arXiv:2107.05774v1 [cs.IT] 12 Jul 2021

Primitive Rateless Codes

Mahyar Shirvanimoghaddam^{ID}, Senior Member, IEEE

Abstract—In this paper, we propose primitive rateless (PR) codes. A PR code is characterized by the message length and a primitive polynomial over GF(2), which can generate a potentially limitless number of coded symbols. We show that codewords of a PR code truncated at any arbitrary length can be represented as subsequences of a maximum-length sequence (m-sequence). We characterize the Hamming weight distribution of PR codes and their duals and show that for a properly chosen primitive polynomial, the Hamming weight distribution of the PR code can be well approximated by the truncated binomial distribution. We further find a lower bound on the minimum Hamming weight of PR codes and show that there always exists a PR code that can meet this bound for any desired codeword length. We provide a list of primitive polynomials for message lengths up to 40 and show that the respective PR codes closely meet the Gilbert-Varshamov bound at various rates. Simulation results show that PR codes can achieve similar block error rates as their BCH counterparts at various signal-to-noise ratios (SNRs) and code rates. PR codes are rate-compatible and can generate as many coded symbols as required; thus, demonstrating a truly rateless performance.

Index Terms—Finite field, Gilbert-Varshamov bound, linearfeedback shift-register, rate-compatible codes, rateless codes.

I. INTRODUCTION

R^{ATE-compatible (RC) error-control codes are a set of}

codes with the same dimension but various code lengths and accordingly rates, where all symbols of the higher-rate code are a subset of the lower rate code [1]. Combined with RC codes, hybrid automatic repeat request (HARQ) schemes have been used in wireless communication systems to match the code rate to the channel condition by retransmitting incremental redundancy (IR) to the receiver [2]. The ratematching procedure is crucial to support various requirements and be able to adapt to varying channel conditions. This becomes even more important for modern wireless systems, like the fifth generation (5G) of mobile communications standard that has established a framework to include services with a diverse range of requirements, such as ultra-reliable and low-latency communications (URLLC) and massive machinetype communications (mMTC), in addition to the traditional enhanced mobile broadband (eMBB) [3].

The most common way to construct RC codes is to use puncturing. A good low-rate code, referred to as the mothercode, is first constructed, and then some of the coded symbols are discarded to construct higher-rate codes. This approach has been applied to almost all codes and in particular to algebraic

M. Shirvanimoghaddam is with the School of Electrical and Information Engineering, The University of Sydney, NSW 2006, Australia (e-mail: mahyar.shirvanimoghaddam@sydney.edu.au).

This article was presented in part at the 2021 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT).

This paper has been accepted for publication by IEEE. DOI (identifier) 10.1109/TCOMM.2021.3096961. Copyright (c) 2017 IEEE. Personal use of this material is permitted. However, permission to use this material for any other purposes must be obtained from the IEEE by sending a request to pubspermissions@ieee.org.

codes [1], [4], convolutional codes [5], [6], Turbo codes [7], [8], low-density parity-check (LDPC) codes [9], [10], and Polar codes [11], [12]. The performance of the resulting code depends mainly on the puncturing pattern [13]. Finding the best puncturing pattern is usually nontrivial and carried out through computer search. Moreover, most puncturing techniques are optimized according to the set of information bits; therefore, these methods cannot be used to design a family of rate-compatible punctured codes for IR-HARQ, which requires the same information set that should be used for all punctured codes from a mother code in the family [11]. Furthermore, if the rate of the mother code is too low, puncturing is not likely to yield good high-rate codes. For example, although Polar codes can achieve the capacity of any specific binaryinput symmetric channel, the rate-compatible construction via successive puncturing is generally not capacity-achieving [11].

Extending is another approach to construct RC codes [14]. A good high-rate code is first constructed, then parity-check symbols are successively added to generate lower-rate codes. The construction of lower rate codes is to find new codes with a good minimum Hamming weight. This approach has been used to construct RC-LDPC codes [15], [16] and RC- Polar codes [11], [17]. RC codes constructed using extending do not usually guarantee high minimum Hamming weight at lower rates, as the minimum weight at a particular rate depends on the original code. Protograph-based Raptor-like LDPC (PBRL) codes were proposed in [15], which are a class of ratecompatible LDPC codes with extensive rate compatibility. The design of PBRL codes at short and long block lengths [18] have been based on optimizing the iterative decoding threshold of the protograph at various design rates. In particular, each additional parity bit in the protograph is explicitly designed to optimize the density evolution threshold. These codes have been standardized for 5G enhanced mobile broadband [3] for the data channel.

A more general approach based on extending is to use rateless codes. Also known as Fountain codes, rateless codes can generate a potentially limitless number of coded symbols for a given set of input symbols. The coded symbols are usually produced independently and randomly. The receiver can then recover the original input symbols from any subset of received symbols given the length of the subset is sufficiently large. Luby transform (LT) codes [19] were the first practical realization of Fountain codes, where each output symbol is generated by adding d randomly chosen input symbols, where d is obtained from a predefined probability distribution function, referred to as the degree distribution. LT codes suffer from error-floor, which is mainly due to random selection of input symbols when generating coded symbols. Rapid tornado (Raptor) codes [20] solve this problem by adding a highrate precoder, usually a LDPC code, to an LT code. When the degree distribution is chosen properly, the decoder can recover the original k input symbols from any n Raptor coded symbols as long as n is slightly larger than k. The encoding and decoding complexity of Raptor codes increases linearly with the message length [20].

Raptor codes can be used over noisy channels [21], [22]. Authors in [23] showed that unlike the erasure channel where a universal degree distribution can be optimized for all erasure rates, the optimized degree distributions of Raptor codes over BI-AWGN and binary symmetric channel (BSC) depend on the channel; therefore, non-universal. To address this problem, several approaches based on adaptive degree distribution design were proposed in the literature [24], [25]. The design and analysis are, however, valid only for asymptotically long block lengths. In binary rateless codes, such as Raptor and LT codes, each new coded symbol is generated through a random process. However, this does not guarantee that the minimum Hamming weight of the code is increased by adding a new parity symbol. It is also probable that a redundant coded symbol is being generated. In fact, the code weight spectrum or the minimum Hamming weight have not been the design criteria for these codes, as they were mainly designed for asymptotically long message sizes.

It is now recognized that bit-level granularity of the codeword size and code operating rate is desired for 5G and beyond [26]. The actual coding rate used in transmission could not be restricted and optimized for specified ranges [26]. Designing and optimizing short block length codes have been recently attracted for being implemented on memory or power-constrained devices, mainly in the context of the Internet of Things applications and services. Existing RC codes are mainly constructed using puncturing and extending, which are shown to be sub-optimal for short block lengths. Therefore, designing RC codes for short messages that support bit-level granularity of the codeword size and maintain a large minimum Hamming weight at various rates is still open.

In this paper, we propose primitive rateless (PR) codes, which are mainly characterized by the message length k and a primitive polynomial of degree k over GF(2). We show that PR codes can be represented by using 1) a linear-feedback shift-register (LFSR) with connection polynomial x^kp(1/x) and 2) Boolean functions. In fact, the codewords of a PR code are subsequences of a maximum-length sequence (msequence). We show that any two PR codes of dimension k and truncated at length n ≥ 2k, which are constructed by using two distinct primitive polynomials, do not have any nonzero codeword in common. We also characterize the average Hamming weight distribution of PR codes and develop a lower bound on the minimum Hamming weight which is very close to the Gilbert-Varshamov bound [27]. We show that for any k, there exists at least one PR code that can meet this bound. We further find some good primitive polynomials for PR codes of dimension k ≤ 40, which can closely approach the Gilbert- Varshamov bound at various rates. Simulation results show that the PR code with a properly chosen primitive polynomial can achieve a similar block error rate (BLER) performance as the extended Bose, Chaudhuri, and Hocquenghem (eBCH) code counterpart. This is because while a PR codes has a lower minimum Hamming weight than the eBCH code, it has a lower number of low-weight codewords. Simulation results show that PR codes in a rateless setting can achieve a very high realized rate over a wide range of SNRs. PR codes can be designed for any message length and arbitrary rate and perform very close to finite block length bounds. They are ratecompatible and have a very simple encoding structure, unlike most rate-compatible codes designed based on puncturing a low-rate mother code, with mostly sub-optimal performance at various rates.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section II introduces primitive rateless (PR) codes and discusses some of their important properties. In Section III, we characterize the Hamming weight distribution of the dual of the PR code and then find the average Hamming weight distribution of PR codes. We also characterize the minimum Hamming weight of the PR codes. In Section IV, we explain how to choose the primitive polynomial for PR codes and provide a list of good primitive polynomials for message lengths up to 40. Numerical results are presented in Section V. Finally, Section VI concludes the paper.

II. CONSTRUCTION OF THE PRIMITIVE RATELESS CODE A primitive rateless (PR) code, denoted by PR(k, p(x)), is characterized by the information block length k and a binary primitive polynomial p(x) = ∑_k i=0 p_ix^i of degree k, for p_0 = p_k = 1, which is the minimal polynomial of a primitive element α over GF(2^k ). The generator matrix of a PR code PR(k, p(x)) truncated at length n, which is denoted by PR(k, n, p(x)), is constructed as follows:

Gn = [ α^0, α^1, · · · , α^{n−1} ] , (1)

where the i^{th} column is the binary representation of α^{i−1}, for 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Since α is a primitive element of GF(2^k), {0, 1, α, α^2, · · · , α^{2k−2}} is the entire field GF(2^k) [28]. The parity check matrix of PR(k, n, p(x)) is given by:

Hn = p_0 p_1 · · · p_k 0 0 · · · 0 p_0 p_1 · · · p_k 0 · · · .. . .. . .. . 0 · · · 0 p_0 p_1 · · · p_k

, (2)

where the i^{th} row is the (i − 1)^{th}-order cyclic shift of the first row, for 2 ≤ i ≤ n − k. Since α is a primitive element and ∑_{k−1} i=0 p_iα^i = α^k, it can be easily verified that GnH^⊤_n = 0, where^⊤ is the matrix transpose operand. It is important to note that since α is a primitive (2^k − 1)-root of unity in GF(2^k), i.e., α^{2k−1} = 1, the columns of the generator matrix will be repeating for n ≥ 2^k − 1.

Remark 1 (LFSR-based construction of PR codes). From (2), it can be easily observed that for the PR code PR(k, n, p(x)), the codeword associated with the message b, satisfies the linear recurrence which is characterized by p(x). That is for any codeword c, p_0c_0 ⊕ p_1c_1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ p_kc_k = 0. In other words, each codeword of a PR code is a subsequence of length n of a maximum-length sequence (m-sequence) with connection polynomial x^kp(1/x). The encoding circuit of the PR code can then be represented by a LFSR [29]. It is important to note that LFSRs with connection polynomials p(x) and x^kp(1/x) are backward version of each other and hence have identical subsequence statistics [30]. Therefore, their equivalent PR codes have the same Hamming weight distributions.

Remark 2. The PR code with any primitive polynomial p(x) of degree k and truncated at length n = 2^k − 1 is equivalent to the dual of the binary Hamming code of codeword length 2^k −1 and message length 2^k −k−1 with generator polynomial p(x), also referred to as the Simplex code. Further, a PR code PR(k, n, p(x)) is a dual of a shortened Hamming code (n, n − k), where all codewords corresponding to polynomials of degree greater than or equal to n are deleted from the original Hamming code [29]. A PR code PR(k, n, p(x)) can be also realized as a punctured Simplex code^1.

Remark 3 (Boolean function construction of PR codes). Let f : GF(2^k ) → GF(2^k) denote a linear Boolean function [32]; that is for any β and γ from GF(2^k ) and v and u from GF(2), we have f(vβ +uγ) = vf(β)+uf(γ) and f(0) = 0. We develop a code using a primitive polynomial p(x) and primitive element α, that is for any information block b = α^j , the i^{th} coded symbol is c_i = f(α^{j+i−1}). The code is then equivalent to the PR code PR(k, p(x))^2.

Proof: It is easy to show that for this code we have ∑_k i=0 p_if(α^{j+i}) = f( ∑_k i=0 p_iα^{j+i}) = 0, which follows directly from the fact that f is linear and p(α) = 0. It is then straightforward that the parity check matrix of this code is (2). This completes the proof.

Example 1. We assume that k = 4 and the primitive polynomial is p(x) = 1 + x + x^4. The binary function f is defined as f(b) = b_0 ⊕ b_1 ⊕ b_2 ⊕ b_3. We list all non-zero elements of GF(2^4) over a circle as shown in Fig. 1 and calculate the binary value of each element subject to function f. The codeword associated with each message can be easily found by all values on a semi-ring started from the corresponding element of the field to the message vector and terminated at the desired length. For example, for the message b = (1100) the codeword of length n = 11 is c = (01001101011).

Remark 4. Any PR code PR(k, n, p(x)) is the dual of a polynomial code of codeword length n, message length n − k, and generator polynomial p(x).

Proof: The codewords of a polynomial code with generator polynomial p(x) are obtained by c(x) = b(x)p(x), where b(x) = ∑_{n−k−1} i=0 b_ix^i is the message vector. The polynomial multiplication b(x)p(x) is equivalent to the row-wise operation of Hn. That is c(x) = ∑_{n−k−1} i=0 b_ix^ip(x), which is equivalent to the product bHn. In other words, Hn is the generator matrix

1In general, every linear code over GF(q) with dual distance at least 3 is a punctured code of a Simplex code over GF(q) [31, Corollary 10]. Moreover, every linear code with minimum distance at least 3 is a shortened code of a Hamming code over GF(q) [31, Theorem 11].

2A more generic construction of a PR code over GF(p) where p is prime, can be explained as follows. Let D = {d_1, d_2, · · · , d_n} ⊆ GF(p^k). A PR code of length n over GF(p) is constructed by C_D = {(Tr(xd_1), Tr(xd_2), · · · , Tr(xd_n)) : x ∈ GF(p^k)} where D is called the defining set of the code and Tr denotes the trace function from GF(p^k) onto GF(p) [32].

Fig. 1. The encoding ring for a PR code generated by p(x) = 1 + x + x^4 and f(b) = b_0 ⊕ b_1 ⊕ b_2 ⊕ b_3 and terminated at length n = 11.

of the polynomial code of codeword length n, message length n − k, and generator polynomial p(x).

Lemma 1. Let PR(k, n, p_1(x)) and PR(k, n, p_2(x)) denote two PR codes that are generated with primitive polynomials p_1(x) and p_2(x), respectively, where p_1(x) ≠ p_2(x) and n ≥ 2k. For simplicity of notations, we denote their respective codebooks by C_1 and C_2. Then, these codes do not have any non-zero codeword in common, i.e., C_1 ⋂ C_2 = {0}.

Proof: Let us assume that n = 2k and c ≠ 0 is a codeword, which belongs to both C_1 and C_2. Therefore, c will satisfy parity check constraints for both C_1 and C_2. In particular, we have p_{1,0} · · · p_{1,k−1} p_{1,k} 0 · · · 0 . . 0 · · · 0 p_{1,0} · · · p_{1,k−1} p_{1,k} p_{2,0} · · · p_{2,k−1} p_{2,k} 0 · · · 0 . . 0 · · · 0 p_{2,0} · · · p_{2,k−1} p_{2,k} c = 0_{2k}.

(3) A linear combination of some rows of this matrix can be written as

g_1(x)p_1(x) + g_2(x)p_2(x), (4)

where g_1(x) and g_2(x) are binary polynomials of degrees at most k − 1. Let us assume that there are g_1(x) and g_2(x) such that h(x) = g_1(x)p_1(x)+g_2(x)p_2(x) = 0. Therefore, h(α_1) = 0, where α_1 is the primitive root of p_1(x). We therefore have g_2(α_1)p_2(α_1) = 0. Since p_2(x) is a primitive polynomial other than p_1(x), we have p_2(α_1) ≠ 0, which results in g_2(α_1) = 0. This contradicts the fact that p_1(x) is a primitive polynomial with primitive element α_1, as the degree of g_2(x) is less than k. Thus, every linear combination of rows of the parity check matrix above is non-zero. Therefore, the above parity check matrix is full-rank and the only solution to (3) is c = 0. Since the first subsequence of length 2k of any non-zero codeword of C_1 is different than the first subsequence of length 2k of any non-zero codeword of C_2, we can conclude that C_1 ⋂ C_2 = {0}, for n ≥ 2k.

Remark 5. Lemma 1 can be generalized as follows. Any two PR codes PR(k_1, n, p_1(x)) and PR(k_2, n, p_2(x)) do not have any non-zero codeword in common, when n ≥ 2 max{k_1, k_2} and p_1(x) ≠ p_2(x). This follows from the fact that the minimal polynomial^3 of any codeword of length n ≥ 2k_1 of PR(k_1, n, p_1(x)) is unique and equals to p_1(x) [33]. Similarly the minimal polynomial of any codeword of length n ≥ 2k_2 of PR(k_2, n, p_2(x)) is unique and equals to p_2(x). However, if a non-zero codeword c of length n ≥ max{k_1, k_2} belongs to both codebooks, it will have two distinct minimal polynomials, which contradicts with the uniqueness of the minimal polynomial.

Lemma 2. There are^{φ(2k−1)}_k PR codes of message length k, where φ(.) is the Euler’s totient function.

Proof: The number of primitive polynomials over GF(2) having degree k is given by φ(2^k − 1)/k [34]. Each primitive polynomial generates a PR code. This completes the proof.

III. HAMMING WEIGHT DISTRIBUTION OF PRIMITIVE RATELESS CODES

In this section, we will characterize the Hamming weight distribution of PR codes. Authors in [29] introduced an ideal distribution for the Hamming weight of the non-zero n-tuples of an m-sequence (equivalent to a PR code) as follows:

Â_t = 2^k − 1 2^n − 1 ( n t ) , 1 ≤ t ≤ n, (5) where they tried to characterize the deviation of the Hamming weight distribution of the n-tuples from the ideal distribution. In particular, they found that if the minimum Hamming weight of the shortened Hamming code is greater than L, the deviation from the ideal distribution is lower bounded by ||A||^2 ≥ (1 − 2^{k−n})(2^{n−k} − 1) (1 − 2^{−k})(2^n − 1) L∑ i=1 ( n i ) , (6)

where ||A|| is the Euclidean norm of the gap between the Hamming weight distribution and the ideal distribution. The Hamming weight distribution of the n-tuples was also characterized, which relies on the Hamming weight distribution of the shortened Hamming code and thus cannot be scaled to moderate and large codes. Moreover, according to Remark 2, a PR code PR(n, k, p(x)) can be realized as a punctured Simplex code, for which the weight distribution at block lengths n > 2^{k−1} has been studied in [35]. The approach however cannot be extended for an arbitrary n and in particular for 2k ≤ n ≤ 2^k − 1, which is the primary focus of this work.

Authors in [28] provided a bound for the weight of subsequences of a m-sequence. That is for every n, we have [28, Theorem 8.85]: | | |w_H(c) − n 2 | | | ≤ √ k log ( 2^k − 1 ) π + 1 , (7)

3The minimal polynomial of sequence c is the connection polynomial of the shortest LFSR capable of producing c [33].

and when n goes large, we have w_H(c) ≈^n_2 [36], where w_H(c) is the Hamming weight of the subsequnce c of length n. This means that for a sufficiently large n, the Hamming weight distribution of PR codes is concentrated around n/2. The following lemma characterises the first and second moments of the Hamming weight distribution of PR codes.

Lemma 3. A PR code PR(n, k, p(x)) with n ≤ 2^k − 1 has the average Hamming weight equals to μn =^n_2 and the variance of the Hamming weights is σ^2_n =^n_4^4.

Proof: The dual of the PR code PR(n, k, p(x)) with n ≤ 2^k −1 has a minimum Hamming weight of at least 3. This can be easily proved as p(x) is primitive and does not have any binomial multiple with degree less than 2^k − 1. Because otherwise there would exist 0 ≤ i_1 < i_2 < 2^k − 1 such that α^{i1} + α^{i2} = 0 for α being the root of p(x). This implies that α^{i2−i1} = 1, which contradicts the fact that α is primitive. Let A(z) = ∑_n i=0 A_iz^i and B(z) = ∑_n i=0 B_iz^i denote the weight enumerator function of the PR code and its dual code, respectively. By using the MacWilliams identity [38], we will have

B_1 = 1 2^k n∑ j=0 A_j (n − 2j), (8)

which results in μn =^1_{2k} ∑_n j=0 jA_j =^n_2 , since B_1 = 0.

Similarly, for B_2 = 0 we have

B_2 = 1 2^k n∑ j=0 A_j ( 2 ( j − n 2 )_2 − n 2 ) , (9)

which results in σ^2_n =^1_{2k} ∑_n j=0 A_j (j − μn)^2 =^n_4 .

Corollary 1. The average Hamming weight of any PR code PR(k, n, p(x)) increases by 1 when n is increased by 2.

Let A^{(i)}(z) denote the weight enumerator of the PR code PR(n, k, p_i(x)). As we have M_k = φ(2^k − 1)/k of such codes (Lemma 2), we can define the average weight enumerator of PR codes of dimension k truncated at length n as follows:

Ā(z) = 1 M_k Mk∑ i=1 n∑ j=0 A^{(i)}_j z^j , (10)

where for simplicity, we define Ā_j =^1_{Mk} ∑_{Mk} i=1 A^{(i)}_j . By using the MacWilliams identity [38], we will have

Ā_j = 1 M_k Mk∑ i=1 n∑ t=0 B^{(i)}_t 2^{n−k} K_j (t) = 1 2^{n−k} n∑ t=0 B̄_tK_j (t), (11)

where B̄_t =^1_{Mk} ∑_{Mk} i=1 B^{(i)}_t and

K_j (t) = j∑ ℓ=0 (−1)^ℓ ( t ℓ )( n − t j − ℓ ) (12)

is the Krawtchouk polynomial [39], where t is an integer, 0 ≤ t ≤ n. We commonly use the following identities in the rest

4Lemma 3 was previously presented in [37], which stated that the first and second moments of the distribution of the number of 1s in a subsequence of length n of an m-sequence with primitive connection polynomial p(x) of degree k, are n/2 and n/4, respectively. We however provide our proof for the completeness of the discussion.

of the paper [40]:

K_j (0) = ( n j ) , Kn(t) = (−1)^t, and K_j (n) = (−1)^n ( n j ) . We are interested in the average Hamming weight distribution of all ensembles of PR codes. For this we consider all possible φ(2^k − 1)/k ensembles of PR codes and their dual codes to characterize the average Hamming weight distributions at any desired codeword length.

A. Average Weight Distribution of Dual of PR Codes As stated in Remark 4, the dual of a PR code is a polynomial code with generator polynomial p(x). In other words, every codeword of the dual code is a product of p(x). It is then clear that B̄_t is equivalent to the expected number of all weight-t multiples with degree at most n−1 of every primitive polynomial of degree k. The following lemma characterizes B̄_t.

Lemma 4. For the dual of PR codes of dimension k and truncated at length n, the expected number of codewords of weight t, for 3 ≤ t ≤ n, is given by: B̄_t ≈ N^{k,t} ( 2^k − 2 t − 1 ) D^{(k)}_{n,t} , (13)

where D^{(k)}_{n,t} = n−1∑ c=max(k,t−1) ( c − 1 t − 2 ) (n − c), (14) and

N_{k,t} =

( 2^k − 2 t − 2 ) − N_{k,t−1} t − 1 − ( 2^k − t + 1 ) N_{k,t−2} t − 2 , (15)

and N_{k,2} = N_{k,1} = 0.

Proof: Let N_{k,t} denotes the number of t-nomial multiples (having constant term 1) of a primitive polynomial p(x) of degree k, with initial condition N_{k,2} = N_{k,1} = 0. It was shown in [41] that N_{k,t} can be precisely characterized by (15). It was further elaborated in [42] that the distribution of t-nomial multiples of degree less than or equal to 2^k − 2 is very close to the distribution of all distinct (t − 1) tuples from 1 to 2^k − 2. Under this assumption, referred to as Random Estimate in [42], the probability that a randomly chosen t-nomial of degree at most 2^k −2 is a multiple of a primitive polynomial is given by N_{k,t}/ ( 2^k − 2 t − 1 ) [41]–[43]. The expected number of t-nomial

multiples having degree equals to c, for c ≥ max(k, t−1) is then

given by N_{k,t} ( c − 1 t − 2 ) / ( 2^k − 2 t − 1 ) . This follows from the fact

that there are exactly ( c − 1 t − 2 ) many t-nomials of degree c. It is

also clear that when a t-nomial r(x) = 1+x^{i1} +· · ·+x^{it−2} +x^c is a multiple of p(x), then x^ir(x) for 0 ≤ i ≤ n − c − 1 is also a multiple of p(x) and has weight t. There are n − c of such multiples, where max{k, t − 1} ≤ c ≤ n − 1. Therefore, the expected number of weight t polynomials of maximum degree n − 1, which are multiples of primitive polynomial p(x), is given by (13).

Authors in [42] further approximated N_{k,t} by ( 2^k − 2 t − 2 ) /(t− 1), which is tight when t ≪ 2^k. By using this approximation, we can further simplify (13) as follows:

B̄_t ≈ 1

2^k − t D^{(k)}_{n,t} , 3 ≤ t ≤ n. (16) Proposition 1. For t ≥ k + 1, we have D^{(k)}_{n,t} = ( n t ) . Proof: Let ξ := c − 1 and η := t − 2, we then have D^{(k)}_{n,t} = n−1∑ c=t−1 ( c − 1 t − 2 ) (n − c) = n−2∑ ξ=η ( ξ η )( n − 1 − ξ t − 1 − η )

(a) = n−1∑ ξ=0 ( ξ η )( n − 1 − ξ t − 1 − η ) − ( n − 1 η )( 0 t − 1 − η )

− η−1∑ ξ=0 ( ξ η )( n − 1 − ξ t − 1 − η )

(b) = ( n t ) , (17)

where step (a) expands the summation into three overlapping

terms, and step (b) follows from the fact that ( 0 t − 1 − η ) = 0,

and for η > ξ, we have ( ξ η ) = ξ × (ξ − 1) · · · × 0 × · · · (ξ − η + 1) η! = 0, (18)

and ∑_{n−1} ξ=0 ( ξ η )( n − 1 − ξ t − 1 − η ) = ( n − 1 + 1 t − 1 + 1 ) due to the

Chu–Vandermonde identity [44].

Proposition 2. For t ≤ k, D^{(k)}_{n,t} is given by D^{(k)}_{n,t} = ( n t ) − k−1∑ c=t−1 ( c − 1 t − 2 ) (n − c). (19)

Proof: For t ≤ k, we have D^{(k)}_{n,t} = n−1∑ c=k ( c − 1 t − 2 ) (n − c)

= n−1∑ c=t−1 ( c − 1 t − 2 ) (n − c) − k−1∑ c=t−1 ( c − 1 t − 2 ) (n − c), (20)

which reduces to (19) following the proof of Proposition 1.

Fig. 2 shows the average Hamming weight distribution of the dual of PR codes when k = 10, n = 25 and k = 15, n = 31. It is important to note that there are M_{10} = 60 and M_{15} = 1800 different PR codes of dimension k = 10 and k = 15, respectively. Fig. 2 is produced by generating all the dual codes and their weight distributions and taking average to find the average weight distribution. As can be seen in this figure, (13) provides a tight approximation for the average weight distribution of duals of PR codes.

Fig. 3 shows the Hamming weight distribution of the dual of

Fig. 2. The average weight enumerator B̄_t of duals of PR codes. Solid and dashed curves show the exact and approximate weight distributions, respectively.

a PR code at different lengths, when k = 10 and k = 19, with primitive polynomials p(x) = 1 + x^2 + x^4 + x^5 + x^7 + x^9 + x^{10} and p(x) = 1+x+x^2 +x^5 +x^7 +x^8 +x^{12} +x^{13} +x^{14} +x^{17} +x^{19}, respectively. As can be seen, (13) also provides a very tight approximation of the Hamming weight distribution of duals of PR codes. To better characterize the approximation in (16), we use the Kullback-Leibler Divergence (KLD)^5 to measure the distance between the exact weight distribution of the dual code and the approximations. In particular, when k = 10, we have KLD(B_t ‖ B̄_t) = 1.1 × 10^{−5} and when k = 19, we have KLD(B_t ‖ B̄_t) = 6.7 × 10^{−5}.

B. Average Weight Distribution of PR Codes

The following lemma characterises the average Hamming weight distribution of PR codes.

Lemma 5. The average number of codewords of Hamming weight j ≥ 3 of all PR codes PR(k, n, p(x)) is approximated by: Ā_j ≈ −2^{−n} k∑ t=0 F^{(k)}_{n,t} K_j (t), (21)

where F^{(k)}_{n,t} is given below

F^{(k)}_{n,t} =

1 − 2^k; t = 0, ( n t ) ; t = 1, 2, ∑_{k−1} c=t−1 ( c − 1 t − 2 ) (n − c); 3 ≤ t ≤ k. (22)

Proof: By using the MacWilliams Identity (11) [46], the approximation for B̄_t in (16), and the fact that B̄_0 = 1 and

5For discrete probability distributions P and Q defined on the same probability space, X , the KLD (or relative entropy) from Q to P is defined to be KLD(P ‖ Q) = ∑ x∈X p(x) log (p(x)/q(x)) [45].

Fig. 3. The weight distribution of the dual of the PR code. The primitive polynomials for k = 10 and k = 19 are respectively p(x) = 1 + x^2 + x^4 + x^5 + x^7 + x^9 + x^{10} and p(x) = 1 + x + x^2 + x^5 + x^7 + x^8 + x^{12} + x^{13} + x^{14} + x^{17} + x^{19}.

B̄_1 = B̄_2 = 0 (see the proof of Lemma 3), we have

Ā_j ≈ 1 2^{n−k} K_j (0) + 1 2^{n−k} n∑ t=3 1 2^k − t D^{(k)}_{n,t} K_j (t) (a) ≈ 1 2^{n−k} K_j (0) + 1 2^{n−k} n∑ t=3 1 2^k D^{(k)}_{n,t} K_j (t) (b) = 1 2^{n−k} K_j (0) + 1 2^n n∑ t=0 ( n t ) K_j (t) − 1 2^n 2∑ t=0 ( n t ) K_j (t)

− 1 2^n k∑ t=3 K_j (t) k−1∑ c=t−1 ( c − 1 t − 2 ) (n − c) (c) = δ_j −

1 − 2^k

2^n

K_j (0) − 1 2^n 2∑ t=1 ( n t ) K_j (t)

− 1 2^n k∑ t=3 K_j (t) k−1∑ c=t−1 ( c − 1 t − 2 ) (n − c) (d) = δ_j − 2^{−n} k∑ t=0 F^{(k)}_{n,t} K_j (t). (23)

where step (a) follows from the fact that t ≤ n ≪ 2^k, step (b) follows from Proposition 1 and Proposition 2, step (c) follows

from ∑_n t=0 ( n t ) K_j (t) = 2^nδ_j [39], where δ_j is the Kronecker

delta function, i.e., δ_0 = 1 and δ_j = 0 for j > 0, and step (d) follows from the definition of F^{(k)}_{n,t} in (22).

Following Lemma 5, the average weight enumerator of PR codes of dimension k and truncated at length n is given by: Ā(z) ≈ 1 − 2^{−n k} ∑ t=0 F^{(k)}_{n,t} (1 − z)^t(1 + z)^{n−t}. (24)

Fig. 4 shows the average weight distribution of PR codes of dimension k = 10 and k = 15 at different lengths. As can be seen, (21) provides a tight approximation for the average weight distribution of PR codes.

Fig. 5 shows the Hamming weight distribution of a PR code when k = 39 and p(x) = x^{39} +x^{38} +x^{35} +x^{32} +x^{27} +x^{25} +x^{24} + x^{23}+x^{20}+x^{19}+x^{16}+x^{15}+x^{11}+x^9+x^8+x^4+x^3+x^2+1. As can be seen, the wight distribution can be well approximated by (21). When k = 39 and n = 49, we have KLD(A_t ‖ Ā_t) = 8.6×

Fig. 4. The average weight distribution Ā_t of PR codes. Solid and dashed curves show the exact and approximate weight distributions, respectively. The approximate weight distribution is obtained via (21).

10^{−11}, when n = 64, KLD(A_t ‖ Ā_t) = 1.4 × 10^{−10}, and when n = 128, KLD(A_t ‖ Ā_t) = 5.4 × 10^{−10}. We used MAGMA calculator [47] to obtain the Hamming weight distribution of PR codes.

In the following theorem, we prove the existence of a PR code for any k and n ≥ 2k, that has a minimum Hamming weight large than a certain value.

Theorem 1. For given k and n ≥ 2k, there is at least one PR code with the minimum Hamming weight lower bounded by d_{min}, where

d_{min} = max_d d | | | | |−2^{−n} d∑ j=3 k∑ t=0 F^{(k)}_{n,t} K_j (t) ≤ 1

. (25)

Proof: Let d_{min} = max_d{d| ∑_d j=3 Ā_j ≤ 1}. Since Ā_j = 1 Mk ∑_{Mk} i=1 A^{(i)}_j and M_k = φ(2^k − 1)/k, we have dmin∑

j=3 M∑ i=1 A^{(i)}_j ≤ M_k. (26)

This means that the total number of codewords with Hamming weight less than or equal to d_{min} of all PR codes of dimension k and truncated at length n is less than M_k. Since the sets of non-zero codewords of any two PR codes of dimension k and truncated at length n ≥ 2k are disjoint (Lemma 1), there should be at least one PR code of dimension k and length n that has a minimum Hamming weight larger than or equal to d_{min}. This completes the proof.

Remark 6. The average number of codewords of Hamming weight j ≥ 3 of all PR codes of dimension k truncated at length n is upper bounded by:

Ā_j ≤ 1 2^{n−k} ( n j ) . (27)

This can be verified from Ā_j for j ≥ 3 in (21) as follows:

Ā_j = 2^k − 1 2^n

K_j (0) − 1 2^n k∑ t=1 F^{(k)}_{n,t} K_j (t) (a) = 1 2^{n−k} ( n j ) − 1 2^n (( n j ) + k∑ t=1 F^{(k)}_{n,t} K_j (t) ) , (28)

Fig. 5. The weight distribution of a PR code with k = 39 and p(x) = x^{39} + x^{38} + x^{35} + x^{32} + x^{27} + x^{25} + x^{24} + x^{23} + x^{20} + x^{19} + x^{16} + x^{15} + x^{11} + x^9 + x^8 + x^4 + x^3 + x^2 + 1. Solid and dashed lines respectively show the exact and approximate (obtained via (21)) weight distributions.

where step (a) follows from the fact that K_j (0) = ( n j ) . When

n is sufficiently large, we have

x^{(j)}_1 = n 2 − √ j(n − j) + o(n), (29) where x^{(j)}_1 is the smallest root of K_j (x). For n sufficiently large and j sufficiently small, we will have K_j (t) ≥ 0;

therefore, Ā_j ≤ 2^{k−n} ( n j ) . It is important to note that as can

be seen in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5, the Hamming weight distribution of PR codes can be well approximated by the ideal distribution (5), which is similar to the truncated binomial distribution (27)^6.

According to Remark 6, one can conclude that

d_{min} ≥ d_{GV}, (30)

where d_{GV} is the minimum Hamming weight obtained from the Gilbert-Varshamov bound [27]:

d_{GV} = max_d d | | | | | d−1∑ j=0 ( n j ) ≤ 2^{n−k} . (31)

Fig. 6 shows the minimum Hamming weight for three PR codes of dimension k = 16, k = 20, and k = 39 at different block length. As can be seen in this figure, a PR code with a properly chosen primitive polynomial will have a minimum Hamming weight close to the bound (25) at any block length n ≥ 2k. It is also important to note that the bound obtained in (25) and (31) are identical for the cases in Fig. 6. One can search for other primitive polynomials to achieve higher minimum Hamming weight at a given block length. This also shows that a PR code with a properly chosen primitive polynomial can meet the Gilbert-Varshamov bound.

In this paper, we use MAGMA [47] to calculate the minimum Hamming weight of PR codes. MAGMA is using an algorithm described in [49] to find the minimum Hamming weight of linear codes. It generates several generator matri-

6Authors in [48, Eq. 38] tried to compare the probability that there are exactly t ones in n successive bits of an m-sequence and the ideal distribution. The approach, however, depends on the primitive polynomial used to generate the m-sequence and is computationally complex when k is large.

Fig. 6. The minimum Hamming weight of PR codes of dimension k = 16, k = 20, and k = 39 at different block lengths. The primitive polynomials are taken from Table II and minimum Hamming weights were calculated by MAGMA [47].

ces for the same code, such that these codes have disjoint information sets. The algorithm proceeds by enumerating all combinations derived from r information symbols in all generator matrices, for each successive r. Once the lower and upper bounds on the minimum weight meet, the computation is complete. For PR codes, the codeword with the minimum weight usually corresponds to a low-weight message word; thus, MAGMA easily finds the minimum weight of PR codes.

IV. SELECTING PRIMITIVE POLYNOMIALS FOR PR CODES

S. Wainberg and J. K Wolf [30] studied the properties of subsequences of long m-sequences using the moments of the subsequence weight distribution. The moments were used for selecting good m-sequences for correlation-detection problem. Authors in [50] showed that for some bad initial vectors, terrible non-randomness continues for extraordinary long time in the sequences generated by the LFSRs with primitive polynomials with three terms. The bad behaviour of primitive trinomials and t-nomials with small t was studies in [29], [37], [51].

For PR codes to have the Hamming weight distribution closely approach the binomial distribution and accordingly a minimum Hamming weight lower bounded by (30), the subsequences of the LFSR should preserve randomness for almost all initial conditions. Otherwise, the subsequences will have too many zeros or ones. Therefore, the primitive polynomial should be chosen properly to preserve randomness for subsequences of moderate length. Authors in [48] showed (via numerical results) that the probability distribution of the number of ones in n successive bits of an msequence with primitive polynomial p(x), which is equivalent to the Hamming weight distribution of the PR code with the same primitive polynomial, can be well approximated by the binomial distribution, when 1) the length k of the shift-register is sufficiently large, 2) the sequence length n satisfies 144 ≤ n ≪ 2^k, and 3) the primitive polynomial should be chosen such that the number of subsequences of length n with Hamming weight ℓ is small for ℓ near zero and ℓ near n [48]. We however found that in most cases when the primitive polynomial is chosen properly, the Hamming weight

TABLE I THE KLD OF THE HAMMING WEIGHT DISTRIBUTION AND THE BINOMIAL

DISTRIBUTION, fbin(n, d) = (n d ) 2^{−n} .

n Low-density p(x) Moderate-density p(x) High-density p(x) KLD d_{min} KLD d_{min} KLD d_{min} 50 2.53e−2 3 7.29e−6 7 5.24e−6 8 100 5.07e−2 10 2.55e−5 28 2.46e−5 26 200 8.72e−2 30 3.84e−5 68 9.58e−5 67

distribution closely approaches the binomial distribution for a sufficiently large n.

LFSRs with their connection polynomials very sparse are very vulnerable to various known attacks. On the other hands, a very dense primitive polynomial might be a factor of a low density polynomial of moderate degree, which makes the LFSR vulnerable to various attacks, such as the correlation attack [52]. When the primitive polynomial is sparse or has a multiple with only a few non-zero elements, the dual of the PR code will have a relatively low minimum Hamming weight. In particular, as shown in [50] when the primitive polynomial is p(x) = 1 + x^ℓ + x^k, with k ≥ 2ℓ, the initial vector for the characteristic sequence has at most two 1’s, where the characteristic sequences satisfies x_i = x_{2i} for every integer i [53]. This means that the sequence is not completely random; therefore, the Hamming weight distribution of the respective PR code deviates from the binomial distribution.

Example 2. Let k = 23 and we consider three primitive polynomials, p_1(x) = 1+x^5+x^{23}, p_2(x) = 1+x^2+x^3+x^5+x^9+x^{10}+ x^{12} + x^{14} + x^{16} + x^{18} + x^{23}, and p_3(x) = 1 + x^2 + x^4 + x^5 + x^6 + x^8+x^9+x^{10}+x^{11}+x^{15}+x^{16}+x^{17}+x^{18}+x^{19}+x^{21}+x^{22}x^{23}. The first primitive polynomial is of low density and has only three terms. The second and third polynomials have respectively 11 and 17 terms. Fig. 7a shows the Hamming weight distribution of the PR code with p_1(x) at block lengths n = 50, 100, and 200. As can be seen, the weight distribution clearly deviates from the binomial distribution. However, as can be seen in Fig. 7b and Fig. 7c, when the density of the primitive polynomial is moderate or high, the Hamming weight distribution of the PR code at different block lengths closely approach the binomial distribution. To better characterise the mismatch between the Hamming weight distribution and binomial distribution, we list the KLD between the distributions in Table I. As can be seen the KLD for PR codes with the moderate/high density primitive polynomial is significantly lower than that for PR codes with low-density primitive polynomials. It is also clear from Table I that the PR code with moderate to high density primitive polynomials achieve larger minimum Hamming weights.

We found some good primitive polynomials for PR codes which can closely achieve the bound (25) developed in Theorem 1. In particular, first a random irreducible polynomial of degree k and weight larger than or equal to k/2 is generated. Then, the polynomial will be tested for primitivity. If the polynomial is not primitive, another random irreducible polynomial will be generated. If the polynomial is primitive, then the minimum Hamming weight of the code is calculated at different rates. If the calculated Hamming weights are close to the bound in (25), then the polynomial will be considered as good primitive polynomial. Usually, the good polynomial is

(a) Low density primitive polynomial (b) Moderate density primitive polynomial (c) High density primitive polynomial

Fig. 7. The Hamming weight distribution of PR code when k = 23 and a) p(x) = 1 + x^5 + x^{23}, b) p(x) = 1 + x^2 + x^3 + x^5 + x^9 + x^{10} + x^{12} + x^{14} + x^{16} + x^{18} + x^{23}, and c) p(x) = 1 + x^2 + x^4 + x^5 + x^6 + x^8 + x^9 + x^{10} + x^{11} + x^{15} + x^{16} + x^{17} + x^{18} + x^{19} + x^{21} + x^{22} + x^{23}. Solid and dashed lines show the Hamming weight distribution and binomial distribution, respectively.

TABLE II SOME OF GOOD PRIMITIVE POLYNOMIALS FOR PR CODES AND THEIR MINIMUM HAMMING WEIGHTS AT DIFFERENT RATES. THE BLOCK LENGTH AT

EACH RATE IS SET TO n = ⌈k/R⌉, WHERE ⌈.⌉ IS THE CEILING OPERAND. THE MAGMA CALCULATOR [47] WAS USED TO OBTAIN THE PRIMITIVE POLYNOMIALS AND THE MINIMUM HAMMING WEIGHTS.

k p(x) = 1 + x^k + d^{min} (d^{GV}) R = 0.6 R = 0.5 R = 0.4 R = 0.3 R = 0.2 R = 0.1 2 x 2 (3) 2 (3) 3 (3) 4 (4) 6 (5) 13 (10) 3 x 2 (3) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 8 (7) 16 (14) 4 x 2 (3) 3 (3) 4 (4) 7 (6) 9 (9) 20 (19) 5 x^2 2 (3) 3 (3) 4 (5) 6 (6) 11 (10) 24 (23) 6 x^2 + x^3 + x^5 2 (3) 3 (4) 5 (5) 6 (7) 11 (11) 29 (26) 7 x^1 + x^3 + x^6 2 (3) 4 (4) 6 (5) 9 (7) 13 (12) 30 (29) 8 x^2 + x^3 + x^5 3 (4) 4 (4) 5 (5) 8 (8) 14 (13) 32 (29) 9 x + x^3 + x^4 3 (4) 4 (4) 6 (6) 10 (8) 16 (14) 36 (32) 10 x + x^2 + x^3 + x^5 + x^6 3 (4) 5 (4) 6 (6) 10 (9) 16 (15) 39 (36) 11 x + x^3 + x^5 3 (4) 5 (5) 7 (7) 10 (10) 19 16) 43 (39) 12 x + x^3 + x^4 + x^5 + x^6 3 (4) 5 (5) 7 (7) 10 (10) 17 (18) 45 (42) 13 x + x^3 + x^4 + x^5 + x^8 4 (4) 6 (5) 8 (7) 13 (11) 20 (19) 48 (45) 14 x + x^3 + x^5 + x^6 + x^7 4 (4) 6 (5) 8 (8) 13 (12) 21 (20) 51 (48) 15 x + x^2 + x^5 + x^7 + x^8 4 (4) 6 (6) 8 (8) 13 (12) 23 (21) 56 (52) 16 x + x^4 + x^6 + x^8 + x^9 + x^{11} + x^{13} 5 (4) 7 (6) 9 (8) 14 (13) 23 (23) 57 (55) 17 x + x^2 + x^3 + x^6 + x^{12} 4 (5) 5 (6) 9 (9) 15 (14) 24 (24) 59 (58) 18 x + x^2 + x^4 + x^6 + x^7 + x^8 + x^9 4 (5) 5 (6) 9 (9) 14 (14) 26 (25) 66 (61) 19 x^2 + x^3 + x^4 + x^5 + x^6 + x^7 + x^8 + x^9 + x^{11} 4 (5) 5 (6) 9 (10) 15 (15) 28 (26) 69 (64) 20 x^2 + x^3 + x^4 + x^7 + x^{10} + x^{14} + x^{17} 4 (5) 6 (7) 10 (10) 15 (16) 29 (28) 69 (68) 21 x + x^2 + x^3 + x^6 + x^7 + x^{10} + x^{13} + x^{15} + x^{16} + x^{17} + x^{19} 5 (5) 6 (7) 11 (10) 17 (16) 28 (29) 70 (71) 22 x^7 + x^{11} + x^{12} + x^{14} + x^{15} + x^{16} + x^{17} + x^{19} + x^{21} 5 (5) 8 (7) 10 (11) 16 (17) 31 (30) 78(74) 23 x^2 + x^3 + x^5 + x^9 + x^{10} + x^{12} + x^{14} + x^{16} + x^{18} 5 (5) 6 (7) 12 (11) 18 (17) 32 (31) 78 (77) 24 x + x^2 + x^3 + x^4 + x^6 + x^8 + x^9 + x^{14} + x^{21} + x^{22} + x^{23} 5 (5) 7 (8) 11 (12) 17 (18) 33 (33) 82 (80) 25 x^2 + x^3 + x^5 + x^8 + x^{11} + x^{15} + x^{16} + x^{17} + x^{18} + x^{20} + x^{21} + x^{23} + x^{24} 5 (6) 7 (8) 12 (12) 21 (19) 35 (34) 84 (84) 26 x^3 + x^5 + x^6 + x^9 + x^{13} + x^{14} + x^{16} + x^{17} + x^{19} + x^{24} + x^{25} 5 (6) 7 (8) 12 (12) 20 (19) 35 (35) 91 (87) 27 x^4 + x^5 + x^9 + x^{12} + x^{15} + x^{16} + x^{18} + x^{22} + x^{24} + x^{25} + x^{26} 6 (6) 9 (8) 13 (13) 21 (20) 37 (36) 94 (90) 28 x + x^2 + x^4 + x^6 + x^{10} + x^{11} + x^{16} + x^{19} + x^{21} + x^{22} + x^{23} + x^{25} + x^{26} 5 (6) 9 (8) 13 (13) 20 (21) 38 (37) 93 (93) 29 x^6 + x^8 + x^9 + x^{10} + x^{12} + x^{18} + x^{22} + x^{24} + x^{26} 6 (6) 8 (9) 14 (13) 21 (21) 40 (39) 100 (96) 30 x^3 + x^4 + x^6 + x^9 + x^{11} + x^{12} + x^{16} + x^{18} + x^{23} + x^{26} + x^{27} 5 (6) 9 (9) 14 (14) 22 (22) 42 (40) 103 (99) 31 x + x^6 + x^8 + x^9 + x^{12} + x^{13} + x^{18} + x^{19} + x^{21} + x^{22} + x^{25} + x^{26} +

x^{27} + x^{28} + x^{30}

5 (6) 8 (9) 14 (14) 23 (23) 42 (41) 105 (100)

32 x+x^2+x^5+x^7 +x^8 +x^9+x^{11} +x^{12} +x^{14} +x^{16}+x^{20} +x^{22} +x^{23} +x^{26} +x^{30} 6 (7) 9 (9) 14 (14) 23 (23) 41 (42) 109 (106) 33 x^2 + x^3 + x^4 + x^5 + x^7 + x^9 + x^{13} + x^{15} + x^{19} + x^{22} + x^{23} + x^{24} +

x^{25} + x^{27} + x^{28} + x^{30} + x^{31}

6 (7) 9 (10) 15 (15) 23 (24) 45 (44) 111 (109)

34 x + x^5 + x^8 + x^{11} + x^{13} + x^{15} + x^{17} + x^{19} + x^{20} + x^{21} + x^{22} + x^{24} +

x^{25} + x^{26} + x^{27} + x^{29} + x^{30} + x^{31} + x^{32}

6 (7) 10 (10) 15 (15) 25 (25) 45 (45) 116 (112)

35 x^2 + x^4 + x^5 + x^7 + x^8 + x^{10} + x^{11} + x^{12} + x^{13} + x^{14} + x^{16} + x^{18} +

x^{19} + x^{21} + x^{23} + x^{25} + x^{27} + x^{29} + x^{34}

7 (7) 9 (10) 15 (15) 26 (25) 47 (46) 118 (115)

36 x^3 + x^4 + x^{10} + x^{12} + x^{13} + x^{14} + x^{15} + x^{16} + x^{17} + x^{21} + x^{22} + x^{23} +

x^{24} + x^{26} + x^{27} + x^{28} + x^{29} + x^{30} + x^{31} + x^{32} + x^{34}

6 (7) 9 (10) 16 (16) 26 (26) 48 (47) 120 (119)

37 x^5 + x^9 + x^{12} + x^{13} + x^{16} + x^{17} + x^{19} + x^{20} + x^{21} + x^{22} + x^{25} + x^{26} +

x^{27} + x^{28} + x^{31} + x^{32} + x^{33}

7 (7) 10 (11) 16 (16) 26 (27) 49 (49) 124 (122)

38 x + x^4 + x^5 + x^7 + x^{11} + x^{14} + x^{16} + x^{18} + x^{19} + x^{21} + x^{23} + x^{26} +

x^{27} + x^{28} + x^{29} + x^{31} + x^{35}

6 (7) 10 (11) 16 (17) 28 (27) 52 (50) 122 (125)

39 x + x^2 + x^3 + x^4 + x^6 + x^8 + x^{10} + x^{12} + x^{13} + x^{14} + x^{16} + x^{18} + x^{20} +

x^{26} + x^{29} + x^{32} + x^{33} + x^{34} + x^{38}

7 (7) 11 (11) 17 (17) 28 (28) 52 (51) 128 (128)

40 x + x^4 + x^6 + x^7 + x^8 + x^{10} + x^{12} + x^{15} + x^{16} + x^{17} + x^{19} + x^{20} + x^{21} +

x^{24} + x^{25} + x^{26} + x^{27} + x^{30} + x^{31} + x^{32} + x^{33} + x^{35} + x^{37} + x^{38} + x^{39}

8 (8) 11 (11) 18 (18) 29 (29) 52 (52) 131 (131)

Fig. 8. The block error rate performance of the PR and eBCH codes at different block lengths when k ≈ 7. The decoding was performed by using an order-5 OSD.

found after generating up to 5 random irreducible polynomials. When k increases, the number of primitive polynomials of degree k also increases, therefore, the search space for finding a better primitive polynomial also scales.

Table II lists some of good primitive polynomials for PR codes of dimension up to k = 40. For most of the primitive polynomials, the density of the primitive polynomial is almost 0.5, which means that it has almost k/2 terms. As can be seen in this table, the PR code with these primitive polynomials can closely approach the Gilbert-Varshamov bound (31) at different rates. It is important to note that one may find other primitive polynomials which can achieve higher minimum Hamming weights at some code rates. Our results show that for sufficiently large k (k ≥ 20) a randomly chosen primitive polynomial of degree k with almost k/2 terms can generate PR codes with Hamming weight distribution closely approaching the Binomial distribution and accordingly minimum Hamming weights close to the bound (25), when n ≥ 2k.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we study the block error rate (BLER) performance of PR codes at fixed block lengths and compare them with eBCH codes with the same dimensions and block lengths. We also provide some results on the rateless performance of PR codes.

A. Fixed-rate Performance

A message b of length k is encoded by using a PR code PR(k, n, p(x)) to generate a codeword c. Each coded symbol c_i, for 1 ≤ i ≤ n, is then modulated to x_i = (−1)^{ci} and sent over a binary-input additive white Gaussian noise (BI-AWGN) channel, y_i = x_i +w_i, where y_i is the i^{th} channel output and w_i is the AWGN with variance N_0/2. The channel signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) is then given by γ = 2/N_0.

Fig. 9. The block error rate performance of the PR and eBCH codes at different block lengths when k ≈ 16. The decoding was performed by using an order-5 OSD.

Fig. 10. The block error rate performance of the PR and eBCH codes at different block lengths when k ≈ 24. The decoding was performed by using an order-7 OSD.

By using the average weight enumerator of PR codes obtained in (21), we can derive a union bound (UB) for the BLER as follows:

ϵ_{UB} = n∑ i=dmin i n Ā_iQ (√ iγ ) , (32)

where Q(.) is the standard Q-function, d_{min} is obtained from (25), and Ā_i is given by (21). Fig. 8 shows the BLER performance of PR codes when the message length is k ≈ 7. The primitive polynomial for PR codes are obtained from Table II. We use an order-5 ordered statistic decoding (OSD) [54] algorithm for decoding both PR and eBCH codes. As can be seen in this figure, PR codes achieve almost the same BLER as their eBCH counterparts in different SNRs and code rates. The results in Fig. 9 and Fig. 10 for k ≈ 16 and k ≈ 24, respectively, also confirm that PR codes with properly chosen primitive polynomials can achieve BLERs close to their eBCH counterparts. It is important to note that while eBCH codes have relatively larger minimum Hamming weights, PR codes achieves almost the same BLER performance, which is mainly

TABLE III THE WEIGHT ENUMERATOR OF PR CODES AND EBCH CODES. THE PRIMITIVE POLYNOMIAL FOR PR CODES ARE OBTAINED FROM TABLE II.

n k Code Weight Enumerator Polynomial 32 6 eBCH 1 + 62x^{16} + x^{32}

PR 1 + 2x^{12} + 4x^{13} + 7x^{14} + 8x^{15} + 14x^{16} + 12x^{17} + 5x^{18} + 8x^{19} + 3x^{20} 64 7 eBCH 1 + 126x^{32} + x^{64}

PR 1 + 2x^{27} + 8x^{28} + 17x^{29} + 23x^{30} + 9x^{31} + 6x^{32} + 7x^{33} + 13x^{34} + 25x^{35} + 13x^{36} + 4x^{37} 128 8 eBCH 1 + 254x^{64} + x^{128}

PR 1 + 3x^{55} + 2x^{56} + 12x^{57} + 7x^{58} + 6x^{59} + 13x^{60} + 14x^{61} + 27x^{62} + 30x^{63} + 17x^{64} + 25x^{65} + 32x^{66} + · · · 32 16 eBCH 1 + 620x^8 + 13888x^{12} + 36518x^{16} + 13888x^{20} + 620x^{24} + x^{32}

PR 1 + 50x^7 + 175x^8 + 455x^9 + 999x^{10} + 1953x^{11} + 3493x^{12} + 5248x^{13} + 6944x^{14} + 8684x^{15} + 9543x^{16} + · · · 64 16 eBCH 1 + 5040x^{24} + 12544x^{28} + 30366x^{32} + 12544x^{36} + 5040x^{40} + x^{64}

PR 1 + 5x^{18} + 35x^{19} + 79x^{20} + 129x^{21} + 268x^{22} + 525x^{23} + 963x^{24} + 1485x^{25} + 2070x^{26} + 2929x^{27} + 3889x^{28} + · · · 128 15 eBCH 1 + 8128x^{56} + 16510x^{64} + 8128x^{72} + x^{128}

PR 1 + x^{46} + 7x^{47} + 33x^{48} + 95x^{49} + 135x^{50} + 192x^{51} + 257x^{52} + 397x^{53} + 526x^{54} + 637x^{55} + 935x^{56} + 1085x^{57} + · · · 64 24 eBCH 1 + 2604x^{16} + 10752x^{18} + 216576x^{22} + 291648x^{24} + 1645056x^{26} + 888832x^{28} + 4419072x^{30} + 1828134x^{32} + · · · PR 1 + 9x^{13} + 44x^{14} + 112x^{15} + 382x^{16} + 1180x^{17} + 3348x^{18} + 8234x^{19} + 17863x^{20} + 37820x^{21} + 73272x^{22} + · · · 128 22 eBCH 1 + 42672x^{48} + 877824x^{56} + 2353310x^{64} + 877824x^{72} + 42672x^{80} + x^{128}

PR 1 + 2x^{37} + 5x^{38} + 4x^{39} + 12x^{40} + 49x^{41} + 115x^{42} + 275x^{43} + 576x^{44} + 931x^{45} + 1739x^{46} + 3155x^{47} + 5242x^{48} + · · ·

due to the fact the Hamming weight distribution of PR codes is very close to the binomial distribution (when the primitive polynomial is chosen properly), which means that the PR code has a small number of codewords with low Hamming weights. This can be clearly seen in Table III, that shows the Hamming weight distribution of eBCH and PR codes at different block lengths and rates.

B. Rateless Performance

We now consider a rateless setting, where we assume that the transmitter wants to deliver a message of length k symbols at the receiver. We assume that the receiver can estimate the channel SNR accurately, however the transmitter does not have any knowledge of the channel SNR. The transmitter uses a PR code PR(k, p(x)) to generate a potentially limitless number of PR coded symbols and continuously send to the receiver. The receiver sends an acknowledgement to the sender when it collected a sufficient number of coded symbols. We use the Polyanskiy-Poor-Verdu (PPV) normal approximation [55] to estimate the number of coded symbols to perform a successful decoding at the desired block error rate. Let ns denote the number of coded symbols required to perform a successful decoding at the target block error rate ϵ_{th}. It can be estimated as follows [56]:

ns = min_n {n : ϵ(k, n, γ) ≤ ϵ_{th}} , (33)

where ϵ(k, n, γ) = Q (√ 1 nV (γ) ( nC(γ) − k log_2(e) + ln(n) 2 )) , (34)

where for a BI-AWGN channel at SNR γ, we have

C(γ) = 1 +

H^{(1)}(0) ln(2)

, V (γ) = H^{(2)}(0) − ( H^{(1)}(0)

)_2

, (35) and H^{(ℓ)}(0) = 1 √ 2πγ ∫_{−∞} −∞ e^{− (x−γ)} 2 2γ (−h(x))^ℓdx, (36) and h(x) = ln ( 1 + e^{−2x} ) [56].

We consider three message lengths, i.e, k = 8, 15, and 24, and simulate the PR code in a rateless manner and find the

Fig. 11. The achievable BLER performance of PR codes at different SNRs for different target BLERs, when k = 8, k = 16, and k = 24.

block error rates in various SNRs at block lengths obtained by (33). Fig. 11 shows the results for the target BLER of 10^{−2} and 10^{−4} when an order-5 OSD decoder was used for k = 15 and k = 24, while the maximum-likelihood (ML) decoder was used for k = 8. As can be seen the proposed PR code performs very close to the normal approximation bound (34) and achieves the target BLER. It is important to note that the approximation (34) looses accuracy at low SNRs, low rates, and very short block lengths; therefore, the estimated number of coded symbols required for a successful decoding may not be accurate. This is the main reason why at high SNRs, there is a large gap between the BLER of PR codes and the target BLER. In particular, when SNR is 5dB, ns will be very close to k, which is very short. The bound in (34) is therefore loose and ns will be inaccurate. It is also important to note that for codes operating at low SNRs, a higher order OSD may be required. This is because for a linear block code C(n, k) with minimum distance d_H it has been proven that an OSD with the order of m = ⌈(d_H − 1)/4⌉ is asymptotically optimum, which means that it can achieve the maximum-likelihood performance. For example, when ϵ_{th} = 10^{−4}, k = 24, and SNR= −5dB, the number of coded symbols obtained by (33) is ns = 323 and the respective PR code will have a minimum Hamming weight of d_H = 116. Therefore, an OSD with an order much larger than 5 is required to have a near optimal

(a) BI-AWGN channel. (b) Rayleigh block fading channel with QPSk modulation.

Fig. 12. The achievable throughput of PR code PR(61, p(x)) with 2-bit CRC with the increment of block length δ = 5 and initial block length n_1 = n_s (33) when an order-4 OSD algorithm was used. p(x) = 1 + x + x^3 + x^4 + x^5 + x^6 + x^7 + x^{15} + x^{16} + x^{17} + x^{18} + x^{21} + x^{23} + x^{27} + x^{28} + x^{30} + x^{33} + x^{35} + x^{36} + x^{37} + x^{39} + x^{40} + x^{41} + x^{44} + x^{47} + x^{48} + x^{52} + x^{54} + x^{56} + x^{57} + x^{61}.

performance. The gap at low SNRs for k = 15 and k = 24 is mainly due to the low order of the OSD decoder.

We consider another rateless scenario, where the receiver attempts the first decoding when it collected n_1 symbols and if successful, it sends an acknowledgment to the transmitter to stop the transmission. We assume that the feedback is instantaneous and error-free. However, if the decoding failed, the receiver collects δ > 0 additional symbols and reattempts the decoding using a codeword with n_1 + δ symbols. In particular, in the i^{th} decoding attempt, the receiver has already collected n_i = n_1 +(i−1)δ PR coded symbols and performs the decoding using a codeword of length n_i. The transmitter terminates the transmission upon receiving the acknowledgement or when a predetermined number of symbols are sent. We use a kc-bit CRC check to decide whether the decoding in each attempt is successful or not. The throughput or the realize rate of the PR code is then defined as follows: R = (k − kc)(1 − ϵ) E[n] , (37)

where E is the expectation operand, n is the number of coded symbols collected until the CRC bits are checked, and ϵ is the block error rate. It is clear that n is random and depends on the noise realization. Fig. 12a shows that the PR code with k = 61 and 2-bit CRC over the BI-AWGN channel can closely approach the normal approximation bound in a wide range of SNRs at different target BLERs. We also show the performance of the PR code over the Rayleigh block fading channel with QPSK modulation in Fig. 12b. We assumes that the channel state information is available at the receiver, therefore it can determine the initial codeword length n_1 = ns according to (33) to start the decoding. We also assume that the channel remains fixed for the entire duration of decoding a message block of length k bits. As can be seen, the PR code with k = 61 and 2-bit CRC can closely approach the normal approximation bound in a wide range of SNRs over the fading channel. The performance can be improved by using a higher order OSD algorithm, which in turns increases the complexity.

C. OSD Decoding of PR codes

Designing an efficient decoding algorithm for PR codes is of critical importance. While this is out of the scope of this paper, we provide some notes on the use of low-complexity OSD algorithms for decoding PR codes.

In OSD, the received coded symbols are first ordered in descending order of their reliability. The generator matrix of the code is accordingly permuted. Next, Gaussian elimination (GE) is performed to obtain the systematic form of the permuted generator matrix. A second permutation may be required during the GE to ensure that the first k columns are linearly independent. The first k bit positions are referred to as the most reliable basis (MRB). Then, MRB will be XORed with a set of test error patterns (TEP) with the Hamming weight up to a certain degree, referred to as the order of OSD. Then the vectors obtained by XORing the MRB are re-encoded using the permuted generator matrix to generate candidate codeword estimates. The codeword estimate with the minimum distance from the received signal is selected as the decoding output.

OSD is an approximate maximum likelihood (ML) decoder for block codes [54]. More specifically, for a linear block code (n, k) with minimum Hamming weight d_{min}, it is proven that an OSD with order m = ⌈d_{min}/4 − 1⌉ is asymptotically optimum [54]. OSD is, however, complex and its algorithmic complexity can be up to O(k^m) for an order-m OSD. Several approaches have been recently proposed to reduce the number of TEPs required to be re-encoded to find the best codeword estimate. Authors in [57] characterized the evolution of the distance distribution during the reprocessing stage of the OSD algorithm. They accordingly proposed several decoding rules, namely sufficient and necessary conditions, to reduce the complexity significantly. These are mainly to terminate the decoding early, when a suitable candidate codeword is found, and to discard TEPs, which are less likely to generate promising codeword candidates. Other approaches introduced in [58], [59] can also be used to further reduce the complexity by searching through the TEPs in an optimal manner, which will result in finding the best codeword estimate faster. An efficient implementation in C has shown that the OSD decoding with sufficient and necessary conditions can run an order-5 OSD in a few μs per codeword [60].

For the simulations in this paper, we used the simple probabilistic necessary condition (PNC) proposed in [60] to terminate the decoding when a candidate codeword is found with the distance to the received signal lower than a certain threshold. The threshold value for the i^{th} reprocessing order is calculated as S_i = ∑_{k−1} k−1−i |ȳi| + β(n − k), where ȳi is the re-ordered received signal. In the i^{th} reprocessing stage, once a codeword with distance to the received codeword less than S_i is found, the decoder terminates and skips the remaining orders. For example, when decoding the PR code with k = 22 and n = 128 (Fig. 10) using an order-7 OSD with PNC [60] and β = 0.08, we only need to check on average 1265 TEPs at SNR= −1dB. This is a significant reduction from 280599 TEPs in the original order-7 OSD, while achieving the same BLER performance. The decoding run-time per codeword is accordingly reduced by two orders of magnitude. Further reductions in the number of TEPs and running time can be achieved by using approaches proposed in [57].

We note that other decoding approaches, such as the Berlekamp–Massey algorithm [33], can be modified to decode PR codes. This is however out of the scope of this work and will be discussed in future works.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORKS In this paper, primitive rateless (PR) codes were proposed.

A PR code is mainly characterized by the message length k and a primitive polynomial of degree k, where the i^{th} columns of the generator matrix is the binary representation of α^{i−1}, where α is a primitive element of GF(2^k) and is the root of p(x). We showed that a PR code can be also constructed 1) by using a linear-feedback shift-register (LFSR) with connection polynomial x^kp(1/x) and 2) by using Boolean functions. We proved that any two PR codes of dimension k and truncated at length n ≥ 2k, which are constructed by using two distinct primitive polynomials, do not have any non-zero codeword in common. We characterized the average Hamming weight distribution of PR codes and developed a lower bound on the minimum Hamming weight which is very close to the Gilbert-Varshamov bound. We proved that for any k, there exists at least one PR code that can meet this bound. We further found some good primitive polynomials for PR codes of dimension k ≤ 40 which can closely approach the Gilbert-Varshamov bound. Simulation results show that the PR code with a properly chosen primitive polynomial can achieve similar block error rate performance as the eBCH code counterpart. We further simulated the PR code in a rateless setting and showed that it can achieve very high realized rates over a wide range of SNRs. PR codes can be designed for any message length and the primitive polynomial can be optimized for any block length. Potential future directions could be finding a framework to optimized the primitive polynomial and devising novel on-the-fly decoding approaches for PR codes.

REFERENCES

[1] G. I. Davida and S. M. Reddy, “Forward-error correction with decision feedback,” Information and Control, vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 117–133, 1972.

[2] P. Huang, Y. Liu, X. Zhang, P. H. Siegel, and E. F. Haratsch, “Syndromecoupled rate-compatible error-correcting codes: Theory and application,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 66, no. 4, pp. 2311– 2330, 2020.

[3] M. Shirvanimoghaddam, M. S. Mohammadi, R. Abbas, A. Minja, C. Yue, B. Matuz, G. Han, Z. Lin, W. Liu, Y. Li et al., “Short block-length codes for ultra-reliable low latency communications,” IEEE Communications Magazine, vol. 57, no. 2, pp. 130–137, 2018.

[4] S. B. Wicker and M. J. Bartz, “Type-II hybrid-ARQ protocols using punctured MDS codes,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 42, no. 234, pp. 1431–1440, 1994.

[5] J. Hagenauer, “Rate-compatible punctured convolutional codes (RCPC codes) and their applications,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 36, no. 4, pp. 389–400, 1988.

[6] L. C. Lee, “New rate-compatible punctured convolutional codes for Viterbi decoding,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 42, no. 12, pp. 3073–3079, 1994.

[7] R. Liu, P. Spasojevic, and E. Soijanin, “Punctured turbo code ensembles,” in Proc. IEEE Information Theory Workshop. IEEE, 2003, pp. 249–252.

[8] D. N. Rowitch and L. B. Milstein, “On the performance of hybrid FEC/ARQ systems using rate compatible punctured turbo (RCPT) codes,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 48, no. 6, pp. 948– 959, 2000.

[9] J. Ha, J. Kim, and S. W. McLaughlin, “Rate-compatible puncturing of low-density parity-check codes,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 50, no. 11, pp. 2824–2836, 2004.

[10] M. El-Khamy, J. Hou, and N. Bhushan, “Design of rate-compatible structured LDPC codes for hybrid ARQ applications,” IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, vol. 27, no. 6, pp. 965–973, 2009.

[11] S.-N. Hong, D. Hui, and I. Marić, “Capacity-achieving rate-compatible Polar codes,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 63, no. 12, pp. 7620–7632, 2017.

[12] K. Niu, K. Chen, and J.-R. Lin, “Beyond Turbo codes: Rate-compatible punctured Polar codes,” in Proc. IEEE International Conference on Communications (ICC). IEEE, 2013, pp. 3423–3427.

[13] X. Wang, D. Zheng, and C. Ding, “Some punctured codes of several families of binary linear codes,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2101.08425, 2021.

[14] H. Krishna and S. Morgera, “A new error control scheme for hybrid ARQ systems,” IEEE transactions on communications, vol. 35, no. 10, pp. 981–990, 1987.

[15] T.-Y. Chen, K. Vakilinia, D. Divsalar, and R. D. Wesel, “Protographbased Raptor-like LDPC codes,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 63, no. 5, pp. 1522–1532, 2015.

[16] T. Van Nguyen, A. Nosratinia, and D. Divsalar, “The design of ratecompatible protograph LDPC codes,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 60, no. 10, pp. 2841–2850, 2012.

[17] B. Li, D. Tse, K. Chen, and H. Shen, “Capacity-achieving rateless Polar codes,” in Proc. IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT). IEEE, 2016, pp. 46–50.

[18] S. V. Ranganathan, D. Divsalar, and R. D. Wesel, “Quasi-cyclic protograph-based Raptor-like LDPC codes for short block-lengths,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 65, no. 6, pp. 3758– 3777, 2019.

[19] M. Luby, “LT codes,” in Proc. The 43rd Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science. IEEE, 2002, pp. 271–280.

[20] A. Shokrollahi, “Raptor codes,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 52, no. 6, pp. 2551–2567, 2006.

[21] R. Palanki and J. S. Yedidia, “Rateless codes on noisy channels,” in Proc.

IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT). IEEE, 2004, p. 37.

[22] M. Shirvanimoghaddam and S. Johnson, “Raptor Codes in the Low SNR Regime,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 64, no. 11, pp. 4449–4460, 2016.

[23] O. Etesami and A. Shokrollahi, “Raptor codes on binary memoryless symmetric channels,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 52, no. 5, pp. 2033–2051, 2006.

[24] S.-H. Kuo, Y. L. Guan, S.-K. Lee, and M.-C. Lin, “A design of physicallayer Raptor codes for wide SNR ranges,” IEEE Communications Letters, vol. 18, no. 3, pp. 491–494, 2014.

[25] S. Jayasooriya, M. Shirvanimoghaddam, and S. J. Johnson, “A design of reconfigurable Raptor codes for wide SNR ranges using a multi-edge framework,” IEEE Communications Letters, vol. 22, no. 8, pp. 1532– 1535, 2018.

[26] 3GPP, “Flexibility evaluation of channel coding schemes for NR- Discussion and Decision,” 3GPP TSG TSG RAN WG1 Meeting 86, 10 2016.

[27] T. Jiang and A. Vardy, “Asymptotic improvement of the Gilbert- Varshamov bound on the size of binary codes,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 50, no. 8, pp. 1655–1664, 2004.

[28] R. Lidl and H. Niederreiter, Finite fields. Cambridge university press, 1997, vol. 20.

[29] S. Fredricsson, “Pseudo-randomness properties of binary shift register sequences (corresp.),” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 115–120, 1975.

[30] S. Wainberg and J. Wolf, “Subsequences of pseudorandom sequences,” IEEE Transactions on Communication Technology, vol. 18, no. 5, pp. 606–612, 1970.

[31] Y. Liu, C. Ding, and C. Tang, “Shortened linear codes over finite fields,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2007.05901, 2020.

[32] C. Ding, “A construction of binary linear codes from Boolean functions,” Discrete mathematics, vol. 339, no. 9, pp. 2288–2303, 2016.

[33] J. Massey, “Shift-register synthesis and BCH decoding,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 15, no. 1, pp. 122–127, 1969.

[34] T. Helleseth and T. Klove, “The number of cross-join pairs in maximum length linear sequences,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 37, no. 6, pp. 1731–1733, 1991.

[35] M. Baldi, M. Bianchi, F. Chiaraluce, and T. Klove, “A class of punctured simplex codes which are proper for error detection,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 58, no. 6, pp. 3861–3880, 2012.

[36] L. Wang, S. Hu, and O. Shayevitz, “Quickest sequence phase detection,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 63, no. 9, pp. 5834– 5849, 2017.

[37] J. Lindholm, “An analysis of the pseudo-randomness properties of subsequences of long m-sequences,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 14, no. 4, pp. 569–576, 1968.

[38] F. MacWilliams, “Combinatorial properties of elementary Abelian groups ph. d,” Ph.D. dissertation, thesis, Radcliffe College, 1962.

[39] Y. Ben-Haim and S. Litsyn, “Upper bounds on the rate of LDPC codes as a function of minimum distance,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 52, no. 5, pp. 2092–2100, 2006.

[40] I. Krasikov and S. Litsyn, “On the accuracy of the binomial approximation to the distance distribution of codes,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 41, no. 5, pp. 1472–1474, 1995.

[41] S. Maitra, K. C. Gupta, and A. Venkateswarlu, “Multiples of primitive polynomials and their products over GF(2),” in Proc. International Workshop on Selected Areas in Cryptography. Springer, 2002, pp. 214–231.

[42] K. C. Gupta and S. Maitra, “Multiples of primitive polynomials over GF (2),” in International Conference on Cryptology in India. Springer, 2001, pp. 62–72.

[43] A. Venkateswarlu and S. Maitra, “Further results on multiples of primitive polynomials and their products over GF(2),” in Proc. International Conference of Information and Communications Security. Springer, 2002, pp. 231–242.

[44] R. Askey, Orthogonal polynomials and special functions. Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics (SIAM), 1975.

[45] D. J. MacKay, Information theory, inference and learning algorithms.

Cambridge university press, 2003.

[46] J. MacWilliams, “A theorem on the distribution of weights in a systematic code,” Bell System Technical Journal, vol. 42, no. 1, pp. 79–94, 1963.

[47] W. Bosma, J. Cannon, and C. Playoust, “The MAGMA algebra system.

I. The user language,” J. Symbolic Comput., vol. 24, no. 3-4, pp. 235–265, 1997, computational algebra and number theory (London, 1993). [Online]. Available: http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jsco.1996.0125 [48] H. F. Jordan and D. C. Wood, “On the distribution of sums of successive bits of shift-register sequences,” IEEE Transactions on Computers, vol. 100, no. 4, pp. 400–408, 1973.

[49] A. Betten, H. Fripertinger, A. Kerber, A. Wassermann, and K.-H. Zimmermann, Codierungstheorie: Konstruktion und Anwendung linearer Codes. Springer-Verlag, 2013.

[50] M. Matsumoto and Y. Kurita, “Strong deviations from randomness in m-sequences based on trinomials,” ACM Transactions on Modeling and Computer Simulation (TOMACS), vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 99–106, 1996.

[51] A. Compagner, “The hierarchy of correlations in random binary sequences,” Journal of Statistical Physics, vol. 63, no. 5-6, pp. 883–896, 1991.

[52] K. Jambunathan, “On choice of connection-polynomials for LFSR-based stream ciphers,” in International Conference on Cryptology in India. Springer, 2000, pp. 9–18.

[53] S. W. Golomb et al., Shift register sequences. Aegean Park Press, 1967.

[54] M. P. Fossorier and S. Lin, “Soft-decision decoding of linear block codes based on ordered statistics,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 41, no. 5, pp. 1379–1396, 1995.

[55] Y. Polyanskiy, H. V. Poor, and S. Verdú, “Channel coding rate in the finite blocklength regime,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 56, no. 5, pp. 2307–2359, 2010.

[56] T. Erseghe, “Coding in the finite-blocklength regime: Bounds based on laplace integrals and their asymptotic approximations,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 62, no. 12, pp. 6854–6883, 2016.

[57] C. Yue, M. Shirvanimoghaddam, B. Vucetic, and Y. Li, “A revisit to ordered statistics decoding: Distance distribution and decoding rules,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 67, no. 7, pp. 4288– 4337, 2021.

[58] C. Yue, M. Shirvanimoghaddam, Y. Li, and B. Vucetic, “Segmentationdiscarding ordered-statistic decoding for linear block codes,” in Proc. IEEE Global Communications Conference (GLOBECOM), 2019, pp. 1– 6. [59] C. Yue, M. Shirvanimoghaddam, G. Park, O.-S. Park, B. Vucetic, and Y. Li, “Probability-based ordered-statistics decoding for short block codes,” IEEE Communications Letters, vol. 25, no. 6, pp. 1791–1795, 2021.

[60] C. Choi and J. Jeong, “Fast and scalable soft decision decoding of linear block codes,” IEEE Communications Letters, vol. 23, no. 10, pp. 1753– 1756, 2019.

Mahyar Shirvanimoghaddam (Senior Member, IEEE) received the B.Sc. degree (Hons.) from The University of Tehran, Iran, in 2008, the M.Sc. degree (Hons.) from Sharif University of Technology, Iran, in 2010, and the Ph.D. degree from The University of Sydney, Australia, in 2015, all in Electrical Engineering. He is currently a Lecturer with the Centre for IoT and Telecommunications, The University of Sydney. His research interests include coding and information theory, rateless coding, communication strategies for the Internet of Things, and information-theoretic approaches to machine learning. He is a fellow of the Higher Education Academy. He was selected as one of the Top 50 Young Scientists in the World by the World Economic Forum in 2018 for his contribution to the Fourth Industrial Revolution. He received the Best Paper Award for the 2017 IEEE PIMRC, The University of Sydney Postgraduate Award and the Norman I Prize, and The 2020 Australian Award for University Teaching. He also serves as a Guest Editor for the Journal of Entropy and Transactions on Emerging Telecommunications Technologies.