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Abstract

The free distance of a convolutional code is a reliable indicator of
its performance. However its computation is not an easy task. In this
paper, we present some algorithms to compute the free distance with
good efficiency that work for convolutional codes of all rates and over any
field. Furthermore we discuss why an algorithm which is claimed to be
very efficient is incorrect.

1 Introduction

Since real channels are inherently noisy, error correcting codes are necessary
in all communication systems that handle digitally represented data. Convo-
lutional codes are one kind of error-correcting codes that is well-known for its
suitability for sequential decoding with low delay. This class of codes has been
extensively researched, see . The distance of a convolutional code indicates
the code’s robustness since it allows us to analyze its capacity to protect data
against errors. Codes with greater distance are preferable because they allow us
to rectify more errors. The free distance is one of the main types of distances
for convolutional codes. This kind of distance is important for the decoding of
a complete message.

In general, calculating the free distance of convolutional codes is not an easy
task. Up to now, there are not many known algorithms that calculate the free
distance. Actually, not much has been done lately to develop new algorithms or
even improve old ones. Most algorithms in the literature are either too slow or
use too much computation and storage or are even wrong, see e.g. , , , I@
and . Additionally, they are designed only over Fs and for certain rates.
For instance, the authors of @ and made reference to the possibility of a
generalization of the proposed algorithms, but they did not elaborate.

In this article we present some algorithms for computing the free distance of
convolutional codes. In Section [2]some introductory concepts are given. Section
B] provides a naive algorithm for calculating the free distance of convolutional
codes. In section [l we prove that one of the existing algorithms for calculating
the free distance published in is wrong. In section |b| we improve and gen-
eralize the algorithm provided in , making it work for convolutional codes of
all rates and over any field. Finally, in Section [6] we present a novel algorithm



for determining the free distance that also supports convolutional codes with all
rates and degrees over any field. This algorithm combines the algorithm from
Section |5| with the algorithm from article [5].

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we provide a few key definitions and results for the following
sections. For more details, see [8] or [2].

First, denote by [F,[z] the ring of polynomials over the finite field with ¢
elements IF,.

Definition 1. A convolutional code C of rate k/n is a Fy[z]-submodule of
F,[2]" of rank k. A matrix G(z) € F,[2]¥*™ whose rows constitute a basis of C
is known as a generator matrix for C, i.e.:

C = {v(z) € F,[2]" : v(2) = u(2)G(2) with u(z) € Fy[2]*}.

Definition 2. Let G(z) = > Gz € Fy[z]"*" with G,, # 0 and k < n. For
each i, 1 < i < k, the i-th row degree v; of G(z) is defined as the largest degree
of any entry in row i of G(z), in particular p = max;—; . ,v;. The external
degree of G(z) is the sum of the row degrees of G(z). The internal degree of
G(z) is the maximal degree of the k x k minors of G(z) and it is the same for
every generator matrix of the same code.

Definition 3. A matrix G(z) € Fy[z]**" is said to be row reduced if its
internal and external degrees are equal. In this case, G(z) is called a minimal
generator matrix of the convolutional code it generates. The degree ¢ of a code
C is the internal degree of a generator matrix of C. A convolutional code with
rate k/n and degree § is known as a (n, k, ) convolutional code.

Definition 4. The free distance of a convolutional code C is given by

dyree(€) 1= min {wt(u(2)) | v(2) # 0}

where wt(v(z)) is the Hamming weight of v(z) = Z?i%(v(z)) vzt € Fylz]™ that
is defined as wt(v(z)) = thi%(v(z)) wt(vy), where the weight wt(v) of v € Fyy is
the number of nonzero components of v.

Definition 5. For j € Ny, the j-th column distance of a convolutional code
C is defined as

d5(C) := min{wt (v, ...,v;) | v(z) € C and vy # 0}.

Definition 6. Let C be an (n, k) convolutional code over F,. A full row rank
matrix H(z) € F,[z]"~F)*" satisfying

C=ker H(z) = {v(z) € F[2]" : H(z)v(z)" =0}

is called a parity-check matrix of C. If this matrix exists, C is named non-
catastrophic, otherwise it is named catastrophic.



Moreover, from [2] we know that a code is non-catastrophic if and only if G(2)
is left prime which is equivalent to G(z) having finite output u(z)G(z) € Fy[z]"
with u(z) € Fy((2))* implies that the input was already finite, i.e., u(z) € Fy[z]".

Definition 7. Let C be a non-catastrophic convolutional code generated by the
row reduced matrix G(z) with entries g;;(2). Let g;;(2) = 2"gij(27!) where
v; is the i-th row degree. Then the code C with generator matrix G = (9:;) is
called the reverse code of C.

In practice, instead of moving backward via the state-transition diagram of
C, one might go forward through the state-transition diagram of C.
The next theorem provides an upper bound for the free distance.

Theorem 1 ([9]). Let C be an (n,k,d) convolutional code. Then, dfree(C) <
(n—k)( L%J + 1)+6+1. This bound is called the generalized Singleton bound.

3 Naive computation of the Free Distance

This section provides a very simple method to calculate the free distance of a
non-catastrophic convolutional code. The main idea behind this method is to
find a non-trivial shortest path through the state-transition-diagram from the
zero-state to the zero-state, with shortness assessed in terms of the weight of
the output.

Consider W* to be an upper bound on the free distance. As example, assign
W* to the generalized Singleton bound, see Theorem [I]

Essentially, we will want to explore all paths until we either return to the
zero-state and adjust the upper bound, or until the weight of the path exceeds
W,

To ensure consistency across the algorithms provided here, we will describe
this method by subtracting weights from the upper bound and from the states
and checking if the residual weight is non-negative. Furthermore we move back-
wards through the state-transition-diagram.

Let us now describe the method as follows: We initialize an empty stack.
We start at the zero-state and consider all possible extensions Sg except for the
ones that corresponds to the all zero input. If there are extensions Sg from the
zero-state to the zero-state which do not correspond to the all zero input (which
can only happen if a row degree is 0) we calculate the weights of the outputs
corresponding to these extensions and set W* to the minimum of W* and these
weights. We do not put these extensions on the stack. For all other extensions
we set the weight Wg of Sg to be W* —wpg where wg is the weight of the output
corresponding to the extension. Then we store the extensions Sg together with
the weights Wg in the stack if the weights are non-negative. Next, we select a
pair (S, W) from the stack and look at all the extensions (Sg, Wg). The weight
Wg of an extension Sg is now W —wg. If the extension is the zero-state and if
the weight Wg > 0, we change the upper bound W* to W* — Wg and we adjust
the weight of the current state to W — Wg. Moreover we adjust the stack, i.e.,



delete the states with weights less than Wg and subtract Wg from the weights
of the remaining ones. If the extension is not the zero-state and if Wg > 0 we
save (Sg,Wg) on the stack. We continue in the same way until the stack is
empty. Finally, we return W* which is the free distance.

To demonstrate the method, consider the following example in the Figure [T}

Figure 1: Naive computation of the free distance for a (1,2,2) convolutional
code with G(2) = [1+ 22 2%] € Fo[2]*2

Ezample 1. W* is initialized as 6. While we move backwards in the state-
transition-diagram, the only possible extension is the extension by 1, i.e S; = 01.
In this state, W, = W* —w; = 6 — wt(11) = 6 — 2 = 4. This is not the zero-
state and W7 > 0, so we add (01,4) to the stack. Since it is the only pair in the
stack, we select it and look at all its extensions. Extension 10 will have weight
W —Wy =4—wt(00) =4 —0 = 4 and extension 11 will similarly have weight 2.
Again none of these states are the zero-state and Wg > 0 for both, so (10,4) and
(11,2) are added to the stack and (10,4) will be on top of the stack. Popping
from the stack we get S = 10. Since, one of the extensions of S is Sy = 00
with Wy = 3, we update the upper bound to W* = W* — Wy =6 — 3 = 3.
Additionally, we update W to W — Wy = 4 — 3 = 1. Adjusting the stack, the
state 11 with weight 2 is deleted from the stack. We continue with the extension
of S =10 by 1 to get S; = 01 with weight 0. Then we put it on the stack and
pick it immediately again. So S = 01 and W = 0. We compute the extensions
So = 10 with weight Wy = 0 and S; = 11 with Wy = —2. Only (Sg, Wp) gets
put on the stack. Then we pick it from the stack. Now both extensions have
negative weight and the stack is empty, so we stop and return W* = 3 as the
free distance.

Observe that, the algorithm will terminate since it will encounter repeated
states for each path it can take in the tree. As the code is non-catastrophic,
the weight of the repeated state S will be less than it was previously when
encountered again. Otherwise there would be a cycle of only zero output from
S to S, resulting in infinite input and finite output, which, by definition, does
not occur if the code is non-catastrophic. Obviously this argument provides
only a rough upper bound for the number of steps that the algorithm performs.
In practice, it will terminate with considerably less steps than the bound.

Overall, this naive computation of the free distance works over F, and for
convolutional codes of all rates, but it performs poorly. Therefore, we focused



on developing better algorithms to calculate the free distance.

4 The Heapmod algorithm is wrong

In this section we study the algorithm presented in [3], called Heapmod algo-
rithm and claimed to be better than the one published in |7], and we demonstrate
that it is incorrect. To be more specific, we rewrite the stop condition of the
algorithm to provide a clearer understanding of its incorrectness. With our ver-
sion of the stop condition, it is evident that the incorrectness is related to an
old conjecture by Costello [10] and a class of counterexamples presented in |11]
by Miczo and Rudolph.

The authors of the Heapmod algorithm construct the code tree in a slightly
different manner than usual. Namely, instead of having the state on the nodes
and the outputs on the edges they have the state together with the input on
the node and there are no outputs on the edges. A decimal representation of
registers is used, where the registers consist of input and state. To clarify, see
figure |2 to check how the first part of the tree looks like. Note that the entire
tree is not drawn.

® Index i

® Register

(10,1 mod 4)

Figure 2: Illustration of the Heapmod algorithm.

In this section we let C be a (n,1, M) convolutional code. We state the
algorithm below, using the same notation as in [3].
1. Calculate the weight w(O;) of the output O; corresponding to register i
forie {1,...,2M+1 —1}.
2. Compute
= (2j+1)-2M

for j € {0,...,2M+1 —1}.

3. For each j form a path from /; to the root of the tree and sum the weights
of the corresponding outputs. The minimum over j of these sums is the
free distance.

Taking into account the tree with M = 1 whose first part is represented in

Figure |2 the indices I; would be 2, 6,10, 14. Note that coming to [; corresponds
to a return to the zero-state. This is easy to see, since Iy = 2™ and lit1 =



Q2+ +1)-2M = (2 +1+2) 2™ = [; + 2™ In this way, adding
2M+1 gives us exactly the next occurrence of the same register. Therefore,
let us reformulate the algorithm in the following way: It considers the 2M+1
shortest (in terms of steps through the state-transition-diagram) paths from the
zero-state to the zero-state.

A simple counterexample for the correctness of the Heapmod algorithm is
the non-catastrophic code generated by

Gz)= (8 +24+1, 2f4+25+22+284+241).

For this example, the Heapmod algorithm returns a free distance of 9 instead of
8 (which was the correct answer). To be explicit wt((1 + 2% + 26 + 28)G(2)) =
wt((z +1, 2428422423 +2+1)) = 8. Similar examples can easily
be obtained.

The underlying reason is the following: For each j the length from [; to the
root of the tree is at most

log,(1;) < logy(2-2MF1 . 2M) = 201 + 2.

That means that the algorithm explores only inputs up to length 2M +2—- M =
M + 2 since we also need M zero inputs at the end to arrive at the registers
corresponding to the [;. Note that in the example above the input length is
9 since the degree of the input polynomial is 8. Furthermore, since the input
length is 9, it is evident that the algorithm does not explore everything because
M = 6 and the algorithm only explores inputs up to length M + 2 = 8.

It was a conjecture of Costello in [10] that inputs of length 2M would be
enough to determine the free distance. In the same paper he also proved an up-
per bound quadratic in M for the input length for systematic codes. Miczo and
Rudolph proved in [11] that no linear upper bound on the input length is enough
to get the free distance, which also gives another proof of the incorrectness of
the Heapmod algorithm.

5 The optimized FAST algorithm

In this section we will introduce an optimized version of the FAST algorithm,
a stack algorithm which computes the free distance of convolutional codes, pre-
sented in |7]. More precisely, we present a generalized version that works for
arbitrary convolutional codes of all rates and over any field, we explain the mod-
ifications we made and we address their impact in relation to the efficiency of
the algorithm.

In the Fast algorithm, the last non-zero entry in a state S tells us the min-
imum number of steps u we must go in the backward direction to reach the
zero-state. Additionally, moving forward from the zero-state to S requires at
least u inputs, which tells us that the weight of this path is at least the u — 1-st
column distance d,,—1. This means that if the weight of a state S is less than
dy—_1 we do not have to extend this state, see Figure
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Figure 3: Idea behind the (optimized) Fast algorithm for a convolutional code
of rate 1/n over Fs.

The optimized Fast algorithm aims to avoid unnecessary state extensions in
the code tree that are not considered in the Fast algorithm. If one calculates
the column distances [dy,...,dy| using brute force one can improve this by
storing the actual distance of the state to the zero-state. Here distance refers
to the path with the fewest steps, which is not always the path with lowest
weight. This costs more memory, but can make the calculation considerably
faster. See Figure [f] and [5] which illustrates the difference in efficiency between
the Fast algorithm and the optimized Fast algorithm for eighty arbitrarily chosen
convolutional codes from the literature with different rates and degrees and over
distinct fields. Figure [4] correlates the number of new nodes visited to the free
distance of the chosen convolutional codes, whereas Figure [5[ shows the number
of nodes visited for each convolutional code separately. Both show a significant
reduction in the number of nodes we need to visit using the optimized Fast
algorithm.
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Figure 4: Efficiencies of the FAST algorithm and the optimized FAST algorithm.

Let us first introduce the notation for presenting the optimized Fast algo-
rithm (Algorithm [I)). The integer m(S); represents the number of zeros to the
right of the rightmost non-zero entry in row i of state S. The d(S) is the dis-
tance of a state to zero where we only consider paths of length at most M + 1,
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Figure 5: Another perspective of Figure

where M is the memory. This distance will be precomputed when we compute
the column distances. Finally, the j-th column distance is denoted by d;.

For a better understanding of the algorithm, consider that the variable o
represents the minimum number of steps required to return to the zero-state.
Note that this variable is used in the second part of the second if in order to
discard the extension.

Regarding the first part of the second if, the condition Wg < d(Sg) implies
that we cannot return to the zero-state from Sg in less than M + 1 steps. To
get to the zero-state, we need to take at least M + 1 steps. If Wg < dj;, we
also cannot return to the zero-state in M + 1 or more steps.

Let us conclude with some observations on the algorithm’s implementation.
We recommend to pick the extension by zero if it is one of the remaining ex-
tensions. Returning to the zero-state can lead to an adjustment of the upper
bound, which can significantly reduce the runtime. It may even make sense
to employ more advanced heuristics to swiftly return to the zero-state and,
hopefully, adjust the upper bound.

6 A new algorithm

In this section, we propose a new algorithm for computing the free distance of
convolutional codes that is based on a combination of two algorithms, namely
the optimized FAST algorithm from Section [f] and the algorithm proposed by
Larsen in [5]. The last one is a bidirectional algorithm that extends paths
forward and backward simultaneously. Our algorithm is also bidirectional and
it works for arbitrary convolutional codes of all rates and over any field.

This new algorithm also uses a state-transition diagram and keeps the nota-
tion used of Algorithm[I] However, now when a path reaches a state, we stored
it in an array together with the information about the path’s type (forward or
backward) and the weight. If there are many paths to a state, the lowest weight



Algorithm 1 OPTIMIZED FAST ALGORITHM

Given a generator matrix G of a convolutional code C with row degrees v;
and W* an upper bound of the free distance, we search the code tree of C to
determine the free distance.

Calculate d; with j = 0,..., M and the distance d(S) of the state S to the
zero-state.
Calculate all extensions S of the zero-state corresponding to non-zero in-
put together with their weights W. If S ends in the zero-state set W* =
min(W*, W) and do not put the extension on the stack. For the states S
which do not end in the zero-state put the tuples (S, W) on the stack if
W > 0.
while stack is nonempty do
Take (S, W) from the stack.
Compute all extensions Sg of S and their weights Wg.
Go through all of them.
if Sg is the zero-state and Wg > 0 then
Set W* = W* — Wg, adjust the weights of the extensions and of the
states on the stack and continue.
else
o = max(v; — m(Sg)i)
if ((WE<d(SE) and WE<dM) or WE<dU_1) then
Discard this extension.
end if
end if
Pick one of the extensions that are left and set it to S and its weight to
w.
Put the other extensions that are left on the stack.
end while
Return W*




is stored.

In this algorithm we will also need to calculate the weight by starting from
the zero-state with weight 0 and increasing it. We denote this weight by W7p.
Note that, for the weight W which we get by starting from the zero-state with
weight W* and decreasing it we get W + W = W*,

The following new notation must be fixed

e T - Type of state S. The type consists of two parts, 71 and T2. T1

indicates whether the state S is D(ead) or non—D and T2 is the type,
F(orward) or B(ackward), of the minimum-weight path first found to S.
Thus we have four possible types: F, B, DF, and DB.

Note that if a variable depends on T we use the same notation as in Algo-
rithm |1} in case T2 = B. If T2 = F, we use the same variables as in the fast
algorithm but for the reverse code generated by the generator matrix G. By
G(T) we denote G if T = B and G if T = F. Similarly v;(T) is the i-th row
degree of G if T = B and the i-th row degree of G if T = F.

The variable W* remains the current upper bound of the free distance and
the new algorithm for a rate—k/n convolutional code is stated as Algorithm
In the algorithm where there is continue we skip all further steps in the
for-loop and proceed in the for-loop with the next extension F.

Regarding paper [5], it is interesting to note that a proof of correctness of
the algorithm proposed there is incomplete. In fact, we demonstrate this in the
Appendix and we explain why this can be remedied.

The main improvements of the new algorithm compared to the Algorithm
in [5] are that this algorithm works for all rates, degrees and over any field and
that the algorithm visits fewer states.

In short, regarding the algorithm, step 4 is required in order to generalize
it. More precisely, without this step the algorithm is wrong if k¥ > 1. Addition-
ally, with this step we also circumvent the issues in the proof of the algorithm
proposed by Larsen, which we elaborate on in the Appendix. Step 5, on the
other hand, allows us similarly as in the optimized Fast algorithm to skip certain
states, namely avoiding unnecessary state extensions in the code tree.

Finally, Figure [6] shows how the new algorithm compares to the Optimized
Fast Algorithm for the same eighty convolutional codes as before. Note that this
comparison is not entirely fair since the new algorithm has to search through
an array to visit the nodes.

7 Conclusion and Future Work

Some algorithms to compute the free distance of convolutional codes were pre-
sented. Depending on the convolutional code the bottleneck of these algorithms
might either be the number of states visited or the precomputation of the col-
umn distances. Therefore an efficient method for computing the j-th column
distance is an interesting topic for further research.

Additionally, for constructing convolutional codes with good free distance
it will be important to have algebraic criteria. The state-transition diagram
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Algorithm 2 NEW ALGORITHM

Given a generator matrix GG of a convolutional code C with row degrees v;
and W* an upper bound of the free distance, we search the code tree of C to
determine the free distance.

1) Start at the zero-state and calculate all forward and backward extensions
S and their weights Wp. If some of these extensions have non-zero input
and give the zero-state adjust the upper bound W*. We do not save these
extensions. We store all other extensions with the following exception: If a
B-extension is equal to some F-extension save only the one with lower weight
Wi, and adjust the upper bound if the sum of the weights is less than W*.
Together with a state S we also store its weight W, and type T.
while not Done do
2) Search through the storage array for the lowest weight non—D state S.
It has weight W, and is of type T
for extensions F do
3) Determine terminal state Sg and weight Wi 1, of the E-extension
of S.
4) If Sg is the zero-state set W* = min(Wg r, W*) and continue.
5) o(T) = max(v;(T) — m(Sg, T):). If Wgp > YEn=L or (Wg <
d(Sg,T) and Wg<dp(T)) or Wi 1, <dy—1(T) continue.
6) Check through the array for Sy, = Sg. If no such Sy is found, store
Sg,Wg,r,T in the array and continue.
7) The type and weight of Sy are T}, and Wy 1. If T2, = T2, go to
11).
8) Set W* = Hlin(VV*7 Wg,r + Wk,L)~
9) If Wg, 1, > Wy 1, continue.
10) Set Wi, = Wg 1, T2 = T2 and continue.
11) If T1;, = D, continue.
12) Set Wk,L = min(Wk,L,WE,L).
end for
13) Set T1 = D.
14) Set Done = (2W, > W* or all states are D).
end while
return dy... = W*.

11



_ | —e— Optimized Fast Algorithm
—e— The new Algorithm

30

220

=
——————
o 2.

10° 10! 102 10* 10*
v

Figure 6: Efficiencies of the Optimized Fast algorithm and the new algorithm.

can be represented algebraically by linear system representations, see . It
would be therefore interesting to review the new algorithm presented here in
the algebraic systems representation.
To see the implementations of the algorithms mentioned here, visit https://
github.com/uscpr/algorithms-for-computing-the-free-distance-of-convolutional-codes|

A Comments on Larsen’s Algorithm

In this section, we will review the algorithm presented by Larsen in . We will
demonstrate that the proof of the correctness of the mentioned algorithm is in-
complete. However, despite this, the algorithm works. Therefore, we generalize
it and use it as a reference for the construction of the new Algorithm presented
in Section VI.

In general, the proof the correctness of the algorithm is incomplete because
it only implicitly takes the structure of the convolutional code into account. In
fact, it is easy to construct a state-transition diagram that looks like the state-
transition diagram of a convolutional code but on which the algorithm fails if
we are allowed to choose the weights on the edges as we wish. Consider the
following example.

Example 2. Take the following state-transition diagram with the respective
weights on the edges which has the same graph as a state-transition diagram
for a convolutional code of memory 2, see Figure

Before we introduce the algorithm proposed by Larsen, let us take into ac-
count that in this algorithm when a state is reached by a path it is stored in
an array together with information on the type of the path (forward or back-
ward) and the weight of the path. If there are many paths to a state, then the
lowest weight is stored. The notation used is the same as in the new algorithm
described in Section VI. For completeness we state the algorithm introduced by
Larsen, see Algorithm

12
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Algorithm 3 ALGORITHM PRESENTED BY LARSEN
Let W* denote the current upper bound on the free distance. Then the algo-
rithm for computing the free distance a 1/n convolutional code is the following.

1) Set W* as an upper bound on the free distance. Store S = (1,0...,0),
together with the weight W, of S we get from the edge coming from (0, ..., 0)
and T = F and S = (0,0...,01), together with its weight W, we get from
the edge going to (0,...,0) and T'= B in the array.

2) Search through the storage array for the lowest weight non—D state S. Tt
has weight W, and is of type T.

3) If 2W > W* or all states are D, go to 17).

4) Set E = 0. Determine terminal state Sg and weight Wg  of the 0-
extension of S. Go to 6).

5) Set E = 1. Determine terminal state Sg and weight Wg 1 of the 1-
extension of .5,,.

6)If W, > Em=D g0 to 15).

7) Check through the array for Sy = Sg. If such an Sy is found, go to 9).

8) Find an unoccupied location in the array and store Sgp,Wg ., T. Go to
15).

9) The type and weight of Sy, are Ty, and Wy, . If T2, = T2 go to 13).

10) Set W* = min(W*, Wg 1, + Wi 1).

11) If WE,L > VV&L7 go to 15)

12) Set Wk,L = WE,L and T?k = T2m. Go to 15)

13) If T'1y, = D, go to 15).

14) Set Wk,L = min(Wk,L, WE,L)-

15)

16)

17)

If E=0, go to 5).
Set T1 = D. Go to 2).
Return dypee = W*.

13
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Figure 7: Example of a state-transition diagram that verifies that the proof of
correctness of the algorithm proposed by Larsen is incomplete.

Let us consider now for Example [2| the steps of the algorithm. In step 1, we
set, for example, W* = 100 and we put ((10), 1, F) and ((01), 10, B) in the array.
In step 2, we set S = (10),W; = 1,T = F. The condition 3 is not satisfied
so we go to step 4. The 0-extension is Sp = (01) and Wy 1 = 3. Condition 6
is not satisfied so we go to step 7. Since (01) is in the array, we go to step 9.
We set Sy, = (01), Wy, = 10,T, = B. Since T2, # T2, we go to step 10 and
set W* = 13. As Wy < Wy, we go to 12 and fix Wi, 1 = 3 and T2, = F.
Therefore the array now contains ((10), 1, F') and ((01), 3, F'). Then we consider
the 1-extension of S = (10) in the F' direction which is S; = (11). So ((11),2, F)
is stored in the array. After that S = (10) will be set dead and we go to step
2 again. Here pick S = (11),W, = 2,7 = F. Condition 3 is not satisfied, so
we go to step 4. The O-extension of S is Sy = (01) and Wy 1, = 2. Condition
6 is not valid and we find in 7 that S = (01) is in the array. In 9, we get
Wi = 3,1, = F and go to step 13. The condition in 13 is not satisfied and
we go to 14. In step 14, we set Wy 1 = 2. Afterwards we continue with the
l-extension. Nothing changes in the array through the steps of the 1-extension.
Afterwards we set (11) dead. Then in step 2 we go look for the lowest weight
non-dead state in the array which is S = (01) with W, =2 and T = F. In
step 3 we continue. We consider the O-extension of S which is Sy = (00) with
Wo,r, = 12. Let us assume that the condition 6 is not satisfied (otherwise it
becomes only easier). The state (00) is not in the array, so we store it with
weight 12. Again in the step for the 1-extension nothing changes in the array.
Then (01) is set dead. At this moment only (00) is the non-dead state in the
array. Obviously 2-12 = 24 > W* = 13 and we stop and return 13. This is
not the distance of the shortest non-trivial path from (00) to (00). The correct
answer would be 12.

We will now describe the problem in the proof presented in [5] and explain
why the algorithm still works for convolutional codes.
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Firstly, Larsen considers an arbitrary path in the state-transition diagram
and uses a case analysis with two possibilities. The first one is that all non-zero
states in the path are dead and the second is that there are paths with some
non-dead states. The author claims that in the first case, the case with only
dead states, there must be a part in the path where two adjacent states are of
different 72 type. Obviously in the example above this is not true. In reality,
it is simple to construct an example of a convolutional code where this is not
the case, such as the code generated by G(z) = (2% + 1,22). Going through
the algorithm we can observe, as previously, that the claim is incorrect for the
code generated by G(z). However now the algorithm returns the correct result,
which is 3. Let us elaborate a bit more.

Let us assume that there are two previous states for the penultimate state
(0---01), namely (0---011) and (0---010). The crucial point for the coun-
terexample is that there are F-paths from (0---0) through both (0---011) and
(0---010) to (0---01) which have weight less than the weight of the edge from
(0---01) to (0---0). More intuitively and considering Figure |8 the weight of
the green and red paths is smaller than the weight of the blue edge.

b

Figure 8: Illustration on the idea to fix the proof in Larsen’s paper for convolu-
tional codes of rate 1/n over Fa.

However, we claim that for a convolutional code it can never happen that a
path from (0---0) through (0---011) to (0---01) has weight less than the edge
from (0---01) to (0---0), i.e., we claim that the green path has weight at least
the weight of the blue edge. To prove this, let us assume the opposite. Then at
least one of the n outputs (where n is the code length) must give a 1 on the blue
edge and a 0 on the green path. Therefore it must be some linear combination of
the registers with the following properties. We write the linear combination in
polynomial form Zi\io a;z*, where a; € Fy indicates which registers contribute
to the output. We need to have ap; = 1, otherwise the blue edge has a 0 as
output. Furthermore, ap;_1 = 1, otherwise the output for the transition from
(0---011) to (0---01) would give output 1 and this transition belongs to the
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green path. Writing it as a polynomial we get 2?182 a;zt + M1 4 M But
then any input will give weight at least 2 which means that the green path has
weight at least 1 and so the claim follows.

In sum, we can conclude the correctness of the algorithm as follows. Either
the red path has at least the same weight as the blue edge. In this situation,
Larsen’s claim that in every path in which all non-zero states are dead there
exist two adjacent states of different T2 type is true and the correctness remains
as it is in the rest of Larsen’s proof. If the red path has weight less than the
blue edge, then in particular it has weight less than the green path as we have
shown above. This means that the adjustment of the upper bound through the
red path and the blue edge that the algorithm does is valid, and there is no
further need for an adjustment due to the green path.

Taking into account the return to the zero-state, which is important for
k > 1, one can adapt the proof of Larsen also for the new algorithm proposed
in Section VI.
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