic codes we can improve the Singleton bound as follows.

Proposition 3. For anyk andd it holds

S2(k, d) ≥ k +

⌈

3

2
d

⌉

− 2.

Proof. We will apply the same argument as for the proof of the Griesmer bound, which

can be found in [HP03] (Section 2.4).

We consider a binary(n = S2(k, d), 2
k, d)2-systematic codeC such that0 ∈ C, and a

codewordc ∈ C whose weight is equal to the minimum distanced of the code. We also

assumec has weight1 on its systematic part. The assumptions onC andc are w.l.o.g..

We construct a codeC′ by puncturingC in all the nonzero coordinates ofc. We observe

thatC′ is itself a systematic code, due to the assumptions onc. In particularC′ is an

(n − d, 2k−1, d′)2-systematic code. We consider now a codewordu 6= 0 belonging to

C′. There exists a vectorv ∈ (F2)
d such that the concatenation(v|u) ∈ C. This means

that
{

w(v|u) = w(v) + w(u) ≥ d

d(c, v|u) = d− w(v) + w(u) ≥ d

wherew(u) stands for the Hamming weight ofu. From the two inequality it follows

that

w(u) ≥
d

2
. (12)

We observe that (12) is true for all non-zero codewords inC′, so we can chooseu to

have weight1 in its systematic part. Therefore the length ofu has to be at least

len(u) ≥
d

2
+ k − 2 . (13)

SinceC′ is an(n− d, 2k−1, d′)2-systematic code, from (13) we have

n− d ≥
d

2
+ k − 2 ⇒ n ≥ k +

⌈

3

2
d

⌉

− 2



4.2 Consequences of Theorem 5

We derive from Theorem 5 a weaker version of the Griesmer bound holding for any

systematic code.

Remark 1.Considering an integerd, there exist1 ≤ r < q andl ≥ 0 such that

qlr ≤ d < ql(r + 1) ≤ ql+1 (14)

In particular,l has to be equal to
⌊

logq d
⌋

, and from inequality (14) we obtaind/ql−1 <

r ≤ d/ql, namelyr =
⌊

d/ql
⌋

.

Corollary 4 (Bound A). Let l =
⌊

logq d
⌋

andr =
⌊

d/ql
⌋

. Then

Sq(k, d) ≥ d+

k−1
∑

i=1

⌈

qlr

qi

⌉

.

Proof. We call s the difference betweend andqlr, namelyd = qlr + s. Note that

s ≤ n − k, and so there are at leasts non-systematic coordinates. With this notation,

let C be an(n, qk, qlr + s)q-systematic code. We build a new codeCs by puncturing

C in s systematic coordinates, so thatCs has parameters(n− s, qk, ds)q, for a certain

qlr ≤ ds ≤ qlr + s.

If qlr 6= ds, we can apply Lemma 1, in order to obtain another codeC̄, so that we have

an(n − s, qk, qlr)q-systematic code. Due to Remark 1 it holds1 ≤ r < q, so we can

apply Theorem 5 tōC. We findn−s ≥
∑k−1

i=0

⌈

qlr/qi
⌉

, hencen ≥
∑k−1

i=0

⌈

qlr/qi
⌉

+s.

We conclude by noticing that fori = 0 we have
⌈

qlr
qi

⌉

= qlr, and by addings we obtain

exactlyd. Son ≥ d+
∑k−1

i=1

⌈

qlr/qi
⌉

.

4.3 Consequences of Proposition 2

Next we generalize Proposition 2.

Proposition 4. Let q, k andd be fixed, and letl be the maximum integer such thatql

dividesd. Then it holds

Nq(q
k, d) ≥

h
∑

i=0

⌈

d

qi

⌉

,

whereh is the minimum betweenk − 1 andl.

Proof. First, notice thatd = qlr, q ∤ r. We can use the same argument as for the

proof of Proposition 2. Ifk− 1|l, then we are in the same situation as above. Otherwise



h = l, andd is not divisible for higher powers ofq, and we need to stop the sum to the

term d
ql

.

Corollary 5 (Bound B). Let q, M andd be fixed, letk the maximum integer such that

qk ≤ M , and letl be the maximum integer such thatql dividesd. Then it holds

Nq(M,d) ≥

h
∑

i=0

⌈

d

qi

⌉

,

whereh is the minimum betweenk − 1 andl.

Proof. If there exists an(n,M, d)q-code, then there exists also an(n, qk, d)q code, due

to the conditionqk ≤ M . Hence we can apply Proposition 4.

4.4 Relations between the Griesmer bound and the Plotkin bound

We consider now the following bounds, which can be seen as weaker versions of the

Griesmer bound or as an extension of the Plotkin bound.

Proposition 5. For each choice ofq, k andd, it holds

Nq(q
k, d) ≥

⌈

k−1
∑

i=0

d

qi

⌉

.

Proof. We can use an argument similar to the proof of Proposition 2. Suppose there

is a codeC such thatn <
⌈

∑k−1
i=0

d
qi

⌉

. Observe that
∑k−1

i=0 d/qi = d
(

1−1/qk

1−1/q

)

<

d
(

1
1−1/q

)

, i.e.n < d
(

1
1−1/q

)

, which allow us to apply the Plotkin bound and to find

the contradictionn ≥ d
(

1−1/qk

1−1/q

)

.

From a direct computation, as we did in the proof, we find that Proposition 5 can be

also written as

Proposition 6. For each choice ofq, k andd, it holds

Nq(q
k, d) ≥

⌈

d

(

1− 1
qk

1− 1
q

)⌉

. (15)

Observe that if the code has a number of wordsM ≥ qk, then by removingM − qk

codewords we obtain an(n, qk, d)q-code and we can apply Proposition 6. We obtain

the following Corollary.



Corollary 6 (Bound C). For each choice ofq, k andd, it holds

Nq(N, d) ≥

⌈

d

(

1− 1
qk

1− 1
q

)⌉

. (16)

wherek is the larger integer such thatM ≥ qk.

5 Counterexamples to the Griesmer bound

In this section we show explicitly binary nonlinear codes for which the Griesmer bound

does not hold. It is indeed already known that there exist pairs(k, d) for whichN2(2
k, d) <

g2(k, d), however it was not clear whether the same was true for systematic codes or

not. We start in the next section by expliciting a nonlinear non-systematic code whose

length contradicts the Griesmer bound. Then we make use of this code to explicit a sys-

tematic code contradicting itself the Griesmer bound, proving that in generalg2(k, d)

is not a bound for systematic codes.

5.1 The nonlinear case

In [Lev64], Levenshtein has shown that if Hadamard matricesof certain orders ex-

ist, then the binary codes obtained from them meet the Plotkin Bound. Levenshtein’s

method to construct such codes can be found also in the proof of Theorem 8, of [MS77,

Ch. 3,§2].

Example 1.The next code is a(19, 16, 10)2-nonlinear and non-systematic code, ob-
tained using Levensthein’s method, as explained in [MS77, Ch. 3,§2]. All its codewords
have weight 10 (except the zero codeword) and each pair of codewords has distance
d = 10. The code is composed by the zero codeword and by 15 shifts of the codeword



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:

C = {(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 has lengthn = 19 < g2(4, 10) = 20, i.e. the codeC proves thatN2(16, 10) <

g2(4, 10).

5.2 The systematic case

In this section we provide an example of an(n, qk, d)2-systematic code for whichn <

g2(k, d), proving that in general the Griesmer bound does not hold forsystematic codes.

Example 2.To construct an(n, k, d)2-systematic code for whichn < gq(k, d), we

search for a[15, 4, 8]2-linear codeCl. We remark thatCl would attain the Griesmer

bound with equality, and beingd = 8, we can apply Corollary 2 to be sure that no binary

nonlinear systematic codes exists with the same dimension and distance but smaller

length.

To buildCl we consider the cyclic code of length15 associated to the complete defining

setS = {0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 12}, which is a code with dimension4 and distance

8. We can therefore find a systematic linear code equivalent toCl. A possible choice is



the code generated by












1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1

0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1

0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0

0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0













To obtain a nonlinear systematic codēC not verifying the Griesmer bound we make
use of both this code and the codeC in Example 1. This new code is obtained by
concatenating each codeword inCl with a different codeword inC. In this wayC̄ is an
(34, 4, 18)2-systematic code. In the following we explicit all codewords in C̄.

C̄ = {(0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0),

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Notice thatg2(4, 18) = 35, thereforeS2(4, 18) < g2(4, 18), proving that the Griesmer

bound is in general not true for systematic codes.

We conjecture the following:

Conjecture 1.For anyr ≥ 3 there is a systematic code with distance2r + 2 not satis-

fying the Griesmer bound.

The example given is a special case withr = 4.



6 Conclusions

In this work we have addressed the problem of characterize the Griesmer bound for

systematic nonlinear codes, mainly in the binary case. The Griesmer bound is one of

the few bounds which can only be applied to linear codes, however classical coun-

terexamples arose from the Levensthein’s method for building optimal nonlinear codes,

which however does not provide specific counterexamples forthe systematic case. It

was therefore non fully understood whether the Griesmer bound would hold for sys-

tematic nonlinear codes, or whether there exist families ofparameters(k, d) for which

the bound could be applied to the nonlinear case. Moreover, weaker versions of the

Griesmer bound might hold for nonlinear codes.

As regards nonlinear codes satisfying the Griesmer bound, the main results of our work

are Theorem 6 and Corollary 3, in which we prove that whenevera binary systematic

nonlinear code has a distanced such that

1. d = 2r,

2. d = 2r − 1,

3. d = 2r − 2s, or

4. d = 2r − 2s − 1,

then the Griesmer bound can be applied.

We also provide versions of the Griesmer bound holding for nonlinear codes: Bound A,

Bound B and Bound C.

Finally, we conclude by showing explicit examples of systematic nonlinear codes for

which the Griesmer bound does not hold.

All the results can be easily extended to codes over any alphabet.
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