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Abstract
Invariants play a crucial role in coding theory. They are in fact a valuable tool for classifying
codes. Specifically, invariants help distinguish between non-equivalent codes. This distinction
is relevant because equivalent codes exhibit the same decoding properties. However, determin-
ing whether two codes are equivalent is a hard problem.

In this thesis, we focus on a family of invariants called generalized weights. They were
introduced in 1977 for linear block codes, but only became widely studied in 1991, when Wei
proved that they measure the code robustness against wiretapping. The goal of this work is to
define and study similar invariants for other classes of codes, such as codes over finite rings,
sum-rank metric codes, and convolutional codes.

The first part of the thesis is dedicated to the notion of support for linear codes over finite
commmutative rings. We investigate how to associate a combinatorial object, called latroid,
with a code, and we explore which properties and invariants of the code can be recovered from
it. We also show that the associated ideal is determined by the associated latroid.

The central chapters of the thesis concern sum-rank metric codes. First, we prove an anticode
bound for this class of codes and we classify all the codes attaining this bound, i.e., the optimal
anticodes. Then, we define the generalized weights for sum-rank metric codes in terms of opti-
mal anticodes. We study their basic properties and we compute them in the case of maximum
sum-rank distance codes.

In the final part of the thesis, we deal with convolutional codes. We give a definition of
generalized weights that takes into account the module structure of this family of codes. After
studying their basic properties, we prove that they can be computed by an algorithm that ter-
minates in finite time. Then, we give upper and lower bounds for the generalized weights of
maximum distance separable and maximum distance profile codes. We also discuss the notion
of generalized column distances.

Keywords Coding theory, sum-rank metric codes, convolutional codes, generalized weights,
support, MacWilliams’ Extension Theorem, extremal codes.
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Résumé
Les invariants jouent un rôle crucial dans la théorie des codes. Ils constituent en effet un outil
précieux pour leurs classification. Plus précisément, les invariants permettent de distinguer les
codes non équivalents. Cette distinction est importante car les codes équivalents présentent les
mêmes propriétés de décodage. Cependant, déterminer si deux codes sont équivalents est un
problème difficile.

Dans cette thèse, nous nous concentrons sur une famille d’invariants appelés poids général-
isés. Ils ont été introduits en 1977 pour les codes linéaires, mais n’ont été largement étudiés
qu’en 1991, lorsque Wei a prouvé qu’ils mesuraient la robustesse du code contre la méthode
du “wiretapping". L’objectif de ce travail est de définir des invariants similaires pour d’autres
classes de codes, tels que les codes sur des anneaux finis, les codes en métrique somme-rang et
les codes convolutifs.

La première partie de la thèse est consacrée à la notion de support pour les codes linéaires
sur les anneaux commmutatifs finis. Nous y étudions comment associer un objet combinatoire,
appelé latroïde, à un code, et nous explorons quelles propriétés et quels invariants du code
peuvent être récupérés à partir de cet objet. Nous montrons également que l’idéal associé est
déterminé par le latroïde associé.

Les chapitres centraux de la thèse concernent les codes en métrique rang. Tout d’abord,
nous prouvons une limite d’anticode pour cette classe de codes et nous classons tous les codes
atteignant cette limite, c’est-à-dire les anticodes optimaux. Ensuite, nous définissons les poids
généralisés pour les codes à métrique du rang en termes d’anticodes optimaux. Nous étudions
leurs propriétés de base et nous les calculons dans le cas des codes MRD.

Dans la dernière partie de la thèse, nous traitons des codes convolutifs. Nous donnons une
définition des poids généralisés dans ce contexte qui prend en compte la structure modulaire
de cette famille de codes. Après avoir étudié leurs propriétés de base, nous prouvons qu’ils
peuvent être calculés par un algorithme qui se termine en temps fini. Ensuite, nous donnons
des bornes supérieures et inférieures pour les poids généralisés des codes MDS et MDP. Nous
discutons également de la notion de distances de colonne généralisées.

Mots clés Théorie des codes, codes en métrique somme-rang, codes convolutifs, poids général-
isés, support, Théorème d’Extension de MacWilliams, codes extrêmes.
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1. Introduction
Error-correcting codes are a fascinating topic that bridges mathematics, computer science, and
engineering. They allow us to detect and correct errors in any form of data, and they are used
in various applications, such as wireless and satellite communication, computer networks, and
data storage. Frequently, the error correction is done via minimum distance decoding. In this
context, a code C is defined as a subspace of a metric space, and the received message m is
decoded to an element in C which minimizes the distance between m and C. From a purely
theoretical point of view, any metric space could be used to build a code, but in real-world
applications we must take into account how fast the code can be encoded and decoded, as well
as how much memory is required to transmit the message. Moreover, the choice of the metric
space in which to build our code is also influenced by the transmission channel we use and by
the type of errors we expect. The most studied codes are the so called linear block codes.

Definition 1.1. An (n, k) linear block code C is an Fq-linear subspace of Fn
q of dimension k,

where Fn
q is equipped with the Hamming distance dH . The latter is defined as the number of

entries in which two elements differ, i.e.,

dH(v,w) = |{1 ≤ i ≤ n : vi , wi}|,

for all v,w ∈ Fn
q. An element of a code C is called codeword.

An important parameter of a linear block code C is the minimum distance dmin(C), or simply
d, that is

dmin(C) = min{dH(c1, c2) : c1, c2 ∈ C}.

By the triangle inequality, we have that given a vector v ∈ Fn
q for which there exists c ∈ C

with dH(v, c) ≤ (dmin(C) − 1)/2, then that c is unique. The quantity (dmin(C) − 1)/2 is called the
error-correction capability of the code. This motivates the interest for isometries between codes,
since these are the maps that preserve the pairwise distances of codewords, therefore the metric
structure of the code, and in particular its error-correction capability. However, the decoding
properties of a code highly depend on how the code is embedded in the ambient space. Since
the decoding procedure is central in the theory, we focus on the isometries that can be extended
to the whole ambient space.

Definition 1.2. Two linear block codes C1 and C2 in Fn
q are said to be equivalent if there exists

an isometry φ : Fn
q → F

n
q such that φ(C1) = C2.

In [Mac62] MacWilliams showed the following important theorem, that still bears her name
today. An elementary proof of this result can be found in [BGG78].

MacWilliams’ Extension Theorem. Every isometry φ of linear codes over a finite field Fq

extends to an isometry of the ambient space Fn
q.

This theorem tells us that the distinction between isometric and equivalent codes is irrelevant
in the context of linear block codes. However, this is not always the case. For instance, it is
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known that not every isometry between rank metric codes can be extended to the whole ambient
space. We will deeply investigate this case in Chapter 4.

Distinguish non-equivalent codes is a hard task. For instance, for linear block codes, it is
known to be at least as hard as the graph isomorphism problem [PR97]. This motivates the in-
terest in constructing new invariants that allow us to distinguish non-equivalent codes. The study
of code invariants is of particular relevance nowadays due to its connection with post-quantum
cryptography. Often finding an invariant that distinguishes the code used in a cryptographic
system from a “random" code results in an attack, see for example [CGGU+14].

This thesis concerns, mainly but not only, a family of invariants called generalized Hamming
weights, or more briefly generalized weights. We recall that the Hamming support supp(c) of
an element c ∈ C is the set of its nonzero coordinates. Given a subcode D ⊆ C, the support
supp(D) ofD is given by the union of the support of the elements contained inD.

Definition 1.3. Given an (n, k) linear block code C, the r-th-generalized Hamming weight of C
is defined as

dr(C) = min{|supp(D)| : D is an r-dimensional subcode of C},

for 1 ≤ r ≤ k.

Generalized Hamming weights of linear block codes were first introduced in 1977 [HKM77,
Theorem 6.1] in relation to the weight enumerator polynomial. In 1991, they were rediscovered
independently by Wei, who proved that they characterize the code robustness against wiretap-
ping [Wei91]. Successively Forney showed a connection with the complexity of the minimal
trellis diagram [For94]. Since then, the coding theory community has shown a growing interest
in these invariants. The following proposition collects the distinctive properties of generalized
weights.

Proposition 1.4. LetD ⊆ C ⊆ Fn
q be linear block codes. Then,

1. d1(C) = dmin(C),

2. 1 ≤ d1(C) < d2(C) < · · · < dk(C) ≤ n,

3. dr(C) ≤ dr(D), for 1 ≤ r ≤ k,

4. d1(C), . . . , dk(C) are invariants under isometries.

Item 1. clarifies the origin of the name “generalized weights”, indeed it comes from the fact
that they generalize the concept of minimum distance.

Nowadays, research on generalized Hamming weights is still ongoing in several directions.
First of all, a great effort has been made to bound (or to compute explicitly when possible)
the generalized Hamming weights of specific families of linear block codes, especially in the
case of algebraic geometry codes. The literature includes but is not limited to [BD18, FTW92,
GMM+14,GSJV20,HP98,HKY92,JL97,Lee15,Mun94,MR99,SC95,Wei91,WY93,YLFL15].

Second of all, understanding the relation between generalized Hamming weights and differ-
ent algebraic and combinatorial objects associated to the code is a question of great interest.
In [JV13] Johnsen and Verdure proved that the generalized Hamming weight of C are deter-
mined by the N-graded Betti numbers of the Stanley–Reisner ring of the simplicial complex
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whose faces are the independent sets of the matroid associated to the code [JP13]. This rela-
tion was further studied, among others, in [GMMCMMP22,GS20,GR22, JPV23, JRV16, JV14,
JV21].

A different way of expressing the generalized Hamming weights in terms of an associated
algebraic structure is the following. Let C be an (n, k) code with generator matrix G. If G
has no proportional columns, then its columns determine the coordinates of n projective points,
XC = {P1, . . . , Pn} in Pk−1. Let IC ⊆ K[x1, . . . , xn] be the defining ideal of XC. It was observed
in [CST+20] that the behavior of the generalized Hamming weights depends on the properties
of the ideal. More on this direction can be found in [GLS05, GSMBVV19, Han03, TVT13].

Finally, starting from the original definition, generalized weights were defined also for rank-
metric codes [KMU15, MPM17, MP16, OS12, Rav16a], sum-rank metric codes [MP19], con-
volutional codes [CFN17, CNF19, CFN20, RY97] and codes in the Lee metric [BW23]. The
research which constituted the content of this thesis has developed along this stream. We will
discuss the generalized weights and related invariants for codes over rings, sum-rank metric
codes, and convolutional codes.

1.1. Outline of the thesis
This thesis covers most of the work I have done during my Ph.D. at the Université de Neuchâtel
under the guidance of Professor Elisa Gorla. It contains five papers of mine [CMGL+22,GS23a,
GGMPS23,GS23b,GS24], a survey paper [GMPS23], and two on-going projects, one with Elisa
Gorla, and one with Elisa Gorla and Arthur Bik. This manuscript is organized as follows.

Chapter 2 provides most of the background needed to read the rest of the thesis. Sec-
tion 2.1 is an introduction to the mathematical theory of sum-rank metric codes mainly based
on [GMPS23], while Section 2.2 concerns convolutional codes and it is based on [GS23b]. The
two sections are completely independent, so the reader can choose to read only one of them,
depending on their interest.

Chapter 3 is devoted to the general theory of supports for linear codes over rings. In Sec-
tion 3.1 we recall and discuss the definition of support. In Section 3.2 we classify the isometries
with respect to a support, and we prove that the generalized weights are invariant under these
maps. In Section 3.3, we recall the definition of weight enumerator with respect to a support
and other relevant polynomials. In Section 3.4 we show how to associate to an R-linear code
a latroid. In Section 3.5 we prove that the Tutte polynomial of a code endowed with the chain
support determines the weight enumerator of the code. Finally, in Section 3.6 we exploit the
relation between the latroid and the monomial ideal associated to the code. Some of the results
of this chapter are part of an ongoing project with Elisa Gorla.

Chapter 4 focuses on the MacWilliams’ Extension Theorem for rank-metric codes. In Sec-
tion 4.1 we classify all the isometries in the sum-rank metric. In Section 4.2 we present an ex-
tensive list of obstructions to the Extension Property, providing multiple examples. Section 4.3
establishes the result that we need in Section 4.4 to prove the main result of the chapter, which
states that the Extension Property holds for certain isometries of codes generated by elementary
matrices. Section 4.1 is based on [CMGL+22], while the rest of the chapter comes from [GS24].

Chapter 5 focuses on the generalized weights in the case of sum-rank metric codes. In
Section 5.1 we generalize a result by Meshulam from vector spaces to cosets. This result allows
us to prove in Section 5.2 the Anticode Bound for sum-rank metric codes. In the same section
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we also classify all the optimal anticodes, i.e., the codes attaining this bound. In Section 5.3
we then define the generalized weights using optimal anticodes, in analogy with what happens
in the rank-metric case. Finally in Section 5.4, we briefly discuss the weight distribution. This
chapter collects results from [CMGL+22] and [GMPS23].

Chapter 6 continues our study on sum-rank metric codes, in particular we focus on MSRD
codes. In Section 6.1 we show a generalized Singleton Bound and we explore some prop-
erties that are closely related to being MSRD. In Section 6.2 we investigate the generalized
weights of MSRD codes and we introduce the concept of r-MSRD codes. Section 6.3 contains
some construction of families of MSRD codes. This chapter is based on [CMGL+22,GMPS23,
GGMPS23].

Chapter 7 aims to answer the following question: which integer sequences are generalized
weights of a linear code? In Section 7.1 we extend the definition of greedy and relative weights
to sum-rank metric codes. In Section 7.2, we reply to the question above in the case of linear
block codes, while in Section 7.3 we address the sum-rank metric case. This chapter comes
from [GGMPS23].

Chapter 8 focuses on generalized weights for convolutional codes. In Section 8.1 we intro-
duce a new family of generalized weights for convolutional codes, which takes into account the
module structure of the codes. We explore their basic properties and their relation with other
definitions. We also show that they do not satisfy a Wei duality, while they are preserved by
the reverse operation. In Section 8.2 we prove that the generalized weights can be computed
by an algorithms that terminates in a finite amount of time. Moreover, we show that they are
realized by subspaces generated by codewords of minimal support. In Section 8.3 we study the
generalized weights of MDS codes. Finally, in Section 8.4 we prove an Anticode Bound, we
characterize the optimal anticodes, and we compute their generalized weights. This Chapter is
based on [GS23b].

Chapter 9 concerns another family of invariants for convolutional codes, the so-called gen-
eralized column weights. These weights are a generalization of the column distances, in the
same way as generalized weights are for the minimum distance. In Section 9.1 we introduce
and characterize the j-equivalences. In Section 9.2, we discuss the basic properties of the gen-
eralized column weights. Finally, in Section 9.3 we compare these weights with other related
definitions, and we give bounds for the generalized weights of MDS codes. This chapter comes
from [GS23a].

At the end of the dissertation we have enclosed some appendices with complementary re-
sults. In Appendix A we prove that every path-reduction chain, defined in Chapter 4 has the
same length. In Appendix B we discuss a different notion of support for sum-rank metric codes
and how the results of Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 extend to this case.

In Chapter 2 we define the convolutional codes as Fq[x]-modules. This is not the classical
definition of convolutional codes. In Appendix C we explain why in the context of generalized
weights we can assume this definition. Finally, in Appendix D we associate a finitary matroid
to a convolutional codes, and we explain how this matroid can be derived from a latroid over a
lattice that is not complete. This appendix is part of an on-going project with Elisa Gorla and
Arthur Bik.
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2. Preliminaries and notations
In this chapter, we cover the relevant background information which is required throughout the
thesis. Section 2.1 concerns sum-rank metric codes and is preparatory to Chapter 4, Chapter 5,
Chapter 6, and Chapter 7. Even though Chapter 3 is self-contained, to fully appreciate it, it may
be helpful to have some basic knowledge of linear block codes. As we will see in Remark 2.2,
linear block codes are a particular case of sum-rank metric codes, therefore Section 2.1 can
also be useful as an introduction to this family of codes. If the reader is interested only in this
particular case, we refer him to [HP03,VL71,vT93]. Section 2.2 focuses on convolutional codes
and contains everything one needs to understand Chapter 8 and Chapter 9.

2.1. Sum-rank metric codes
The sum-rank metric has recently attracted attention in Coding Theory due to its applications in
reliable and secure multishot network coding [NUF10, MPK19], rate-diversity optimal space-
time codes [LK05,SK20], and PMDS codes for repair in distributed storage [CMST21], among
others.

For a positive integer r, we denote by [r] the set {1, . . . , r}. For a prime power q and positive
integers m ≥ n, let Fm×n

q be the set of m×n matrices with entries in the finite field Fq. We denote
by rk(M) the rank of a matrix M ∈ Fm×n

q . LetM be the Fq-linear vector space

M = Fm1×n1
q × . . . × Fmℓ×nℓ

q ,

where ℓ,m1, . . . ,mℓ, n1, . . . , nℓ are positive integers. In order to simplify some statements and
improve the readability of the text, we assume that m1 ≥ . . . ≥ mℓ and ni ≤ mi for i ∈ [ℓ].
Moreover let n = n1 + . . . + nℓ and if m1 = · · · = mℓ we write m in place of mi. An element
C ∈ M is called codeword and it can be written as C = (C1, . . . ,Cℓ), with Ci ∈ F

mi×ni
q for i ∈ [ℓ].

The sum-rank weight of C is given by

srk(C) =
ℓ∑

i=1

rk(Ci).

This weight naturally induces a metric on M, called the sum-rank metric. Indeed, let d be the
map

d : M ×M −→ N
(C,D) 7−→ srk(C − D),

then (M, d) is a metric space.

Definition 2.1. A linear sum-rank metric code C is an Fq-linear subspace of (M, d).

Throughout the thesis, we often refer to it simply as a code if the metric is clear from the
context. We say that a code C ⊆ M is non-trivial if C , 0,M.
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Remark 2.2. The sum-rank metric is a natural generalization of both the Hamming metric and
the rank metric. Indeed, on the one side if ℓ = 1, then M = Fm×n

q and the sum-rank metric
coincides with the rank metric on M. In this case a sum-rank metric code C is a rank-metric
code. On the other side if m1 = . . . = mℓ = 1, then M = Fn

q and the sum-rank metric coincides
with the Hamming metric. In this situation, a sum-rank metric code C is a block code endowed
with the Hamming metric.

As a consequence, a result proved in the sum-rank metric case holds true also for the rank
and the Hamming metric. The mathematical theory of sum-rank metric codes, however, tends
to be more complex than that of rank-metric and linear block codes. E.g., there are results that
hold for both rank-metric and linear block codes, but do not hold in full generality for sum-rank
metric codes. An example of such a result is Wei duality, which we discuss in Section 5.4.

Remark 2.3. It is worth noting that every sum-rank metric code can be viewed as a code with
the rank metric in the appropriate ambient space. For instance, consider the space M and let
m̄ = m1 + · · · + mℓ. We denote by X(M) the set

X(M) = {(s, t) ∈ [m̄] × [n] : if m1 + · · · + mi < s ≤ m1 + · · · + mi+1

then n1 + · · · + ni < t ≤ n1 + · · · + ni+1}.

Let Fm̄×n
q [M] be the Fq-linear space of matrices supported on X(M), i.e.,

Fm̄×n
q [M] = {M ∈ Fm̄×n

q : Ms,t , 0 only if (s, t) ∈ X(M)}.

Since Fm̄×n
q [M] is a subspace of Fm̄×n

q , we can equip it with the metric induced by the rank metric
on Fm̄×n

q . Then, the Fq-linear isometry ι : M→ Fm̄×n
q [M] given by

(C1, . . . ,Cℓ) 7−→

C1
. . .

Cℓ


is distance-preserving, i.e., srk(C) = rk(ι(C)) for all C ∈ M. Therefore, a sum-rank metric code
C ⊆ M can be always identified with its image ι(C), that is a rank-metric space in Fm̄×n

q [M].

Now we define two parameters that play a fundamental role in the theory of sum-rank metric
codes.

Definition 2.4. The minimum distance of a code 0 , C ⊆ M is

dmin(C) = min{srk(C) : C ∈ C \ {0}}

and the maximum sum-rank distance or maximum sum-rank weight is

maxsrk(C) = max{srk(C) : C ∈ C}.

We say that a codeword C ∈ C realizes the minimum distance (respectively, the maximum
sum-rank distance) if dmin(C) = srk(C) (respectively, maxsrk(C) = srk(C)). Notice that a code-
word with this property may not be unique.

Another useful code parameter is the covering radius. It has been defined for (non-linear)
sum-rank metric codes with m1 = · · · = mℓ in [OLWZ22, Definition 4]. Here, we extend the
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definition to any code inM.

Definition 2.5. The covering radius of a sum-rank metric code C ⊆ M is

ρ(C) = min{r ∈ Z : d(M,C) ≤ r for all M ∈ M},

where d(M,C) = min{d(M,C) : C ∈ C}.

The following lemma collects some of the basic properties of these parameters.

Lemma 2.6. Let C ⊆ D ⊆ M be sum-rank metric codes. Then

1. 0 ≤ dmin(C),maxsrk(C), ρ(C) ≤ n.

2. dmin(C) ≥ dmin(D) and ρ(C) ≥ ρ(D), while maxsrk(C) ≤ maxsrk(D).

3. dmin(C) ≤ 2ρ(C) + 1.

Example 2.7. Consider the spaceM = F3×2
2 × F3×1

2 × F2×2
2 × F2×1

2 × F2 × F2 and let C ⊆ M be the
following F2-linear sum-rank metric code

C =


a1 0

0 a1 + a2

a1 0

 ,

a3

0
0

 ,

(
a2 0
0 a2

)
,

(
a4

0

)
, a3, a4

 : (a1, a2, a3, a4) ∈ F4
2

 .

It is easy to verify that the minimum distance is equal to 2 and it is realized by

C =

0 0
0 0
0 0

 ,

1
0
0

 ,

(
0 0
0 0

)
,

(
0
0

)
, 1, 0

 ,

while the maximum sum-rank distance is equal to 7 and it is realized by

D =

1 0
0 0
1 0

 ,

1
0
0

 ,

(
1 0
0 1

)
,

(
1
0

)
, 1, 1

 .

In order to compute the covering radius, one can consider the following element

M =

0 1
1 1
0 0

 ,

0
1
0

 ,

(
1 1
1 0

)
,

(
0
1

)
, 1, 1

 ∈ M.
One can check by direct computation that d(M,C) = 6 and therefore ρ(C) ≥ 6. On the other
hand we have that ρ(C) ≤ 6, since for every element ofM we can find an element of C with the
same last two entries. Therefore ρ(C) = 6.

We discuss now the notion of support in the sum-rank metric. Given an ambient spaceM, we
consider the associated space

S = Fn1
q × F

n2
q × · · · × F

nℓ
q .

We denote by P(S) the lattice of all subspaces S of S such that S = S1 × · · · × Sℓ where Si is
an Fq-linear subspace of Fni

q .
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Definition 2.8 ( [BGLR21, Definition 2.4]). Let M, S and P(S) be as above. For an element
C ∈ M, the support of C is

supp(C) = rowsp(C1) × · · · × rowsp(Cℓ) ∈ P(S),

where rowsp(Ci) is the space generated by the rows of Ci over Fq. The support supp(C) of a
code C is the smallest S ∈ P(S) such that supp(C) ⊆ S for all C ∈ C.

Remark 2.9. If S = Fq × · · · × Fq, then this definition of support coincides with the classical
one for linear block codes. If S = Fn

q, then it coincides with the one for Fqm-linear rank-metric
codes. In Section 4.1 we define equivalences (i.e., linear isometries) of sum-rank metric codes.
We stress that this notion of support is not equivalence-invariant.

Definition 2.10. For S ∈ P(S) we define the row-support spaceVS as

VS = {C ∈ M : supp(C) ⊆ S}.

Clearly,VS = M.
For a code C ⊆ M and a subspace S ∈ P(S) the subcode of C supported on S is

C(S) = C ∩VS = {C ∈ C : supp(C) ⊆ S}.

Example 2.11. LetM, C, C and D be as in Example 2.7. We have that supp(C) = 0×F2×0×0×
F2×0, supp(D) = ⟨(1, 0)⟩×F2×F

2
2×F2×F2×F2 and supp(C) = M. LetS = ⟨(1, 0)⟩×0×F2

2×0×0×0.
Then,

C(S) = C ∩VS =

〈1 0
0 0
1 0

 ,

0
0
0

 ,

(
1 0
0 1

)
,

(
0
0

)
, 0, 0

〉
F2

.

Let tr(M) denote the trace of a square matrix M and consider the map Tr : M×M→ Fq given
by Tr(D,C) =

∑ℓ
i=1 tr(DiCt

i). Notice that Tr is a non-degenerate symmetric bilinear form. The
dual C⊥ of a sum-rank metric code C ⊆ M is the orthogonal subspace of C inM with respect to
Tr.

Definition 2.12. Let C ⊆ M be a code. The dual of C is

C⊥ = {D ∈ M : Tr(D,C) = 0 for all C ∈ C}.

Some of the basic properties that we expect from the duality are trivially true since Tr is a
non-degenerate symmetric bilinear form. For instance, |M| = |C||C⊥| and (C⊥)⊥ = C.

2.2. Convolutional codes
Convolutional codes play an important practical role, as they are used extensively to achieve
reliable data transmission in digital video, mobile communications, satellite communications,
and other applications. Their popularity comes mostly from the fact that maximum-likelihood
soft-decision decoding can be performed efficiently on convolutional codes, see e.g. [Vit67,
BCJR74]. In spite of the fact that they play a central role in the applications, however, the
mathematical theory of convolutional codes is not as well-developed as for other families of
codes.
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Let Fq[x] be the ring of univariate polynomials with coefficients in Fq. For δ ≥ 0, we denote
by Fq[x]≤δ the set of polynomials of degree at most δ. For every positive integers n we write
Fq[x]n for the direct sum of n copies of Fq[x]. Since Fq is a field, we have that Fq[x] is a principal
ideal domain. Therefore, every submodule of Fq[x]n is a free Fq[x]-module of finite rank k ≤ n
that admits a finite basis of cardinality k, see [Rotng, Theorem 9.8]. We recall that given a
submodule M of Fq[x]n a set B ⊆ M is a basis for M if B generates M and B is Fq[x]-linearly
independent, that is, for every subset {b1, b2, . . . , bn} of B, r1b1+r2b2+ · · ·+rnbn = 0 implies that
r1 = r2 = · · · = rn = 0. From here on, we will only work with submodules of Fq[x]n, so it will be
always possible to fix a basis. For U ⊆ Fq[x]n a subset, we denote by ⟨U⟩Fq[x] = ⟨u | u ∈ U⟩Fq[x]

the Fq[x]-module generated by the elements of U.

Definition 2.13. An (n, k) convolutional code C is an Fq[x]-submodule of Fq[x]n of rank k.

We always assume that C , 0. An element c(x) ∈ C is an n-tuple (p1(x), . . . , pn(x)), where

p j(x) = a j,0 + a j,1x + · · · + a j,s j x
s j ,

for all j ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Equivalently, we can express c(x) with a more compact notation as

c(x) =
deg(c(x))∑

t=0

c[t]xt,

where deg(c(x)) = max j deg(p j(x)) and for all t we have c[t] = (a1,t, . . . , an,t) ∈ Fn
q. The j-th

truncation of c(x) is

c[0, j](x) =
j∑

t=0

c[t]xt.

One can associate to C = ⟨c1, . . . , ck⟩Fq[x] the linear block code

C[0] = ⟨c1[0], . . . , ck[0]⟩Fq ⊆ F
n
q.

Here we identify an element of Fq with the corresponding degree zero polynomial in Fq[x].
Notice that C[0] does not depend on the choice of a system of generators for C and that we have
dim(C[0]) ≤ k.

In the context of convolutional codes we denote by wtH(c) the (Hamming) weight srk(c) of
c ∈ Fn

q, i.e., wtH(c) is the number of non zero components of c. The weight of an element
c(x) ∈ Fq[x]n is given by

wt(c(x)) =
deg(c(x))∑

t=0

wtH(c[t]).

Let c(x) = (p1(x), . . . , pn(x)). Then

supp(c(x)) = {( j, k) : a j,k , 0}

is the support of c(x). Notice that this support is not a support in the sense of Definition 3.4.
Clearly, we have |supp(c(x))| = wt(c(x)). Let U ⊆ C be a subset of C. The support of U is

supp(U) =
⋃

c(x)∈U

supp(c(x)).
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If U = ⟨c1(x), . . . , ch(x)⟩Fq is an Fq-linear space, then it is easy to show that

supp(U) =
h⋃

i=1

supp(ci(x)),

see e.g. [GR22, discussion after Definition 2.8].
If C = (c[0] . . . c[deg(c)]) ∈ Fn×(deg(c)+1)

q is the matrix with columns c[0], . . . , c[deg(c)], then
supp(c(x)) simply corresponds to the support of C, i.e., the set of positions of the non zero
entries of C. Notice that the columns of C are indexed starting from 0 instead of 1 and the
support of a matrix is the set of positions of its nonzero entries.

Let C1,C2 ⊆ Fq[x]n be convolutional codes. We call C1 and C2 isometric if there exists a
weight-preserving Fq[x]-isomorphism ϕ : C1 → C2, that is, ϕ is an isomorphism of Fq[x]-
modules and wt(c(x)) = wt(ϕ(c(x))) for all c(x) ∈ C1, see [GL09, Definition 3.1]. We will
deeply study isometries of convolutional codes in Section 9.1.

A generator matrix of C is a matrix G(x) with entries in Fq[x] whose rows form a basis of
C. We denote by δ the internal degree of a convolutional code C, i.e., the maximum degree
of a full size minor of G(x). Since two generator matrices of the same code differ by left
multiplication by a unimodular matrix, it follows that δ is independent of the choice of G(x).
A convolutional code C ⊆ Fq[x]n of rank k and degree δ is an (n, k, δ) convolutional code.
Let G(x) = (pi, j(x))i, j be a generator matrix of C. We say that G(x) is row-reduced if δ =∑k

i=1 δi, where δi = maxn
j=1 deg(pi, j(x)). Every code C has a row-reduced generator matrix,

see e.g. [Kai80, Example 6.3-2]. It is easy to check that the degrees δ1, . . . , δn of the rows
of a row-reduced generator matrix of C are invariants of C, i.e., they do not depend on the
choice of a row-reduced generator matrix of C. Up to a row permutation, we may assume that
δ1 ≥ δ2 ≥ · · · ≥ δk. The largest degree δ1 is often called the memory of the code.

A convolutional code C is noncatastrophic if it has a left-prime generator matrix G(x), i.e., a
generator matrix G(x) with the property that if G(x) = H(x)G′(x), then H(x) is unimodular. If C
has no left-prime generator matrix, we say that C is catastrophic. We refer the interested reader
to [LPR21, Section 10.2] for a more complete introduction to convolutional codes in the poly-
nomial setting. The next proposition follows from standard commutative algebra arguments and
was first observed in [GLS04]. It provides a useful characterizations of being noncatastrophic.

Proposition 2.14. [GLS04, Proposition 2.2] Let C ⊆ Fq[x]n be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code.
Then, C is noncatastrophic if and only if for every r(x) ∈ Fq[x] \ {0} and c(x) ∈ Fq[x]n we have
that

r(x)c(x) ∈ C implies c(x) ∈ C.

The minimum distance or free distance of a convolutional code C is defined as

dfree(C) = min{wt(c(x)) : c(x) ∈ C \ {0}}.

In [RS99, Theorem 2.2] Smarandache and Rosenthal established an analogue of the Singleton
bound for convolutional codes.

Theorem 2.15 (Singleton Bound). Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code. Then

dfree(C) ≤ (n − k)
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ δ + 1.
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Similarly to the case of block codes endowed with the Hamming metric, a code that meets
the Singleton bound is called Maximum Distance Separable (MDS). Notice that linear block
codes are exactly the convolutional codes with internal degree δ = 0. Coherently, the Singleton
bound from Theorem 2.15 coincides with the usual Singleton bound for δ = 0. In particular, a
linear block code is MDS if and only if its extension to Fq[x]n is MDS of internal degree 0.

The j-th column distance of a convolutional code C is defined as

dc
j(C) = min{wt(c[0, j](x)) : c(x) ∈ C and c[0] , 0}.

In [GLRS06, Proposition 2.2], the authors proved the following bound.

Theorem 2.16. Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code. Then

dc
j(C) ≤ (n − k)( j + 1) + 1,

for all j ∈ N0.

A code with k , n that achieves this bound for j = 0, . . . , L =
⌊
δ
k

⌋
+
⌊

δ
n−k

⌋
is called Maxi-

mum Distance Profile (MDP). Finally, C is strongly Maximum Distance Separable (sMDS) if
dfree(C) = dc

M(C), where M =
⌊
δ
k

⌋
+
⌈

δ
n−k

⌉
. Strongly MDS convolutional codes are a family of

MDS convolutional codes and were introduced in [GLRS06].
Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code. The dual code C⊥ is defined as

C⊥ = {d(x) ∈ Fq[x]n | d(x)c(x)T = 0 for all c(x) ∈ C}.

It follows from Proposition 2.14 that, if C is noncatastrophic, then C⊥ is an (n, n − k, δ) convo-
lutional code and (C⊥)⊥ = C.
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3. Codes over finite commutative rings
In order to study linear block codes, it may be useful to associate with them some algebraic
or combinatorial objects that partially capture their structure and their basic properties. Under-
standing which invariants can be determined from this objects is a question of great interest.

For instance, since linear block codes are simply finite vector spaces over finite fields, it is
common knowledge that we can associate a matroid to them [Oxl11, Chapter 1]. In [Gre76]
Green showed how the weight enumerator of a linear block code is determined by the Tutte
polynomial of the associated matroid. More recently, in [JP09b] Jurrius and Pellikaan proved
that the Tutte polynomial of the matroid is equivalent to the generalized weight enumerator
and to the extended weight enumerator. A similar result was independently proved by Britz
in [Bri10]. Starting from the circuits of the matroid, we can also associate a monomial ideal.
In [JV13], Johnsen and Verdure proved that the generalized Hamming weight of a linear block
code are determined by the N-graded Betti numbers of the associated ideal. This relation was
further studied, among others, in [GMMCMMP22,GS20, JRV16, JV14, JV21]. The goal of this
chapter is to illustrate how to extend some of these results to linear codes over finite commu-
tative rings. Even though many definitions and many results that we will discuss later in the
chapter hold for infinite commutative rings, we prefer to consider only the finite case for the
sake of clarity. So, from here on, R will be a finite unitary commutative ring, unless otherwise
specified.

3.1. Supports of R-linear codes
Definition 3.1. An R-linear code C is an R-submodule of Rn.

In order to define the generalized weights for R-linear codes we need to define the notion of
support on Rn. The general theory of supports over rings was introduced and deeply studied by
Gorla and Ravagnani in [GR22]. Here, we limit ourselves to what is necessary for our purposes.

Definition 3.2. An ordered abelian group is a triple (A,+,≤), where (A,+) is an abelian group
and ≤ is a partial order on A such that for all a1, a2, a3 ∈ A a1 ≤ a2 implies a1 + a3 ≤ a2 + a3. In
particular, we have that

1. a1 ≤ a2 if and only if 0 ≤ a2 − a1.

2. If a1, a2 ≥ 0, then a1 + a2 ≥ 0.

Example 3.3. We are mainly interested in the ordered abelian group (Zu,+,≤) with u ∈ N,
where the partial order ≤ is defined as follows: (a1, . . . , au) ≤ (a′1, . . . a

′
u) if and only if ai ≤ a′i

for i ∈ [u] in the canonical order of Z.

Definition 3.4. A support on Rn is a function supp : Rn → Zu such that:

1. supp(v) = 0 if and only if v = 0.

2. supp(rv) ≤ supp(v) for all r ∈ R and v ∈ Rn.
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3. supp(v + w) ≤ supp(v) ∨ supp(w) for all v,w ∈ Rn

A support is called modular if it satisfies the following property.

4. If v,w ∈ Rn and i ∈ [u] satisfy supp(v)i ≤ supp(w)i, then there exists r ∈ R such that
supp(v + rw)i < supp(v)i.

Given a support supp : Rn → Zu we can define a function supp′ from the power set of Rn

to Zu as supp′(X) =
∨

x∈X supp(x). In order to simplify the notation we will denote both these
functions by supp and the domain will be clear from the context.

In coding theory the notion of support is closely linked to that of weight. The Hamming
support, for instance, arises from the Hamming weight on Fn

q, as already discussed in the Intro-
duction. Notice that the Hamming support is modular. An example of support on Fn

q that is not
modular is given by the function τ : Fn

q → Z that maps the zero vector to 0 and all the other
vectors to 1.

Definition 3.5. The weight of v ∈ Rn with respect to supp is the 1-norm of the support of v,
i.e., wt(v) = |supp(v)|. The weight of an R-linear code C is defined as wt(C) = |supp(C)|. The
minimum and the maximum weight of a code 0 , C ⊆ Rn are, respectively,

min wt(C) = min {wt(v) : v ∈ C \ 0} and max wt(C) = max {wt(v) : v ∈ C} .

It is worth noticing that there exist weights of interest to the community for which the as-
sociated “support" does not satisfy the condition of Definition 3.4. For example, the support
suppL : Z4 → Z, associated to the Lee weight wtL : Z4 → Z, is given by suppL(0) = 0,
suppL(1) = suppL(3) = 1, and suppL(2) = 2. This is not a support according to Definition 3.4,
in fact it does not satisfy the second condition since suppL(2) = suppL(2 · 1) > suppL(1). One
can easily see that the weight defined in 3.5 is an invariant weight function, but it is not always
homogeneous. We refer to [GMFZ13, Section 2] for all these definitions.

Recall that if R is a finite ring, there exist R1, . . . ,Rℓ finite local rings such that R � R1×· · ·×Rℓ,
see [AM69, Theorem 8.7]. In particular if R is a principal ideal ring, R1, . . . ,Rℓ are also principal
ideal rings. Notice that from the standpoint of ring theory, R and R1 × · · · ×Rℓ are the same ring,
so by abusing notation from here on we will write R = R1 × · · · × Rn. Similarly, we will write
Rn = Rn

1 × · · · × Rn
ℓ and C = C1 × · · · × Cℓ respectively in place of Rn � Rn

1 × · · · × Rn
ℓ and

C � C1 × · · · × Cℓ. A finite local commutative principal ideal ring is often called a finite chain
ring. If R is a finite chain ring, then any element r ∈ R is of the form r = aαk, where a is an
invertible element and α is a generator of the maximal ideal of R. The following result by Gorla
and Ravagnani allows us to reduce the study of supports of rings to that of supports of local
rings.

Proposition 3.6 ( [GR22, Theorem 2.23]). Let supp : Rn → Zu be a modular support. Up
to a permutation of the coordinates of Zu we have that supp = supp1 × · · · × suppℓ, where
suppi : Rn

i → Z
ui for i ∈ [ℓ] and ui ∈ N with u1 + · · · + uℓ = u. Moreover, suppi is a modular

support for all i ∈ [ℓ].

Let supp1 : Rn1 → Zu1 and supp2 : Rn2 → Zu2 be two (modular) supports. It is easy to see
that the product supp1 × supp2 is a (modular) support from Rn1+n2 to Zu1+u2 . A support is called
standard if it can be decomposed in product of supports that are supported on a single copy of
R.
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Definition 3.7. A support supp : Rn → Zu is said to be standard if for each i ∈ [n] there exist
ui ∈ N and a support suppi : R → Zui such that up to permuting the coordinates of Zu we have
that supp((r1, . . . , rn)) = (supp1(r1), . . . , suppn(rn)).

We notice that for a standard support supp one has that

supp((r1, . . . , rn)) = supp((r1, 0, . . . , 0)) ∨ · · · ∨ supp((0, . . . , 0, rn)).

In this chapter we are interested in a specific standard modular support for finite chain rings
introduced in [Rav18, Example 26] that is defined as follows.

Definition 3.8. Let R be a finite chain ring with maximal ideal (α). Let k be the smallest positive
integer such that αk = 0. Let supp : R→ Z be the support function given by

supp(r) = min
{

0 ≤ i ≤ k : r ∈
(
αk−i
)}
,

for every r ∈ R. The support supp = supp × · · · × supp : Rn → Zn is called the chain support on
Rn.

3.2. Generalized weights
Let C ⊆ Rn be an R-linear code. Since R = R1 × · · · × Rℓ with Ri finite local ring for all i ∈ [ℓ],
we have that C = C1 × · · · × Cℓ, where Ci ⊆ Rn

i is the projection πi(C) of C on the i-th factor
of Rn = Rn

1 × · · · × Rn
ℓ for all i ∈ [ℓ]. Following the notation of [GR22], we denote by µ(C)

the least cardinality of a system of generators of a code C. By convention we have µ(0) = 0.
Finally, for a code C = C1 × · · · × Cℓ ⊆ Rn, we set M(C) := µ(C1) + . . . µ(Cℓ). We now have all
the necessary elements to state the definition of generalized weights of an R-linear code with
respect to a support supp.

Definition 3.9. For r ∈ [M(C)], the r-th generalized weight of C is given by

dr(C) = min
{

wt(D) : D ∈ S j(C) for j ≥ r
}
,

where S j(C) = {D ⊆ C : D is a subcode with a minimal system of generators of cardinality j}.

Notice that the previous definition is well-defined since S j(C) , ∅ for j ∈ [M(C)] as proved
in [GR22, Theorem 1.8]. When R is a finite field, the cardinality of a minimal system of gen-
erators coincides with the dimension of the subcode. Therefore, Definition 3.9 extends Defini-
tion 1.3. The next proposition collects some basic properties of generalized weights.

Proposition 3.10 ( [GR22, Lemma 2.12]). Let D ⊆ C ⊆ Rn be two R-linear codes. Then,

1. d1(C) = min wt(C),

2. dr(D) ≥ dr(C) for r ∈ [min{M(D),M(C)}],

3. dr+1(C) ≥ dr(C) for r ∈ [M(C) − 1],

4. dr(C) = min{|supp(D)| : D ⊆ C and M(D) ≥ r} for r ∈ [M(C)].
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One of the reasons why generalized Hamming weights are very studied is that they are invari-
ant under equivalences. Here, we prove that this is the case also for R-linear codes. We begin
defining equivalences between R-linear codes.

Definition 3.11. An isometry between R-linear codes is an R-module isomorphism φ : C1 → C2

that preserves the weight, i.e., wt(v) = wt(φ(v)) for all v ∈ C1. Two R-linear codes C1 and C2 in
Rn are equivalent, if there exists an isometry φ : Rn → Rn that maps C1 in C2.

A classical result for the Hamming support states that an isometry from Fn
q to itself can be

expressed as multiplication by a permutation matrix and a diagonal one. In the following, we
prove a similar result for codes over principal ideal rings equipped with a standard modular
support. We begin by considering the case when R is a finite chain ring.

Lemma 3.12. Let R be a finite chain ring, supp = supp1 × · · · × suppn be a standard modular
support on Rn, and φ : Rn → Rn be an isometry with respect to supp. Then, there exist a diagonal
invertible matrix D and a permutation matrix M such that φ(v) = DMv for all v ∈ Rn.

Proof. It is known that an R-module isomorphism from Rn to itself can be expressed as multi-
plication by a matrix N = (ni, j) in Rn×n. In order to prove the statement, we want to proceed
by induction on n. When n = 1, it is trivially true. So assume, we proved the statement for
n − 1. Without loss of generality we assume that |supp1(1)| ≤ · · · ≤ |suppn(1)|. Let ei be an
element in the standard basis. Then, an entry of φ(ei) must be invertible, otherwise φ would not
be injective. We start by considering e1. Since we assumed |supp1(1)| ≤ |suppi(1)| for i > 1,
we conclude that the first column of N has an invertible entry, say the k-th entry, and it is zero
everywhere else. Up to multiply by a permutation matrix, we can assume k = 1. Consider the
vector v = (−n1,2, n1,1, 0, . . . , 0)t ∈ Rn. Then, wt(ϕ(v)) ≤ wt(e2), while wt(v) ≥ wt(e2). Since φ
is an isometry, we have that n1,2 = 0. Proceeding in this way, we obtain that the first row of N
is different from zero only in the first entry. This implies that φ restricted to {0} × Rn−1 can be
regarded as an isometry of Rn−1. We conclude using the inductive hypothesis. □

When R is a principal ideal ring, isometries of Rn can be still expressed as product by a
matrix, but describing which matrices represent an isometry is harder. However, we can still
classify the isometries of Rn starting from the isometries of finite chain rings that we studied in
the previous lemma.

Theorem 3.13. Let R = R1 × · · · × Rℓ be a principal ideal ring, supp be a standard modular
support on Rn, and φ : Rn → Rn be an isometry with respect to supp. Then, for each i ∈ [ℓ]
there exists an isometry φi : Rn

i → Rn
i such that πi(φ(r))) = φi(πi(r)) for every r ∈ Rn, where

πi : Rn → Rn
i is the standard projection.

Proof. This follows from the fact that any R-module isomorphism sends each 0×· · ·×Rn
i ×· · ·×0

in itself and from the fact that the restriction of an isometry is an isometry. □

Example 3.14. Consider the free module Z2
6 over the ring Z6 = Z2 × Z3. As support we take

the standard modular support supp × supp, where supp : Z6 → Z
2 is given by supp(1) = (1, 1),

supp(2) = (1, 0) and supp(3) = (0, 1), i.e., supp = supp1 × supp2, where supp1 is the Hamming
support on Z3 and supp2 is the Hamming support on Z2. Then, one can check by hand that
multiplication by the matrix

M =
(

2 3
3 2

)
∈ Z2×2

6



3.3. Weight enumerator 17

is an isometry φ : Z2
6 → Z

2
6. Notice that M is not the product of a permutation matrix and a

diagonal one. If we look at the projection on Z2
2 and Z2

3 we find that the two isometries φ1 and
φ2 correspond respectively to the matrices

M1 =

(
0 1
1 0

)
∈ Z2×2

2 and M2 =

(
2 0
0 2

)
∈ Z2×2

3 ,

that are both permutation matrices multiplied by a diagonal one as required by Lemma 3.12.

By Theorem 3.13 we obtain that the generalized weights are a family of invariants.

Corollary 3.15. The generalized weights of an R-linear code are invariant under equivalences.

Proof. Let φ : Rn → Rn be an equivalence between two R-linear codes C1 and C2. Consider a
minimal system of generators M of a subcode D1 of C1. Since φ is an isometry of Rn, φ(M)
is a minimal system of generators of a subcode D2 of C2. In particular, we have that M(C1) ≥
M(C2). By Theorem 3.13 we obtain that wt(D1) = wt(D2). Therefore, dr(C1) ≥ dr(C2) for
r ∈ [M(C2)]. This is sufficient to conclude since also φ−1 is an isometry. □

3.3. Weight enumerator
The weight enumerator is a crucial and extensively researched polynomial in coding theory
[VL71, Chapter VI]. It captures most of the interesting properties of a code, and moreover it is
also used to study the decoding procedure. For instance, the weight enumerator of a binary code
estimates the probability that a received codeword is closer to a different codeword compared
to the actual transmitted codeword [JP09a, Section 3]. The goal of this section is to introduce
the weight enumerator in our setting, i.e., for linear codes over rings.

Definition 3.16. The homogeneous weight enumerator of an R-linear code C ⊆ Rn is the poly-
nomial

WC(x, y) =
∑
c∈C

xwt(c)ywt(Rn)−wt(c).

The homogeneous weight enumerator can also be written equivalently as

WC(x, y) =
wt(Rn)∑
w=0

Awxwywt(Rn)−w,

where Aw = |{c ∈ C : wt(c) = w}|. The list A0, . . . , Awt(Rn) is called the weight distribution of
C, and it is an invariant of the code. Notice that in the case of the Hamming support we have
wt(Rn) = n, and we obtain the classical definition of weight enumerator. In the more general
case of standard support, it is important to keep track of what happens in each component. For
this reason, we introduce the complete weight enumerator. The name is borrowed from [Ver04,
Definition 8.2], but the definition is not the same.

Definition 3.17. For a support supp : Rn → Zu, we define the complete weight enumerator as

WC(x, y) =
∑
c∈C

xsupp(c)ysupp(c).
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where xsupp(c) =
∏u

i=1 xsupp(c)i
i , and supp(c) = supp(Rn) − supp(c). Starting from the complete

weight enumerator, one can recover the homogeneous weight enumerator simply by setting
x1 = · · · = xu = x and y1 = · · · = yu = y. By straightforward computations we obtain the
following result.

Lemma 3.18. Let R = R1 × · · · × Rℓ be a principal ideal ring, C = C1 × · · · × Cℓ be an R-linear
code, and supp = supp1 × · · · × suppℓ be a modular support. Then,

WC(x1, . . . , xℓ, y1, . . . , yℓ) =
ℓ∏

i=1

WCi(xi, yi).

In addition to the weight enumerator, we are also interested in the generalized weight enu-
merator.

Definition 3.19. Let C be an R-linear code. For 0 ≤ r ≤ M(C) the r-th generalized weight
enumerator is given by

W (r)
C (x, y) =

M(C)∑
r=0

A(r)
w xwt(Rn)−wyw,

where A(r)
w = |{D ⊆ C : M(D) = r and wt(D) = w}|.

While the weight enumerator captures the weight distribution, the generalized weight enu-
merator captures the generalized weights. Indeed, for r ∈ [M(C)], we have that

dr(C) = min{w : there exists j ≥ r such that A( j)
w , 0}.

3.4. Latroids
The goal of this section is to study the relation between supports and latroids. The latter were
introduced in [Ver04, Definition 5.6] and generalize matroids, q-matroids, polymatroids and
q-polymatroids. Before giving the definition of latroid, we recall that a complete lattice is a
partially ordered set in which all subsets have both a supremum ∨ and an infimum ∧.

Definition 3.20. Let A be an ordered abelian group, and let L be a complete lattice. An A-
latroid with rank function ρ : L → A under length function ∥·∥ : L → A on the lattice L, is a
triple (ρ, ∥·∥,L) such that:

1. ρ(0L) = ∥0L∥ = 0A.

2. ∥·∥ is strictly increasing, that is, ∥L∥ < ∥M∥ for all L,M ∈ L with L < M.

3. ∥·∥ is modular, that is, ∥L∥ + ∥M∥ = ∥L ∨ M∥ + ∥L ∧ M∥ for all L,M ∈ L.

4. ρ is bounded increasing, that is, 0 ≤ ρ(M) − ρ(L) ≤ ∥M∥ − ∥L∥ for all L,M ∈ L with
L < M.

5. ρ is submodular, that is, ρ(L) + ρ(M) ≥ ρ(L ∨ M) + ρ(L ∧ M) for all L,M ∈ L.

In the next remark we explain how the concept of latroid generalizes the one of matroid.
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Remark 3.21. Let E be a finite set. The power set P(E) of E is a complete lattice with respect
to the union and intersection. It is easy to verify that the cardinality function |·| is a strictly
increasing modular function on P(E). Let ρ : P(E) → Z any function for which (ρ, |·|,P(E))
is a Z-latroid. Then, {X ⊆ E : |X| − ρ(X) > 0 and X is minimal with this property} is the set
of circuits of a matroid with ground set E and rank function ρ. This is a direct consequence
of [Oxl11, Proposition 11.1.1].

Conversely, let (E, ρ) be a matroid with ground set E and rank function ρ. Then, (ρ, |·|,P(E))
is a Z-latroid. In fact, from the axioms of matroids, we immediately obtain that ρ(0L) = 0, ρ
is submodular, and 0 ≤ ρ(M) − ρ(L) for all L,M ∈ P(E) with L < M. It remains to prove that
ρ(M) − ρ(L) ≤ |M| − |L|. By the submodularity of ρ, we obtain ρ(M) ≤ ρ(M \ L) + ρ(L), and by
the modularity of the cardinality we conclude

ρ(M) − ρ(L) ≤ ρ(M \ L) ≤ |M \ L| = |M| − |L|.

In the sequel, we show one possible way to associate a latroid to an R-linear code for a given
strictly increasing modular function. LetM(Rn) be the set of all submodules of Rn. We denote
by Rn the set of rectangular sumbmodules of Rn, given by

Rn = {M = I1 × · · · × In ⊆ Rn : Ii is an ideal of R for all i ∈ [n]}.

Notice that M(Rn) and Rn are complete lattices with respect to the sum and the intersection,
since R is a finite ring. For a code C and a strictly increasing modular function ∥·∥ :M(Rn)→ A,
we define ρC :M(Rn)→ A as

ρC(M) = ∥M∥ − ∥M ∩ C∥ for all M ∈ M(Rn).

In the following proposition we will consider the restriction of ∥·∥ and of ρC to the sublattice
Rn ofM(Rn). To simplify the notation, we will not indicate the domain of the functions if it is
already clear from the context.

Proposition 3.22. The triple (ρC, ∥·∥,Rn) is an A-latroid for every code C ∈ Rn.

Proof. Let M1 < M2 ∈ R
n. We immediately obtain that

ρC(M2) − ρC(M1) ≤ ∥M2∥ − ∥M1∥,

since M1 ∩ C ≤ M2 ∩ C. Moreover, we have that

ρC(M1) − ρC(M2) = ∥M2∥ − ∥M1∥ − ∥M2 ∩ C∥ + ∥M1 ∩ C∥ =

= ∥M2∥ − ∥M1∥ + (∥M1∥ + ∥C∥ − ∥M1 + C∥) − (∥M2∥ + ∥C∥ − ∥M2 + C∥) =
= ∥M2 + C∥ − ∥M1 + C∥ ≥ 0,

and therefore ρC is bounded increasing. We have now to prove that ρC is a submodular function.
So, fix L1, L2 ∈ R

n. Then, by the modularity of the function ∥·∥ we have that

ρC(L1) + ρC(L2) = ∥L1∥ + ∥L2∥ − ∥L1 ∩ C∥ − ∥L2 ∩ C∥ =

= ∥L1 + L2∥ + ∥L1 ∩ L2∥ − (∥L1 ∩ L2 ∩ C∥ + ∥(L1 ∩ C) + (L2 ∩ C)∥) =
≥ ∥L1 + L2∥ + ∥L1 ∩ L2∥ − (∥L1 ∩ L2 ∩ C∥ + ∥(L1 + L2) ∩ C∥) =
= ρC(L1 ∩ L2) + ρC(L1 + L2),
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where the inequality comes from the fact that (L1 ∩ C) + (L2 ∩ C) ⊆ (L1 + L2) ∩ C. □

It is worth noticing that the the proof of the previous proposition does not depend on the
choice of the sublattice Rn. In fact, we can prove the same result for every sublattice ofM(Rn).
The reason why we explicitly consider Rn comes from the following example.

Example 3.23. Let consider the case when R is a finite field Fq, and let C be a linear block code.
It is well known that the dimension is a modular function from the set of vector subspaces of
Fn

q to Z. Therefore, by Proposition 3.22 we have that (Rn, dim, ρC) is a Z-latroid. In this case
the rectangular subspaces of Fn

q are direct products of copies of Fq and {0}. In particular, the
rectangular subspaces are in bijection with the subsets of [n]. Therefore, we can construct an
associated matroid proceeding as in Remark 3.21. This matroid is exactly the standard matroid
that we associate to a code endowed with the Hamming metric.

We point out that modular functions and modular supports were defined independently in two
different contexts. So, even though they are both called modular, they are not the same class
of functions. However, there are cases in which modular supports are also modular functions.
For instance, we now show that a standard modular support is also a strictly increasing modular
function on the lattice Rn, if R is a principal ideal ring. We begin considering the case when R
is a finite chain ring.

Lemma 3.24. Let R be a finite chain ring and let supp : Rn → Zu be a standard support. Then,
supp : Rn → Zu is a modular function, i.e., supp(M1)+ supp(M2) = supp(M1+M2)+ supp(M1∩

M2) for all M1,M2 ∈ R
n.

Proof. Directly from the definition of supp we obtain supp(M1) ∨ supp(M2) ≤ supp(M1 + M2).
For every m ∈ M1 + M2 there exists m1 ∈ M1 and m2 ∈ M2, such that m = m1 + m2. Therefore,
supp(m) ≤ supp(m1) ∨ supp(m2) ≤ supp(M1) ∨ supp(M2) and so, supp(M1) ∨ supp(M2) =
supp(M1 + M2). This also follows from the fact that M = ⟨m1, . . . ,mt⟩ implies supp(M) =
supp(m1) ∨ · · · ∨ supp(mt).

It is clear that supp(M1 ∩ M2) ≤ supp(M1) ∧ supp(M2). Fix i ∈ [u], since supp is standard,
there exist m1 = (0, . . . , 0, (m1) j, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ M1 and m2 = (0, . . . , 0, (m2) j, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ M2 such
that supp(m1)i = supp(M1)i and supp(m2)i = supp(M2)i. Let α be a generator of the maximal
ideal of R. Assume without loss of generality that supp(m1)i ≥ supp(m2)i. Then, there exist
r1, r2 invertible elements and k1 ≤ k2 such that (m1) j = r1α

k1 and (m2) j = r2α
k2 . So, m2 =

r−1
1 r2α

k2−k1m1 ∈ M1 ∩ M2, hence supp(M1 ∩ M2)i ≥ supp(m2)i = supp(M2)i and therefore we
have that supp(M1 ∩ M2) = supp(M1) ∧ supp(M2). Since supp(M1) + supp(M2) = supp(M1) ∧
supp(M2) + supp(M1) ∨ supp(M2), we conclude. □

Proposition 3.25. Let R be a principal ideal ring and let supp : Rn → Zu be a standard modular
support. Then, supp : Rn → Zu is a modular function.

Proof. By Proposition 3.6, we know that Rn = Rn
1 × · · · × Rn

ℓ with R1, . . . ,Rℓ finite chain rings,
and supp = supp1 × . . . suppℓ, where suppi = Rn

i → Z
ui is a standard modular support for all

i ∈ [ℓ]. If M is a rectangular submodule of Rn, then M = M1 × · · · × Mℓ with Mi rectangular
submodules of Rn

i , So, to conclude it is sufficient to apply Lemma 3.24 to each suppi. □

While in Lemma 3.24 we do not require the support to be modular, Proposition 3.25 does not
hold in general without this assumption, as one can see in the next example.
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Example 3.26. Consider the ring Z6 endowed with the Hamming support and let M1 = (2) and
M2 = (3). Then, we obtain 2 = supp(M1) + supp(M2) , supp(M1 + M2) + supp(M1 ∩ M2) = 1.

Corollary 3.27. Let R be a principal ideal ring and let supp : Rn → Zu be a standard modular
support. Then, the associated weight function is modular.

Proof. Since the direct sum of modular functions is modular, the result follows from Proposi-
tion 3.25. □

Notice that there are standard supports that are not strictly increasing functions. For instance,
taking Example 3.26, we have that the Hamming support on Z6 is not strictly increasing. How-
ever, in the following proposition we show that all standard modular supports on principal ideal
rings are strictly increasing.

Proposition 3.28. Let R be a principal ideal ring and let supp : Rn → Zu be a standard modular
support. Then, supp : Rn → Zu is strictly increasing.

Proof. As in the case of Proposition 3.25, it suffices to prove the result for finite chain rings.
So, assume that R is a finite chain ring with maximal ideal generated by α, and let M1 < M2

be two rectangular submodules of Rn. Then, there exist m1 = (0, . . . , 0, αt1 , 0, . . . , 0) ∈ M1

and m2 = (0, . . . , 0, αt2 , 0, . . . , 0) ∈ M2 with t2 < t1, such that supp(M1)i = supp(m1)i and
supp(M2)i = supp(m2)i. Since m1 ∈ M2, we have that supp(M1)i ≤ supp(M2)i. Suppose now
that they are equal. On the one side, since supp is a modular support, there is r ∈ R such that
supp((0, . . . , 0, αt2 − rαt1 , 0, . . . , 0))i < supp((0, . . . , 0, αt2 , 0, . . . , 0))i. On the other side, since
R is a local ring, we have that 1 − rαt2−t1 is an invertible element, and so supp((0, . . . , 0, αt1 −

rαt2 , 0, . . . , 0))i = supp((0, . . . , 0, αt1 , 0, . . . , 0))i. This is a contradiction, and therefore we con-
clude that supp(M1)i < supp(M2)i, and so supp(M1) < supp(M2). □

By Proposition 3.25 and Proposition 3.28 we conclude that a standard modular support on
a principal ideal ring defines a strictly increasing modular function on Rn. If we try to enlarge
the domain and we consider supp : M(Rn) → Zu, we do not find a modular function. In
particular, if we define ρC as in Proposition 3.22 the triple (ρC, supp,Rn) may not be a Zu-
latroid. However, given a standard modular support we can still construct a latroid as follows.
We define ρsupp

C : Rn → Zu as

ρ
supp
C (M) = supp(M) − supp (min{L ∈ Rn : M ∩ C ⊆ L}) for all M ∈ M(Rn).

Let C̄ the smallest rectangular submodule that contains C. It is easy to verify that C̄ = π1(C) ×
· · · × πn(C), where πi is the canonical projection on the i-th entry, and that M ∩ C̄ = min{L ∈
Rn : M ∩ C ⊆ L}. Following the proof of Proposition 3.22, one can prove that (ρsupp

C , supp,Rn)
is a latroid.

3.5. The Chain Support and the Tutte polynomial
The Tutte polynomial was introduced for the first time in [Tut47, Tut54] for graphs and then
generalized to matroids in [Cra69]. For a matroid (E, ρ) it is defined as

T (ρ, x, y) =
∑
A⊆E

(x − 1)ρ(E)−ρ(A)(y − 1)|A|−ρ(A).
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The Tutte-Whitney rank generating function is obtained from the Tutte polynomial via a change
of variable

R(ρ, x, y) = T (ρ, x + 1, y + 1) =
∑
A⊆E

xρ(E)−ρ(A)y|A|−ρ(A).

In [Ver04], Vertigan defined a generalization of the Tutte-Whitney rank generating function for
latroids as follows.

Definition 3.29. The weighted Tutte-Whitney rank generating function of a Zu-latroid (ρ, ∥·∥,L)
with L ⊆ Zu is

R(ρ, ∥·∥,L, x, y,u, v) =
∑
M∈L

xMyM⊥uρ(1L)−ρ(M)v∥M∥−ρ(M).

Since the lattice L is a sublattice of Zu, we have that M⊥ = M = 1L − M. Moreover, we ob-
serve that the weighted Tutte-Whitney rank generating function fully determines the following
function

R′(ρ, ∥·∥,L, x, z, y,u, v) =
∑
M∈L

xMzM̃−MyM⊥uρ(1L)−ρ(M)v∥M∥−ρ(M),

where M̃ = (M + (1, . . . , 1)) ∧ 1L. Notice that when L = {0, 1}n, then M̃ = (1, . . . , 1). In
this section we will show how we can recover the weight enumerator of a linear code endowed
with the chain support starting from the weighted Tutte-Whitney rank generating function of a
suitable associated latroid. Let C ⊆ Rn be an R-linear code with R finite chain ring and let supp
be the chain support as defined in Definition 3.8. We define LR as the sublattice of Zu, given by
LR = {supp(M) : M ∈ Rn}. We notice that there is a one to one correspondence betweenLR and
Rn. Therefore, the function ρC(supp(M)) = |supp(M)| − lt(M ∩ C), where lt(M) is the length of
M as R-module, is well defined.

Lemma 3.30. Let R be a finite chain ring and let C be an R-linear code. Then, the triple
(ρC, |·|,LR) defined above is a Z-latroid, called the chain support latroid associated to C.

Proof. See [Ver04, Lemma 5.9]. □

In the following lemma, we recall a useful fact of commutative algebra that we will use in
the proof of Theorem 3.32.

Lemma 3.31. Let R be a finite chain ring, and let M be a finitely generated R module. Then,
|M| = |R/(α)|lt(M).

Proof. Since M is finite, there exists a sequence of modules with strict inclusions

M = M0 ⊃ M1 ⊃ · · · ⊃ Mlt(M),

that is a composition series, i.e., Mi/Mi+1 is a nonzero simple R-module for 0 ≤ i < lt(M),
see [Eis13, Theorem 2.13]. A simple R-module is isomorphic to R/J, where J is a maximal
ideal of R. Since R is a local ring, we conclude that Mi/Mi+1 � R/(α) for 0 ≤ i < lt(M). We
conclude by induction on the length of the composition series. □

We can now show that the complete weight enumerator of a code C is determined by the
weighted Tutte-Whitney rank generating function of the associated chain support latroid. The
proof of the following theorem extends the proof of [Ver04, Theorem 9.4]
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Theorem 3.32. Let R be a finite chain ring and let C ⊆ Rn be an R-linear code. Then, the Tutte-
Whitney rank generating function of (ρC, |·|,LR) determines the complete weight enumerator of
C. In particular, we have that

WC(x, y) = R′
(
ρC, ∥·∥,LR, x,

y − x
y

, y, |R/(α)|, 1
)
.

Proof. For each A ∈ Zn, let CA = {c ∈ C : supp(c) ≤ A}, and let Ai = A − ei for all i ∈ [n].

nC(A) :=|{c ∈ C : supp(c) = A}| = |CA| − |

n⋃
i=1

CAi | =

=|CA| −

n∑
k=1

(−1)k+1

( ∑
1⩽i1<···<ik⩽n

|CAi1
∩ · · · ∩CAik

|

)
=

=
∑

A−(1,...,1)≤B≤A

(−1)|A|−|B||CB|.

(3.5.1)

By direct computation one can check that

yB(y − x)(1,...,1)−B =
∑

B⊆A⊆(1,...,1)

(−1)|A|−|B|xAy(1,...,1)−A, (3.5.2)

for all (0, . . . , 0) ≤ B ≤ (1, . . . , 1). Let B̃ = (B + (1, . . . , 1)) ∧ supp(Rn). We have that

∑
c∈C

xsupp(c)ysupp(c) =
∑
A∈L

nC(A)xAyA =
∑
A∈L

( ∑
A−(1,...,1)≤B≤A

(−1)|A|−|B||CB|

)
xAyA

=
∑
B∈L

(
|CB|

∑
B≤A≤B̃

(−1)|A|−|B|xAyA

)
=

=
∑
B∈L

(
|CB|xB̃−(1,...,1)ysupp(Rn)−B̃

∑
B≤A≤B̃

(−1)|A|−|B|xA−B̃+(1,...,1)zB̃−A

)
=

=
∑
B∈L

|CB|xB̃−(1,...,1)ysupp(Rn)−B̃xB−B̃+(1,...,1)(y − x)B̃−B =

=
∑
B∈L

|CB|xBysupp(Rn)−B̃(y − x)B̃−B =
∑
B∈L

|CB|xByB

(
y − x

y

)B̃−B

,

where in the decond equality we used Equation (3.5.1) and in the second to last we used Equa-
tion (3.5.2). Since R is a finite chain ring and |B| − ρC(B) is the length of CB, by Lemma 3.31
we have that |CB| = |R/(α)||B|−ρC(B). Combining these results, we finally obtain

WC(x, y) =
∑
B∈L

|R/(α)||B|−ρC(B)xByB

(
y − x

y

)B̃−B

= R′
(
ρC, ∥·∥,LR, x,

y − x
y

, y, |R/(α)|, 1
)
. □

Remark 3.33. Notice that in Theorem 3.32 we proved that the complete weight enumerator
can be obtained from R′(ρ, ∥·∥,L,u, z, v, x, y). However, as we stated above, this function is
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determined by the weighted Tutte-Whitney rank generating function. Therefore, it is possible
to also write the weight enumerator in terms of the Tutte-Whitney rank generating function, but
the formula would not be as concise.

Theorem 3.32 can be generalized to codes over a principal ideal ring R. Let supp = supp1 ×

· · · × suppℓ be the modular support on Rn such that suppi is the chain support on Ri for i ∈ [ℓ].
Each submodule M of Rn decomposes as direct product M1 × · · · ×Mℓ where Mi is a submodule
of Rn

i for each i ∈ [ℓ]. We define ρC(supp(M)) = (ρC1(supp(M1)), . . . , ρCℓ(supp(Mℓ)).

Lemma 3.34. Let R be a principal ideal ring and let C be an R-linear code. Then, the triple
(ρC, |·|,LR) defined above is a Zℓ-latroid, called the chain support latroid associated to C.

Proof. Notice that ρC is bounded increasing and submodular if and only if ρCi is bounded in-
creasing and submodular for all i ∈ [ℓ]. We conclude by applying Lemma 3.30. □

Corollary 3.35. Let R be a principal ideal ring and let C ⊆ Rn be an R-linear code. Then, the
Tutte-Whitney rank generating function of (ρC, |·|,LR) determines the complete weight enumer-
ator of C

WC(x, y) = R′
(
ρC, ∥·∥,LR, x,

y − x
y

, y, |R/(α1)|, . . . , |R/(αℓ)|, 1
)

Proof. By Lemma 3.18 and Theorem 3.32 we have

WC(x1, . . . , xℓ, y1, . . . , yℓ) =
ℓ∏

i=1

WCi(xi, yi) =
ℓ∏

i=1

R′
(
ρCi , ∥·∥,LRi , xi,

yi − xi

yi
, yi, |R/(αi)|, 1

)
.

We conclude by noticing that

R′(ρC, ∥·∥,LR,x1, . . . , xℓ, z1, . . . , zℓ, y1, . . . , yℓ, u1, . . . , uℓ, v1 . . . , vℓ) =

=

ℓ∏
i=1

R(ρCi , ∥·∥,LRi , xi, zi, yi, ui, vi). □

3.6. Monomial ideals
We recall that a monomial ideal I ⊆ S = K[x] is an ideal which has a system of generators
consisting of monomials. Given a modular support supp on Rn we can associate to each nonzero
R-linear code C an ideal IC defined as

IC = ({xsupp(c) : c ∈ C \ 0}) ⊆ S .

It was shown in [GR22, Proposition 4.3] that IC = ({xsupp(c) : c ∈ Min(C)}), where Min(C)
is the set of codewords with minimal support. The ideal IC can be recovered from the latroid
(ρsupp
C , supp,Rn) defined at the end of Section 3.4. Indeed, we have that

{supp(c) : c ∈ Min(C)} = {supp(M) : supp(M) − ρsupp
C (M) > 0 with M ∈ Rn and M minimal}.

Notice that proceeding in this way we can always associate an ideal to a latroid. This cor-
respondence is not bijective, since from different latroids we may obtain the same ideal. For
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instance, let R be a principal ideal ring and let (ρC, |·|,LR) be the chain support latroid. Then,
the associated ideal is again IC.

From the ideal IC one can recover some information on the code C. For instance, in [GR22,
Theorem 4.4] the authors proved that the graded Betti numbers of the monomial ideal associated
to a code determine its generalized weights.

Theorem 3.36 ( [GR22, Theorem 4.4]). Let σ be a modular support and let C ⊆ Rn be a code.
Assume that either C ⊆ 0 :Rn J or R is a PIR. Let IC ⊆ S be the monomial ideal associated to C
and let r ∈ [M(C)]. Then M(C) is the projective dimension of S/IC and dr(C) is the minimum
shift (i.e., the minimum degree of a nonzero element) in the r-th free module in a minimal free
resolution of S/IC. In particular, the N-graded Betti numbers of S/IC determine M(C) and the
generalized weights of C.

In [JRV16, Theorem 5.1] the authors proved that the weight enumerator of an Fq-linear block
code is determined by the N0-graded Betti numbers associated with the N0-graded minimal free
resolutions of the ideal of IC and of its elongations, see [JRV16, Section 2] for a definition.
Here, we prove that the weight enumerator of an Fq-linear code C ⊆ Fn

q is determined by its Nn
0-

graded Betti numbers. We will denote by βi,X the rank of the free module S (−X) in homological
position i.

Theorem 3.37. Let C ⊆ Fn
q be a linear code. Then,

Aw =
∑

|X|=w,X≤{0,1}n

∑
Y≤X

(−1)|X\Y |qmax{i:∃ βi,Z>0 and Z≤Y},

for w ∈ [n] and where {βi,Z} is the set of the Nn
0-graded Betti numbers that appears in a minimal

free resolution of S/IC.

Proof. By the inclusion–exclusion principle we obtain

Aw =
∑

|X|=w,X≤{0,1}n

∑
Y≤X

(−1)|X\Y ||CY |,

where CY = {c ∈ C : supp(c) ≤ Y}. The dimension of Cy is equal to the projective dimension of
S/ICY . Fix a minimal free resolution of S/IC. The subresolution obtained by restricting to the
direct summands S (−X) with X ≤ Y is a minimal free resolution of S/ICY . Therefore, we have
dim(CY) = max{i : ∃ βi,Z > 0 and Z ≤ Y}. Since |CY | = qdim(CY ), we conclude. □

In the more general case of R-linear codes, the ideal IC does not determine the weight enu-
merator, not even in the case of the chain support, as one can see in the following example.

Example 3.38. Consider the Z4-linear codes C1 and C2 in Z3
4 given by

C1 = ⟨(2, 1, 0), (2, 0, 1)⟩Z4 and C2 = ⟨(2, 1, 0), (0, 0, 1)⟩Z4 .

With respect to the chain support, we obtain IC1 = IC2 = (y, z) ⊆ K[x, y, z]. However, we have
that WC1(x, 1) = 1 + 2x + x2 + 4x3 + 8x4 and WC2(x, 1) = 1 + 2x + 3x2 + 5x3 + 5x4.

Determining whether it is possible to associate a more complex ideal with an R-linear code
that allows the recovery of the weight enumerator remains an open problem.
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4. MacWilliams’ Extension Theorem
In the introduction we mentioned the MacWilliams’ Extension Theorem, a classical result by
Florence Jessie MacWilliams. It shows that every linear isometry between linear block-codes
endowed with the Hamming distance can be extended to a linear isometry of the ambient space.

For R-linear codes on an arbitrary standard modular support this result does not hold, as we
can see in the following example.

Example 4.1. Let C1,C2 ⊆ F
3
2 be two one-dimensional codes generated respectively by the

vectors (1, 1, 0) and (0, 0, 1). Consider the standard modular support σ = σ1 × σ2 × σ3, where
σi(1) = 2i and σi(0) = 0 for i ∈ [3]. Then, the map φ : C1 → C2, which sends (1, 1, 0) to
(0, 0, 1), is an isometry since wt((1, 1, 0)) = wt((0, 0, 1)) = 6. However φ cannot be extended to
an isometry of the ambient space.

There are many other cases where isometries of R-linear codes do not extend to the entire am-
bient space, for instance see [BGL15, Example 6.9]. Despite this, there is still interest in under-
standing under which hypotheses and for which weights it is possible to prove a MacWilliams’
Extension Theorem for R-linear codes. The main result in this direction is due to Wood.

Theorem 4.2 ( [Woo99, Theorem 6.3]). Let R be a finite Frobenius ring. Suppose that C ⊆ Rn

is a right R-linear code, and suppose that φ : C → Rn is a right isometry with respect to the
Hamming weight. Then, φ extends to a right isometry of Rn.

In [Woo08, Theorem 2.3] Wood proved that every finite ring that has the extension property
for the Hamming weight is a Frobenius ring. The MacWilliams’ Extension Theorem for codes
over Frobenius rings was also studied in [BGL15, GMFZ13, SZ19, Woo08]. As regards the
homogeneous weights, in [CHH96] we find a combinatorial proof of the Extension Theorem for
codes over Zm. Recently, the MacWilliams’ Extenstion Theorem was proved in [Dys19,LW19]
for codes over Zm endowed with the Lee distance. In this chapter, we explore the Extension
Property in the setting of sum-rank metric codes, with a focus on the rank-metric case.

Extension Property. Let C1,C2 be two sum-rank metric codes inM. An isometry φ : C1 → C2

satisfies the Extension Property if and only if there exists a linear isometry µ : M → M such
that µ|C1 = φ.

It is well known that there exist isometries of sum-rank metric codes that do not satisfy the
Extension Property (see [BGL15] and [dlCKWW, Section 7]). We are interested in understand-
ing under which conditions it may be possible to extend an isometry to the whole ambient space
and when instead the Extension Property fails. Very little is know in this direction. The results
in [GHM+14] imply that isometries between two rank support spaces are extendable. The same
result for Fqm-isometries between Galois closed linear subspaces of Fn

qm was proved by Umberto
Martínez-Peñas in [MP16, Theorem 5].

This chapter is organized as follows. In Section 4.1 we study linear isometries of sum-rank
metric codes. Such isometries allow us to define the notion of equivalent codes, which allows us
to say if a given parameter of a code is a sum-rank invariant. In Section 4.2 we present several



28 4. MacWilliams’ Extension Theorem

counterexample to the MacWilliams’ Extension Theorem in the rank-metric. In Section 4.4, we
prove the main theorem of this chapter that states that the Extension Property holds for certain
isometries of codes generated by elementary matrices. Section 4.3 is dedicated to developing
some tools that are used in Section 4.4.

4.1. Isometries in the sum-rank metric
In the first part of this section we characterize the linear isometries ofM and use them to define
a notion of equivalence between sum-rank metric codes. In the second part, we will show two
examples in which the Extension Property fails.

Definition 4.3. An Fq-linear isometry φ in the sum-rank metric is an Fq-linear homomorphism
of M such that srk(φ(C)) = srk(C) for all C ∈ M. Two sum-rank metric codes C,D ⊆ M are
equivalent if there is an Fq-linear isometry φ : M→ M such that φ(C) = D.

The next theorem gives a classification of the isometries of Fm×n
q with respect to the rank

metric.

Theorem 4.4. Let φ : Fm×n
q → Fm×n

q be an Fq-linear isometry with respect to the rank metric.

1. If m , n then there exist matrices A ∈ GLm(Fq) and B ∈ GLn(Fq) such that φ(M) = AMB
for all M ∈ Fm×n

q .

2. If m = n then there exist matrices A, B ∈ GLn(Fq) such that either φ(M) = AMB for all
M ∈ Fn×n

q , or φ(M) = AMtB for all M ∈ Fn×n
q .

We refer the interested reader to [Hua51, Wan62] for a proof of this result. This allows us to
characterize the Fq-linear isometries in the sum-rank metric as follows.

Theorem 4.5. Let φ : M −→ M be an Fq-linear isometry. Then there is a permutation

σ : [ℓ] −→ [ℓ]

with the property that σ(i) = j implies mi = m j and ni = n j and there are rank-metric Fq-linear
isometries ψi : Fmi×ni

q −→ Fmi×ni
q for i ∈ [ℓ] such that

φ(C1, . . . ,Cℓ) = (ψ1(Cσ(1)), . . . , ψℓ(Cσ(ℓ)))

for all (C1, . . . ,Cℓ) ∈ M.

Proof. For i ∈ [ℓ], let Mi = 0× . . .× 0× Fmi×ni
q × 0× . . .× 0 ⊆ M where the ith component is the

only nonzero one. Let {(0, . . . , 0, Ek,l, 0, . . . , 0)}(k,l)∈[mi]×[ni] be the standard basis of Mi. Then, for
all (k, l) ∈ [mi] × [ni],

srk(φ(0, . . . , 0, Ek,l, 0, . . . , 0)) = 1,

implying that φ(0, . . . , 0, Ek,l, 0, . . . , 0) has only one nonzero component for each choice of k
and l, say ik,l. Further, we notice that for a given k ∈ [mi]

srk

(
φ

(
0, . . . , 0,

ni∑
l=1

Ek,l, 0, . . . , 0

))
= 1, (4.1.1)
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and similarly for a given l ∈ [ni] we have that

srk

(
φ

(
0, . . . , 0,

mi∑
k=1

Ek,l, 0, . . . , 0

))
= 1. (4.1.2)

By (4.1.1) we have that

srk

(
ni∑

l=1

φ(0, . . . , 0, Ek,l, 0, . . . , 0)

)
= 1,

implying that ik,l does not depend on k. The same argument together with equation (4.1.2) shows
that ik,l does not depend on l either. It follows that for all i there is a j such that φ(Mi) ⊆ M j.
Since φ−1 is a linear isometry, it follows from the same argument that that φ−1(M j) ⊆ Mi. Hence
φ(Mi) = M j. In particular, the map that sends i to j is a permutation of [ℓ], which we denote
by σ−1. Since Mi and M j have the same weight distribution if and only if ni = maxrk(Mi) =
maxrk(M j) = n j and mi = dim(Mi)/ni = dim(M j)/n j = m j. Therefore

φ |Mi : Mi −→ M j

(0, . . . , 0,Ci, 0, . . . , 0) 7−→ (0, . . . , 0, ψ j(Ci), 0, . . . , 0)

for j = σ−1(i) and for some linear rank-metric isometry ψ j : Fm j×n j
q → F

m j×n j
q . Hence by linearity

φ : M −→ M
(C1, . . . ,Cℓ) 7−→ (ψ1(Cσ(1)), . . . , ψℓ(Cσ(ℓ))).

□

In the next section, we will show many obstructions to the Extension Property in the rank-
metric case. It is clear that since we do not have a MacWilliams Extension Theorem for rank-
metric codes, we also cannot have a MacWilliams Extension Theorem for sum-rank metric
codes. Morever, in the sum-rank metric we have more pathologies than just those coming from
the rank metric, as the next examples show.

Example 4.6. Let ℓ = 3, m1 = n1 = 3,m2 = m3 = n2 = n3 = 1. Let

C =


a 0 0

0 0 0
0 0 0

 , b, c

 : a, b, c ∈ Fq


and

D =


a 0 0

0 b 0
0 0 c

 , 0, 0

 : a, b, c ∈ Fq

 .

Then φ : C → D defined as

φ

a 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

 , b, c

 =
a 0 0

0 b 0
0 0 c

 , 0, 0


is an Fq-linear isometry between C andD, which does not extend to an Fq-linear isometry ofM
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by Theorem 4.5.

Example 4.7. Let ℓ = 2, m1 = n1 = m2 = n2 = 2. Let

C =

{((
a 0
0 b

)
,

(
c 0
0 d

))
: a, b, c, d ∈ Fq

}
.

Then φ : C → C defined as

φ

((
a 0
0 b

)
,

(
c 0
0 d

))
=

((
a 0
0 c

)
,

(
b 0
0 d

))
is an Fq-linear isometry between C and itself, which does not extend to an Fq-linear isometry of
M by Theorem 4.5.

4.2. Obstructions to the Extension Property
In this section we will focus only on rank-metric codes. Using Theorem 4.4, we can state the
Extension Property for rank-metric codes as follows.

Extension Property. Let C1,C2 be two linear codes in Fm×n
q . An isometry φ : C1 → C2 satisfies

the Extension Property if and only if there exist two matrices A ∈ GLm(Fq) and B ∈ GLn(Fq)
such that either φ(M) = AMB for all M ∈ C1, or φ(M) = AMtB for all M ∈ C1, where the latter
case can only happen if m = n.

The goal of this section is to discuss several obstructions to the Extension Property in the
rank-metric case. A first problem arises from the fact that the transposition is an isometry of the
ambient space only in the square case. This makes the composition of the transposition with the
natural inclusion of ι : Fm×m

q ↪→ Fm×n
q , m ≤ n, into an Fq-linear isometry of ι(Fm×m

q ) ⊆ Fm×n
q with

itself, which cannot be extended to Fm×n
q . This is a way of looking at the next example, due to

Barra and Gluesing-Luerssen.

Example 4.8 ( [BGL15], Example 2.9). Let C = {
(
A 0

)
: A ∈ F2×2

q } ≤ F
2×3
q and let φ : C → C

be the isometry given by φ(
(
A 0

)
) =

(
At 0

)
for all A ∈ F2×2

q . It is easy to see that it is not
possible to extend φ to an isometry of the whole ambient space.

A similar phenomenon happens in the following example, also due to Barra and Gleusing-
Luerssen.

Example 4.9 ( [BGL15], Example 2.9). Let C ≤ F4×4
q be the code given by

C =

{(
A 0
0 B

)
: A, B ∈ F2×2

q

}
and consider the isometry φ : C → C given by

φ

((
A 0
0 B

))
=

(
A 0
0 Bt

)
As before, one can check that φ cannot be extended to an isometry of F4×4

q .
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In general, the natural inclusion ι : Fm×m
q × Fn×n

q ↪→ F(m+n)×(m+n)
q is an isometry with respect

to the sum-rank metric in the domain and the rank metric in the codomain. When composed
with the product of the identity on Fm×m

q and the transposition on Fn×n
q , it yields an isometry of

ι(Fm×m
q × Fn×n

q ) ⊆ F(m+n)×(m+n)
q with itself, which does not extend to F(m+n)×(m+n)

q .
We stress that in both examples there is a smaller, natural ambient space to which the isometry

can be extended. In fact even more, in those specific examples the isometries are already defined
on a smaller ambient space (on which therefore they can be trivially extended). In the first
example, the isometry is defined on F2×2

q while in the second example it is defined on F2×2
q ×F

2×2
q ,

naturally endowed with the sum-rank metric. In order to avoid such problems, one may want to
consider codes that cannot be contained in a smaller ambient space, that is, such that rowsp(C) =
Fn

q and colsp(C) = Fm
q .

We now discuss a different obstruction to the Extension Property. Let φ be an isometry of
Fm×n

q . Then for every C ≤ Fm×n
q we have that

dim(rowsp(C)) = dim(rowsp(φ(C))) and dim(colsp(C)) = dim(colsp(φ(C))). (4.2.3)

Therefore, in order to be extendable, an isometry must satisfy this property. The next example
shows that not all linear isometries do.

Example 4.10. Let C1,C2 ∈ F
2×3
2 be the codes

C1 =

〈(
1 1 0
0 1 0

)
,

(
0 1 0
1 0 0

)〉
C2 =

〈(
0 0 1
0 1 0

)
,

(
0 1 0
1 0 0

)〉
and let φ : C1 → C2 be the F2-linear map given by

φ

((
1 1 0
0 1 0

))
=

(
0 0 1
0 1 0

)
φ

((
0 1 0
1 0 0

))
=

(
0 1 0
1 0 0

)
.

Since C1 and C2 are codes of constant rank 2, then φ is an isometry. One can easily see that
dim(rowsp(C1)) = 2 while dim(rowsp(C2)) = 3. In particular, φ cannot be extended to an
isometry of F2×3

2 .

The last example motivates us to look at isometries φ : C1 → C2 ≤ F
m×n
q with the following

property, which implies (4.2.3).

Property 1. There exist A ∈ GLm(Fq) and B ∈ GLn(Fq) such that

rowsp(φ(C)) = rowsp(CB) and colsp(φ(C)) = colsp(AC)

for all C ∈ C1.

Notice that none of the isometries considered in Examples 4.8, 4.9 and 4.10 satisfy Property
1. While Property 1 is necessary for the Extension Property to hold, it is not sufficient, as the
next example shows.

Example 4.11. In [dlCKWW16, Example 1] the authors exhibit three distinct equivalence
classes of MRD codes in F4×4

2 with minimum distance 4. Any F2-linear map between codes
in different equivalent classes is an isometry, since each nonzero element has rank 4. Moreover,
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each of these maps satisfy Property 1 with A = B = Id. A proof that these codes do not satisfy
the Extension Property appeared in the first arXiv version of the same paper as [dlCKWW, Ex-
ample 7.1].

The obstruction to the Extension Property in Example 4.11 can be seen as coming from
the interaction between the linear structure of the code and the group structure of the code
without the zero matrix. More precisely, if C is a vector space of square matrices and C \ {0}
is a subgroup of the general linear group, then every Fq-linear isomorphism from C to itself
is a linear isometry. Moreover, if it fixes the identity and it has the Extension Property, then
it is either a group homomorphism or a group antihomomorphism. Therefore, any Fq-linear
isomorphism from C to itself which fixes the identity and is not a group homomorphism or a
group antihomomorphism cannot have the Extension Property.

Example 4.12. Let P ∈ GLn(Fq) of order qn−1, let Q = Pq−1. Let C = Fq[P] = ⟨P⟩∪{0} ⊆ Fn×n
q .

Every nonzero element of C has rank n, hence any Fq-linear isomorphism of C with itself is an
isometry. Both P and Q are linearly independent from the identity matrix Id, so there is a linear
isometry φ : C → C with φ(Id) = Id and φ(P) = Q. If φ has the Extension Property, then
either φ(M) = AMA−1 or φ(M) = AMtA−1 for some A ∈ GLn(Fq). Therefore Q = φ(P) ∈
{APA−1, APtA−1}, however Q has order qn−1+qn−2+ . . .+1, while APA−1 and APtA−1 have order
qn − 1.

Even when C \ {0} is not a group, an isometry on a set of square matrices which fixes the
identity and for which the Extension Property holds needs to be multiplicative. This constitutes
an obstruction to the Extension Property, since not every linear isometry is multiplicative.

Example 4.13. Let C ∈ F3×3
2 be the code given by

C =

0, Id,

1 0 0
1 1 0
0 0 0

 ,

0 0 0
1 0 0
0 0 1


and let φ : C → C be the isometry of C with itself that fixes the identity matrix and swaps the
other two matrices.

Suppose that φ can be extended to an isometry of the whole ambient space. Then, there are
A, B ∈ GL3(F2) such that either φ(C) = ACB for all C ∈ C or φ(C) = ACtB for all C ∈ C. Since
φ(Id) = Id, we have that AB = Id and so B = A−1. Therefore, we obtain that

φ

1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 0

 = φ
1 0 0

1 1 0
0 0 0

1 0 0
1 1 0
0 0 0

 = φ
1 0 0

1 1 0
0 0 0

φ

1 0 0
1 1 0
0 0 0


=

0 0 0
1 0 0
0 0 1

0 0 0
1 0 0
0 0 1

 =
0 0 0

0 0 0
0 0 1

 .

The map φ sends an element of rank 2 to an element of rank 1, contradicting the assumption
that φ is an isometry. We conclude that φ does not have the Extension Property. Notice however
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that φ satisfies Property 1 with

A =

0 0 1
1 1 1
1 0 0

 and B =

1 0 0
1 0 1
1 1 0

 .

Property 1 suggests to look at codes generated by rank-one elements. In fact, if C is a rank-
one element with row space ⟨u⟩ and column space ⟨v⟩, then φ(C) is a rank-one element with row
space ⟨uB⟩ and column space ⟨Av⟩. Therefore, φ determines Av and uB up to a scalar multiple.
This simple observation allows us to prove the next result.

Proposition 4.14. Let C1,C2 ≤ F
m×n
2 and let φ : C1 → C2 be an isometry which satisfies

Property 1. If C1 is generated by elements of rank 1, then φ is extendable.

Proof. Since φ has Property 1, then φ(C) and ACB have the same row and column space for all
C ∈ C. Over F2 this give that A−1φ(C)B−1 = C for every C ∈ C1 of rank 1. If C1 is generated by
elements of rank 1, we conclude by linearity that A−1φ(C)B−1 = C for all C ∈ C1. □

Even for C generated by elements of rank 1, the Extension Property may fail if we do not
require Property 1.

Example 4.15. Let C ⊆ F2×3
2 be the linear code generated by

C1 =

(
1 0 0
0 0 0

)
, C2 =

(
0 0 0
0 1 0

)
, C3 =

(
0 0 1
0 0 1

)
, C4 =

(
1 1 0
1 1 0

)
.

Let φ : C → C be the linear map given by φ(Ci) = Ci for i = 1, 2, 3 and φ(C4) = C4 + C3. One
can verify that φ is an isometry that cannot be extended to the whole ambient space, since it
does not satisfy Property 1.

One may wonder whether the failure of the Extension Property is due to the fact that the code
is small compared to the ambient space. The next example shows that this is not the case.

Example 4.16. Starting from the codeC from the previous example, for each n > 3 we construct
a code Cn ∈ F

2×n
2 given by

Cn =
{(

A C
)

: A ∈ F2×(n−3)
2 , C ∈ C

}
.

Let φn : Cn → Cn be the linear map given by φn
(
A 0

)
= A for A ∈ F2×(n−3)

2 and φn
(
0 C

)
=

φ(C). Again, φn is an isometry that cannot be extended to the whole ambient space. Moreover,
notice that

lim
n→∞

dim(Cn)
dim

(
F2×n

2

) = lim
n→∞

2n − 2
2n

= 1.

This show that there exist non-extendable isometries defined on codes, whose dimension comes
arbitrarily close to that of the ambient space.

We state the analogous result of Proposition 4.14 for arbitrary q as an open question.

Question 4.17. Let C1,C2 ≤ F
m×n
q and let φ : C1 → C2 be an isometry which satisfies Property

1. If C1 is generated by elements of rank 1, then the same is true for C2. If this is the case, does
φ have the Extension Property?
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Theorem 4.18 provides a positive answer to Question 4.17, for codes which are generated by
elementary matrices.

Let 1 ≤ i ≤ m and 1 ≤ j ≤ n. We denote by Ei, j the matrix in Fm×n
q that has 1 in position (i, j)

and 0 everywhere else. We call these matrices elementary. We now state the main result of this
chapter, which we will prove in Section 4.4.

Theorem 4.18. Let C = ⟨Ei1, j1 , . . . , Eik , jk⟩ ≤ F
m×n
q be a code generated by k elementary matrices.

Let φ : C → C be an isometry such that for all 1 ≤ h ≤ k one has φ(Eih, jh) = αhEih, jh for some
αh ∈ F

∗
q. Then φ satisfies the Extension Property.

The next example shows that the statement of the Theorem 4.18 fails, if the code is generated
by non-elementary, rank-one matrices.

Example 4.19. Let q , 2 and let C ∈ F2×4
q the code generated by the following elements of rank

1:

C1 =

(
1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

)
, C2 =

(
0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0

)
,

C3 =

(
0 0 1 0
0 0 2 0

)
, C4 =

(
0 0 0 1
0 0 0 1

)
, C5 =

(
0 0 0 0
1 1 1 1

)
.

Let α ∈ Fq \ {0, 1} and let φ : C → C be the linear map given by φ(Ci) = Ci for 1 ≤ i ≤ 4
and φ(C5) = αC5. One can check that φ is an isometry and that it does not have the Extension
Property. In fact, φ does not satisfy Property 1, since rowsp(C5 − C2) ≤ rowsp(

∑5
i=1 Ci) but

rowsp(φ(C5 − C2)) ∩ rowsp(φ(
∑5

i=1 Ci)) = {0}. Notice that, since φ does not satisfies Property
1, it does not yield a negative answer to Question 4.17. In addition, this example shows that it
does not suffice in general to check Property 1 on a system of generators of the code.

4.3. Matrix paths
In this section we establish some preliminary result which we will use in the proof of Theorem
4.18. We start by introducing the notion of path in a matrix. From here on, let m, n ≥ 2.

Definition 4.20. Let M ∈ Fm×n
q be a matrix. A path π of length k ∈ N in M is a finite ordered

sequence of positions of nonzero entries ((i1, j1), (i2, j2), . . . (ik, jk)) such that two consecutive
elements share either the first or the second component and (ih, jh) , (is, js) for h , s.

A path π of length at least 4 is closed if the first and the last entries share a component. The
support supp(π) of a path π is the set of elements of π. A path π is simple if no three entries of
π share a component.

These definitions are borrowed from graph theory. Indeed, one can naturally associate to
every M ∈ Fm×n

q a finite graph GM = (VM, EM), such that VM is the set of positions of the
nonzero entries of M and two vertices in VM are connected by an edge in EM if and only if the
corresponding entries lay on a common line (that is, a common row or column). The notions of
path and closed path from Definition 4.20 correspond to the usual definitions in graph theory. A
path is simple if the subgraph of GM induced by the set of vertices in the path does not contain
any clique.

We are mainly interested in closed simple paths. We begin by establishing some of their
basic properties. First notice that, up to a cyclic permutation and to reversing the order, every
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simple path is determined by its support. Moreover, in the next lemma we see that the entries
corresponding to the elements of a closed simple path are contained in a square submatrix with
exactly two nonzero elements in each row and column.

Lemma 4.21. Let M ∈ Fm×n
q be a matrix. The entries of M corresponding to the elements of

a closed simple path are contained in a square submatrix with exactly two nonzero elements in
each row and column.

Proof. Let π = ((i1, j1), (i2, j2), . . . (ik, jk)) be a closed simple path in M. By definition, each
line of M contains at most two nonzero entries whose position belongs to the support of π.
Suppose by contradiction that there exists a line in M which contains exactly one nonzero entry
in position (ih, jh). If 1 < h < k, then the three elements (ih−1, jh−1), (ih, jh), (ih+1, jh+1) have
either the first or the second coordinate in common. If h = 1, the same is true for (i1, j1),
(i2, j2), (ik, jk). If h = k, the same holds for (i1, j1), (ik−1, jk−1), (ik, jk). In each case, π is not
simple. We conclude that the entries of M corresponding to the elements of a closed simple
path are contained in a m′ × n′ submatrix with exactly two nonzero elements in each row and
column. In particular, it must be that 2m′ = 2n′ and so m′ = n′. □

The next proposition ensures that in every matrix with enough nonzero entries there is a
closed simple path.

Proposition 4.22. Let m, n ≥ 2 and let M ∈ Fm×n
q be a matrix with at least m+n nonzero entries.

Then there is a closed simple path in M.

Proof. We proceed by induction on m + n. If m + n = 4 then m = n = 2 and all the entries of
the matrix are nonzero and so trivially we have a closed simple path.

Suppose now that m + n > 4. If there exists a row in which there is at most one nonzero
entry, then m > 2. By Lemma 4.21 no closed simple path can contain the position of that entry.
Therefore, one may erase that row from M and obtain a matrix of size (m−1)×n which contains
the same paths as M. Similarly, one may erase any column of M which contain a single nonzero
entry without affecting the paths contained in M.

By eliminating all rows and columns of M which contain at most one nonzero entry, we
reduce to a matrix which contains at least two nonzero entries in each row and column. Notice
that the operation of canceling any rows and columns of M which contain at most one nonzero
entry preserves the property that the matrix has at least as many nonzero entries as the sum of its
number of rows and its number of columns. We can now build a closed simple path as follows.
Starting from an arbitrary nonzero entry, move along the correspondent row and select another
nonzero entry. Then move along the column of last nonzero entry picked and select another
nonzero entry. Proceed in this way, alternating between rows and columns. At every step, we
find a nonzero entry different from the last one that was picked, since we supposed that in each
line we have at least two nonzero entries. Since the number of lines is finite, after k steps we
must choose an entry on a line where there is already one entry which was picked at a step h
with 1 ≤ h < k − 1. As soon as that happens, we choose that entry. The positions of the entries
that we have picked are the support of a closed simple path in M. □

Remark 4.23. The result in Proposition 4.22 is optimal, in the sense that there are matrices in
Fm×n

q with m + n − 1 nonzero entries that do not contain any closed simple path. An example is
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given by

M =


1 1 . . . 1
1 0 . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
1 0 . . . 0

 ∈ Fm×n
q .

Definition 4.24. Let m, n ≥ 2 and M ∈ Fm×n
q . We say that a matrix M′ ∈ Fm×n

q is a path-
reduction, or just a reduction, of M if it is obtained from M by changing to zero a nonzero entry
that belong to a closed simple path.

A matrix M ∈ Fm×n
q is path-irreducible, or just irreducible, if does not contain any closed

simple path.
Let M1, . . . ,Mℓ ∈ F

m×n
q . We say that (M1, . . . ,Mℓ) is a path-reduction chain if for every

1 ≤ i < ℓ, Mi+1 is a reduction of Mi and Mℓ is irreducible.

Since in a closed simple path there are at least four entries and a matrix may have more than
one closed simple path, a matrix may have several path-reductions. We illustrate the situation
in the next simple example.

Example 4.25. Consider the matrix M ∈ F3×5
2 given by

M =

1 0 0 1 0
0 1 0 1 0
1 1 0 0 0

 .

The path ((1, 1), (1, 4), (2, 4), (2, 2), (3, 2), (3, 1)) is closed and simple. Replacing any of the ones
in M yields a reduction of M. In particular

M′ =

0 0 0 1 0
0 1 0 1 0
1 1 0 0 0

 M′′ =

1 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 0
1 1 0 0 0


are reductions of M. Notice that both M′ and M′′ are irreducible.

The next corollary is an immediate consequence of Proposition 4.22.

Corollary 4.26. Let M ∈ Fm×n
q . If M is irreducible, than M has at most m + n − 1 nonzero

entries.

Given a matrix M ∈ Fm×n
q , it is always possible to find a path-reduction chain starting from M.

In fact, one can simply apply consecutive reductions. Since M has a finite number of nonzero
entries, one obtains an irreducible matrix in a finite number of steps.

Proposition 4.27. Let M ∈ Fm×n
q . Then there exists a path-reduction chain (M1, . . . ,Mℓ) such

that M1 = M.

Notice that one can find more than one path-reduction chain starting with the same matrix M.
In Appendix C we prove that each path-reduction chain with M1 = M has the same length.



4.4. Proof of Theorem 4.18 37

Example 4.28. Let M ∈ F3×3
2 be the matrix

M =

1 1 0
1 1 1
0 1 1

 .

Both 1 1 0
1 1 1
0 1 1

 ,

0 1 0
1 1 1
0 1 1

 ,

0 1 0
1 1 1
0 1 0

 ,

and 1 1 0
1 1 1
0 1 1

 ,

1 1 0
1 0 1
0 1 1

 ,

1 1 0
1 0 1
0 1 0


are path-reduction chains starting with M.

4.4. Proof of Theorem 4.18
In order to clarify the structure of the proof of Theorem 4.18, we enclose part of it in two
technical lemmas. The first one shows under which conditions two maps coincide on a closed
simple path.

Lemma 4.29. Let ((i1, j1), . . . , (ik, jk)) be a closed simple path in
∑k

h=1 Eih, jh ∈ F
m×n
q . Let φ, ψ :

⟨Ei1, j1 , . . . , Eik , jk⟩ → ⟨Ei1, j1 , . . . , Eik , jk⟩ two rank-preserving linear maps such that φ(Eih, jh) =
shEih, jh and ψ(Eih, jh) = thEih, jh , where s1, . . . , sk, t1, . . . , tk ∈ F

∗
q. If sh = th for 1 ≤ h < k, then

sk = tk.

Proof. For a ∈ F∗q, consider the matrix

Ma =

(
k−1∑
h=1

Eih, jh

)
+ aEik , jk .

Since ((i1, j1), . . . , (ik, jk)) is a closed simple path, by Lemma 4.21, k is even and the nonzero
entries of Ma are contained in a square submatrix of size k/2, whose determinant is a linear
function of a. Hence there exists ā ∈ F∗q such that rk(Mā) = k/2 − 1 and rk(Ma) = k/2 for all
a ∈ Fq \ {ā}.

Let M be the matrix given by

M =

(
k−1∑
h=1

s−1
h Eih, jh

)
+ ās−1

k Eik , jk .

By assumption rk(ψ(M)) = rk(M) = rk(φ(M)) = k/2 − 1. Moreover, if sh = th for 1 ≤ h < k,
then

ψ(M) =

(
k−1∑
h=1

Eih, jh

)
+ tkās−1

k Eik , jk .

By the uniqueness of ā we conclude that ā = tkās−1
k , hence tk = sk. □
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The next lemma establish the Extension Property in a special case.

Lemma 4.30. Let (i1, j1), . . . , (ik, jk) be k distinct elements in {1, . . . ,m} × {1, . . . , n}. Let
φ : ⟨Ei1, j1 , . . . , Eik , jk⟩ → ⟨Ei1, j1 , . . . , Eik , jk⟩ ⊆ F

m×n
q be a rank-preserving linear map such that

φ(Eih, jh) = shEih, jh , where s1, . . . , sk ∈ Fq. If the matrix M =
∑k

h=1 Eih, jh is irreducible, then there
are two diagonal invertible matrices A ∈ Fm×m

q and B ∈ Fn×n
q such that

φ(C) = ACB

for all C ∈ ⟨Ei1, j1 , . . . , Eik , jk⟩.

Proof. We build the matrices A = (ai, j) and B = (bi, j) step by step. Let h = 1 and set ai1,i1 = 1
and b j1, j1 = s1. This guarantees that AEi1, j1 B = s1Ei1, j1 . At each subsequent step, choose
h ∈ {1, . . . , k} among those that have not been previously chosen and such that either aih,ih or
bih,ih has been assigned a value, if such an h exists. If aih,ih was already assigned a value, set
b jh, jh = a−1

ih,ih sh. If b jh, jh was already assigned a value, set aih,ih = b−1
jh, jh sh.

Notice that at most one among aih,ih and b jh, jh can already have an assigned value. Indeed,
assume by contradiction that both aih,ih and b jh, jh are fixed. Then there exist two simple paths
(α1, . . . , αu) and (β1, . . . , βv) such that α1 = β1 = (i1, j1), αu = βv = (ih, jh) and αu−1 , βv−1. Let
z > 1 be the smallest index such that αz , βz. Let N be the inclusion-minimal submatrix of M
whose support contains {αz−1, . . . , αu, βz, . . . , βv−1}. Let d, e be such that N has size d× e. Notice
that d, e ≥ 2, since αz−1, αz, and αu are not aligned. If βz and αz are not aligned, then every
line of N contains at least two nonzero entries. Otherwise, αz−1, αz, and βz are aligned, then
any line that does not pass through the position αz−1 contains at least two nonzero entries of N.
Therefore, in both cases, we have 2 max{d, e} nonzero entries in a submatrix of size d× e. Since
d + e ≤ 2 max{d, e}, by Proposition 4.22 there exists a closed simple path in N, contradicting
the irreducibility of M.

If no such h exists, choose any h among those that have not been previously chosen and set
aih,ih = 1 and b jh, jh = sh. When all values of h have been considered, set to 1 all the entries on
the diagonal of A and B which have not been assigned a value yet. □

Remark 4.31. The matrix M in Lemma 4.30 is irreducible, which by Corollary 4.26 implies
that dim(⟨Ei1, j1 , . . . , Eik , jk⟩) ≤ m+n−1. Notice that m+n−1 is the number of degree of freedom
of the pair of matrices A, B.

We conclude the section with the proof of Theorem 4.18.

Proof of Theorem 4.18. If m = 1 or n = 1, any injective linear map is a linear isometry and the
statement holds. Suppose therefore that m, n ≥ 2 and let M =

∑k
h=1 Eih, jh . By Proposition 4.27

there exists a path-reduction chain (M,M2, . . . ,Mℓ) with Mℓ irreducible. Consider the subset
R ⊆ {1, . . . , k} such that Mℓ =

∑
r∈R Eir , jr . By Lemma 4.30 there are two invertible matrices A, B

such that
AEir , jr B = φ(Eir , jr ),

for all r ∈ R. Following the path-reduction chain and applying ℓ − 1 times Lemma 4.29, we
have that AEih, jh B = φ(Eih, jh), for 1 ≤ h ≤ k. By linearity we conclude that φ(C) = ACB for all
C ∈ C. □
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5. Generalized weights for sum-rank
metric codes

In this chapter, we introduce the generalized weights for sum-rank metric codes. Our def-
inition is based on optimal anticodes for the sum-rank metric, in line with the rank-metric
case [Rav16a]. To this end, we provide in Theorem 5.12 an Anticode Bound for the sum-rank
metric, which extends the Hamming-metric Anticode Bound (Theorem 8.49) and the rank-
metric Anticode Bound [Rav16b, Prop. 47]. We then provide in Theorem 5.22 a classification
of optimal anticodes in the sum-rank metric, that is, codes attaining the sum-rank metric Anti-
code Bound. Recently in [BGLR22], a different Anticode Bound was given for the sum-rank
metric. However, our bound is sharper and the resulting optimal anticodes lead to a definition
of generalized sum-rank weights that satisfy desirable properties, whereas generalized weights
based on anticodes as in [BGLR22] do not recover the minimum sum-rank distance of the code.

This chapter is organized as follows. In Section 5.1, we study and lower bound the maximum
rank of cosets of a linear rank-metric code, extending results from Meshulam [Mes85] to cosets.
Using these results, we provide in Section 5.2 our Anticode Bound for sum-rank metric codes
and we provide an explicit description and classification of optimal anticodes for the sum-rank
metric. In Section 5.3, we use optimal anticodes to define and obtain the main properties of
generalized sum-rank weights. Finally in Section 5.4, we briefly discuss the weight distribution
and other related invariants.

5.1. Maximal rank in cosets of rank-metric codes
In this section we provide lower bounds for the maximum rank of a coset of a rank-metric code.
Our strategy is inspired by that used by Meshulam in [Mes85] and extends it to cosets of a
vector space.

Let ≺ be the lexicographic order on N × N and let

ϕ : Fm×n
q → N × N

M 7→ min≺{(i, j) : M(i, j) , 0}.

Definition 5.1. For a collectionM = {M1, . . . ,Md} of matrices in Fm×n
q , we define a matrix M

whose entry in position (i, j) is

M(i, j) =

{
1 if (i, j) = ϕ(Mk) for some k ∈ [d],
0 otherwise.

Denote by ρ(M) the minimal number of lines in M which cover all ones in M, where a line of
a matrix is either a row or a column.

A set of positions {(i1, j1), . . . , (ir, jr)} of entries in a matrix is independent if for all h , k,
h, k ∈ [r] one has ih , ik and jh , jk. König’s Theorem relates the cardinality of an independent
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set of positions of a zero-one matrix to the minimum number of lines containing all the nonzero
entries.

Theorem 5.2 (König’s Theorem, [Kön31, Szá20]). If the entries of a rectangular matrix are
zeros and ones, then the minimum number of lines containing all the entries equal to one is
equal to the maximum cardinality of an independent set of positions corresponding to nonzero
entries.

In [Mes85], Meshulam uses König’s Theorem to establish a lower bound for the maximum
rank of a matrix in a given vector space. In this section, we extend Meshulam’s result from
vector spaces of matrices to cosets. We start with a preliminary result.

Lemma 5.3. Let D1, . . . ,Dr, A ∈ Fr×r
q such that for all 1 ≤ i ≤ r, the first i − 1 rows of Di are

zero and the ith row is the ith standard basis vector. Then there are x1, . . . , xr ∈ {0, 1} such that

rk

(
A +

r∑
i=1

xiDi

)
= r.

Proof. We proceed by induction on r. The case r = 1 is trivial. Assume r > 1. For i ∈ [r−1] let
D′i = Di([r − 1], [r − 1]). By the induction hypothesis, there exist x1, . . . , xr−1 ∈ {0, 1} such that
the matrix A([r − 1], [r − 1]) +

∑r−1
i=1 xiD′i is non-singular. Since Dr(i, j) = 0 for all (i, j) , (r, r)

and Dr(r, r) = 1, by expanding with respect to the bottom row we obtain

det

(
A +

r−1∑
i=1

xiDi + Dr

)
= det

(
A +

r−1∑
i=1

xiDi

)
+(−1)r+1 det

(
A([r − 1], [r − 1]) +

r−1∑
i=1

xiD′i

)
.

The last summand is nonzero, therefore

A +
r−1∑
i=1

xiDi + Dr and A +
r−1∑
i=1

xiDi

cannot both be singular. □

The next theorem extends the main result of [Mes85] from vector spaces to cosets.

Theorem 5.4. Let A ∈ Fm×n
q and letM = {M1, . . . ,Md} ⊆ F

m×n
q . Then there exist x1, . . . , xd ∈

{0, 1} such that
rk(A + x1M1 + · · · + xd Md) ≥ ρ(M).

Proof. Let ρ(M) = r. By Theorem 5.2 there exist i1, . . . , ir ∈ [d] such that {ϕ(Mi j) : j ∈ [r]} is
independent. Let ϕ(Mi j) = (s j, l j) for j ∈ [r], then both S = {s1, . . . , sr} and L = {l1, . . . , lr} have
cardinality r.

We shall prove the theorem by showing that A(S , L) + ⟨B1, . . . , Br⟩ contains a non-singular
matrix, where B j = Mi j(S , L). We may assume that s1 < s2 < · · · < sr. Let σ be the permutation
on [r] for which lσ(1) < · · · < lσ(r). Denote the jth row of B j by b j.

Clearly the first j−1 rows of B j are zero, B j( j, s) = 0 for s ∈ [σ−1( j)−1] and B j( j, σ−1( j)) , 0.
Let C ∈ Fr×r

q be the matrix with rows b1, . . . br. Notice that C is non-singular, since we can obtain
an upper triangular matrix with nonzero entries on the diagonal by permuting the rows of C.
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Let D j = B jC−1 for j ∈ [r]. It easy to check that the first j − 1 rows of D j are zero and the jth
row is the jth standard basis vector, for all j ∈ [r].

By Lemma 5.3 we have that A(S , L)C−1 +
∑r

j=1 x jD j is non-singular for some x1, . . . , xr ∈

{0, 1}. Therefore

A(S , L) +
r∑

j=1

x jB j =

(
A(S , L)C−1 +

r∑
j=1

x jD j

)
C

is also non-singular. This implies that

rk(A +
r∑

j=1

x jMi j) ≥ r.

□

A theorem by Meshulam [Mes85, Theorem 2] states that ifV ⊆ Fm×m
q is an Fq-linear subspace

of dim(V) > mt, thenV contains a matrix of rank at least t+1. This result is easily generalized
to m × n matrices. The next theorem extends Meshulam’s results to cosets, i.e. sets of the form
A + V, where V ⊆ Fm×n

q is Fq-linear and A ∈ Fm×n
q . The theorem was first shown by C. de

Seguins Pazzis, see [dSP10, Corollary 2].

Theorem 5.5. Let 0 ≤ t < n and let V ⊆ Fm×n
q be an Fq-linear subspace of dim(V) > mt. Let

A ∈ Fm×n
q . Then there exists B ∈ V such that

rk(A + B) ≥ t + 1.

Moreover, if {B1, . . . , Bmt+d} is a basis ofV, d = dim(V)−mt, then B can be chosen of the form
B =

∑mt+d
i=1 xiBi with xi ∈ {0, 1}.

Proof. Let dim(V) = mt+d with d > 0 and choose a basis {B1, . . . , Bmt+d} ofV. By performing
Gaussian elimination, we may assume that ϕ(B1), . . . , ϕ(Bmt+d) are distinct. Since a line in a
matrix cover at most m entries we cannot cover ϕ(B1), . . . , ϕ(Bmt+d) by less than (mt + d)/m
lines. Therefore,

ρ({B1, . . . , Bmt+d}) ≥ t + 1.

Theorem 5.4 implies that there exists B ∈ V of the desired form, such that rk(A+B) ≥ t+1. □

Results on vector spaces are a special case of those on cosets. For example, the Anticode
Bound for rank-metric codes is a direct consequence of Theorem 5.5.

Theorem 5.6 (Anticode Bound, [Rav16a]). Let C ⊆ Fm×n
q be a rank-metric code. Then

dim(C) ≤ m maxrk(C).

If A ∈ V and V is a linear space, then A +V = V and there exist linear spaces V ⊆ Fm×n
q

such that dim(V) = mt and rk(A) ≤ t for all A ∈ V. Such linear spaces appear in the coding
theory literature under the name of optimal anticodes. We now show that if A < V, that is if
A+V , V, then everyV of dim(V) = mt contains a B such that rk(A+B) > t. For odd q this is
an immediate consequence of Theorem 5.4, as we show in the next corollary. In Theorem 5.11
we prove the same result for any q. We choose to include Corollary 5.7, since the proof is
immediate.
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Corollary 5.7. Let 0 ≤ t < n and letV ⊆ Fm×n
q be an Fq-linear subspace of dimension dim(V) =

mt. Let A ∈ Fm×n
q \ V. If q is odd, then there exists B ∈ V such that

rk(A + B) ≥ t + 1.

Proof. Let {B1, . . . , Bmt} be a basis of V and let V̄ = ⟨A⟩ +V. Since A < V, then dim(V̄) =
mt + 1. By Theorem 5.5 there are x0, . . . , xmt ∈ {0, 1} such that

rk

(
A + x0A +

mt∑
i=1

xiBi

)
≥ t + 1.

Multiplying by (1 + x0)−1 we find a matrix of the form A + B with A < V, B ∈ V such that
rk(A + B) ≥ t + 1. □

The following two lemmas will be used in the proof of Theorem 5.11.

Lemma 5.8. Let f : Fr×r
q → Fq be a linear form that is constant on GLr(Fq). Suppose that either

r > 1 or q , 2. Then f = 0.

Proof. Since f is linear, there exist ai, j ∈ Fq, i, j ∈ [r], such that

f (X) =
∑

1≤i, j≤r

ai, jxi, j

for any X = (xi, j) ∈ Fr×r
q . If r = 1 and q , 2, let 1 , α ∈ F∗q. Then f (α) = f (1) − f (1 − α) = 0,

hence f = 0. If r > 1, fix (k, l) ∈ [r] × [r]. Let B = (bi, j) be a permutation matrix such that
bk,l = 0. Let B̄ = B+Ek,l. Both B and B̄ are non-singular, so f (B) = f (B̄). Therefore f (Ek,l) = 0
by linearity. Since this is the case for every (k, l) ∈ [r] × [r], we conclude that f = 0. □

Lemma 5.9. Let n ≥ 2 and m > 2. LetV ⊆ Fm×n
2 be an F2-linear subspace such that dim(V) =

m. Let A ∈ Fm×n
2 \ V. Then there exists B ∈ V such that

rk(A + B) ≥ 2.

Proof. For v ∈ Fm
q and w ∈ Fm

q , denote by v⊗w the m× n matrix whose entry in position (i, j) is
viw j. If rk(A) ≥ 2, then the statement holds with B = 0. If rk(A) = 1, then up to equivalence we
may assume that A = E1,1 = e1 ⊗ e1. If maxrk(V) = 1, then V is an optimal anticode and the
statement holds. If maxrk(V) > 2, then there exists B ∈ V with rk(B) > 2. Hence rk(A+B) ≥ 2,
since A has rank 1. Therefore, it suffices to prove the statement for maxrk(V) = 2.

First suppose that there are two different elements V1,V2 ∈ V of rank 1. Write V1 = v1 ⊗ w1

and V2 = v2 ⊗ w2 for some v1, v2 ∈ F
m
2 and w1,w2 ∈ F

n
2. If rk(A + V1) = rk(A + V2) = 1, then

either v1 = e1 or w1 = e1 and either v2 = e1 or w2 = e1. If either v1 = e1 and w2 = e1, or w1 = e1

and v2 = e1, then rk(A + V1 + V2) = 2, since V1,V2 , A. If instead v1 = v2 = e1, then e1,w1,w2

are linearly independent and every matrix in ⟨A, A + V1, A + V2⟩ has rank 1. Let B ∈ V be an
element of rank two. Then one of the vectors e1, e1 + w1, e1 + w2 < rowsp(B). Therefore, there
exists C ∈ {A, A + V1, A + V2} such that rk(C + B) = dim(rowsp(C + B)) ≥ 2. In the case where
w1 = w2 = e1, we proceed similarly using the column space.

Suppose now that inV there is at most one element of rank 1. Then every linear combination
with an element of maximum rank in V has again maximum rank. Hence, since dim(V) > 2,
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there are two linearly independent elements B1, B2 such that rk(B1) = rk(B2) = rk(B1 + B2) = 2.
If rk(A + B1) = rk(A + B2) = rk(A + B1 + B2) = 1, then

B1 = e1 ⊗ e1 + e2 ⊗ e2, B2 = e1 ⊗ e1 + v2 ⊗ w2,

B1 + B2 = e1 ⊗ e1 + v3 ⊗ w3,

possibly after applying a code equivalence that fixes A. Since

B2 = e1 ⊗ e1 + v2 ⊗ w2 = e2 ⊗ e2 + v3 ⊗ w3

and
B1 + B2 = e1 ⊗ e1 + v3 ⊗ w3 = e2 ⊗ e2 + v2 ⊗ w2

have rank 2, then v2, v3 < {e1, e2}. Moreover

e1 ⊗ e1 + e2 ⊗ e2 = v2 ⊗ w2 + v3 ⊗ w3,

hence ⟨v2, v3⟩ = ⟨e1, e2⟩. The only possibility is that v2 = v3 = e1 + e2, but this contradicts the
assumption that B1 = v2⊗w2+v3⊗w3 has rank 2. Therefore, one among A+B1, A+B2, A+B1+B2

has rank at least 2. □

The next example we show that the condition m > 2 in Lemma 5.9 is necessary. The example
is essentially the same as the example that appears below Theorem 2 in [dSP10].

Example 5.10. Consider the 2-dimensional spaceV ⊆ F2×2
2 given by

V =

〈(
1 0
0 1

)
,

(
0 0
1 0

)〉

and let A =
(

1 0
0 0

)
< V. Then maxB∈V{rk(A + B)} = 1.

The next theorem generalizes Corollary 5.7 to any q. It was first shown by C. de Seguins
Pazzis, see [dSP10, Corollary 2].

Theorem 5.11. Let 0 ≤ t < n and letV ⊆ Fm×n
q be an Fq-linear subspace such that dim(V) = mt.

Let A ∈ Fm×n
q \ V. If either t , 1 or m , 2 or q , 2 or rk(A) , 1, then there exists B ∈ V such

that
rk(A + B) ≥ t + 1.

Proof. If t = 0, then V = 0 and the thesis is readily verified. Suppose that t ≥ 1 and let
M = {M1, . . . ,Mmt} be a basis of V. Up to a change of basis, we may assume without loss
of generality that ϕ(Mi) , ϕ(M j) if i , j. In particular, ρ(M) ≥ t. If ρ(M) ≥ t + 1, then we
conclude by Theorem 5.4.

Suppose that ρ(M) = t. Up to code equivalence, we may assume that the t lines that cover
ϕ(Mi) for all i are the first t columns. If t = 1 and rk(A) ≥ 2, then let B = 0. If t = 1, rk(A) = 1,
q , 2 and there exists B ∈ V with rk(B) ≥ 2, then either rk(A + B) ≥ 2 or rk(A + 2B) ≥ 2. If
t = 1, rk(A) = 1, q , 2, and maxrkV = 1, thenV is an optimal anticode and the result follows
easily. If q = 2 we conclude by Lemma 5.9, since m , 2.
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Suppose now that ρ(M) = t ≥ 2. For every t + 1 ≤ l ≤ n and every k ∈ [m] there exists a
linear form fk,l ∈ Fq[xi, j | (i, j) ∈ [m] × [t]] such thatV is equal to

{(xu,v)u,v ∈ F
m×n
q : xk,l = fk,l(xi, j) ∀k ∈ [m], l ∈ [n] \ [t]}.

Assume without loss of generality that the entry of Mi in position ϕ(Mi) is 1. Then fk,l is
obtained by writing a matrix ofV as

∑
(i, j)∈[m]×[t] xi, jM(i−1)t+ j. Assume that maxB∈V rk(A+B) = t

for some A ∈ Fm×n
q . It suffices to show that A ∈ V. Up to reducing A moduloV, we may assume

without loss of generality that ai, j = 0 for (i, j) ∈ [m] × [t]. Fix (k, l) ∈ [m] × [n] with l ≥ t + 1.
Let X = (xi, j)i, j ∈ V. We have that

xk,l + ak,l = fk,l(xi, j) + ak,l.

Let L = [t] and let S be a subset of [m] \ {k} of cardinality t. Let xi, j = 0 for i < S and j ∈ L.
For any choice of (xi, j)i∈S , j∈L such that X(S , L) + A(S , L) = X(S , L) is invertible, one has

0 = xk,l + ak,l = fk,l(xi, j) + ak,l, (5.1.1)

since every matrix in (A +V)(S ∪ {k}, L ∪ {l}) has rank smaller than or equal to t. Lemma 5.8
together with (5.1.1) implies that ak,l = 0. This proves that A ∈ V. □

5.2. Anticode Bound and optimal anticodes
In this section we prove an Anticode Bound for sum-rank metric codes. Our bound improves
the bound from [BGLR22, Theorem 2.2] and generalizes Theorem 8.49.

Theorem 5.12 (Anticode Bound). Let C ⊆ M be an Fq-linear subspace. Then

dim(C) ≤ max
C∈C

{
ℓ∑

i=1

mirk(Ci)

}
. (5.2.2)

In particular, if m1 = . . . = mℓ = m, then

dim(C) ≤ m maxsrk(C).

Proof. We proceed by induction on ℓ. If ℓ = 1, then C is a rank-metric code, the sum-rank
metric coincides with the rank metric, and the statement is Theorem 5.6.

Let ℓ > 1. Let π be the canonical projection from M onto Fm1×n1
q × · · · × Fmℓ−1×nℓ−1

q and let πℓ
be the canonical projection from M onto Fmℓ×nℓ

q . Define A = π(C) and B = πℓ(π−1(0) ∩ C) and
let C̃ = A× B. Since dim(π−1(0) ∩ C) = dim(πℓ(π−1(0) ∩ C)) = dim(B), we have that

dim(C) = dim(A) + dim(π−1(0) ∩ C) = dim(C̃).

By the induction hypothesis there is (C1, . . . ,Cℓ−1) ∈ A such that

ℓ−1∑
i=1

mirk(Ci) ≥ dim(A) = dim(C) − dim(B).
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Let Cℓ ∈ πℓ(C) such that (C1, . . . ,Cℓ) ∈ C. By Theorem 5.5 there is a B ∈ B such that

rk(Cℓ + B) ≥
⌈

dim(B)
mℓ

⌉
.

Therefore

ℓ−1∑
i=1

mirk(Ci) + mℓrk(Cℓ + B) ≥ dim(C) − dim(B) + mℓ

⌈
dim(B)

mℓ

⌉
≥ dim(C).

Since (C1, . . . ,Cℓ−1,Cℓ) ∈ C and B ∈ B, then the element (C1, . . . ,Cℓ−1,Cℓ + B) ∈ C. This
concludes the proof. □

Optimal sum-rank metric anticodes may now be defined as the codes which meet the Anti-
code Bound.

Definition 5.13. A sum-rank metric code C ⊆ M is an optimal anticode if

dim(C) = max
C∈C

{
ℓ∑

i=1

mirk(Ci)

}
.

Remark 5.14. In [BGLR22], the authors give a definition of r-anticode for r a non-negative
integer. In [BGLR22, Theorem 2.2] they establish an upper bound for the dimension of an
r-anticode. For a given C ⊆ M and r = maxsrk(C), [BGLR22, Theorem 2.2] yields

dim(C) ≤ max

{
ℓ∑

i=1

miui :
ℓ∑

i=1

ui = r, ui ≤ ni for all i

}
. (5.2.3)

Notice that our Anticode Bound is tighter than (5.2.3), since for all C = (C1, . . . ,Cℓ) ∈ C there
exist u1, . . . , uℓ ∈ Z such that

∑ℓ
i=1 ui = maxsrk(C) and rk(Ci) ≤ ui ≤ ni for all i. In particular,

all codes that meet bound (5.2.3) also meet our Anticode Bound. Moreover the bounds are
different, as one can easily check by comparing Theorem 5.22 in this chapter and [BGLR22,
Corollary 3.8]. In [BGLR22, Definition 2.3], the authors define optimal anticodes as those that
meet the bound (5.2.3). In particular, an optimal anticode according to [BGLR22] is an optimal
anticode according to Definition 5.13, but the converse is not true in general. For example, the
code 0×F2 ⊆ F

2×2
2 ×F2 is an optimal anticode according to Definition 5.13, but it does not meet

(5.2.3).

A simple computation allows one to show that if Ci ⊆ F
mi×ni
q is an optimal anticode with

respect to the rank metric for i ∈ [ℓ], then C1 × · · · × Cℓ ⊆ M is an optimal anticode with respect
to the sum-rank metric. Moreover, one has the following.

Proposition 5.15. Let C ⊆ M be an optimal anticode and assume that m1 = . . . = mℓ = m. For
i ∈ [ℓ] let πi : M→ Fmi×ni

q be the canonical projection. The following are equivalent:

1. C = C1 × · · · × Cℓ and Ci is an optimal rank-metric anticode for i ∈ [ℓ].

2. maxsrk(C) =
∑ℓ

i=1 maxrk(πi(C)).
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Proof. (1) =⇒ (2) follows from a simple computation.
(2) =⇒ (1) Clearly, C ⊆

∏ℓ
i=1 πi(C), so

m maxsrk(C) = dim(C) ≤
ℓ∑

i=1

dim(πi(C)) ≤
ℓ∑

i=1

m maxrk(πi(C)).

Since maxsrk(C) =
∑ℓ

i=1 maxrk(πi(C)), we have that

dim(C) = dim

(
ℓ∏

i=1

πi(C)

)

and
dim(πi(C)) = m maxrk(πi(C)).

Therefore C =
∏ℓ

i=1 πi(C) and Ci is an optimal rank-metric anticode for all i ∈ [ℓ]. □

We will prove that optimal anticodes in the sum-rank metric are generated by their elements
of maximum sum rank. We start by proving the result in the special case of rank-metric anti-
codes.

Lemma 5.16. Let C ⊆ Fm×n
q be an optimal anticode. Then C is generated by its elements of

maximum rank.

Proof. Let t = maxrk(C), then dim(C) = mt. Up to code equivalence we may assume that
C consists of all matrices whose rowspace is contained in ⟨e1, . . . , et⟩, where e1, . . . , et ∈ F

n
q

are the first t elements of the standard basis. Therefore it suffices to prove the statement for
C = Fm×t

q . Let {Ei, j}1≤i≤m,1≤ j≤t be the standard basis of Fm×t
q . Let I =

∑t
i=1 Ei,i ∈ F

m×t
q . For each

(i, j) ∈ [m] × [t] there exists a permutation matrix S i, j ∈ F
m×m
q such that (S i, jI)i, j = 0. Therefore

one can write Ei, j = (S i, jI + Ei, j) − S i, jI, with rk(S i, jI) = rk(S i, jI + Ei, j) = t. This implies that
{S i, jI + Ei, j, S i, jI}1≤i≤m,1≤ j≤t is a set of matrices of rank t which generates Fm×t

q . □

The next observations will be useful in order to extend the result of Lemma 5.16 to optimal
anticodes in the sum-rank metric.

Lemma 5.17. Let m ≥ 2 and let C ⊆ Fm×n
2 be an optimal rank-metric anticode of maxrk(C) = t.

Then every element of C of rank t can be written as the sum of two elements of C of rank t.

Proof. Up to code equivalence we may assume that C consists of all matrices whose rowspace
is contained in ⟨e1, . . . , et⟩, where e1, . . . , et ∈ F

n
2 are the first t elements of the standard basis.

Therefore, it suffices to show that every element of full rank in Fm×t
2 can be written as the sum

of two elements of Fm×t
2 of full rank. Let C = (c1, . . . , ct) ∈ Fm×t

2 be the matrix whose columns
are c1, . . . , ct ∈ F

m
2 . Assume that rk(C) = t. If t = 1, let C̃ ∈ C \ {C, 0}. Notice that C̃ exists,

since m ≥ 2. Then C̃,C + C̃ are elements of rank 1 and C = C̃ + (C + C̃). If t is even, then
C = C1 +C2 where

C1 = (c1 + c2, c1, c3 + c4, c3, . . . , ct−1 + ct, ct−1),
C2 = (c2, c1 + c2, c4, c3 + c4, . . . , ct, ct−1 + ct).
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If t , 1 is odd, then C = C1 +C2 where

C1 = (c1 + c2, c3, c1, c4 + c5, c4, . . . , ct−1 + ct, ct−1),
C2 = (c2, c3 + c2, c1 + c3, c5, c4 + c5, . . . , ct, ct−1 + ct).

Since C1 and C2 have the same column space as C, they have full rank. □

Theorem 5.18. Let C = C1 × · · · × Cℓ ⊆ M, where Ci is an optimal rank-metric anticode for all
i ∈ [ℓ]. If either mℓ−1 ≥ 2 or q , 2, then C is generated by its elements of maximum sum-rank.

Proof. Let C = (C1, . . . ,Cℓ) ∈ C be such that

ℓ∑
i=1

mirk(Ci) = max
D∈C

{
ℓ∑

i=1

mirk(Di)

}
.

Since C is a product, then Ci is an element of maximum rank in Ci for all 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ. If q , 2, let
α ∈ Fq \ {0, 1}. Then (0, . . . , 0,Ci, 0, . . . , 0) is an element of

⟨(C1, . . . ,Cℓ), (C1, . . . ,Ci−1, αCi,Ci+1, . . . ,Cℓ)⟩.

Therefore C is generated by its element of maximum sum-rank, since each Ci is generated by
its elements of maximum rank by Lemma 5.16.

If q = 2 and i , ℓ, then by Lemma 5.17 there exist C′i ,C
′′
i ∈ Ci of maximum rank such that

Ci = C′i+C′′i . Let C′ = (C1, . . . ,Ci−1,C′i ,Ci+1, . . . ,Cℓ) and C′′ = (C1, . . . ,Ci−1,C′′i ,Ci+1, . . . ,Cℓ).
Then

(0, . . . , 0,Ci, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ ⟨C′,C′′⟩.

Since C and (0, . . . , 0,Ci, 0, . . . , 0), i ∈ [ℓ − 1], belong to the subcode of C generated by its
codewords of maximum sum-rank, then also (0, . . . , 0,Cℓ) does. Therefore C is generated by its
element of maximum sum-rank. □

Example 5.19. For ℓ ≥ 2 and mℓ−1 = 1, the code C = 0× . . .×0×F2×F2 is an optimal anticode,
which is not generated by its unique element (0, . . . , 0, 1, 1) of maximum sum-rank.

The next result on generating sets of optimal binary anticodes in the Hamming metric will
also be useful.

Lemma 5.20. Let C ⊆ Fℓ2 be an optimal anticode of dim(C) = t ≥ 1. Then C is generated by its
elements of weight t and t − 1.

Proof. Let G be a generator matrix of C and assume that G is in reduced row echelon form.
Denote by g1, . . . , gt the rows of G. Let v = g1 + . . . + gt. Then the vectors v, v + g1, . . . , v + gt

have weight t − 1 or t and are a system of generators of C, since gi = v + (v + gi) for all i. □

The following technical lemma will be used in the proof of Theorem 5.22.

Lemma 5.21. Let q = 2, ℓ ≥ 2, m1 = n1 = 2, and let k = max{i ∈ [ℓ] | mi > 1}. Let
C ⊆ M,A = π(C),B = π1(π−1(0)∩C), where π : M→ Fm2×n2

2 ×· · ·×Fmℓ×nℓ
2 and π1 : M→ Fm1×n1

2
are the canonical projections. If dim(B) = 2 and A =

∏k
i=2 Ci × C

′ for optimal anticodes
C′ ⊆ Fℓ−k

2 and Ci ⊆ F
mi×ni
2 for all i ∈ [k] \ {1}, then one of the following holds:
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(i) B is an optimal anticode,

(ii) There is B ∈ B and C = (C1, . . . ,Cℓ) ∈ C with

k∑
i=2

mirk(Ci) + wt(Ck+1, . . . ,Cℓ) ≥
k∑

i=2

mi maxrk(Ci) +maxwt(C′) − 1,

such that
rk(B +C1) = 2.

Proof. If maxrk(B) = 1, then B is an optimal anticode. Assume therefore that maxrk(B) = 2.
Let G be a generator matrix of C′ and assume that G is in reduced row echelon form and that
dim(C′) = t. If t = 0, then let D = (D2, . . . ,Dk), E = (E2, . . . , Ek) ∈

∏k
i=2 Ci be codewords such

that each component of D, E,D + E has maximal rank. Such matrices exist, since each Ci is an
optimal anticode. Let D1, E1 ∈ C1 be such that (D1, . . . ,Dk, 0), (E1, . . . , Ek, 0) ∈ C. If one of
D1, E1, and D1 +E1 is zero, then we conclude by taking B of rank 2. If there is a rank 2 element
among D1, E1, and D1 + E1, then we conclude by taking B = 0. If D1, E1,D1 + E1 all have rank
1, then again we easily conclude. In fact, either ⟨D1, E1⟩ ∩ B , 0, or

|(D1 + B) ∪ (E1 + B) ∪ (D1 + E1 + B)| = 12,

but in F2×2
2 we have only 9 elements of rank 1.

Suppose now that t ≥ 1 and let g1, . . . , gt, v as in the proof of Lemma 5.20. For every i ∈ [t],
there exists Gi

1 ∈ F
2×2
2 such that Gi = (Gi

1, 0, . . . , 0, gi) ∈ C. If for every i ∈ [t], Gi
1 ∈ B,

then C = D × C′, where D ⊆ Fm1×n1
2 × . . . × Fmk×nk

2 . Therefore we reduce to the situation
t = 0, which we treated above. Hence we assume without loss of generality that G1

1 < B. Let
C =

∑t
i=1 Gi = (C1, 0, . . . , 0, v) and D = (D1,D2, . . . ,Dk, 0, . . . , 0) such that Di has max rank

in Ci for i ∈ [k] \ {1}. If either D1 + C1 or D1 + C1 + G1
1 belongs to B, then we conclude. If

D1 +C1,D1 +C1 +G1
1 < B, then since G1

1 < B, we have that

(D1 +C1 +G1
1 + B) ∩ (D1 +C1 + B) = ∅,

and
((D1 +C1 +G1

1 + B) ∪ (D1 +C1 + B)) ∩ (⟨G1
1⟩ + B) = ∅.

Notice that F2×2
2 consists of the zero matrix, 9 elements of rank 1, and 6 elements of rank 2.

In ⟨G1
1⟩ + B there are at least two elements of rank 1, since dim(⟨G1

1⟩ + B) = 3. Therefore, in
(D1 + C1 +G1

1 + B) ∪ (D1 + C1 + B) there must be at least an element of rank 2. We conclude,
since the elements D +C and D +C +G1 satisfy the condition from (ii). □

In the next theorem we show that the optimal anticodes in the sum-rank metric are products
of optimal anticodes in the rank metric and an optimal anticode in the Hamming metric.

Theorem 5.22. Let k = 0 if m1 = 1 and k = max{i ∈ [ℓ] | mi > 1} otherwise. A code C ⊆ M is
an optimal anticode if and only if there is an optimal anticode C′ ⊆ Fℓ−k

q and optimal anticodes
Ci ⊆ F

mi×ni
q for all i ∈ [k] such that C =

∏k
i=1 Ci × C

′.

Proof. Assume that C′ ⊆ Fℓ−k
q is an optimal Hamming-metric anticode and Ci ⊆ F

mi×ni
q are

optimal rank-metric anticodes for i ∈ [k]. It is straightforward to prove that C =
∏k

i=1 Ci × C
′ ⊆
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M is an optimal anticode. Further, the statement of the theorem holds for m1 = . . . = mℓ = 1.
Therefore, we may assume that m1 > 1, hence also k ≥ 1. We proceed by induction on ℓ. For
ℓ = 1, the theorem holds trivially.

We suppose that the theorem holds for ℓ − 1 and we prove it for ℓ > 1. Let A = π(C),
B = π1(π−1(0) ∩ C), and C̃ = B ×A. As in the proof of Theorem 5.12, we have

dim(C) = dim(B) + dim(A) ≤ m1rk(C1 + B) +
ℓ∑

i=2

mirk(Ci), (5.2.4)

where (C1, . . . ,Cℓ) ∈ C is such that (C2, . . . ,Cℓ) maximizes
∑ℓ

i=2 mirk(Ci) onA and m1rk(C1) ≥
dim(B). Since (C1,C2, . . . ,Cℓ) ∈ C and C is an optimal anticode, then (5.2.4) is an equality. In
particular,

m1rk(C1) = dim(B) and
ℓ∑

i=2

mirk(Ci) = dim(A). (5.2.5)

This proves that A is an optimal anticode. Therefore, by the induction hypothesis, there is
an optimal anticode C′ ⊆ Fℓ−k

q and optimal anticodes Ci ⊆ F
mi×ni
q for 2 ≤ i ≤ k such that

A =
∏k

i=2 Ci × C
′.

We claim that C1 ∈ B. In fact, if C1 < B and either dim(B) , 2 or m , 2 or q , 2 or n , 2 or
rk(C1) , 1, then by Theorem 5.11 there exists B ∈ B such that

rk(C1 + B) > dim(B)/m1 = rk(C1).

Since B ∈ B, then (C1 + B,C2, . . . ,Cℓ) ∈ C. However, this contradicts the optimality of C,
since m1rk(C1 + B) +

∑ℓ
i=2 mirk(Ci) >

∑ℓ
i=1 mirk(Ci) = dim(C). This proves that C1 ∈ B, so

C1 + B ∈ B, hence B is an optimal anticode by (5.2.5). If dim(B) = 2, m = n = 2, q = 2,
and rk(C1) = 1, then by Lemma 5.21 either B is an optimal anticode, or there exists B ∈ B and
C̄ = (C̄1, . . . , C̄ℓ) such that (C̄1 + B, . . . , C̄ℓ) ∈ C and

m1rk(C̄1 + B) +
ℓ∑

i=2

mirk(C̄i) ≥ 4 + dim(A) − 1 = dim(C) + 1.

This is a contradiction, since C is an optimal anticode. We conclude that also in this case B
is an optimal anticode. In addition, our arguments show that, if (C1, . . . ,Cℓ) ∈ C is such that
(C2, . . . ,Cℓ) maximizes

∑ℓ
i=2 mirk(Ci), then C1 ∈ B. Hence (0,C2, . . . ,Cℓ) ∈ C.

In order to conclude the proof, it suffices to show that C = B×A. Since C ⊇ B×0, it suffices
to show that C ⊇ 0 × A. If either k ≥ ℓ − 1 or q , 2, then 0 × A is generated by its element
of maximum sum-rank by Theorem 5.18. Since these belong to C, we have that 0 × A ⊆ C.
Therefore, assume that k ≤ ℓ − 2 and q = 2. Let 2 ≤ i ≤ k. By Lemma 5.17, if Ci ∈ Ci is an
element of maximum rank, then Ci = Di + D′i for some Di,D′i ∈ Ci of maximum rank. Hence
(0, . . . , 0,Ci, 0, . . . , 0) is equal to

(0,D2, . . . ,Dk,D) + (0,D′2, . . . ,D
′
k,D)

where D j = D′j ∈ C j is an element of maximum rank for any j ∈ {2, . . . , k} \ {i} and D is an
element of maximum rank of C′. Since (0,D2, . . . ,Dk,D), (0,D′2, . . . ,D

′
k,D) are elements of
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maximum sum-rank in 0 × A, they belong to C. This proves that, for any 2 ≤ i ≤ k, if Ci has
maximum rank among the elements of Ci, then

(0, . . . , 0,Ci, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ C. (5.2.6)

Since Ci is generated by its elements of maximum rank by Lemma 5.16, then

0 × . . . × 0 × Ci × 0 × . . . × 0 ⊆ C

for all 2 ≤ i ≤ k.
In addition, it follows from (5.2.6) that (0, . . . , 0,D) ∈ C for any D ∈ C′ of maximum Ham-

ming weight. We claim that 0 × . . . × 0 × C′ ⊆ C. Let t be the maximum weight of a codeword
in C′ and let D′ ∈ C′ be an element of weight t − 1. By Lemma 5.20 it suffices to show that
(0, . . . , 0,D′) ∈ C. Let (D2, . . . ,Dk,D′) ∈ A with rk(Di) = maxrk(Ci) for 2 ≤ i ≤ k. Let D1 be
such that (D1,D2, . . . ,Dk,D′) ∈ C. Since 0 × C2 × . . . × Ck × 0 ⊆ C, then (D1, 0, . . . , 0,D′) ∈ C.
If D1 ∈ B the claim follows, since (D1, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ B × 0 ⊆ C. If D1 < B, then since B is an
optimal anticode, there exists B ∈ B such that rk(B + D1) ≥ maxrk(B) + 1. Then the element
(B + D1,D2, . . . ,Dk,D′) ∈ C has sum rank

m1rk(B + D1) +
k∑

j=2

m jrk(D j) + wt(D′) ≥ m1(maxrk(B) + 1) +
k∑

j=2

m j maxrk(C j) + t − 1

= dim(C) + m1 − 1 > dim(C),

where wt(D′) denotes the Hamming weight of D′, and the inequality follows from the assump-
tion that m1 > 1. This contradicts the assumption that C is an optimal anticode, completing the
proof of the claim and of the theorem. □

Example 5.23. Denote by rowsp(M) the row-space of a matrix M. The optimal anticodes in
F5×2

q × F4×3
q are exactly the codes of the form

{(A, B) | rowsp(A) ⊆ U, rowsp(B) ⊆ V}

for some U ⊆ F2
q, V ⊆ F3

q vector subspaces.

The next result is an easy consequence of Theorem 5.22.

Corollary 5.24. Assume that either q , 2 or mℓ−2 ≥ 2. An Fq-linear space C ⊆ M is an optimal
anticode if and only if for all i ∈ [ℓ] there is Ci ⊆ F

mi×ni
q optimal anticode such that C =

∏ℓ
i=1 Ci.

Proof. By Theorem 5.22 C =
∏k

i=1 Ci×C
′, where C′ ⊆ Fℓ−k

q is an optimal anticode, k = max{i ∈
[ℓ] | mi > 1}, and Ci ⊆ F

mi×ni
q are optimal anticodes for all i ∈ [k]. If q , 2, then C′ is a product

of zeroes and copies of Fq by [Rav16a, Proposition 9]. If q = 2 and ℓ − k ≤ 2, the same is true
by direct inspection. □

We conclude this section with a proof that the dual of an optimal anticode in the sum-rank
metric is an optimal anticode, if q , 2 or mℓ−2 > 1.

Proposition 5.25. Let q , 2 or mℓ−2 > 1. Then A ⊆ M is an optimal anticode if and only if
A⊥ ⊆ M is an optimal anticode.
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Proof. The dual of an optimal anticode in the rank-metric is an optimal anticode by [Rav16b,
Theorem 54]. The result now follows from Corollary 5.24, after observing that the dual of a
product is the product of the duals. □

Notice that Corollary 5.24 and Proposition 5.25 cannot be extended to the case q = 2 and
mℓ−2 = 1, since for n ≥ 3 there exist optimal anticodes in Fn

2 which are not products of zeroes
and copies of F2, and whose dual is not an optimal anticode.

Example 5.26. Let n ≥ 3 be odd and let C ⊆ Fn
2 be the even-weight code. Then C is an optimal

anticode since dim(C) = n − 1 = maxwt(C). Its dual C⊥ is the repetition code, which is not an
optimal anticode since dim(C⊥) = 1 < n = maxwt(C⊥).

The next corollary is immediate, after observing that every optimal anticode in the rank metric
is equivalent to a standard optimal anticode, see e.g. [Gor21, Section 3].

Corollary 5.27. For i ∈ [ℓ] letAi ⊆ F
mi×ni
q be an optimal anticode and letA = A1×· · ·×Aℓ ⊆ M.

ThenA is equivalent to
ℓ∏

i=1

⟨Ek,l | k ∈ [mi], l ∈ [ui]⟩,

where ui = maxrk(Ai).

5.3. Generalized weights
In this section we define generalized weights in the sum-rank metric and establish some of their
basic properties, including a weak monotonicity along the lines of the corresponding result for
rank-metric codes. In addition, we prove that they satisfy Wei’s Duality if m1 = . . . = mℓ. For
general mi’s, we show by means of an example that the generalized weights of a code do not
determine those of its dual, hence Wei’s Duality cannot hold.

Definition 5.28. Let C ⊆ M be a sum-rank metric code. For each r ∈ [dim(C)], we define the
r-th generalized sum-rank weight of C as

dr(C) = min{maxsrk(A) : A = A1 × · · · × Aℓ where
Ai ⊆ F

mi×ni
q are optimal anticodes and dim(C ∩A) ≥ r}.

Notice that if m1 = · · · = mℓ = m, then

dr(C) =
1
m

min{ dim(A) : A = A1 × · · · × Aℓ where

Ai ⊆ F
m×ni
q are optimal anticodes and dim(C ∩A) ≥ r}.

(5.3.7)

Remark 5.29. We could have defined dr(C) to be

d′r(C) = min{maxsrk(A) : A an optimal anticode and dim(C ∩A) ≥ r}.

For either q , 2 or mℓ−2 > 1 we have that dr(C) = d′r(C) as, by Corollary 5.24, A is an
optimal anticode if and only ifA = A1 × · · · ×Aℓ forAi optimal anticode in Fmi×ni

q . In the case
q = 2 and mℓ−2 = 1 one has

d′r(C) ≤ dr(C).
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Notice moreover that dr(C) recovers the Hamming weights, since the cardinality of a support
of a code is the minimum dimension of a code which contains it and is a product of copies of
Fq and zeros. If q = 2, then d′r(C) does not recover the Hamming weights, as there are optimal
binary anticodes which are not a product of copies of F2 and zeros. See also the example
following Theorem 10 in [Rav16a].

Remark 5.30. It follows from the definition that the generalized weights are invariant under
code equivalence.

As an example, we compute the generalized weights of optimal anticodes.

Example 5.31. For i ∈ [ℓ] let Ai ⊆ F
mi×ni
q be an optimal anticode and let A = A1 × · · · ×

Aℓ ⊆ M with dimAi = miui. By Corollary 5.27 and the previous remark, dr(A) = dr(A′)
for r ∈ [dim(C)], where A′ =

∏ℓ
i=1⟨Ek,l | (k, l) ∈ [mi] × [ui]⟩. Let j ∈ [ℓ], 0 ≤ δ ≤ u j − 1,

r =
∑ j−1

i=1 miui + m jδ. Then

dr+1(A) = . . . = dr+m j(A) = u1 + . . . + u j−1 + δ + 1.

Lemma 5.32. Let m1 ≥ ... ≥ mℓ ∈ N, u1, . . . , uℓ, u′1, . . . , u
′
ℓ ∈ R≥0 such that

∑ℓ
i=1 ui =

∑ℓ
i=1 u′i

and such that there exists k with ui ≥ u′i for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k and ui ≤ u′i for all k < i ≤ ℓ, then∑ℓ
i=1 miui ≥

∑ℓ
i=1 miu′i .

Proof. Since
∑k

i=1(ui − u′i) =
∑ℓ

i=k+1(u′i − ui) and m1 ≥ ... ≥ mℓ, then

k∑
i=1

mi(ui − u′i) ≥ mk

k∑
i=1

(ui − u′i) ≥ mk+1

ℓ∑
i=k+1

(u′i − ui) ≥
ℓ∑

i=k+1

mi(u′i − ui),

which proves the thesis. □

In the next proposition we establish some basic properties of generalized weights. This gener-
alizes Proposition 1.4 to sum-rank metric codes. Moreover, notice that in the case m1 = . . . = mℓ

one gets inequalities of the same form as those in [Rav16a, Theorem 30].

Proposition 5.33. Let 0 , C ⊆ D ⊆ M, then:

1. d1(C) = d(C),

2. dr(C) ≤ ds(C) for 1 ≤ r ≤ s ≤ dim(C),

3. dr(C) ≥ dr(D) for r ∈ [dim(C)],

4. ddim(C)(C) ≤ n1 + · · · + nℓ,

5. dr+n1m1+···+n j−1m j−1+δm j(C) ≥ dr(C) + n1 + · · · + n j−1 + δ
for j ∈ [ℓ], r ∈ [dim(C) − (n1m1 + · · · + n j−1m j−1 + δm j)], and 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j − 1.

Proof. 1. Let C = (C1, . . . ,Cℓ) ∈ C be an element of minimum sum-rank. LetAi be an optimal
anticode of dim(Ai) = mirk(Ci) containing Ci and let A = A1 × · · · × Aℓ. Then C ∩ A , 0,
hence d1(C) ≤ d(C). To prove that they are equal, observe that ifA′ is an optimal anticode with
maxsrk(A′) < d(C), thenA′ ∩ C = 0.
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2., 3., and 4. follow directly from the definition.
5. Let s = r + n1m1 + · · · + n j−1m j−1 + δm j. Let A = A1 × · · · × Aℓ be an optimal anticode

such that dim(C ∩A) ≥ s and ds(C) = maxsrk(A). For i ∈ [ℓ], write dim(Ai) = miui. Since

ℓ∑
i=1

miui = dim(A) ≥ dim(C ∩A) ≥ s > n1m1 + · · · + n j−1m j−1 + δm j

and m1 ≥ · · · ≥ mℓ, then ds(C) = u1 + . . . + uℓ > n1 + · · · + n j−1 + δ by Lemma 5.32. Let
v1, . . . , vℓ be such that n1 + · · · + n j−1 + δ = v1 + · · · + vℓ and vi ≤ ui for i ∈ [ℓ]. We have that
n1m1 + · · · + n j−1m j−1 + δm j ≥ v1m1 + · · · + vℓmℓ, since m1 ≥ · · · ≥ mℓ. For all i ∈ [ℓ] there exist
optimal anticodesA′i ⊆ Ai of dim(A′i) = mi(ui − vi). LetA′ = A′1 × · · · × A

′
ℓ, then

dim(C ∩A′) ≥ s − (v1m1 + · · · + vℓmℓ) ≥ s − (n1m1 + · · · + n j−1m j−1 + δm j) = r

hence

dr(C) ≤
ℓ∑

i=1

(ui − vi) = ds(C) − (n1 + · · · + n j−1 + δ). □

From parts 4. and 5. of Proposition 5.33, we easily obtain the following Singleton-type
bound. This bound will be improved in Theorem 6.2.

Corollary 5.34. Let j ∈ [ℓ], 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j − 1, 0 ≤ s ≤ m j − 1, and let C ⊆ M be a non-trivial code
of

dim(C) =
j−1∑
i=1

mini + δm j + s.

Then

d(C) ≤
ℓ∑

i= j

ni − δ +

{
1 if s = 0
0 else.

The next lemma will be useful in the next chapter for computing the generalized weights of
an MSRD code.

Lemma 5.35. Let C ⊆ M be a code and let k ∈ [ℓ], r + mk ∈ [dim(C)]. If

dr+mk(C) >
k−1∑
i=1

ni

then
dr+mk(C) ≥ dr(C) + 1.

Proof. Let A = A1 × · · · × Aℓ be an optimal anticode such that maxsrk(A) = dr+mk(C) and
dim(C ∩ A) ≥ r + mk. We claim that there exists k ≤ j ≤ ℓ such that A j , 0. In fact, if this
were not the case, then

k−1∑
i=1

ni ≥ maxsrk(A) = dr+mk(C).

LetA′ ⊆ A be an optimal anticode such that

dim(A′) = dim(A) − m j
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and
maxsrk(A′) = maxsrk(A) − 1.

One has
dim(C ∩A′) ≥ dim(C ∩A) − m j ≥ r + mk − m j ≥ r,

hence
dr(C) ≤ maxsrk(A′) = dr+mk(C) − 1.

□

The next theorem extends Wei’s Duality Theorem [Wei91, Theorem 3] and [Rav16a, Corol-
lary 38]. Let m1 = . . . = mℓ = m and let C ⊆ M be a sum-rank metric code. For any r ∈ Z
define

Tr(C) = {dr+sm(C) : s ∈ Z, r + sm ∈ [dim(C)]},

T r(C) =
{

n + 1 − dr+sm(C) : s ∈ Z, r + sm ∈ [dim(C)]
}
.

The same arguments as in [Rav16a, Corollary 38] together with Proposition 5.33 prove the
next theorem.

Theorem 5.36. Let m1 = . . . = mℓ = m, r ∈ [m], and let C ⊆ M be a sum-rank metric code.
Then

Tr(C⊥) = [n]\T r+dim(C)(C).

In particular the generalized weights of a sum rank metric code C determine the generalized
weights of C⊥.

The next two example show that the generalized weights of a code do not determine those of
its dual for arbitrary mi’s.

Example 5.37. Consider the codes C1,C2 ⊆ F
2×2
2 × F2 given by

C1 =

{((
0 0
0 0

)
, a
)

: a ∈ F2

}
and C2 =

{((
a 0
0 0

)
, 0
)

: a ∈ F2

}
.

The corresponding duals are

C⊥1 =

{((
a b
c d

)
, 0
)

: (a, b, c, d) ∈ F4
2

}
and C⊥2 =

{((
0 b
c d

)
, a
)

: (a, b, c, d) ∈ F4
2

}
.

One has that d1(C1) = d1(C2) = 1, while d4(C⊥1 ) = 2 and d4(C⊥2 ) = 3.

Example 5.38. Let C1,C2 ⊆ F
3×1
2 × F2×2

2 be given by

C1 = 0 × F2×2
2

C2 =


a

b
0

 ,

(
c d
0 0

) : (a, b, c, d) ∈ F4
2

 .
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One can check that d1(Ci) = d2(Ci) = 1 and d3(Ci) = d4(Ci) = 2 for i = 1, 2. The corresponding
duals

C⊥1 = F
3×1
2 × 0

C⊥2 =


0

0
a

 ,

(
0 0
b c

) : (a, b, c) ∈ F3
2


have different generalized weights, as d3(C⊥1 ) = 1 and d3(C⊥2 ) = 2.

Remark 5.39. Notice that the first code in the previous example is an optimal anticode, while
the second one is not, as its first component is not an optimal rank-metric anticode. Therefore,
the example also shows that in the sum-rank metric there exist codes which have the same
dimension and generalized weights as an optimal anticode, without being one. This is in contrast
with codes endowed with the rank metric or the Hamming metric, where a code which has the
same dimension and generalized weights as an optimal anticode is an optimal anticode.

Remark 5.40. There is another simple situation in which the generalized weights of the dual
code are determined by numerical data on the original code. Let C = C1 × . . . × Cℓ, then the
generalized weights of C satisfy

dr(C) = min

{
ℓ∑

i=1

dri(Ci) :
ℓ∑

i=1

ri = r, ri ∈ [dim(Ci)]

}
.

The generalized weights of the rank-metric codes C1, . . . ,Cℓ determine those of C⊥1 , . . . ,C
⊥
ℓ ,

hence they determine the generalized weights of C⊥.

We conclude this section with a result on the generalized weights of a code which is Fqm-
linear or, more generally, Fqk-linear. Let k = gcd{m1, . . . ,mℓ}. As k | mi for all i ∈ [ℓ], then
Fn1

qm1 × · · · × F
nℓ
qmℓ is a vector space over Fqk . For i ∈ [ℓ], let Γi = {γ1,i, . . . , γmi,i} be a basis of Fqmi

over Fq. For every w ∈ Fni
qmi define Γi(w) ∈ Fmi×ni

q via the identity(
γ1,i . . . γmi,i

)
Γi(w) = w.

For every v = (v1, . . . , vℓ) ∈ F
n1
qm1 × · · · × F

nℓ
qmℓ , define Γ(v) ∈ M as

(Γ(v))i = Γi(vi).

Let V ⊆ Fn1
qm1 × · · · × F

nℓ
qmℓ be a vector space over Fqk . The set Γ(V) = {Γ(v) : v ∈ V} is the

sum-rank metric code associated to V with respect to {Γ1, . . . ,Γℓ}. We say that Γ(V) is Fqk-
linear, see also [Gor21, Definition 11.1.3]. In the next theorem we extend the result in [Rav16a,
Theorem 28] to the sum-rank metric case. The statement in particular applies to Fqm-linear
codes in the case when m1 = . . . = mℓ = m.

Theorem 5.41. Let k = gcd{m1, . . . ,mℓ}, letV ⊆ Fn1
qm1 × · · · × F

nℓ
qmℓ be an Fqk-linear vector space

with dimFqk (V) = t. If mi > ni for i ∈ [ℓ], then

dkr+1(Γ(V)) = . . . = dk(r+1)(Γ(V))

for 0 ≤ r < t.
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Proof. Write C for Γ(V). By Proposition 5.33, dkr+1(C) ≤ . . . ≤ dk(r+1)(C). Therefore it suffices
to show that dkr+1(C) = dk(r+1)(C). Since mi > ni for i ∈ [ℓ], A is an Fqk-linear code and so
C ∩ A is Fqk-linear too. Since the dimension over Fq of an Fqk-linear vector space is divisible
by k, if dim(C ∩ A) ≥ kr + 1, then dim(C ∩ A) ≥ k(r + 1). Therefore we conclude that
dkr+1(C) ≥ dk(r+1)(C). □

Remark 5.42. Although the condition that m > n is missing in the statement of [Rav16a, The-
orem 28], it is necessary for the result to hold. In fact, [GLJ22, Example 6.15] is a counterex-
ample to the statement of [Rav16a, Theorem 28] for square matrices.

5.4. Weight distribution
Another important family of invariants of sum-rank metric codes is the sum-rank distribution.
The results in this section are not original but we include them for the sake of completeness,
since they are related with what we have studied in Section 3.3 for R-linear codes.

Definition 5.43 ( [BGLR21, Definition 2.8]). Let C ⊆ M be a sum-rank metric code. For a
non-negative integer r, let

Wr(C) = |{C ∈ C : srk(C) = r}| .

The sequence (Wr(C))r>0 is the sum-rank distribution of C.

The notion of sum-rank distribution generalizes that of weight distribution for linear block
codes and rank-metric codes. In contrast to what happens in those two cases, we do not have
MacWilliams Identities for sum-rank metric codes, as was first observed in [BGLR21, Example
5.2]. The following is a simple example of this phenomenon.

Example 5.44. Let C1,C2 ⊆ F
2×2
2 × F2 be as in Example 5.37. Then, C1 and C2 have the same

sum-rank distribution. Indeed, W0(C1) = W0(C2) = W1(C1) = W1(C2) = 1 and W1(Ci) =
W1(Ci) = 0 for i > 1. Instead for C⊥1 ,C

⊥
2 we have W1(C⊥1 ) = 9 and W1(C⊥2 ) = 6.

It is nevertheless possible to define other partitions of a sum-rank metric code for which there
exists a relation between the distribution of a code and the one of its dual.

Definition 5.45 ( [BGLR21, Definition 2.8]). For a vector v ∈ Zℓ≥0, let

Wv(C) = |{C ∈ C : rk(Ci) = vi for all i ∈ [ℓ]}| .

The list (Wv(C))v∈Zℓ
≥0

is called the rank-list distribution of C.

In the next example we compute the rank-list distribution of the codes of Example 5.37.

Example 5.46. Let C1,C2 ⊆ F
2×2
2 × F2 be as in Example 5.37. The rank-list distribution of C1

is given by W(0,0)(C1) = W(0,1)(C1) = 1 and Wu(C1) = 0 when u , (0, 0), (0, 1). The rank-list
distribution of C⊥1 is W(0,0)(C⊥1 ) = 1, W(1,0)(C⊥1 ) = 9, W(2,0)(C⊥1 ) = 6 and 0 in all the remaining
cases. The rank-list distribution of C2 is W(0,0)(C1) = W(1,0)(C1) = 1 and Wu(C1) = 0 when u ,
(0, 0), (1, 0). The rank-list distribution of C⊥2 is W(0,0)(C⊥2 ) = 1, W(1,0)(C⊥2 ) = 5, W(0,1)(C⊥2 ) = 1,
W(2,0)(C⊥2 ) = 2, W(1,1)(C⊥2 ) = 5, W(2,1)(C⊥2 ) = 2 and 0 in the remaining cases.
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The next theorem is the analogue of the MacWilliams Identities for the rank-list distribution.
Recall that the q-ary Gaussian coefficient of a, b ∈ Z is defined as

[
a
b

]
q
=


0 if a < 0, b < 0, or b > a
1 if b = 0 and a ≥ 0
(qa−1)(qa−1−1)···(qa−b+1−1)

(qb−1)(qb−1−1)···(q−1) otherwise.

Theorem 5.47 ( [BGLR21, Theorem 5.5]). Let C ⊆ M be a code. Then

Wv(C⊥) =
1
|C|

∑
u∈Zℓ

≥0

Wu(C)
∑
w≤v

q
∑ℓ

i=1 miwi

ℓ∏
i=1

(−1)vi−wiq(vi−wi
2 )
[

ni − ui

wi

]
q

[
ni − wi

vi − wi

]
q

for v ∈ Zℓ≥0.

The next theorem is the sum-rank metric analogue of the binomial moments of MacWilliams
identities.

Theorem 5.48 ( [BGLR21, Theorem 5.6]). Let C ⊆ M be a code. Then

∑
u∈Zℓ

≥0

Wu(C)
ℓ∏

i=1

[
ni − ui

vi − ui

]
q
=

|C|

q
∑ℓ

i=1 mi(ni−vi)

∑
u∈Zℓ

≥0

Wu(C⊥)
ℓ∏

i=1

[
ni − ui

vi

]
q

for v ∈ Zℓ≥0.

Notice that for ℓ = 1 the previous equality becomes

r∑
i=0

Wi(C)
[

n − i
r − i

]
q
=
|C|

qm(n−r)

n−r∑
i=0

Wi(C⊥)
[

n − i
r

]
q
,

for r ∈ [n]. This is exactly the identity proved in [Rav16b, Theorem 31] for rank metric codes.
Moreover in the case m1 = · · · = mℓ = 1 we obtain∑

u∈{0,1}ℓ
u≤v

Wu(C) =
|C|

qℓ−wt(v)

∑
u∈{0,1}ℓ

u≤(1,...,1)−v

Wu(C⊥)

for v ∈ {0, 1}ℓ. Summing over all v with wt(v) = g, one finds

g∑
i=0

Wi(C)
(
ℓ − i
ℓ − g

)
=
|C|

qℓ−g

ℓ−g∑
i=0

Wi(C⊥)
(
ℓ − i

g

)
,

which is the equation given in [HP03, equation (M1), page 257] for linear block codes.
We conclude this section by discussing an additional definition of distribution for sum-rank

metric codes.

Definition 5.49 ( [BGLR21, Definition 2.8]). Let C ⊆ M be a code. For S ∈ P(S), let

WS(C) =
∣∣{C ∈ C : supp(C) = S}

∣∣ .
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The list (WS(C))S∈P(S) is the support distribution of C.

Similarly to the rank-list distribution, the support distribution of a code determines that of its
dual.

Theorem 5.50 ( [BGLR21, Theorem 5.4]). Let C ⊆ M be a code. Let S = S1 × · · · ×Sℓ ∈ P(S)
and v = (dim(S1), . . . , dim(Sℓ)). Then

WS(C⊥) =
1
|C|

∑
H∈P(M)

WH (C)
∑
u≤v

q
∑ℓ

i=1 miui

ℓ∏
i=1

(−1)vi−uiq(vi−ui
2 )
[

dim(Hi ∩ Si)
ui

]
q
.
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6. Maximum sum-rank metric distance
codes

Several constructions of sum-rank metric codes exist in the literature. The first constructions
were mainly of convolutional codes, see [NS18] for a survey and references. In this chapter we
are interested in studying sum-rank metric codes with a large minimum distance. A trivial Sin-
gleton Bound on the minimum sum-rank distance of linear codes may be immediately derived
from the classical Singleton Bound on minimum Hamming distance [MP18, Prop. 34]. Any
code attaining the Singleton Bound for the rank metric (i.e., any maximum rank-distance (MRD)
code, including Gabidulin codes [Del78,Gab85,Rot91]) also attains it for the sum-rank metric,
that is, it is also a maximum sum-rank distance (MSRD) code. However, the parameters of
MRD codes (including the matrix sizes) are very strongly restricted. Furthermore, their decod-
ing algorithms are over finite fields whose sizes are exponential in the code length (i.e., the total
number of columns), making such decoding algorithms slow for large parameters. What makes
the study of MSRD codes interesting is that there are MSRD codes not coming from MRD codes
and attaining a wider range of parameters, including codes [MP18] with decoding algorithms
over finite fields of sub-exponential size [MPK19]. Since then, other families of sum-rank met-
ric codes have been found and studied [MP21, MPK19, Ner22, BGLR22, BGLR21]. However,
previous works, with the exception of [BGLR22, BGLR21], consider sum-rank metric codes
where the number of columns and/or rows are equal at different positions. A general Singleton
Bound for arbitrary numbers of columns and rows was given in [BGLR21, Th. 3.2], together
with corresponding MSRD codes for certain parameter ranges [BGLR21, Sec. 7].

In Section 6.1 we define MSRD and we studied their main properties. In Section 6.2 we
compute their generalized weights and we introduce the notion of r-MSRD codes. Finally, in
Section 6.3 we show how to construct MSRD codes for certain parameters.

6.1. Singleton Bound for sum-rank metric codes
Let µ ∈ [n]. We denote by A(µ) the set of optimal anticodes of the form A = A1 × . . . ×
Aℓ ⊆ M, with Ai ⊆ F

mi×ni
q optimal rank-metric anticode for all i ∈ [ℓ] and maxsrk(A) =∑ℓ

i=1 maxrk(Ai) = µ. The next result follows from Lemma 5.32.

Lemma 6.1. Let µ ∈ [n] and write µ =
∑ j−1

i=1 ni + δ =
∑ℓ

i=l+1 ni + δ
′ for some j, l ∈ [ℓ], δ ∈ [n j],

and δ′ ∈ [nl]. Then

min
A∈A(µ)

dim(A) =
ℓ∑

i=l+1

mini + δ
′ml

and

max
A∈A(µ)

dim(A) =
j−1∑
i=1

mini + δm j.
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Moreover, if
min
A∈A(µ)

dim(A) = max
A∈A(µ)

dim(A),

then either µ = n or m1 = . . . = mℓ.

Let µ ∈ [n] and write µ =
∑ j−1

i=1 ni + δ + 1, 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j − 1. Throughout the section, we denote

rµ = max
A∈A(µ)

dim(A) =
j−1∑
i=1

mini + (δ + 1)m j.

The Singleton Bound for rank-metric codes was first proved in [Del78, Theorem 5.4]. A
Singleton Bound for sum-rank metric codes was established in [BGLR21, Theorem 3.2], for
codes which are not necessarily linear. Our next theorem generalizes the previous results in the
case of linear sum-rank metric codes.

Theorem 6.2. Let C ⊆ M be a code and let r ∈ [dim(C)]. Let j ∈ [ℓ] and 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j − 1 be such
that

dr(C) − 1 ≥
j−1∑
i=1

ni + δ.

Then

dim(C) ≤
ℓ∑

i= j

mini − m jδ + r − 1. (6.1.1)

Proof. LetAi = F
mi×ni
q for i ∈ [ j − 1], letA j ⊆ F

m j×n j
q be an optimal anticode of dimension δm j,

and letAi = 0 for j + 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ. LetA = A1 × · · · × Aℓ, then

dim(C ∩A) ≤ r − 1.

Therefore

dim(C) +
j−1∑
i=1

mini + m jδ − r + 1 ≤ dim(C) + dim(A) − dim(C ∩A) = dim(C +A) ≤
ℓ∑

i=1

mini.

□

Theorem 6.2 yields upper bounds on all the generalized weights of C.

Corollary 6.3. Let C ⊆ M be a code and let r ∈ [dim(C)], j ∈ [ℓ], and 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j − 1 be such
that dim(C) ≥

∑ℓ
i= j mini − m jδ + r. Then

dr(C) ≤
j−1∑
i=1

ni + δ.

In particular, if dim(C) =
∑ℓ

i= j mini − m jδ, then

d1(C) ≤ . . . ≤ dm j(C) ≤
j−1∑
i=1

ni + δ + 1.
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Corollary 6.3 suggests the following definition of MSRD code. The same definition was
given in [BGLR21, Definition 3.3] for codes which are not necessarily linear.

Definition 6.4. A code C is MSRD if there exist j ∈ [ℓ] and 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j − 1 such that

d(C) =
j−1∑
i=1

ni + δ + 1 and dim(C) =
ℓ∑

i= j

mini − δm j.

Next we study some properties which are closely related to being MSRD.

(C0) For any A optimal anticode of maxsrk(A) = d(C) − 1 and dim(A) = rd(C)−1 one has
C +A = M.

(C1) The code C has dim(C) =
∑ℓ

i= j mini−m jδ and for anyA optimal anticode of maxsrk(A) ≤∑ j−1
i=1 ni + δ one has C ∩A = 0.

(C2) For anyA ∈ A(d(C)), let k = max{i ∈ [ℓ] | Ai , 0}. Then

dim(C ∩A) ≥ mk.

(C3) The code C has d(C) + d(C⊥) = n + 2.

It is clear that being MSRD is equivalent to satisfying (C0). We now show that it is also
equivalent to satisfying (C1).

Proposition 6.5. Let j ∈ [ℓ] and 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j − 1. Let 0 , C ⊆ M be a code. Then C is MSRD if
and only if it satisfies (C1).

Proof. Suppose that C is MSRD of dim(C) =
∑ℓ

i= j mini − δm j. LetA be an optimal anticode of
maxsrk(A) ≤ d(C) − 1. Then C ∩ A = 0 since, for every 0 , C ∈ C, one has srk(C) ≥ d(C) >
maxsrk(A), so C < A.

Suppose now that C satisfies (C1). Then d(C) ≤
∑ j−1

i=1 ni + δ + 1 by Corollary 6.3. Let
C = (C1, . . . ,Cℓ) ∈ C. For each i ∈ [ℓ], there is an optimal rank-metric anticode Ai ⊆ F

mi×ni
q of

dim(Ai) = mirk(Ci) which contains Ci. Therefore A = A1 × . . . × Aℓ is an optimal sum-rank
metric anticode of maxsrk(A) = srk(C) which contains C. Since C ∩ A , 0, it must be that
maxsrk(A) = srk(C) ≥

∑ j−1
i=1 ni + δ + 1, therefore C is MSRD. □

Proposition 6.6. Let 0 , C ⊆ M be a code and write its minimum distance as d = d(C) =∑ j−1
i=1 ni + δ + 1, where j ∈ [ℓ] and 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j − 1. For S ⊆ [n], denote by Fq[S ] the set of

elements of M which are zero outside of the columns indexed by S . For any d ≤ h ≤ n, let
S h := [d − 1] ∪ {h}. The following hold:

1. C is MSRD if and only if for any d ≤ h ≤ n we have

dim(C ∩ Fq[S h]) = mk

where k = max{ν |
∑ν−1

i=1 ni < h}.

2. If C satisfies (C2), then C is MSRD.
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Proof. 1. Assume that C is MSRD and let d ≤ h ≤ n. We have

dim(C ∩ Fq[S h]) ≥ dim(C) + dim(Fq[S h]) −
ℓ∑

i=1

mini

=

ℓ∑
i= j

mini − δm j +

j−1∑
i=1

mini + δm j + mk −

ℓ∑
i=1

mini = mk.

Conversely, suppose that for d ≤ h ≤ n one has dim(C∩Fq[S h]) ≥ mk. Let d ≤ h′ ≤ n, h , h′.
Then

dim(C ∩ Fq[S h] ∩ Fq[S h′]) = dim(C ∩ Fq[[d − 1]]) = 0

hence

dim(C) ≥
n∑

h=d

dim(C ∩ Fq[S h]) ≥
ℓ∑

i= j

mini − δm j. (6.1.2)

Theorem 6.2 gives the reverse inequality, hence C is MSRD.
This proves that C is MSRD if and only if dim(C ∩ Fq[S h]) ≥ mk for all d ≤ h ≤ n. Notice

moreover that (6.1.2) and Theorem 6.2 imply that, if dim(C ∩ Fq[S h]) ≥ mk for all d ≤ h ≤ n,
then in fact dim(C∩ Fq[S h]) = mk for all d ≤ h ≤ n. This concludes the proof of the first part of
the statement.

2. Suppose that C satisfies (C2). For any d ≤ h ≤ n, lettingA = Fq[S h] ∈ A(d), one has that
dim(C ∩ Fq[S h]) ≥ mk. As shown in 1., combining (6.1.2) and Theorem 6.2 one obtains that C
is MSRD. □

The next examples show that there exist nontrivial codes which satisfy property (C2) and that
not every MSRD code satisfies (C2).

Example 6.7. In F2×2
2 × F1×1

2 , let

C =
〈((

1 0
0 0

)
, 1
)
,

((
0 0
0 1

)
, 1
)
,

((
0 1
1 0

)
, 1
)〉

.

We have d(C) = 2 and C satisfies (C2).

Example 6.8. Let C ⊆ F3×3
2 × F2×2

2 × F2 × F2 × F2 be

C =

〈1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 1

 ,

(
1 0
0 1

)
, 1, 1, 0

 ,

0 0 1
1 0 1
0 1 0

 ,

(
0 1
1 1

)
, 0, 1, 1

〉 .

The code C has dimension 2 with d(C) = 7, hence it is an MSRD code. Consider now the
optimal anticode

A = ⟨Ei,1, Ei,2 | i ∈ [3]⟩ × F2×2
2 × F2 × F2 × F2.

We have maxsrk(A) = 7 andA∩ C = 0. Hence C does not satisfy (C2).

Proposition 6.9. Let C ⊆ M be a non-trivial code. Then C satisfies (C3) if and only if both C
and C⊥ are MSRD.
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Proof. Write dim(C) =
∑ℓ

i= j mini−δm j− s for some j ∈ [ℓ], 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j−1, and 0 ≤ s ≤ m j−1.
By Corollary 6.3

d1(C) ≤
j−1∑
i=1

ni + δ + 1. (6.1.3)

Moreover, dim(C⊥) = dim(M)−dim(C) =
∑ j−1

i=1 mini+δm j+ s, which by Corollary 5.34 implies
that

d1(C⊥) ≤
ℓ∑

i= j

n j − δ +

{
1 if s = 0
0 else. (6.1.4)

Therefore

d(C) + d(C⊥) ≤
{

n + 2 if s = 0
n + 1 else.

If C satisfies (C3), then s = 0 and both C and C⊥ are MSRD. Conversely, if C and C⊥ are MSRD,
then s = 0 and both (6.1.3) and (6.1.4) are equalities. It follows that C satisfies (C3). □

In the next proposition we prove that, if m1 = . . . = mℓ, then properties (C2) and (C3) are
equivalent to being MSRD.

Proposition 6.10. Let C ⊆ M be a non-trivial code. If m1 = . . . = mℓ = m, then both (C2) and
(C3) are equivalent to being MSRD. In particular, the dual of an MSRD code is MSRD.

Proof. Let C ⊆ M be a non-trivial code. If C is MSRD, then it satisfies (C3) by [BGLR21,
Theorem 6.1]. If C satisfies property (C3), then it is MSRD by Proposition 6.9.

If C satisfies (C2), then it is MSRD by Proposition 6.6. We now prove that if C is MSRD,
then it satisfies (C2). LetA ∈ A(d(C)), then

dim(C) + dim(A) ≤ mn + dim(C ∩A).

Hence by Lemma 6.1 we have

mn + m ≤ mn + dim(C ∩A),

so C satisfies (C2). □

Moreover, one can prove that (C3) defines a trivial family of codes, unless m1 = · · · = mℓ.
Notice that this shows in particular that the dual of a non-trivial MSRD code can never be
MSRD, unless m1 = · · · = mℓ.

Proposition 6.11. If there exists a non-trivial code C ⊆ M that satisfies (C3), then m1 = · · · =

mℓ.

Proof. Write d(C⊥)−1 =
∑k−1

i=1 ni+ε for some k ∈ [ℓ] and 0 ≤ ε ≤ nk−1. Since d(C)+d(C⊥)−2 =
n, one has

d(C) − 1 =
j−1∑
i=1

ni + δ =

ℓ∑
i=k

ni − ε (6.1.5)
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for some j ∈ [ℓ] and 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j − 1. Since C and C⊥ are MSRD by Proposition 6.9, one has

dim(C) =
ℓ∑

i= j

nimi − δm j = sumk−1
i=1 nimi + εmk = dim(M) − dim(C⊥). (6.1.6)

Lemma 6.1, together with (6.1.6), implies that

max dimA(d(C) − 1) = min dimA(d(C) − 1),

which by Lemma 6.1 implies that m1 = · · · = mℓ. □

6.2. Generalized weights of MSRD codes
In this section, we study the generalized weights of MSRD codes and propose a definition of
r-MSRD codes, analogous to that of r-MRD codes. The next theorem states that the generalized
weights of an MSRD code are determined by its parameters. This generalizes similar results for
MDS codes in the Hamming metric and MRD codes in the rank metric. We postpone the proof,
since in Theorem 6.17 we will prove a more general result.

Theorem 6.12. Let C ⊆ M be an MSRD code and write d(C) =
∑ j−1

i=1 ni+ δ+1 for some j ∈ [ℓ]
and 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j − 1. Let d(C) ≤ h ≤ n and let k = max{ν |

∑ν−1
i=1 ni < h}. Let r ∈ [dim(C)] be of

the form
r = rh − rd(C)−1 − mk + 1.

Then
dr(C) = · · · = dr+mk−1(C) = h.

Remark 6.13. One can also write down the generalized weights computed in Theorem 6.12 as
follows. Let j ∈ [ℓ], 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j−1, and let C ⊆ M be an MSRD code with d(C) =

∑ j−1
i=1 ni+δ+1

and dim(C) =
∑ℓ

i= j mini − δm j. Write

h =
k−1∑
i=1

ni + ε + 1

where k ≥ j. Since d(C) ≤ h ≤ n, one has that δ ≤ ε ≤ n j − 1 if k = j, and 0 ≤ ε ≤ nk − 1 if
k > j. Then

r = (ε − δ)m j + 1

if k = j and δ ≤ ε ≤ n j − 1, and

r = (n j − δ)m j +

k−1∑
i= j+1

mini + εmk + 1

if j < k ≤ ℓ and 0 ≤ ε ≤ nk − 1.

Remark 6.14. It follows from Theorem 6.12 that both bounds in the statement of Theorem 6.2
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are met for r ∈ [dim(C)] of the form r = 1,m j + 1, . . . , (n j − δ − 1)m j + 1, and

r = (n j − δ)m j +

k−1∑
i= j+1

mini + εmk + 1

with j < k ≤ ℓ and 0 ≤ ε ≤ nk − 1.

Remark 6.15. Let d0(C) = 0 and ddim(C)+1(C) = n + 1. Theorem 6.12 states that, for any
d(C) ≤ h ≤ n and r of the form r = rh − rd(C)−1 − mk + 1, we have

dr−1(C) < dr(C) = . . . = dr+mk−1(C) < dr+mk(C).

Inspired by Remark 6.15 and by the definition of r-MRD codes, we define a notion of r-
MSRD code as follows. Notice that being 1-MSRD is equivalent to being MSRD.

Definition 6.16. Let j ∈ [ℓ], 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j − 1, and let C ⊆ M be a code of dim(C) =
∑ℓ

i= j mini −

δm j. Define dmax =
∑ j−1

i=1 ni + δ + 1, let dmax ≤ h ≤ n and

r = rh − rdmax−1 − mk + 1,

where k = max{ν |
∑ν−1

i=1 ni < h}. We say that C is r-MSRD if

dr(C) = h.

We conclude this section by showing that, if C is r-MSRD, then C is r′-MSRD for all r′ ≥ r,
where r, r′ are integers of the form given in Definition 6.16. This observation allows us to
compute the generalized weights of an r-MSRD code. Since an MSRD code is 1-MSRD, the
proof of next theorem also proves Theorem 6.12.

Theorem 6.17. Let j ∈ [ℓ], 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j − 1, and let C ⊆ M be a non-trivial code of dim(C) =∑ℓ
i= j mini − δm j. Define dmax =

∑ j−1
i=1 ni + δ + 1, let dmax ≤ h ≤ n and

r = rh − rdmax−1 − mk + 1,

where k = max{ν |
∑ν−1

i=1 ni < h}. If C is r-MSRD, then

dr(C) = . . . = dr+mk−1(C) = h.

Moreover, C is (r + mk)-MSRD.

Proof. We have
h = dr(C) ≤ . . . ≤ dr+mk−1(C) ≤ h,

where the equality follows from the definition of r-MSRD code, the first and second inequalities
from Proposition 5.33, and the third from Corollary 6.3. Therefore dr(C) = . . . = dr+mk−1(C) =
h.

Since dr+mk(C) ≥ dr(C) = h >
∑k−1

i=1 ni, then by Lemma 5.35

dr+mk(C) ≥ dr(C) + 1 = h + 1.
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The reverse inequality follows from Corollary 6.3, hence dr+mk(C) = h + 1. Since

max

{
ν :

ν−1∑
i=1

ni < h + 1

}
=

{
k if ε < nk − 1,
k + 1 if ε = nk − 1,

we let

m′ =
{

mk if ε < nk − 1,
mk+1 if if ε = nk − 1.

Since m′ = rh+1 = rh, one has that r + mk = rh+1 − rdmax−1 − m′ + 1, hence we proved that C is
(r + mk)-MSRD. □

Remark 6.18. We follow the notation of the last theorem. If a code C is such that dr < h but
dr+s(C) = h for some 1 ≤ s ≤ mk − 1 then by Corollary 6.3 we have

dr+s(C) = · · · = dr+mk−1(C) = h.

However, this does not imply that C is an (r + mk)-MSRD code, as the next example shows.

Example 6.19. An MSRD code D of dimension 4 in F4×4
2 × F4×2

2 × F2×2
2 has weights d1(D) =

d2(D) = 7, d3(D) = d4(D) = 8. Let C be generated by the following four elements


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

 ,


1 0
0 1
0 0
0 0

 ,

(
1 0
0 0

) ,




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

 ,


0 1
1 1
0 0
0 0

 ,

(
0 0
1 0

) ,




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

 ,


0 0
0 0
1 0
0 1

 , 0

 ,

(
0, 0,

(
0 0
0 1

))

The code C has dimension 4 and d1(C) = 1, then C is not MSRD. We checked using the
computer algebra system Macaulay2 [GS] that the only nonzero codewords of C of sum-rank
less than 7 are the third and the fourth element in the previous list. Hence d2(C) = d2(D) = 7.

Taking A = F4×4
2 × F4×2

2 ×

{(
a 0
b 0

)
| a, b ∈ F2

}
we can see that d3(C) = 7 < 8 = d3(D). In

particular, C is not 3-MSRD.

6.3. Constructions
We conclude this chapter by discussing the existence of MSRD codes. In [GMPS23, Apendix],
one can find an explicit discussion on MSRD code constructions that are linear over an exten-
sion field, including linearized Reed-Solomon codes [MP18]. Such constructions satisfy the
condition m1 = m2 = . . . = mℓ. Non-trivial constructions of MSRD codes such that not all
m1,m2, . . . ,mℓ are equal are given in [BGLR21, Section VII]. In addition, the next results allow
us to construct MSRD codes by puncturing and shortening MSRD codes.

Theorem 6.20 ( [BGLR21, Theorem VI.14]). Suppose there exists an MSRD code C ⊆ M such
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that

d(C) =
j−1∑
i=1

ni + δ + 1 and dim(C) =
ℓ∑

i= j

mini − δm j,

for some j ∈ [ℓ] and 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j − 1.

1. Choose s ∈ { j, . . . , ℓ} and set

ñi =

{
ni, if i , s,
ns − 1, if i = s.

There exists an MSRD code with sum-rank distance d in M̃ := Fm1×ñ1
q × · · · × Fmℓ×ñℓ

q .

2. Choose s ∈ { j + 1, . . . , ℓ} and set

m̃i =

{
mi, if i , s,
ms − 1, if i = s.

There exists a linear MSRD code with sum-rank distance d in M̃ := Fm̃1×n1
q × · · · × Fm̃ℓ×nℓ

q .

Theorem 6.21 ( [BGLR21, Theorem VI.15]). Suppose there exists an MSRD code C ⊆ M such
that

d(C) =
j−1∑
i=1

ni + δ + 1 and dim(C) =
ℓ∑

i= j

mini − δm j,

for some j ∈ [ℓ] and 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j − 1. If δ > 0, choose s ∈ [ j] and if δ = 0, choose s ∈ [ j− 1]. Set

ñi =

{
ni, if i , s,
ns − 1, if i = s.

There exists an MSRD code with sum-rank distance d − 1 in M̃ := Fm1×ñ1
q × · · · × Fmℓ×ñℓ

q .

Theorem 6.20 is obtained via shortening, whereas Theorem 6.21 is obtained via puncturing
(or restriction). These operations may be performed e.g. on the MSRD constructed in [MP18],
[BGLR21, Section VII], and in [GMPS23, Apendix] to obtain MSRD codes with new param-
eters. When m1 = . . . = mℓ, the shortening and puncturing above can be done on any index s,
which recovers [MP19, Corollary 7]. Notice however that the construction in [MP19, Corollary
7] preserves Fqm-linearity, as discussed in [GMPS23, Apendix].

The next is a non-existential results, in the form of a bound on the parameter ℓ for MSRD
codes.

Theorem 6.22 ( [BGLR21, Theorem VI.12]). Suppose ν = n1 = . . . = nℓ and m = m1 = . . . =
mℓ, and suppose there exists an MSRD code C ⊆ M of minimum sum-rank distance d ≥ 3.
Then

ℓ ≤

⌊
d − 3
ν

⌋
+

⌊
qν − qν⌊(d−3)/ν⌋+ν−d+3 + (q − 1)(qm + 1)

qν − 1

⌋
≤

⌊
d − 3
ν

⌋
+ 1 +

⌊
qm(q − 1)

qν − 1

⌋
.
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In particular, we have the following:

1. If ν | d − 3, then

ℓ ≤
d − 3
ν
+

⌊
(q − 1)(qm + 1)

qν − 1

⌋
.

2. If d ≤ ν + 2, then

ℓ ≤

⌊
qν − qν−d+3 + (q − 1)(qm + 1)

qν − 1

⌋
≤ 1 +

⌊
qm(q − 1)

qν − 1

⌋
.

If in addition ν = m, then

ℓ ≤

⌊
qν+1 − 1
qν − 1

⌋
≤ q + 1,

and if ν = m ≤ 2, then ℓ ≤ q.

3. If d = 3 and ν | m, then

ℓ ≤ (q − 1) ·
qm − 1
qν − 1

.

Assume that ν = n1 = . . . = nℓ and m = m1 = . . . = mℓ. In this case, the MDS Conjecture
[HP03, page 265] (see also the discussion at the end of this section) implies that, if an MSRD
code exists, then ℓ ≤ (qm + 1)/n. However, Theorem 6.22 gives a tighter bound on ℓ when
d ≤ qm(1−n(q−1)/(qn−1))+4−n. If m = ν and d ≤ ν+2, then Theorem 6.22 gives the tighter
bound ℓ ≤ q + 1. Notice that, for any d ≥ 3, if m = ν = 1, then the sum-rank metric coincides
with the Hamming metric and Theorem 6.22 yields the bound ℓ ≤ q + d − 2, which is known
for MDS codes, see [HP03, Corollary 7.4.3(ii)].

Finally, the bound in item 3 in Theorem 6.22 is met with equality by the MSRD codes in
[MP22, Section 4.4]. Moreover, following [MP18] one can construct linearized Reed-Solomon
codes with ℓ = q − 1. When m = n grows and d is constant, the value ℓ = q − 1 = Θ(q) attains
asymptotically the general bound in Theorem 6.22.

We end this section with a few results on the existence of chain of MSRD codes. Our moti-
vation comes mainly from Theorem 7.20 and Theorem 7.23, where we assume the existence of
a chain of MSRD codes with given parameters over a field of size q. The next proposition relies
on the existence of linearized Reed-Solomon codes.

Proposition 6.23. Let j = min{i ∈ [t] | mi = mt} and let d =
∑ j−1

i=1 ni + 1. Suppose that ni ≤ mt

for all i ∈ [t]. If q > t, then there exist MSRD codes Cn ⊆ . . . ⊆ Cd+1 ⊆ Cd ⊆ M with d(Ci) = i,
for d ≤ i ≤ n = n1 + · · · + nt.

Proof. Since q > t and ni ≤ m j for all i ∈ [t], then by [MP18, Definition 31 and Theorem 4] there
exists a chain of linearized Reed-Solomon codesDn ⊆ . . . ⊆ Dd+1 ⊆ Dd ⊆ F

m j×n1
q × · · · × F

m j×nt
q .

The thesis follows from observing that increasing m j in the positions i with i < j by adding
mi − m j rows of zeros to each matrix does not affect the property of being MSRD. □

The next result complements Proposition 6.23, under the assumption that one of the mi’s is
large enough.
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Proposition 6.24. Let j = min{i ∈ [t] | mi = mt} and let d =
∑ j−1

i=1 ni + δ + 1 for some

0 ≤ δ ≤ n j−1. Let h = max{i ∈ [t] | ni > mt} and assume that h ∈ [t] and mh ≥ mt

(∑t
i= j ni − δ

)
.

If q > t − h, then there exist MSRD codes Cn ⊆ . . . ⊆ Cd+1 ⊆ Cd ⊆ M with d(Ci) = i, for
d ≤ i ≤ n = n1 + · · · + nt.

Proof. Since n j ≤ m j, then h < j. By Proposition 6.23 there exists a chain of MSRD codes
Dn ⊆ . . . ⊆ Dd+1 ⊆ Dd ⊆ F

mh+1×nh+1
q × · · · × Fmt×nt

q with d(Di) = i −
∑h

ℓ=1 nℓ for d ≤ i ≤ n.
Moreover, we claim that there exists a codeD0 ⊆ F

m1×n1
q × · · · × Fmh×nh

q with minimum distance∑h
i=1 ni and dimension mh. In fact, for all ℓ ∈ [h] there exists an MRD code Uℓ ⊆ F

mℓ×nℓ
q

with minimum distance nℓ and dimension mℓ. For any fixed ℓ ∈ [h], let Uiℓ ∈ Uℓ be linearly
independent matrices with i ∈ [mh]. Then Ni = (Ui1, . . . ,Ui,h), i ∈ [mh], are a basis of a code
D0 with the required properties. Let Mi,1, . . . ,Mi,Di be a basis of Di, where Di = dim(Di)
and d ≤ i ≤ n. Finally, let Ci ⊆ M be the code with basis (N1,Mi,1), . . . , (NDi ,Mi,Di). The
construction works, since Dn ≤ . . . ≤ Dd =

∑t
ℓ= j mℓnℓ − m jδ ≤ mh. The code Ci has minimum

distance i and dimension Di, hence it is MSRD, for d ≤ i ≤ n. By construction we have
Cn ⊆ . . . ⊆ Cd+1 ⊆ Cd ⊆ M. □

More of course is known if we restrict to linear block codes and the Hamming metric. It is
well known that MDS codes exist whenever q ≥ n − 1. The MDS Conjecture states that, if
2 ≤ k ≤ q − 1, this sufficient condition is also necessary. The MDS Conjecture was proven
in [Bal12] by Ball in several situations, including the case when q is prime. See also [BL19]
for a recent survey. The problem of characterizing the parameter sets for which MDS or MSRD
codes exist is a highly nontrivial one and remains open in general.
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7. Integer sequences that are generalized
weights of a linear code

Which integer sequences are sequences of generalized weights of a linear code? For linear block
codes, this question appears as [TV95, Problem 3.2]. The question is answered in [HKY92] for
binary linear block codes of dimension up to three and in [Klø93] for binary linear block codes
of dimension four. In this chapter, we fully answer this question for linear block codes, rank-
metric codes, and more generally for sum-rank metric codes.

Necessary conditions for a sequence of positive integers to be the sequence of generalized
weights of a linear code appear in Proposition 1.4 for block codes, in [Rav16a] for rank-metric
codes, and in Proposition 5.33 for the more general situation of sum-rank metric codes. The
goal of this chapter is proving that these necessary conditions are also sufficient, at least over a
field of large enough size. We do so under an existence assumption for MDS and MSRD codes.

In addition to characterizing the integer sequences which are the sequence of generalized
weights of a linear (block, rank-metric, or sum-rank metric) code, we prove that the same nu-
merical sequences are also sequences of greedy weights of a linear code of the same kind. For
the case of linear block codes, we also prove that the same numerical sequences are sequences
of relative generalized Hamming weights and of relative greedy weights. Moreover, we discuss
the related problem of which integer sequences are the sequence of generalized weights of a
linear sum-rank metric subcode of a given MSRD code.

The chapter is structured as follows. In Section 7.1 we extend the definition of greedy weights
and the related notion of chain condition to sum-rank metric codes. In Section 7.2 we discuss
in detail the case of linear block codes. Theorem 7.5 shows that a sequence of positive integers
is the sequence of generalized weights of a linear block code if and only if it is increasing. In
Section 7.3 we discuss the general case of sum-rank metric codes. Theorem 7.20 is the main
result of this chapter. In Theorem 7.26 we state the result for rank-metric codes. Notice that,
due to the existence of Gabidulin codes, for rank-metric codes we do not need to assume the
existence of a chain of nested MRD codes.

7.1. Greedy weights
In this section we briefly discuss some concepts related to generalized weights which appear in
the literature on linear block codes. We start by recalling the definition of relative generalized
Hamming weights given in [LMVC05] for linear block codes.

Definition 7.1. Let C2 ⊊ C1 ⊆ F
n
q be nested codes with k j = dim(C j), j = 1, 2. The r-th relative

generalized Hamming weight of the pair C2 ⊊ C1 ⊆ F
n
q is

dr(C1,C2) = min{|supp(D)| : D is a subcode of C1,D∩ C2 = 0 and dim(D) ≥ r},

for r ∈ [k1 − k2].

The concept of greedy weights was introduced in [CEZ98,CEZ99] for linear block codes and
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then modified to the definition that is generally used today in [CK99]. We extend the definition
to sum-rank metric codes in the natural way.

Definition 7.2. Let 0 , C ⊆ M be a k-dimensional code. A greedy 1-subcode is a 1-dimensional
subcode D1 ⊆ C such that wt(D1) = d1(C). For 2 ≤ r ≤ k, a greedy r-subcode is an r-
dimensional subcode Dr ⊆ C of minimum weight among those that contain a greedy (r − 1)-
subcode. For r ∈ [k], we define the r-th greedy weight of C as

gr(C) = wt(Dr)

whereDr is a greedy r-subcode of C.

Finally, we extend the concept of chain condition to sum-rank metric codes. The chain con-
dition was originally defined in [WY93] for linear block codes.

Definition 7.3. A k-dimensional code 0 , C ⊆ M satisfies the chain condition if there exists a
chain of subcodes 0 ⊊ D1 ⊊ D2 ⊊ . . . ⊊ Dk = C such that dr(C) = wt(Dr) for all r ∈ [k].

The next simple proposition clarifies the relation between greedy weights and chain condi-
tion.

Proposition 7.4. Let C ⊆ M be a k-dimensional code. Then C satisfies the chain condition if
and only if dr(C) = gr(C) for r ∈ [k].

Proof. If dr(C) = gr(C) for r ∈ [k], then let 0 ⊊ D1 ⊊ . . . ⊊ Dk ⊆ C be a chain of greedy
subcodes. This chain satisfies the chain condition, since dr(C) = gr(C) = wt(Dr) for r ∈ [k].
Conversely, if the chain condition holds, then there exists a chain 0 ⊊ D1 ⊊ . . . ⊊ Dk ⊆ C

with dr(C) = wt(Dr) for r ∈ [k]. One easily proves by induction on r that each Dr is a greedy
r-subcode, sinceDr is an r-dimensional subcode of C with wt(Dr) = dr(C) ≤ gr(C). □

7.2. Generalized Hamming weights of linear block codes
In this section we focus on linear block codes and generalized Hamming weights. We start
by showing that every increasing sequence of positive integers is the sequence of generalized
weights of a linear block code. Then we establish similar results for relative and greedy weights.

Theorem 7.5. Any increasing sequence of positive integers is the sequence of generalized Ham-
ming weights of a linear block code. In addition, there exists one such code in Fn

q, provided that
n is greater than or equal to the last integer in the sequence and q ≥ n. Moreover, the code
may always be chosen such that it satisfies the chain condition. In particular, any increasing
sequence of positive integers is the sequence of greedy weights of a linear block code.

Proof. Any non-empty increasing sequence d1, . . . , dk of positive integers can be uniquely writ-
ten as the juxtaposition of ℓ maximal subsequences with the property that any two consecutive
entries in the same subsequence differ by one. Let ai be the length of the i-th such subsequence.
In other words, the sequence d1, . . . , dk has the form

d1, d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + a1 − 1︸                             ︷︷                             ︸
a1

, da1+1, . . . , da1+1 + a2 − 1︸                           ︷︷                           ︸
a2

, . . . , da1+···+aℓ−1+1, . . . , da1+···+aℓ−1+1 + aℓ − 1︸                                            ︷︷                                            ︸
aℓ
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for some ℓ ≥ 1 and a1, . . . , aℓ ≥ 1. Then the length of the sequence is k = a1 + · · · + aℓ and we
let n = dk.

Denote by RS(n, h) a Reed-Solomon code of dimension h and minimum distance n− h+ 1 in
Fn

q for some q ≥ n. By induction on ℓ ≥ 1, we prove that there exists a code C ⊆ RS(n, n−d1+1)
with the properties that its generalized weights are the given sequence of integers and that it has
subcodes 0 ⊊ C1 ⊊ . . . ⊊ Ck = C such that dim(Ci) = i and supp(Ci) = [di] for all i ∈ [k].

If ℓ = 1, then k = a1, n = dk = d1+a1−1, and the sequence consists of a1 consecutive positive
integers: d1, d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + a1 − 1. One can let C = RS(n, n − d1 + 1). A chain of subcodes
C1 ⊆ . . . ⊆ Ck = C such that dim(Ci) = i and supp(Ci) = [di] for all i ∈ [a1] is constructed by
letting Ci be the subcode of C supported on the first di entries, for i ∈ [a1].

By induction, suppose that we can construct a code D ⊆ RS(n, n − da1+1 + 1), whose gener-
alized weights are

da1+1, . . . , da1+1 + a2 − 1︸                           ︷︷                           ︸
a2

, . . . , da1+···+aℓ−1+1, . . . , da1+···+aℓ−1+1 + aℓ − 1︸                                            ︷︷                                            ︸
aℓ

.

In addition, D contains a chain of subcodes D1 ⊆ . . . ⊆ Da2+···+aℓ = D with dim(Di) = i and
supp(Di) = [di(D)] = [di+a1], for all i ∈ [a2 + · · · + aℓ].

Denote by e1, . . . , en the elements of the standard basis of Fn
q. Consider nested codes RS(n, n−

d1 + 1) ⊇ RS(n, n − da1+1 + 1) ⊇ D and let

Ei = RS(n, n − d1 + 1) ∩ ⟨e1, . . . , ed1+i−1⟩

for i ∈ [a1]. Regarded as a subcode of ⟨e1, . . . , ed1+i−1⟩ = F
d1+i−1
q , each Ei is an MDS code of

parameters (d1+ i−1, i, d1). In fact, Ei has minimum distance d(Ei) = d1, since RS(n, n−d1+1)
contains a codeword supported on the first d1 ≤ d1 + i − 1 coordinates. Moreover, Ei is the
subspace of RS(n, n−d1+1) obtained by evaluating the polynomials of degree up to n−d1 whose
evaluation in the last n−d1−i+1 points is zero. Therefore, dim(Ei) ≥ (n−d1+1)−(n−d1−i+1) = i.
Since Ei has length d1 + i − 1, it is MDS by the Singleton Bound. Let E = Ea1 .

Let C = D + E ⊆ RS(n, n − d1 + 1). Since d(D) = da1+1 > da1 = d1 + a1 − 1 ≥ |supp(E)|, then
D∩ E = 0 and

dim(C) = dim(D) + dim(E) = (a2 + . . . + aℓ) + a1 = k.

Since E ⊆ C ⊆ RS(n, n − d1 + 1), then

d1 + i − 1 = di(RS(n, n − d1 + 1)) ≤ di(C) ≤ di(E) = d1 + i − 1

for i ∈ [a1]. It follows that the first a1 generalized weights of C agree with the first a1 elements
of the integer sequence.

Since C = D+E andD∩E = 0, then any subcode of C of dimension i+a1 with i ≥ 1 contains
a subcode of D of dimension i + a1 − dim(E) = i. It follows that di+a1(C) ≥ di(D) = di+a1 . By
the induction hypothesis, for all i ∈ [a2 + · · · + aℓ] there exists Di ⊆ D of dim(Di) = i, such
that supp(Di) = [di(D)] = [di+a1]. Notice that di+a1 ≥ d1 + i + a1 − 1 ≥ d1 + a1, hence
[di+a1] = supp(Di) ⊇ supp(E) = [d1 + a1 − 1]. Since Di ∩ E ⊆ D ∩ E = 0, then Di + E is an
(i + a1)-dimensional subspace of C with

supp(Di + E) = supp(Di) = [di+a1],
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so di+a1(C) ≤ di+a1 . This proves that di+a1(C) = di+a1 for i ∈ [a2 + · · · + aℓ] and concludes the
proof that d1, . . . , dk are the generalized weights of C.

We now show that C contains a chain of codes as claimed. Recall that E contains a chain of
codes

0 ⊊ E1 ⊊ . . . ⊊ Ea1 = E

such that dim(Ei) = i and supp(Ei) = [di], for i ∈ [a1]. Moreover

E ⊊ D1 + E ⊊ . . . ⊊ Da2+···+aℓ + E = D + E = C,

with dim(Di + E) = i + a1 and supp(Di + E) = [di+a1], for i ∈ [a2 + · · · + aℓ]. This proves
in addition that C satisfies the chain condition, since di(C) = di(E) = wt(Ei) for i ∈ [a1] and
di(C) = di−a1(D) = wt(Di−a1 + E) for i ∈ [k] \ [a1]. Therefore, the greedy weights of C coincide
with its generalized weights by Proposition 7.4. □

We make the following observations regarding the construction of the code C in the proof of
Theorem 7.5.

Remark 7.6. i) The construction yields a code C of length n defined over a field of cardi-
nality q ≥ n and which is contained in a RS(n, n − d1 + 1), where d1 is the first entry
of the sequence and n is the last. Notice that n points of evaluation in Fq are needed in
order to have a sequence of nested Reed-Solomon codes, as Reed-Solomon codes using
evaluation at infinity are not nested. See also Example 7.7.

ii) The length n of the code can be chosen to be larger than the last generalized weight. In
this case, the construction yields a degenerate code.

While it is clear that classical Reed-Solomon codes are nested, this is not the case in general if
one uses infinity as an evaluation point. We next show a concrete example of this phenomenon.

Example 7.7. Let q be a prime power and let Fq = {α1, . . . , αq}. The code RS(q + 1, k) is the
image of the encoding map

Fq[x]<k → Fq+1
q

p(x) 7→ (p(α1), . . . , p(αq), p(∞))

where Fq[x]<k is the space of univariate polynomials with coefficients in Fq of degree smaller
than k and p(∞) is the coefficient of xk−1 in p(x). One may have RS(q+ 1, k) ⊈ RS(q+ 1, k+ 1).
E.g., for any q one has

RS(q + 1, 1) = ⟨(1, . . . , 2)⟩ ⊈ RS(q + 1, 1) = ⟨(1, . . . , 1, 0), (α1, . . . , αq, 1)⟩.

Theorem 7.5 may fail over a field of small cardinality. This is connected to Remark 7.6 i),
since over a field of small cardinality (chains of nested) MDS codes may not exist for all choices
of the parameters. The next examples illustrate what can go wrong over F2.

Example 7.8. The integer sequence n − 1, n satisfies the necessary conditions of Proposi-
tion 5.33. However, by [HKY92, Theorem 10], it is the sequence of a generalized weights
of a two-dimensional subcode of Fn

2 if and only if 3(n − 1) ≤ 2n, that is n ≤ 3. This is related to
the non-existence of a chain of nested MDS codes of dimension one and two in Fn

2.
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Example 7.9. The integer sequence 4, 5, 7 satisfies the necessary conditions of Proposition 5.33.
However, [HKY92, Theorem 10] implies that it is not the sequence of generalized weights of a
three-dimensional subcode of F7

2. This is related to the non-existence of a chain of binary nested
MDS codes with parameters (7, 1, 7) and (7, 4, 4).

In the language of matroidal ideals, we can reformulate Theorem 7.5 as follows.

Corollary 7.10. Any increasing sequence of positive integers can be realized as the sequence
of initial degrees of the free modules in a graded minimal free resolution of a matroidal ideal.

Proof. The thesis follows by combining [JV13, Theorem 2] and Theorem 7.5. □

The construction of the code C in the proof of Theorem 7.5 can be made explicit, by providing
an example of a code which satisfies the chain condition and whose generalized weights are
equal to any given increasing sequence of positive integers.

Example 7.11. Let 1 ≤ k ≤ n ≤ q and 1 ≤ d1 < d2 < . . . < dk ≤ n. Let α1, α2, . . . , αn ∈ Fq be
distinct elements and consider the polynomials fi = (x − αdi+1)(x − αdi+2) · · · (x − αn) ∈ Fq[x],
i ∈ [k]. The k-dimensional code C ⊆ Fn

q with generator matrix

G =


f1(α1) f1(α2) . . . f1(αn)
f2(α1) f2(α2) . . . f2(αn)
...

...
. . .

...
fk(α1) fk(α2) . . . fk(αn)


satisfies dr(C) = dr, for r ∈ [k]. Moreover, dr(C) is realized by the subspace generated by the
first r rows of G. In particular, C satisfies the chain condition and gr(C) = dr for r ∈ [k].

We now turn our attention to relative weights. The Singleton Bound for relative generalized
Hamming weights [LMVC05, Section IV] provides a necessary condition for a sequence of
integers to be the relative generalized Hamming weights of a pair of linear block codes.

Lemma 7.12. Let C2 ⊊ C1 ⊆ F
n
q be codes with k j = dim(C j), j = 1, 2. Then

di(C1,C2) ≤ n − k1 + i

for i ∈ [k1 − k2].

In particular, the last relative weight satisfies dk1−k2(C1,C2) ≤ n − k2. Since monotonicity
also holds by [LMVC05, Proposition 2], every sequence d1, . . . , dk1−k2 of relative generalized
Hamming weights of a pair of subcodes of Fn

q as above must satisfy

1 ≤ d1 < d2 < · · · < dk1−k2 ≤ n − k2.

Fix 0 ≤ k2 < k1 ≤ n and let k = k1− k2. We next show that any sequence of generalized Ham-
ming weights of a k-dimensional subcode of Fn−k2

q is also the sequence of relative generalized
Hamming weights of a pair of nested subcodes of Fn

q dimension k1 and k2.
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Lemma 7.13. Let 0 ≤ k2 < k1 ≤ n be positive integers. Let C ⊆ Fn−k2
q be a code of dimension

k1 − k2. Define C1 = C × F
k2
q and C2 = 0 × Fk2

q , where 0 denotes the zero code in Fn−k2
q . Then

di(C1,C2) = di(C),

for i ∈ [k1 − k2].

Proof. Let i ∈ [k1 − k2]. Since C2 ⊊ C1 ⊆ F
n
q, then di(C1,C2) is well-defined. We will prove that

di(C1,C2) ≤ di(C) and di(C) ≤ di(C1,C2).
First, let D ⊆ C such that |supp(D)| = di(C) and dim(D) = i. Define D′ = D × 0, where 0

denotes the zero code in Fk2
q . ClearlyD′ ⊆ C1,D′ ∩ C2 = 0, and dim(D′) = i. Hence

di(C1,C2) ≤ |supp(D′)| = |supp(D)| = di(C).

Next, take D ⊆ C1 such that D ∩ C2 = 0, dim(D) = i, and di(C1,C2) = |supp(D)|. Consider
the natural projection map π : C1 −→ F

n−k2
q onto the first n − k2 coordinates, and define D′ =

π(D). Since ker(π) = C2 and D ∩ C2 = 0, then dim(D′) = dim(D) = i. Moreover, since
C1 = C × F

k2
q , we have thatD′ ⊆ π(C1) = C. Therefore,

di(C) ≤ |supp(D′)| ≤ |supp(D)| = di(C1,C2)

for i ∈ [k1 − k2]. □

As a consequence we can characterize the sequences of positive integers that are the sequence
of relative generalized Hamming weights of a pair of nested codes.

Theorem 7.14. Any increasing sequence of positive integers is the sequence of relative gener-
alized Hamming weights of a pair of nested linear block codes. In addition, there exists a pair
of nested codes of dimensions k1 and k2 in Fn

q with relative generalized weights d1, . . . , dk1−k2

provided that 0 ≤ k2 < k1 ≤ n and q ≥ n − k2 ≥ dk1−k2 . Moreover, the pair may always be
chosen such that it satisfies the relative chain condition. In particular, any increasing sequence
of positive integers is the sequence of relative greedy weights of a pair of nested linear block
codes.

Proof. The result follows by combining Lemma 7.13, Theorem 7.5, and Proposition 7.4. □

7.3. Rank-metric and sum-rank-metric codes
In this section, we extend Theorem 7.5 to sum-rank-metric codes, and discuss in particular the
case of rank-metric codes. We start by discussing a special situation in which the result can be
easily proved. More precisely, we observe that any non-decreasing sequence of positive integers
is the sequence of generalized weights of an Fq-linear rank-metric code for any q and for large
enough m, n.

Theorem 7.15. Fix a prime power q. Any non-decreasing sequence of positive integers is the
sequence of generalized weights of a linear rank-metric code.

Proof. Let d1, . . . , dk be a non-decreasing sequence of positive integers. Consider the space
Fm×n

q , where m =
∑k

r=1 dr and n = dk. We denote by Ei, j the matrix in Fm×n
q whose entries are
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equal to zero, except for a one in position (i, j). For r ∈ [k], we let

Cr =

dr∑
t=1

Ed1+···+dr−1+t,t ∈ F
m×n
q .

Let C ⊆ Fm×n
q be the code generated by C1, . . . ,Ck. Then, we have that dim(C) = k and dr(C) =

dr for all r ∈ [k]. Indeed, consider the optimal anticode Ar = ⟨Ei, j | i ∈ [m], j ∈ [dr]⟩ ⊆ Fm×n
q .

Then,
dim(C ∩Ar) ≥ dim⟨C1, . . . ,Cr⟩ = r,

hence dr(C) ≤ dr. Since by construction any matrix in C of rank strictly smaller than dr is
contained in ⟨C1, . . . ,Cr−1⟩, we conclude that dr(C) = dr. □

In the rest of the section, we characterize the integer sequences which are the generalized
weights of sum-rank and rank-metric subcodes of a given ambient space. We start by describ-
ing the sequence of generalized weights of the ambient space M. The next result is a direct
consequence of the definition of generalized weights.

Lemma 7.16. The sequence of generalized weights ofM = Fm1×n1
q × . . . × Fmt×nt

q is

1, . . . , 1︸     ︷︷     ︸
m1

, 2, . . . , 2︸     ︷︷     ︸
m1

, . . . , n1, . . . , n1︸       ︷︷       ︸
m1

,

n1 + 1, . . . , n1 + 1︸                  ︷︷                  ︸
m2

, n1 + 2, . . . , n1 + 2︸                  ︷︷                  ︸
m2

, . . . , n1 + n2, . . . , n1 + n2︸                     ︷︷                     ︸
m2

,

...

n1 + · · · + nt−1 + 1, . . . , n1 + · · · + nt−1 + 1︸                                                   ︷︷                                                   ︸
mt

, . . . , n1 + · · · + nt, . . . , n1 + · · · + nt︸                                   ︷︷                                   ︸
mt

.

A sequence of integers is a subsequence of this sequence if and only if it is a non-decreasing
sequence in [n1 + · · · + nt] such that the integer n1 + · · · + ni−1 + j appears at most mi times, for
all i ∈ [t] and j ∈ [ni].

The previous lemma allows us to characterize the subsequences of the sequence of general-
ized weights ofM.

Lemma 7.17. A non-decreasing sequence of positive integers d1, . . . , dk with dk ≤ n = n1 +

· · · + nt is a subsequence of the sequence of generalized weights ofM if and only if

dr+m j >

j−1∑
i=1

ni implies dr+m j ≥ dr + 1,

for all j ∈ [t] and r ∈ [k − m j].

Proof. If d1, . . . , dk is a subsequence of the sequence of generalized weights of M = Fm1×n1
q ×

. . . × Fmt×nt
q , then for any pair of positive integers (r, j) such that j ∈ [t] and r ∈ [k − m j], there
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exists an index h such that dh+m j(M) = dr+m j . If dr+m j >
∑ j−1

i=1 ni, then

dh+m j(M) = dr+m j >

j−1∑
i=1

ni.

Hence by Lemma 5.35 we obtain

dh+m j(M) ≥ dh(M) + 1 ≥ dr + 1,

where the last inequality follows from the fact that d1, . . . , dk is a subsequence of the sequence
of the generalized weights ofM.

Suppose now that for each pair of positive integers (r, j) such that j ∈ [t] and r ∈ [k −m j] we
have that

dr+m j >

j−1∑
i=1

ni implies dr+m j ≥ dr + 1.

This implies that for any j ∈ [t] and δ ∈ [n j] we have at most m j elements in the sequence
d1, . . . , dk that are equal to

∑ j−1
i=1 ni + δ. Together with dk ≤ n1 + · · · + nt, we deduce that

d1, . . . , dk is a subsequence of the sequence of generalized weights ofM by Lemma 7.16. □

We give now a necessary condition for a sequence of integers to be the sequence of gen-
eralized weights of a subcode of an MSRD code. In Theorem 7.20, we will show that such
a condition is also sufficient, if we assume the existence of a suitable chain of MSRD codes.
Notice that the caseD = M is precisely Lemma 5.35.

Proposition 7.18. Let C ⊆ D ⊆ M and assume thatD is an MSRD code. Then the sequence of
generalized weights of C is a subsequence of the sequence of generalized weights ofD.

Proof. By Theorem 6.12 the sequence of generalized weights of D is the subsequence con-
sisting of the last dim(D) generalized weights of M. By Lemma 5.35 and Lemma 7.17, the
sequence of generalized weights of C is a subsequence of the sequence of generalized weights
of M, which is described in Lemma 7.16. The thesis now follows from the previous two facts
and the fact that dr(C) ≥ dr(D) for r ∈ [dim(C)]. □

The next example shows that the conclusion of Proposition 7.18 does not necessarily hold for
an arbitrary codeD.

Example 7.19. For q > 2, let α ∈ Fq \ {0, 1} and let

D = ⟨(1, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0), (0, 0, 1, 1, 1, 0), (0, 0, 0, α, 1, 1)⟩ ⊆ F6
q.

The generalized weights ofD are 2, 4, 6. However,

C = ⟨(1, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0), (0, 0, 1, 1, 1, 0)⟩ ⊆ D

has generalized weights 2, 5.

Our main result is a characterization of the integer sequences that are the sequence of gen-
eralized weights of a sum-rank-metric code. We prove our result under the assumption that a
suitable chain of MSRD codes exists. Such a chain exists for many choices of parameters, some
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of which are described in Proposition 6.23 and Proposition 6.24. In particular, it exists in the
Hamming metric (corresponding to mi = ni = 1 for all i ∈ [t]) whenever q ≥ n. In fact, if q ≥ n,
then Reed-Solomon codes form such a chain, see also Remark 7.6 ii). Hence the next theorem
may be regarded as a generalization of Theorem 7.5.

Theorem 7.20. Let D ⊆ M be an MSRD code of minimum distance d and assume that there
exists a chain of MSRD codesD = Dd ⊇ Dd+1 ⊇ . . . ⊇ Dn such that d(Dh) = h, for d ≤ h ≤ n.
A sequence of positive integers d1, . . . , dk is the sequence of generalized sum-rank weights of
a code C ⊆ D if and only if k ≤ dim(D) and d1, . . . , dk is a subsequence of the sequence of
generalized weights of D. Moreover, the code C may always be chosen such that it satisfies
the chain condition. In particular, any subsequence of the sequence of generalized sum-rank
weights ofD is the sequence of greedy weights of a subcode ofD.

Proof. Necessity follows from Proposition 7.18. We now prove sufficiency: A sequence of
integers as in the statement of the theorem can be uniquely written as the juxtaposition of ℓ
maximal constant subsequences of length a2 − 1, a3 − a2, . . . , aℓ+1 − aℓ as

d1, . . . , d1, da2 , . . . , da2 , . . . , daℓ , . . . , daℓ , (7.3.1)

for some 1 = a1 < a2 < . . . < aℓ ≤ k and d1 < da2 < . . . < daℓ ≤ n, and where we set aℓ+1 = k+1.
By assumption, the sequence (7.3.1) is a subsequence of the sequence of generalized weights
ofD. For each h ∈ [ℓ] there exist j ∈ [t] and 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j − 1 such that dah =

∑ j−1
i=1 ni + δ + 1. By

Proposition 7.18 and Lemma 7.16, this implies that ah+1 − ah ≤ m j. Since Ddah
has dimension∑t

i= j mini − δm j, then there exists a subcode Ch ⊆ Ddah
of dimension ah+1 − ah supported on the

first dah columns. In fact, letA be the optimal anticode supported on the first dah columns. Then
dim(A) =

∑ j−1
i=1 nimi+(δ+1)m j, hence dim(A∩Ddah

) = dim(A)+dim(Ddah
)−dim(A+Ddah

) ≥
m j and one can choose Ch ⊆ A ∩Ddah

. Notice that every nonzero element of Ch has sum-rank
dah . In addition, maxsrk(

∑h−1
i=1 Ci) ≤ dah−1 < dah = d(Ch), hence (C1 + · · · + Ch−1) ∩ Ch = 0.

Let C = C1 + · · · + Cℓ. Then C ⊆ Dd1 ⊆ D and

dim(C) =
ℓ∑

h=1

dim(Ch) =
ℓ∑

h=1

(ah+1 − ah) = k.

To show that (7.3.1) is the sequence of generalized weights of C, we need to prove that dr(C) =
dah for every h ∈ [ℓ] and r such that ah ≤ r < ah+1. As before, let A be the optimal anticode
supported on the first dah columns. By construction, C1+ · · ·+Ch ⊆ A∩C, hence dim(A∩C) ≥
ah+1 − 1 ≥ r, thus dr(C) ≤ maxsrk(A) = dah . Now, let A′ be an optimal anticode such that
dr(C) = wt(Ur) = maxsrk(A′), where Ur ⊆ A

′ ∩ C and dim(Ur) ≥ r. Since dim(A′ ∩ C) ≥
r ≥ ah and dim(C1 + · · · + Ch−1) = ah − 1, we have thatA′ ∩ (Ch + · · · + Cℓ) , 0. It follows that
dr(C) = maxsrk(A′) ≥ d(Ch + · · · + Cℓ) ≥ dah , proving that dr(C) = dah .

Finally, to see that C satisfies the chain condition, let U0 = 0 and let Ah be the optimal
anticode supported on the first dah columns for h ∈ [ℓ]. For ah ≤ r < ah+1, let Ur ⊆ Ah ∩ C

be an r-dimensional subspace that contains Ur−1. Notice that wt(Ur) ≤ dah since Ur ⊆ Ah

and wt(Ur) ≥ dr(C) = dah since Ur is an r-dimensional subcode of C. Therefore wt(Ur) =
dah = dr(C) and the chain 0 ⊊ U1 ⊊ U2 ⊊ . . . ⊊ Uk = C has the required properties. Since
C satisfies the chain condition, then its greedy weights coincide with its generalized weights by
Proposition 7.4. □
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Example 7.19 also shows that Theorem 7.20 may fail, if the ambient code is not MSRD.

Example 7.21. For q > 2, let α ∈ Fq \ {0, 1} and let

D = ⟨(1, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0), (0, 0, 1, 1, 1, 0), (0, 0, 0, α, 1, 1)⟩ ⊆ F6
q.

The generalized weights of D are 2, 4, 6. However, there is no subcode C ⊆ D whose general-
ized weights are equal to 2, 4.

Remark 7.22. The assumption on the sequence of nested MSRD codes is necessary for The-
orem 7.20 to hold, in the following sense. Suppose that every MSRD code has the property
that every subsequence of its generalized weights is realized by one of its subcodes. Consider
an MSRD code D = Dd with d1(D) = d and the subsequence of its generalized weights con-
sisting of all the generalized weights which are different from d. Let Dd+1 be a subcode of D
which realizes this subsequence. Then Dd+1 is MSRD and we consider the subsequence of its
generalized weights consisting of all the generalized weights which are different from d + 1.
By assumption, there is a subcodeDd+2 ofDd+1 which realizes this subsequence of generalized
weights. Proceeding in this fashion, we obtain a sequence of nested MSRD codes as in the
statement of Theorem 7.20.

Theorem 7.20 allows us to characterize the integer sequences which are the sequence of
generalized weights of a sum-rank metric code as follows.

Theorem 7.23. Assume that there exists a chain of MSRD codes M = D1 ⊇ D2 ⊇ . . . ⊇ Dn

such that d(Dh) = h for h ∈ [n]. A sequence of positive integers d1, . . . , dk is the sequence of
generalized sum-rank weights of a code C ⊆ M if and only if d1, . . . , dk is a non-decreasing
sequence in [n] such that the integer n1 + · · · + ni−1 + j appears in it at most mi times, for all
i ∈ [t] and j ∈ [ni]. Moreover, the code C may always be chosen such that it satisfies the chain
condition. In particular, any subsequence of the sequence of generalized sum-rank weights of
M is the sequence of greedy weights of a sum-rank metric code C ⊆ M.

Remark 7.24. The assumption that MSRD codes exist for every choice of parameters is neces-
sary for Theorem 7.23 to hold, in the following sense. If it is true that every subsequence of the
sequence of generalized weights ofM is the sequence of generalized weights of a code C ⊆ M,
then for i ∈ [t] and j ∈ [ni] consider the subsequence consisting of all generalized weights ofM
which are bigger than or equal to n1 + · · · + ni−1 + j. That is the subsequence

n1 + · · · + ni−1 + j, . . . , n1 + · · · + ni−1 + j︸                                                  ︷︷                                                  ︸
mi

, . . . , n1 + · · · + ni, . . . , n1 + · · · + ni︸                                   ︷︷                                   ︸
mi

,

n1 + · · · + ni−1 + j, . . . , n1 + · · · + ni−1 + j︸                                                  ︷︷                                                  ︸
mi

, . . . , n1 + · · · + ni, . . . , n1 + · · · + ni︸                                   ︷︷                                   ︸
mi

,

...

n1 + · · · + nt−1 + 1, . . . , n1 + · · · + nt−1 + 1︸                                                   ︷︷                                                   ︸
mt

, . . . , n1 + · · · + nt, . . . , n1 + · · · + nt︸                                   ︷︷                                   ︸
mt

.

A code C ⊆ M with those generalized weights is an MSRD code with minimum distance
n1 + · · ·+ ni−1 + j. This proves that, if the conclusion of Theorem 7.23 holds, then MSRD codes
exists for every possible choice of minimum distance.
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In Theorem 7.23 we assume the existence of a maximal chain of MSRD codes. This is a
stronger assumption than just assuming the existence of MSRD codes for every choice of pa-
rameters. The next example shows that it is possible that MSRD codes exist for every choice of
parameters, but no maximal chain of MSRD codes exists. In such a situation, the example also
shows that it is possible for the conclusion of Theorem 7.23 to hold, that is, every subsequence
of the sequence of generalized weights of M is the sequence of generalized weights of a code
inM.

Example 7.25. Let q = 2, t = 3, and ni = mi = 1 for i ∈ [3], that is M = F3
2. The only

MDS code in F3
2 with minimum distance 2 is the even-weight code. The only MDS code in F3

2
with minimum distance 3 is ⟨(1, 1, 1)⟩. Therefore, F3

2 contains MSD codes with every possible
minimum distance, however it does not contain a chain of nested MDS codes with minimum
distances 2 and 3. While Theorem 7.23 does not apply in this situation, it is easy to check by
direct inspection that for every subsequence of the sequence 1, 2, 3 of generalized weights of F3

2
there exists a code C ⊆ F3

2 whose generalized weights coincide with the chosen subsequence.

Finally, we state Theorem 7.23 in the generality of rank-metric codes. This provides a charac-
terization of the integer sequences that are the sequence of generalized weights of a rank-metric
subcode of Fm×n

q for given q, n,m. Notice that Gabidulin codes [Del78, Gab85] form a chain of
nested MRD codes of minimum rank distances 1, 2, . . . , n for any m, n, and q with n ≤ m.

Theorem 7.26. Fix 1 ≤ n ≤ m and q a prime power. A non-decreasing sequence of positive
integers d1, . . . , dk is the sequence of generalized rank weights of a linear subcode of Fm×n

q if and
only if k ≤ mn, dk ≤ n, and any constant subsequence has length at most m.

Remark 7.27. Fix any prime power q. Given a non-decreasing sequence of positive integers
d1, . . . , dk, any C ⊆ Fm×n

q which has those generalized weights must have n ≥ dk. Moreover,
one can always make n = dk, since the code that we construct in the proof of Theorem 7.20 is
supported on dk columns. Theorem 7.15 motivates the question of what is the smallest m for
which there exists a code C ∈ Fm×dk

q such that di(C) = di for i ∈ [k]. Theorem 7.26 implies that
the least m for which there exists C ⊆ Fm×n

q with the desired sequence of generalized weights is
the maximum between dk and the maximum length of a constant subsequence of d1, . . . , dk.

Since Gabidulin codes are Fqm-linear, we also have the following.

Theorem 7.28. Fix 1 ≤ n < m and q a prime power. An increasing sequence of positive integers
d1, . . . , dk is the sequence of generalized rank weights of an Fqm-linear subcode of Fm×n

q if and
only if k, dk ≤ n.

Notice that the previous theorem is not a straightforward consequence of Theorem 7.26.
However, we omit the proof since it is very similar to the proof of Theorem 7.20. The interested
reader can find a written proof in the Master’s Thesis of Nellen [Nel24].

Using Gabidulin codes, we can make the codes that we constructed in the proof of Theo-
rem 7.20 explicit in the case of rank metric codes and vector rank metric codes. Let 1 ≤ d1 <
. . . < dk ≤ n, n ≤ m. Let β1, . . . , βn ∈ Fqm be Fq-linearly independent elements and consider the
linearized polynomials

fi =
∏
β∈Ui

(x − β),
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whereUi = ⟨βdi+1, . . . , βn⟩Fq ⊆ Fqm . Then the k-dimensional Fqm-linear code in Fn
qm with genera-

tor matrix

G =


f1(β1) f1(β2) . . . f1(βn)
f2(β1) f2(β2) . . . f2(βn)
...

...
. . .

...
fk(β1) fk(β2) . . . fk(βn)


satisfies dr(C) = dr, for r ∈ [k]. Since Fn

qm � Fm×n
q , the same construction yields a code in Fm×n

q
with the same generalized weights.
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8. Generalized weights for convolutional
codes

In [For94], Forney suggests that generalized Hamming weights may be extended to convolu-
tional codes. Motivated by this observation, Rosenthal and York in [RY97] introduce a notion
of generalized Hamming weights for convolutional codes. Given a convolutional code C, they
forget about its module structure and regard it as an infinite dimensional vector space endowed
with the Hamming metric. Their definition of generalized Hamming weights is the natural
extension of the usual definition to infinite dimensional codes.

The aim of this chapter is to introduce a new family of generalized weights for convolutional
codes, which takes into account the module structure of the codes. Instead of looking at the
size of supports of Fq-linear subspaces of a convolutional code, we consider the size of supports
of its subcodes, that is, its Fq[x]-linear submodules. Since a convolutional code is an Fq[x]-
submodule of Fq[x]n, it is natural to consider the set of its submodules, since they carry the
same mathematical structure as the code itself.

The chapter is organized as follows. In Section 8.1 we give our definition of generalized
weights and we discuss their connection with the generalized weights defined in [RY97] and
the generalized weights for linear block codes. We also prove by means of an example that
these generalized weights do not satisfy Wei duality. In Section 8.2 we show that the computa-
tion of our generalized weights can be simplified by considering only submodules with certain
properties. For instance, we prove that the generalized weights are realized by submodules
generated by codewords of minimal support. In Section 8.3 we establish some upper bounds
for the generalized weights of Maximum Distance Separable (MDS) and Maximum Distance
Profile (MDP) codes. Our bounds imply that, depending on the code parameters, some or all
of the generalized weights of MDS codes are determined by the code length, rank, and internal
degree. In Section 8.4, we define the maximum weight of a convolutional code and prove an an-
ticode bound. We define optimal convolutional anticodes as the codes which meet the anticode
bound, we classify optimal anticodes, and compute their generalized weights.

8.1. Generalized weights
In order to define the generalized weights of a convolutional code, we first wish to define a
notion of weight of a code. This replaces the usual notion of cardinality of the support of a
code.

Definition 8.1. Let C ⊆ Fq[x]n be a convolutional code of rank k ≤ n. The weight of C is

wt(C) = min{|supp(⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq)| : C = ⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq[x]}.

Notice that the set {supp(⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq) : C = ⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq[x]} may not have a
minimum with respect to inclusion, as the next example shows. This explains why in Defini-
tion 8.1 we do not mention an inclusion-minimum support.
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Example 8.2. Let C = ⟨(1 + x2, 0, 1), (1, 1, 0)⟩ ⊆ F2[x]3. Then C is a noncatastrophic (3, 2, 2)
binary code and (

1 + x2 0 1
1 1 0

)
and

(
1 x2 1
1 1 0

)
are two row-reduced generator matrices for Cwhose Fq-rowspaces have incomparable supports.
We claim that these supports are minimal in the set

{supp(c1(x)) ∪ supp(c2(x)) : C = ⟨c1(x), c2(x)⟩F2[x]}.

In fact, if c1(x), c2(x) ∈ F2[x] are generators of C, then

supp(c1(x)) ∪ supp(c2(x)) ⊇ {(1, 0), (2, 0), (3, 0)}.

Moreover, we have supp(c1(x)) ∪ supp(c2(x)) , {(1, 0), (2, 0), (3, 0)}, otherwise ⟨c1(x), c2(x)⟩F2

would be a two-dimensional binary linear block code of length 3 and the largest dimension of a
binary linear block code inside C is one.

We are now ready to define the generalized weights of a convolutional code.

Definition 8.3. Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code. For 1 ≤ r ≤ k, the r-th generalized
weight of C is

dr(C) = min{wt(D) | D ⊆ C is a convolutional subcode of rk(D) ≥ r}.

We say thatD ⊆ C realizes the r-th generalized weight of C if rk(D) = r and dr(C) = wt(D).

In the next lemma we provide several equivalent formulations of Definition 8.3. In particular,
we show that dr(C) is the minimum weight of a subcode of C of rank r.

Lemma 8.4. Let C be a convolutional code. Let V denote the set of Fq-linear subspaces of C.
The following quantities are equal to dr(C):

1. min{|supp(U)| : U ⊆ C and rk(⟨U⟩Fq[x]) ≥ r},

2. min{|supp(U)| : U ⊆ C and rk(⟨U⟩Fq[x]) = r},

3. min{|supp(U)| : U ∈ V and rk(⟨U⟩Fq[x]) ≥ r},

4. min{|supp(U)| : U ∈ V and rk(⟨U⟩Fq[x]) = r},

5. min{wt(D) | D ⊆ C is a subcode of rk(D) = r},

for 1 ≤ r ≤ k.

Proof. We already observed that the support of a linear space is equal to the union of the sup-
ports of a system of generators. Therefore, for any set U, the support of U is the same as the
support of the Fq-linear space generated by U. This proves that definitions 1. and 3. are equiv-
alent and 2. and 4. are equivalent. Moreover, by comparing the sets over which we minimize,
one sees that the minimum in 4. is greater than or equal to that in 3., the minimum in 5. is
greater than or equal to the r-th generalized weight of C, the minimum in 5. is greater than or
equal to that in 4., and the r-th generalized weight of C is greater than or equal to the minimum
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in 3. In order to prove that all numbers coincide, it suffices to show that the minimum in 3. is
greater than or equal to that in 5.

Let U ⊆ C be an Fq-linear subspace such that rk(⟨U⟩Fq[x]) ≥ r. Then dim(U) ≥ r and there
exists U′ ⊆ U an Fq-linear subspace such that dim(U′) = rk(⟨U′⟩Fq[x]) = r. We conclude, since
U′ ⊆ U implies that supp(U′) ⊆ supp(U). □

Remark 8.5. Consider a noncatastrophic code C. One may also define the generalized weights
as

d̃r(C) = min{wt(D) | D ⊆ C is a noncatastrophic subcode of rk(D) ≥ r}

or equivalently as

d̃r(C) = min{wt(D) | D ⊆ C is a noncatastrophic subcode of rk(D) = r}

for 1 ≤ r ≤ k. Notice that this definition is not equivalent to Definition 8.3. Indeed, it may
happen that d̃1(C) , dfree(C), while d1(C) = dfree(C) for every C, as shown in Proposition 8.6.
For example, let C = ⟨(1, 1 + x + x2 + x3)⟩F2[x] ⊆ F2[x]2. Then dfree(C) = wt(1 + x, 1 + x4) =
4 and every element of minimum weight generates a catastrophic code. On the other side,
wt(1, 1 + x + x2 + x3) = 5 hence d̃1(C) = 5. Since we want the first generalized weight to be
equal to dfree(C), we will not discuss this definition further.

In the next proposition, we establish some basic properties of the generalized weights. In
particular, we prove that they are strictly increasing and that the minimum distance coincides
with the first generalized weight. Moreover, we provide an upper bound on each generalized
weight.

Proposition 8.6. Let C ⊆ B ⊆ Fq[x]n be convolutional codes, let k = rk(C) and let δ1 be the
memory of C. Then:

1. d1(C) = dfree(C).

2. dr(C) < dr+1(C) for all 1 ≤ r ≤ k − 1.

3. dr(B) ≤ dr(C) for all 1 ≤ r ≤ k.

4. dr(C) ≤ n(δ1 + 1) − k + r for all 1 ≤ r ≤ k.

5. dk(C) ≤ wt(C).

Proof. Items 1., 3., and 5. follow directly from the definition, while Item 4. follows by
combining 2. and 5. For Item 2, let U = ⟨u1, . . . , ur+1⟩Fq[x] be a subcode of C that realizes
dr+1(C). After adding suitable multiples of u1 to the other generators, we may suppose that
supp(u1) ⊈ supp(⟨u2, . . . , ur+1⟩Fq). Since u2, . . . , ur+1 are still Fq[x]-linearly independent, we
conclude. □

Remark 8.7. Notice that, unlike what happens for linear block codes, one does not always have
that dk(C) = wt(C). For example, for the code C of Remark 8.5, one has d1(C) = 4 < 5 = wt(C).

Remark 8.8. In Proposition 8.44 we prove that MDS codes meet the bound in 4. when k | δ,
showing that the bound is sharp. In Proposition 8.54 we prove that the generalized weights of
optimal anticodes increase by one at each step, showing that the bound in 2. is sharp.
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Generalized weights are invariant under isometries of convolutional codes. As a conse-
quence, they are also invariant under strong isometries as defined in [GL09].

Proposition 8.9. If C1 and C2 are isometric convolutional codes, then they have the same weight
and generalized weights.

Proof. Let ϕ : C1 → C2 be an isometry. Since ϕ−1 : C2 → C1 is also an isometry, it suffices
to prove that the weight and the generalized weights of C1 are greater than or equal to the
corresponding invariants of C2.

Let c1(x), . . . , ck(x) be a basis of C1 such that wt(C1) = |supp(⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq)|. Then
ϕ(c1(x)), . . . , ϕ(ck(x)) are a basis of C2 and the restriction of ϕ is an Fq-linear isometry of lin-
ear block codes between ⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq and ⟨ϕ(c1(x)), . . . , ϕ(ck(x))⟩Fq with respect to the
Hamming distance. In particular,

wt(C1) =|supp(⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq)| =
=|supp(⟨ϕ(c1(x)), . . . , ϕ(ck(x))⟩Fq)| ≥ wt(C2).

Suppose now that D ⊆ C1 realizes dr(C1). Since ϕ is an isomorphism of Fq[x]-modules, then
rk(ϕ(D)) = r. Moreover, ϕ induces an isometry betweenD and ϕ(D), hence

dr(C1) = wt(D) = wt(ϕ(D)) ≥ dr(C2). □

In [RY97], the authors introduce the concept of generalized Hamming weights for convolu-
tional codes. They regard convolutional codes as Fq(x)-linear subspaces of Fq(x)n, where Fq(x)
denotes the field of rational functions in x with coefficients in Fq. Since the only elements of
finite weight of Fq(x)n are the elements of Fq[x]n, they are lead to considering Fq-linear sub-
spaces of Fq[x]n. Here we recall their definition, stating it for convolutional codes defined as
Fq[x]-submodules of Fq[x]n. Notice that, if C ⊆ Fq(x)n is a convolutional code as considered
in [RY97], its generalized weights as defined in [RY97] are equal to those that we define next
for the Fq[x]-module C = C ∩ Fq[x]n.

Definition 8.10. Let C be a convolutional code. For every positive integer r, the r-th generalized
Hamming weight of C is

d′r(C) = min{|supp(U)| : U is an Fq-linear subspace of C and dim(U) = r}.

Remark 8.11. It follows directly from the definitions that d′r(C) ≤ dr(C) for 1 ≤ r ≤ rk(C).

From now on, we refer to the weights from Definition 8.3 as generalized weights and to those
from Definition 8.10 as generalized Hamming weights. Even though Definition 8.10 appears
to be similar to our Definition 8.3, the fact that we consider rank r subcodes in place of r-
dimensional subspaces leads to a different set of invariants.

In the next examples we exhibit two pairs of non-isometric codes. The codes in the first exam-
ple can be distinguished using the generalized weights, but not using the generalized Hamming
weights, while the codes in the second example can be distinguished using the generalized
Hamming weights, but not using the generalized weights.

Example 8.12. (a) Let C1,C2 ∈ Fq[x]3 be the convolutional codes generated respectively by
(1, 0, 0), (0, 1, 1 + x) and (1, 0, 0), (0, 0, 1). Then, d′r(C1) = d′r(C2) = r for every positive integer
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r. By computing the generalized weights according to Definition 8.3, we can prove that the two
codes are not isometric, since d1(C1) = d1(C2) = 1, d2(C1) = 4 and d2(C2) = 2.

(b) Let C1,C2 ∈ Fq[x]3 be the convolutional codes generated respectively by (1, 1, 1) and
(1 + x, 0, 1). Then d1(C1) = d1(C2), that is, the generalized weights of C1 and C2 coincide.
However, d′2(C1) = 6 and d′2(C2) = 5, in particular the codes are not isometric, as generalized
Hamming weights are invariant under isometry.

Notice that an (n, k, δ) convolutional code has exactly k generalized weights and an infinite
number of generalized Hamming weights. In particular, one can recover the rank of a convolu-
tional code from its generalized weights, but not from its generalized Hamming weights, as the
next example shows.

Example 8.13. Let C ⊆ F2[x]n be such that (1, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ C. Then d′r(C) = r for any r ≥ 1.
Clearly, there exist codes of any rank k ≤ n which contain the codeword (1, 0, . . . , 0).

It may happen that, in order to distinguish two non-isometric codes, one needs to compute an
arbitrarily large number of generalized Hamming weights. For instance, in the next example we
show that, for fixed n and k, there exist non-isometric convolutional codes with the same first N
generalized weights for N arbitrary large as δ goes to infinity. We will use the following simple
lemma.

Lemma 8.14. Let q be a prime number. For a polynomial p(x) ∈ Fq[x] \ {0} we have that

wt

(
p(x)

N∑
t=0

xqt

)
+ wt(p(x)) ≥ N + 2.

Proof. Let p(x) = a1xk1 + · · · + aℓxkℓ be a polynomial with k1 < · · · < kℓ and wt(p(x)) = ℓ > 0.
If ℓ ≥ N + 1 or ℓ = 1 the statement is trivially true. Suppose ℓ < N + 1. Clearly,

p(x)
N∑

t=0

xqt
=

N∑
t=0

ℓ∑
i=1

aixki+qt
. (8.1.1)

Two monomials have the same exponent if and only if there are i1, i2, t1, t2 such that ki1 + qt1 =

ki2 + qt2 . Moreover if (t1, t2) , (t3, t4) with t1 < t2 and t3 < t4 then qt2 − qt1 , qt4 − qt3 . Therefore,
in (8.1.1) there are at most ℓ(ℓ − 1)/2 pairs of monomials with the same exponent. Since the
number of monomials in the sum is (N + 1)ℓ, we have that

wt

(
p(x)

N∑
t=0

xqt

)
+ ℓ ≥ (N + 1)ℓ − ℓ(ℓ − 1) + ℓ = ℓ(N − ℓ + 3).

Finally, since 1 < ℓ < N + 1, we have that ℓ(N − ℓ + 3) ≥ N + 2. □

Example 8.15. Let q be a prime number and let CN = ⟨(1, 1, 0), (0,
∑N

t=0 xqt
, 1)⟩Fq[x] ⊆ Fq[x]3.

We claim that d′r(CN) = 2r for all r ∈ {1, . . . ,N + 1} and d′N+2(CN) = 2(N + 1) + 1. In particular,
the first N generalized weights of CN−1 and CN coincide and d′N+1(CN−1) , d′N+1(CN).

Let U = ⟨pi,1(x)(1, 1, 0) + pi,2(x)(0,
∑N

t=0 xqt
, 1) | 1 ≤ i ≤ r⟩Fq ⊆ CN be a linear subspace

of dimension r ≤ N + 1. Let J ⊆ {1, . . . , r} be a maximal set of indices such that {p j,1(x)} j∈J

is an Fq-linearly independent set. If |J| = r, then d′r(CN) ≥ 2r. If |J| < r, we may assume
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without loss of generality that pi,1(x) = 0 for every i < J. It is easy to show that the support
of U has cardinality at least |J|, when restricted to the first component. The set {p j,2(x)} j<J is
Fq-linearly independent by assumption. Moreover, after replacing the elements of the set with
appropriate linear combinations, we may assume that there exists a j̄ < J such that the last entry
of the support of U has cardinality greater than or equal to r − |J| − 1 + wt(p j̄,2(x)). Since the

cardinality of the second entry of the support of U is at least wt
(

p j̄,2(x)
∑N

t=0 xqt
)

, then

d′r(CN) ≥ |J| + r − |J| − 1 + wt(p j̄,2(x)) + wt

(
p j̄,2(x)

N∑
t=0

xqt

)
.

By Lemma 8.14, we conclude that

d′r(CN) ≥ N + 1 + r ≥ 2r.

Let V = ⟨(xi, xi, 0) | 1 ≤ i ≤ r⟩Fq . Then V is an r-dimensional subspace of CN with |supp(V)| =
2r, showing that d′r(CN) = 2r for 1 ≤ r ≤ N + 1.

Moreover, V = ⟨(0,
∑N

t=0 xqt
, 1), (xqi

, xqi
, 0) |≤ i ≤ N⟩Fq is an (N + 2)-dimensional Fq-linear

subspace of CN , showing that d′N+2(CN) ≤ 2(N + 1) + 1. Since d′N+1(CN) = 2(N + 1), then
d′N+2(CN) = 2(N + 1) + 1 by Proposition 8.6.

The next example is concerned with the relation between the generalized weights of a con-
volutional code and its erasure-correction properties.

Example 8.16. Let C1 = ⟨(1, 0, 0), (0, 1, 0)⟩Fq[x] and C2 = ⟨(1, 0, 0), (0, 1, 1 + x)⟩Fq[x] ⊆ Fq[x]3.
Then dfree(C1) = dfree(C2) = 1 and accordingly for both codes there are single erasure patterns
that cannot be repaired. For example, if ∗ denotes an erasure, for both codes a received word
(∗, 0, 0) has distance one from both (0, 0, 0) and (1, 0, 0). In addition, the first code has the
property that an erasure in the second coordinate cannot be repaired, while an erasure in the third
can always be repaired. We claim that the second code has the property that any two erasures
located in the second and third coordinate can be repaired. In fact, such a repair corresponds to a
repair in the code C = ⟨(1, 1+ x)⟩Fq[x] obtained from C2 by projecting on the last two coordinates
and dfree(C) = 3. This is reflected by the generalized weights of C1 and C2, which are

d1(C1) = d1(C2) = 1, d2(C1) = 2, d2(C2) = 4.

In the next proposition we make an attempt at formalizing the phenomenon that we observe
in the previous example.

Proposition 8.17. Let C ⊆ Fq[x]n be an (n, k) convolutional code with generalized weights
d1 < d2 < . . . < dk. Fix 1 ≤ r < k and let c1(x), . . . , cr(x) ∈ C be such that ⟨c1(x), . . . , cr(x)⟩Fq[x]

realizes the r-th generalized weight of C. Let cr+1(x), . . . , ck(x) ∈ C be such that c1(x), . . . , ck(x)
generates a subcode of rank k. Then D = ⟨cr+1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq[x] is an (n, k − r) subcode of C
with dfree(D) = dr+1 − dr.

Proof. Let c(x) ∈ D \ {0}. Then C′ = ⟨c1(x), . . . , cr(x), c(x)⟩Fq[x] has rank r + 1 and

|supp{c1(x), . . . , cr(x), c(x)}| ≥ wt(C′) ≥ dr+1.

It follows that wt(c(x)) ≥ dr+1 − |supp{c1(x), . . . , cr(x)}| = dr+1 − dr. □
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The proposition shows in particular that a large difference between two consecutive gener-
alized weights of a code reflects the fact that there is a subcode with large erasure-correction
capability. In addition, the proposition provides a concrete description of such a subcode. In
Example 8.16, the subcode D in the statement of the proposition is D = ⟨(0, 1, 1 + x)⟩Fq[x].
Notice moreover that the codes of Example 8.16 have the same generalized Hamming weights.
This shows that the generalized Hamming weights of a convolutional code do not capture this
phenomenon.

In the next proposition, we collect some facts on (n, k, 0) convolutional codes that we will use
in the sequel.

Proposition 8.18. Let C ⊆ Fq[x]n be an (n, k, 0) convolutional code. Then C = ⟨C[0]⟩Fq[x]

and C[0] ⊆ Fn
q is a linear block code with dim(C[0]) = k and minimum distance dmin(C[0]) =

dfree(C). Moreover C⊥ = ⟨C[0]⊥⟩Fq[x].

Proof. Since C is an (n, k, 0) convolutional code, then C[0] = C ∩ Fn
q and C = ⟨C[0]⟩Fq[x]. Since

C[0] ⊆ Fn
q, then

dim(C[0]) = rk(⟨C[0]⟩Fq[x]) = rk(C).

Since C[0] ↪→ C is an Fq-linear isometry, dmin(C[0]) ≥ dfree(C). However, for any c(x) ∈ C,
c[0] ∈ C[0] and wt(c[0]) ≤ wt(c(x)), showing that dmin(C[0]) ≤ dfree(C). Finally, the equality
C⊥ = ⟨C[0]⊥⟩Fq[x] follows from the definition of dual code. □

The next proposition relates the generalized weights of an (n, k, 0) convolutional code with
the generalized Hamming weights of the linear block code generated by the same elements.

Proposition 8.19. Let C be an (n, k, 0) convolutional code. Then

dr(C) = dH
r (C[0])

for 1 ≤ r ≤ rk(C) = dim(C[0]), where dH
r (C[0]) denotes the r-th generalized Hamming weight

of C[0]. In particular
dr(C) ≤ n + k − r.

In addition, if D ⊆ C[0] is an r-dimensional subspace such that dH
r (C[0]) = |supp(D)|, then

D = ⟨D⟩Fq[x] ⊆ C realizes dr(C). In particular

drk(C)(C) = wt(C) = |supp(C[0])|,

where supp(C[0]) denotes the Hamming support of C[0].

Proof. Since C = ⟨C[0]⟩Fq[x] and C[0] ⊆ Fn
q, then rk(C) = dim(C[0]) by Proposition 8.18. Fix

1 ≤ r ≤ rk(C) and let D ⊆ C[0] be an Fq-linear subspace such that dim(D) = r and dH
r (C[0]) =

|supp(D)|. Let D = ⟨D⟩Fq[x] ⊆ C, then rk(D) = r and wt(D) ≤ |supp(D)| = dH
r (C[0]). This

implies that
dH

r (C[0]) ≥ dr(C).

To prove the reverse inequality, let D ⊆ C be a rank r subcode and let v1, . . . , vr be an Fq[x]-
basis ofD such that wt(D) = |supp(⟨v1, . . . , vr⟩Fq)|. For 1 ≤ i ≤ r write vi =

∑ti
j=0 vi[ j]x j. Since

C = ⟨C[0]⟩Fq[x], then vi[ j] ∈ C[0] for all i, j. Let U = ⟨{vi[ j]} j,i⟩Fq . By constructionD ⊆ ⟨U⟩Fq[x]
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and wt(D) = |supp(⟨v1, . . . , vr⟩Fq)| ≥ |supp(U)|. Since dim(U) = rk(⟨U⟩Fq[x]) ≥ rk(D) = r, one
can find U′ ⊆ U an Fq-linear subspace with dim(U′) = r. Then rk(⟨U′⟩Fq[x]) = r and

wt(⟨U′⟩Fq[x]) ≤ |supp(U′)| ≤ |supp(U)| ≤ wt(D).

Observe in addition that, if D has an Fq[x]-basis v′1, . . . , v
′
r which consists of elements of Fn

q,
then U = U′ = ⟨v′1, . . . , v

′
r⟩Fq , showing that

wt(D) = |supp(⟨v′1, . . . , v
′
r⟩Fq)|.

Summarizing we have shown that, for every submoduleD ⊆ C of rank r, one can find a submod-
ule of C of the form ⟨U′⟩Fq[x] for some U′ ⊆ C[0], with rank r and weight smaller than or equal
to the weight ofD. Since |supp(U′)| = wt(⟨U′⟩Fq[x]), this implies that dH

r (C[0]) ≤ dr(C). □

The generalized Hamming weights of an (n, k, 0) convolutional code may not coincide with
the generalized Hamming weights of the linear block code generated by the same elements, as
the next example shows.

Example 8.20. Let C = ⟨(1, 0, 0), (0, 1, 1)⟩F2[x] ⊆ F
3
2 and let C[0] ⊆ F3

2. The generalized Ham-
ming weights of C[0] are dH

1 (C[0]) = 1 and dH
2 (C[0]) = 3, while the generalized Hamming

weights of C are d′r(C) = r for all r ≥ 1.

The next result is obtained by combining Proposition 8.19 and Wei duality for the generalized
Hamming weights of a linear block code.

Proposition 8.21. Let C be an (n, k, 0) convolutional code. Then C⊥ is an (n, n − k, 0) convolu-
tional code and its set of generalized weights is

{dr(C⊥) | 1 ≤ r ≤ n − k} = {n + 1 − dr(C) | 1 ≤ r ≤ k}.

In particular, the generalized weights of C determine those of C⊥.

Proof. By Proposition 8.18, C has the form C = ⟨C[0]⟩Fq[x] and dim(C[0]) = k. Moreover,
C⊥ = ⟨C[0]⊥⟩Fq[x] is an (n, n − k, 0) convolutional code. Wei duality states that

{dH
r (C[0]⊥) | 1 ≤ r ≤ n − k} = {n + 1 − dH

r (C[0]) | 1 ≤ r ≤ k},

see [Wei91, Theorem 3]. We conclude by Proposition 8.19. □

For a catastrophic convolutional code, one may have that C ⊊ (C⊥)⊥. In such a situation, one
expects to be able to find a code such that C and (C⊥)⊥ have different generalized weights. This
is indeed the case, as the next example shows.

Example 8.22. Let C = ⟨(1 + x, 0)⟩F2[x] ⊆ F2[x]2. Then C⊥ = ⟨(0, 1)⟩ and (C⊥)⊥ = ⟨(1, 0)⟩ ⊋ C.
In addition, d1(C) = 2 while d1((C⊥)⊥) = 1. In particular, C and (C⊥)⊥ have different generalized
weights, while having the same dual code C⊥.

Noncatastrophic convolutional codes coincide with their double dual. However, no result
along the lines of Wei duality holds even when restricting to this class of codes. More precisely,
the next example shows that there exist noncatastrophic convolutional codes with the same
generalized weights and whose dual codes have different generalized weights.
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Example 8.23. Let C1 = ⟨(1 + x, 1 + x, 1, 0)⟩Fq[x] and C2 = ⟨(1 + x, 1, 1, 1)⟩Fq[x] be (4, 1, 1)
noncatastrophic convolutional codes. We have that d1(C1) = d1(C2) = 5, while d1(C⊥1 ) = 1 and
d1(C⊥2 ) = 2.

The previous example also shows that Wei duality cannot hold for any set of generalized
weights with the property that the first generalized weight is the free distance of the code. More
precisely, we have the following.

Remark 8.24. Given any definition of generalized weights for convolutional codes such that
the first generalized weight is the free distance of the code, the generalized weights of a code
do not determine in general the generalized weights of its dual.

Although Wei duality does not hold for this type of dual, there are other types of duality that
have been considered in the literature. For example, in [TRS12] the authors define the reverse
of a convolutional code.

Definition 8.25. Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code and let rev : Fq[x]n → Fq[x]n be the
map given by rev(0) = 0 and

rev(c(x)) = xdeg(c(x))c
(

1
x

)
if c(x) , 0. The reverse code of C is

rev(C) = ⟨rev(c(x)) : c(x) ∈ C⟩Fq[x].

Remark 8.26. Let c(x) ∈ Fq[x]n \ {0}. The following are equivalent:

1. rev(rev(c(x))) = c(x),

2. deg(c(x)) = deg(rev(c(x))),

3. x ∤ c(x).

In addition, one has xdrev(rev(c(x))) = c(x) for d = max{t ≥ 0 : xt | c(x)}.

In [TRS12] Tomás, Rosenthal, and Smarandache define the reverse of a convolutional code
C as the code generated by the reverses of the rows of a row-reduced generator matrix of C.
For the sake of completeness, we prove that Definition 8.25 is equivalent to the definition
from [TRS12]. This implies in particular that if C is an (n, k, δ) convolutional code, then rev(C)
is an (n, k, δ′) convolutional code, for some δ′.

Proposition 8.27. Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code and let G be a row-reduced generator
matrix for C. Let c1, . . . , ck be the rows of G. Then

rev(C) = ⟨rev(c1), . . . , rev(ck)⟩Fq[x].

In particular, rk(rev(C)) = k.

Proof. It is clear from the definition that rev(C) ⊇ ⟨rev(c1), . . . , rev(ck)⟩Fq[x]. Therefore, it
suffices to show that rev(c) ∈ ⟨rev(c1), . . . , rev(ck)⟩Fq[x] for all c ∈ C. Let c ∈ C and let
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u1, . . . , uk ∈ Fq[x] such that c =
∑

uici. Since G is row-reduced, we have that deg(c) =
maxi{deg(ui) + deg(ci)}. Therefore

rev(c) = xdeg(c)
k∑

i=1

ui

(
1
x

)
ci

(
1
x

)
=

k∑
i=1

xdeg(c)−deg(ci)ui

(
1
x

)
rev(ci).

Since deg(c) = maxi{deg(ui) + deg(ci)}, then xdeg(c)−deg(ci)ui
(

1
x

)
∈ Fq[x] for all i. □

Corollary 8.28. Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code. The following hold:

1. rev(rev(C)) ⊇ C.

2. There exists a positive integer d, such that xdrev(rev(C)) ⊆ C.

3. If C is noncatastrophic, then rev(rev(C)) = C.

Proof. 1. Let G be a row-reduced generator matrix for C and let c1, . . . , ck be the rows of G.
For every 1 ≤ i ≤ k there exists ti ≥ 0 such that xtirev(rev(ci)) = ci. Therefore, rev(rev(C)) ⊇ C.

2. Consider the ascending chain of modules

C ⊆ C : x ⊆ . . . ⊆ C : xt ⊆ . . . (8.1.2)

where C : xt = {c(x) ∈ Fq[x]n | xtc(x) ∈ C} for t ≥ 0. Since every submodule of Fq[x]n is
finitely generated, any ascending chain of submodules of Fq[x]n is stationary. This means that
there exists a d such that C : xd = C : xt for any t ≥ d. Let c ∈ C, then c = xtrev(rev(c)) for
some t ≥ 0, hence rev(rev(c)) ∈ C : xt. If t ≤ d, then C : xt ⊆ C : xd. If instead t ≥ d, then
C : xt = C : xd. In both cases, rev(rev(c)) ∈ C : xd. It follows that C : xd ⊇ rev(rev(C)). This
implies that

xdrev(rev(C)) ⊆ C.

3. For a noncatastrophic code one has {c(x) ∈ Fq[x]n | xdc(x) ∈ C} = C for all d ≥ 0 by
Proposition 2.14. Therefore, all the containments in (8.1.2) are equalities. In particular

rev(rev(C)) ⊆ C : xd = C ⊆ rev(rev(C))

where the first containment follows from 2. and the second from 1. □

The next proposition proves that the generalized weights of C are the same as those of rev(C).

Proposition 8.29. Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code. Then

dr(C) = dr(rev(C)),

for 1 ≤ r ≤ k.

Proof. Let D = ⟨c1, . . . , cr⟩Fq[x] be a submodule of C that realizes dr(C) and such that wt(D) =
|supp(⟨c1, . . . , cr⟩Fq)|. Let s = max{deg(ci) : 1 ≤ i ≤ r} and let

D′ = ⟨xs−deg(c1)rev(c1), . . . , xs−deg(cr)rev(cr)⟩Fq[x].
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SinceD′ ⊆ rev(C) and rk (D′) = rk (rev(D)) = r, then

dr(rev(C)) ≤ wt(D′) ≤ |supp(⟨xs−deg(c1)rev(c1), . . . , xs−deg(cr)rev(cr)⟩Fq)| = wt(D) = dr(C).

To prove the reverse inequality, letD ⊆ rev(rev(C)) be a submodule that realizes dr(rev(rev(C))).
By Corollary 8.28 there exists a positive integer d such that xdD ⊆ C. Since rk(xdD) = rk(D) =
r, then

dr(C) ≤ wt(xdD) = wt(D) = dr(rev(rev(C))).

Therefore
dr(C) ≤ dr(rev(rev(C))) ≤ dr(rev(C)) ≤ dr(C). □

8.2. Minimal supports
In this chapter we study codewords of minimal support and submodules that realize the gener-
alized weights of a convolutional code. We show that it is possible to calculate the generalized
weights considering only subspaces with special properties. In particular, in Theorem 8.37 we
prove that, in order to compute dr(C), we may restrict to subspaces generated by vectors, whose
degree is bounded by a function of n, k, r and δ1 only. Moreover, we show that the generalized
weights are realized by subspaces generated by codewords of minimal support.

Some of the results in this section are similar to those obtained in [GR22, Section 3] for a
large family of support functions and codes over rings. Notice however that the setup of [GR22]
does not apply to our situation, as the Hamming support for convolutional codes is not a support
according to Definition 3.4.

Definition 8.30. Let C ⊆ Fq[x]n be a convolutional code. A codeword c ∈ C is minimal if its
support is minimal among the supports of the nonzero codewords of C.

It is easy to show that, for a given code, minimal supports correspond uniquely to minimal
codewords, up to a nonzero scalar multiple.

Lemma 8.31. Let C ⊆ Fq[x]n be a convolutional code. If two minimal codewords u(x), v(x) ∈ C
have the same support, then there exists α ∈ F∗q such that u(x) = αv(x).

Proof. If u(x), v(x) ∈ C have the same support, then there exists α ∈ F∗q such that supp(u(x) −
αv(x)) ⊊ supp(u(x)). By the minimality of the support of u(x), we deduce that u(x) − αv(x) =
0. □

In this section, we study the subcodes of C which realize its generalized weights. We start by
showing that if C is a noncatastrophic convolutional code, then each of its generalized weights
is realized by a subspace that contains an element that is not divisible by x.

Theorem 8.32. Let C be a noncatastrophic convolutional code of rank k. For 1 ≤ r ≤ k,
consider the set

Ur = {D ⊆ C is a subcode of rk(D) = r and ∃ c ∈ D with c[0] , 0}.

Then
dr(C) = min{wt(D) | D ∈ Ur}.
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Proof. Let D = ⟨c1, . . . , cr⟩Fq[x] ⊆ C be a subcode that realizes the r-th generalized weight and
such that wt(D) = |supp(⟨c1, . . . , cr⟩Fq)|. Let ℓ = max{d ≥ 0 : xd | ci for 1 ≤ i ≤ k}. Since C is
noncatastrophic, by Proposition 2.14 we have thatD′ = ⟨c1/xℓ, . . . , cr/xℓ⟩ ∈ Ur. This concludes
the proof, since wt(D) = |supp(⟨c1, . . . , cr⟩Fq)| = |supp(⟨c1/xℓ, . . . , cr/xℓ⟩Fq)| ≥ wt(D′). □

Let ϕd,δ : Fq[x]→ Fq[x]≤δ be the linear map given by

ϕd,δ(a0x + · · · + ad−δxd−δ + . . . ad xd + · · · + anxn) = ad−δ + ad−δ+1x + . . . ad xδ,

where Fq[x]≤δ denotes the set of polynomials of degree at most δ. We can extend this map to
Fq[x]k×n by applying ϕd,δ to each entry. This yields the map Φd,δ : Fq[x]k×n → Fq[x]k×n

≤δ , given by

Φd,δ((mi, j(x))i, j) = (ϕd,δ(mi, j(x)))i, j.

In order to simplify the notation, given a matrix M ∈ Fq[x]k×n, we write Mt = Φt,t(M). The next
lemma follows directly from the definition.

Lemma 8.33. Let M ∈ Fq[x]k×n be a matrix with entries in Fq[x].

1. If each entry of M is divisible by xt for some t ∈ N, then

Φd,δ(x−tM) = Φd+t,δ(M).

2. If d − δ ≤ deg(M) ≤ d, then

Φd,δ(M) = Φdeg(M),δ−d+deg(M)(M).

The next lemma is crucial for the proof of Theorem 8.37.

Lemma 8.34. Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code, G a row-reduced generator matrix for
C with memory δ1 ≥ 1, M = (mi, j(x))i, j ∈ Fq[x]r×k, and 1 ≤ s1 < s2 ≤ d = maxi, j deg(mi, j(x))
natural numbers. If s2 − s1 ≥ qδ1kr, then there exist M′ = (m′i, j(x))i, j ∈ Fq[x]r×k and a natural
number t < d′ = maxi, j deg(m′i, j(x)) such that:

1. s1 ≤ t < t + d − d′ ≤ s2.

2. (M′G)t = (MG)t.

3. Φd+δ1,d′+δ1−t−1(MG) = Φd′+δ1,d′+δ1−t−1(M′G).

Proof. Consider the set F = {Φs+δ1,δ1−1(MsG) : s1 ≤ s ≤ s2} and denote by A the following set

A =
∞⋃

h=δ1

Φh,δ1−1

c1
...

cr

 : ci ∈ C and deg(ci) ≤ h

 .

Since s + δ1 > δ1 and the rows of MsG are elements of C of degree smaller than or equal to
s + δ1, then

|F| ≤ |A| ≤ qδ1kr.
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The second inequality follows from observing that there are r rows, each row is a combination
of k generators of C and there are δ1 possible shifts.

Since s2 − s1 ≥ qδ1kr, by the pigeonhole principle there exist s1 ≤ t < t′ ≤ s2 such that
Φt+δ1,δ1−1(MtG) = Φt′+δ1,δ1−1(Mt′G). Let

M′ = Mt + (M − Mt′)xt−t′ . (8.2.3)

We claim that M′ and t satisfy the statement. Since d ≥ t′ > t, it follows from equation (8.2.3)
that d′ = d − t′ + t and therefore s1 ≤ t < t′ = d + t − d′ ≤ s2. Moreover

(M′G)t = (MtG + (M − Mt′)xt−t′G)t = (MtG)t = (MG)t.

Finally,

Φd′+δ1,d′+δ1−t−1(M′G) = Φd′+δ1,d′+δ1−t−1((Mt + (M − Mt′)xt−t′)G) =

= Φd′+δ1,d′+δ1−t−1(MtG) + Φd′+δ1,d′+δ1−t−1(((M − Mt′)xt−t′)G) =
= Φt+δ1,δ1−1(MtG) + Φd′+δ1+t′−t,d′+δ1−t−1((M − Mt′)G) =
= Φt+δ1,δ1−1(MtG) + Φd+δ1,d′+δ1−t−1(MG) − Φt′+δ1,δ1−1(Mt′G) = Φd+δ1,d′+δ1−t−1(MG),

where the second and third equalities follow from Lemma 8.33, while the last one follows from
the fact that Φt+δ1,δ1−1(MtG) = Φt′+δ1,δ1−1(Mt′G). □

Remark 8.35. By Lemma 8.34 we have that

|supp(M′G)| ≤ |supp(MG)|.

Indeed

|supp(M′G)| = |supp((M′G)t)| + |supp(Φd′+δ1,d′+δ1−t−1(M′G))|
= |supp((MG)t)| + |supp(Φd+δ1,d′+δ1−t−1(MG))| ≤ |supp(MG)|.

Since G is a generator matrix of C, the submodules spanned by the rows of MG and M′G are
subcodes of C. Suppose that the submodule generated by the rows of MG realizes dr(C). Since
Lemma 8.34 implies that |supp(M′G)| ≤ |supp(MG)|, if we had rk(MG) = rk(M′G), then the
submodule generated by the rows of M′G would realize dr(C) as well. However, it may happen
that rk(MG) , rk(M′G), as the next example shows.

Example 8.36. Let C be an (3, 2, 1) code in F2[x]3 with row-reduced generator matrix

G =
(

1 0 x
0 1 0

)
.

Let M ∈ F2[x]2×2 be the following matrix of degree d = 38

M =
(

x38 x17

x17 1

)
.

Let s1 = 17 and s2 = 37. Since s2 − s1 = 20 ≥ 16 = 24 = qδ1kr, we can apply Lemma 8.34 to M
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and G. Let M′ ∈ F2[x]2×2 be the matrix

M′ =
(

x34 x17

x17 1

)
.

We claim that M′ with t = 20 satisfies the conditions in Lemma 8.34. Indeed, we have that
s1 = 17 < t = 20 < 24 = 38 + 20 − 34 = d + t − d′ < 37. Moreover,

(M′G)20 =

(
0 x17 0

x17 1 x18

)
= (MG)20.

Finally, we have that

Φ35,14(M′G)20 =

(
x13 0 x14

0 0 0

)
= Φ39,14(MG).

Notice that det(M′) = 0 while det(M) = x38 − x34, therefore rk(MG) , rk(M′G). Notice
moreover that (M′, 20) is not the only pair that satisfies the conditions in Lemma 8.34 and that
other pairs may behave differently. For example, consider the matrix M′′ ∈ F2[x]2×2 given by

M′′ =
(

x35 x17

x17 1

)
.

One can verify that the pair (M′′, 20) satisfies the conditions in Lemma 8.34 and rk(MG) =
rk(M′′G).

For a matrix M ∈ Fm×n
q and S ⊆ {1, . . . , k}, L ⊆ {1, . . . .n} we let M(S , L) denote the submatrix

of M consisting of the rows indexed by S and the columns indexed by L. We are now ready
to prove the main result of this section. It says that, in order to compute generalized weights,
it suffices to look at a subcodes generated by codewords of bounded degree. A similar result
for the generalized Hamming weights of a convolutional code is stated without proof in [RY97,
Yor97].

Theorem 8.37. Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code with memory δ1. Then, dr(C) is realized
by a subspace generated by codewords of degree at most ((r+ 2)qδ1kr + 1)(n(δ1 + 1)− k+ r)+ δ1.

Proof. If δ1 = 0, then dr(C) is realized by a subspace generated by codewords of degree zero
by Proposition 8.19. If δ1 ≥ 1, let G be a generator matrix for C with memory δ1. Suppose that
dr(C) is realized by a subspace generated by the rows of MG, where M = (mi, j(x))i, j ∈ Fq[x]r×k

is a matrix with maxi, j deg(mi, j(x)) ≥ ((r + 2)qδ1kr + 1)(n(δ1 + 1) − k + r) + 1 and such that there
exists N ⊆ {1, . . . n} with |N| = r and MG[R,N] has non-zero determinant, where R = {1, . . . , r}.
By Proposition 8.6

dr(C) ≤ n(δ1 + 1) − k + r.

Therefore, there exist s1 > s2 > · · · > sr+3 such that

sh − sh+1 ≥ qδ1kr and Φs1,s1−sr+3(MG) = 0.

By induction, we define a chain of matrices M(1), . . . ,M(r+2) as follows. Applying Lemma 8.34
to M, s1, s2, we obtain M(1) = (m(1)

i, j (x))i, j ∈ Fq[x]r×k. In the same way, applying Lemma 8.34 to
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M(h), sh, sh+1, we obtain a matrix M(h+1) = (m(h+1)
i, j (x))i, j ∈ Fq[x]r×k. By Lemma 8.34, we have

(MG)sr+3 = (M(1)G)sr+3 = · · · = (M(r+2)G)sr+3

and
|supp(MG)| = |supp(M(1)G)| = · · · = |supp(M(r+2)G)|.

If there exists 1 ≤ h̄ ≤ r+2 such that det(M(h̄)G[R,N]) , 0, then dr(C) is also realized by MG(h̄)

and we conclude since the maximum row degree of MG(h̄) is smaller than that of MG. Else,
compute the determinant of MG[R,N], indicating the monomial operations without solving
them. We obtain

det(MG[R,N]) =
∑

u

auxα1,u . . . xαr,u .

We rewrite this sum as
det(MG[R,N]) =

∑
d,ℓ

S (MG, d, ℓ),

where with S (MG, d, ℓ) we denote the partial sum of those terms auxα1,u . . . xαr,u that appear in
det(MG[R,N]) such that

∑
αh,u = d and the number of exponents that are greater or equal than

sr+3 is exactly ℓ. Notice that there exists at least a pair (d, ℓ) such that S (MG, d, ℓ) , 0 since
det(MG[R,N]) , 0. In the same way we define S (M(h)G, d, ℓ) for each 1 ≤ h ≤ r + 2. By
construction, we have that for each 1 ≤ h ≤ r + 2 there exists a natural number wh such that

det(M(h)G[R,N]) =
∑
d,ℓ

S (M(h)G, d, ℓ) =
∑
d,ℓ

S (MG, d, ℓ)x−wh(ℓ). (8.2.4)

For each 1 ≤ h ≤ r + 2, let yh be

yh = max{d : there exists ℓ such that S (M(h)G, d, ℓ) , 0}

and zh be
zh = min{ℓ : S (M(h)G, yh, ℓ) , 0}.

We prove now that for 0 ≤ h ≤ r+1 we have that zh > zh+1. Since det(M(h+1)G[R,N]) = 0, there
exists ℓ̄ > zh+1 such that S (M(h+1)G, yh+1, ℓ̄) , 0. Then, by equation (8.2.4) we have that

yh − (wh+1 − wh)ℓ̄ ≥ yh+1 ≥ yh − (wh+1 − wh)zh.

So, we obtain that zh+1 < ℓ̄ ≤ zh. Therefore, we have that r ≥ z1 > z2 > · · · > zr+2 ≥ 0. Since
this is a contradiction, we conclude that there exists h ∈ {1, . . . , r} such that det(M(h)G[R,N]) ,
0. □

Even though we do not expect the bound of Theorem 8.37 to be sharp, the theorem implies
that the generalized weights of a convolutional code can be computed by exhaustive search in a
finite number of steps. However, since the upper bound in Theorem 8.37 is large, it does not lead
to a practical algorithm. It would be interesting to better understand under which assumptions
and by how much this bound can be improved.

Question 8.38. Is it possible to sharpen the bound in Theorem 8.37?

In this section we improve the bound of Theorem 8.37 for two families of codes. Proposi-
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tion 8.19 shows that, if δ = 0, then dr(C) is realized by a subspace generated by codewords of
degree 0 for all r, while Proposition 8.48 improves the bound of Theorem 8.37 for certain MDS
codes.

In order to further simplify the computation of the generalized weights, we show that they
are realized by subspaces generated by elements of minimal support. This is analogous to what
happens for generalized Hamming weights of linear block codes and in fact for a much larger
class of codes and supports, as discussed in [GR22, Section 3].

Lemma 8.39. Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code and let u1, . . . , ur ∈ C be such that
rk
(
⟨u1, . . . , ur⟩Fq[x]

)
= r. Then, there exist u′1, . . . , u

′
r ∈ C minimal codewords such that

supp(u′i) ⊆ supp(ui) for 1 ≤ i ≤ r and rk
(
⟨u′1, . . . , u

′
r⟩Fq[x]

)
= r.

Proof. Let e ∈ C be a minimal codeword with supp(e) ⊆ supp(u1). If

rk(⟨e, u2, . . . , ur⟩Fq[x]) = r,

then let u′1 = e. Else, we claim that there exists α ∈ F∗q such that supp(u1 − αe) ⊊ supp(u1) and

rk(⟨u1 − αe, u2, . . . , ur⟩Fq[x]) = r.

In fact, if rk(⟨u1 − αe, u2, . . . , ur⟩Fq[x]) < r, then there exist p1(x), . . . , pr(x), q1(x), . . . , qr(x) ∈
Fq[x] such that p1(x), q1(x) , 0 and

p1(x)e =
r∑

i=2

pi(x)ui and q1(x)(u1 − αe) =
r∑

i=2

qi(x)ui.

Therefore

p1(x)q1(x)u1 =

r∑
i=2

(p1(x)qi(x) + αq1(x)pi(x))ui,

contradicting the assumption that rk
(
⟨u1, . . . , ur⟩Fq[x]

)
= r. If u1 − αe is a minimal codeword,

let u′1 = u1 − αe, otherwise we repeat this process. Notice that, since at each step the support
becomes strictly smaller, we find a minimal codeword in a finite number of steps. Proceeding
in the same way for u2, . . . , ur we find minimal codewords u′1, . . . , u

′
r ∈ C with the desired

properties. □

The next theorem shows that, when computing generalized weights, we may restrict to sub-
codes generated by minimal codewords with the property that the support of each of them is not
contained in the union of the supports of the others.

Theorem 8.40. Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code, let 1 ≤ r ≤ k. Then there exist
r minimal codewords u1, . . . , ur ∈ C such that ⟨u1, . . . , ur⟩Fq[x] realizes dr(C) and supp(ui) ⊈⋃

j,i supp(u j) for 1 ≤ i ≤ r.

Proof. Let U = ⟨u1, . . . , ur⟩Fq[x] ⊆ C realize dr(C) = |supp({u1, . . . , ur})|. Up to perform-
ing Gaussian elimination, we can assume that supp(ui) ⊈

⋃
j,i supp(u j) for 1 ≤ i ≤ r. By

Lemma 8.39 there exist u′1, . . . , u
′
r elements of minimal support such that supp(u′i) ⊆ supp(ui)



8.3. MDS convolutional codes 99

for 1 ≤ i ≤ r and rk (U′) = r, whereU′ = ⟨u′1, . . . , u
′
r⟩Fq[x]. By construction,

wt(U) = |supp({u1, . . . , ur})| ≥ |supp({u′1, . . . , u
′
r})| ≥ wt(U′). (8.2.5)

Since dr(C) = wt(U) and rk (U′) = r, we conclude that wt(U) = wt(U′) andU′ realizes dr(C).
In addition, supp({u1, . . . , ur}) = supp({u′1, . . . , u

′
r}) by (8.2.5). Therefore

⋃
j,i

supp(u j) ⊊
r⋃

j=1

supp(u j) =
r⋃

j=1

supp(u′j).

Finally, since by construction
⋃

j,i supp(u′j) ⊆
⋃

j,i supp(u j), we conclude that supp(u′i) ⊈⋃
j,i supp(u′j). □

8.3. MDS convolutional codes
This section focuses on the generalized weights of MDS and MDP convolutional codes. Propo-
sition 8.6 yields lower bounds for the generalized weights of these two classes of codes. Indeed,
for an MDS code C

dr(C) ≥ d1(C) + r − 1 = dfree(C) + r − 1 = (n − k)
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ δ + r (8.3.6)

for 1 ≤ r ≤ rk(C). Similarly, for an MDP code C

dr(C) ≥ d1(C) + r − 1 = dfree(C) + r − 1 ≥ dc
L(C) + r − 1

= (n − k)
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+

⌊
δ

n − k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ r

for 1 ≤ r ≤ rk(C).
Proposition 8.6 also provides an upper bound on the generalized weights of any convolutional

code. In this section, we show that this bound can be sharpened when C is MDS or MDP. We
start by showing that, if C is an MDS or MDP convolutional code, then the row degrees of a
row-reduced matrix of C can only take certain values.

Lemma 8.41. Let C be an (n, k, δ) a convolutional code, G(x) = (pi, j(x))i, j be a row-reduced
generator matrix for C and δi = max j deg(pi, j(x)) for 1 ≤ i ≤ k.

1. If C is MDP, then
⌊
δ
k

⌋
≤ δi ≤

⌊
δ
k

⌋
+ k − a, where δ = k

⌈
δ
k

⌉
− a and 0 ≤ a < k.

2. If C is MDS, then
⌊
δ
k

⌋
≤ δi ≤

⌊
δ
k

⌋
+ 1.

3. If C is MDS or MDP and k | δ, then δi =
δ
k .

Proof. Suppose by contradiction that there exists an index i such that δi <
⌊
δ
k

⌋
. If k = n and C

is MDS, then

wt(pi,1(x), . . . , pi,n(x)) ≤ n
⌊
δ

n

⌋
< δ + 1 = dfree(C).
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If k < n, then

wt(pi,1(x), . . . , pi,n(x)) ≤ n
⌊
δ

k

⌋
= n
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
− n =

= (n − k)
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ k
⌊
δ

k

⌋
+ k − n

< (n − k)
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ (n − k)

⌊
δ

n − k

⌋
+ 1.

If C is MDP, then

(n − k)
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ (n − k)

⌊
δ

n − k

⌋
+ 1 = dc

L(C) ≤ dfree(C).

If C is MDS, then

(n − k)
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ (n − k)

⌊
δ

n − k

⌋
+ 1 ≤ dfree(C).

In all cases, the weight of the i-th row is strictly smaller than the free distance of the code, a
contradiction. This proves that δi ≥

⌊
δ
k

⌋
for 1 ≤ i ≤ k.

If k | δ, then δi =
δ
k , since

∑
δi = δ and δi ≥

δ
k . Else, since δi ≥

⌊
δ
k

⌋
and

∑
δi = δ, then

δi ≤
⌊
δ
k

⌋
+ k − a.

Finally, let C be MDS and suppose that there exists an index ℓ such that δℓ >
⌊
δ
k

⌋
+ 1.

Consider the submatrix Gℓ(x) obtained from G(x) by deleting the ℓ-th row and let Cℓ be the
code associated to Gℓ(x). Then Gℓ(x) is row-reduced and Cℓ ⊆ C. By Proposition 8.6 we have
that dfree(Cℓ) ≥ dfree(C). On the other hand, by Theorem 2.15

dfree(Cℓ) ≤ (n − k + 1)

(⌊
δ −
⌊
δ
k

⌋
− 2

k − 1

⌋
+ 1

)
+ δ −

⌊
δ

k

⌋
+

− 2 + 1 = (n − k + 1)
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ δ −

⌊
δ

k

⌋
− 1 ≤

≤ (n − k)
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ δ = dfree(C) − 1,

a contradiction. □

As a consequence of Lemma 8.41, we obtain an upper bound for the generalized weights of
an MDS code, that improves bound 4. from Proposition 8.6 whenever k ∤ δ.

Proposition 8.42. LetC be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code and write δ = k
⌈
δ
k

⌉
−a with 0 ≤ a < k.

1. If C is MDS, then

dk(C) ≤ n
(⌈

δ

k

⌉
+ 1
)
− a.

2. If C is MDP, then

dk(C) ≤ n
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ k − a + 1

)
− k + 1.
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Proof. 1. If a = 0, then the bound follows from Proposition 8.6 and Lemma 8.41. If a > 0,
let G(x) be a row-reduced generator matrix for C and let c1(x), . . . , ck(x) be the rows of G(x).
Since C is MDS, then deg(c1(x)) = · · · = deg(ck−a(x)) =

⌈
δ
k

⌉
and deg(ck−a+1(x)) = · · · =

deg(ck) =
⌊
δ
k

⌋
. For 1 ≤ i ≤ k − a there exist αi,1, . . . , αi,a ∈ Fq such that the last a entries of

c̃i(x) = ci(x) +
∑a

j=1 αi, jxck−a+ j(x) have degree smaller or equal than
⌊
δ
k

⌋
. Since

rk
(
⟨c̃1(x), . . . , c̃k−a(x), ck−a+1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq[x]

)
= k,

we obtain that

dk(C) ≤ |supp(c1(x), . . . , c̃k−a(x), ck−a+1(x), . . . , ck(x))| ≤ n
(⌈

δ

k

⌉
+ 1
)
− a.

2. The proof is similar to that of part 1. □

The next corollary is a rewriting of the bound for MDS codes from Proposition 8.42.

Corollary 8.43. Let C be an (n, k, δ) MDS convolutional code.

1. If k | δ, then dk(C) ≤ (n − k)
(
δ
k + 1

)
+ δ + k.

2. If k ∤ δ, then dk(C) ≤ (n − k)
(⌊

δ
k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ δ + n.

3. If k = n, then dk(C) ≤ δ + k.

A consequence of Corollary 8.43 is that some, and in some cases all, of the generalized
weights of an (n, k, δ) MDS code are determined by the code parameters. In particular, the
generalized weights of an MDS code such that k | δ meet bound 4. from Proposition 8.6.

Proposition 8.44. Let C be an (n, k, δ) MDS convolutional code.

1. If k = n, then dr(C) = δ + r, for 1 ≤ r ≤ k.

2. If k | δ, then

dr(C) = n
(
δ

k
+ 1
)
− k + r,

for 1 ≤ r ≤ k.

3. If δ = k
⌈
δ
k

⌉
− a with 0 < a < k, then

dr(C) = (n − k)
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ δ + r,

for 1 ≤ r ≤ a.

Proof. The equalities in 1. and 2. are equivalent to dk(C) ≤ dfree(C) + k − 1. The claims
now follow from Proposition 8.6, more precisely from the fact that the generalized weights are
increasing.

3. Let G(x) be a row-reduced matrix for C. Let C′ ⊆ C the subcode generated by the a rows
of G(x) of degree

⌊
δ
k

⌋
. Then C′ is an MDS

(
n, a, a

⌊
δ
k

⌋)
convolutional code. Hence

(n − k)
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ δ + r ≤ dr(C) ≤ dr(C′) = n

(⌊
δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
− a + r
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for 1 ≤ r ≤ a, where the first inequality follows from (8.3.6), the second from Proposition 8.6,
and the equality from part 2. Since the first and last quantities agree, the thesis follows. □

Proposition 8.44 shows in particular that, if k ∤ δ, then the first a = k
⌈
δ
k

⌉
− δ generalized

weights of an (n, k, δ) MDS convolutional code are determined by its parameters. We now show
that the other generalized weights are not in general determined by the parameters of the code.
In the next example, we exhibit two MDS codes with parameters (3, 2, 1) with different second
generalized weight. In particular, by Proposition 8.9 this provides an example of MDS codes
with the same parameters (n, k, δ), which are not isometric.

Example 8.45. (a) Let char(Fq) , 2, 3 and let C1 ⊆ Fq[x]3 with be the code with generator
matrix (

2x x + 1 x + 1
1 1 2

)
.

The free distance of C1 is dfree(C1) = d1(C1) = 3, as shown in [LP20, Example 3.2]. Since

|supp(⟨(2x, x + 1, x + 1), (x, x, 2x)⟩Fq | = 5,

we have that d2(C1) ≤ 5. We claim that d2(C1) = 5. Assume by contradiction that there are
c1, c2 ∈ C1 such that |supp(⟨c1, c2⟩Fq)| ≤ 4 and rk(⟨c1, c2⟩Fq[x]) = 2. Then there exists c ∈ ⟨c1, c2⟩Fq

such that wt(c) = 3 and c has a zero entry. Let p(x), q(x) ∈ Fq[x] such that

c = (p(x) + 2xq(x), p(x) + q(x)(x + 1), 2p(x) + q(x)(x + 1)).

Since c has a zero entry, then p(x), q(x) , 0. Moreover:

• If p(x) + 2xq(x) = 0, then

wt(c) = wt(q(x)(−x + 1)) + wt(q(x)(1 − 3x)) = 4.

• If p(x) + (x + 1)q(x) = 0, then

wt(c) = wt(q(x)(x − 1)) + wt(−q(x)(x + 1)) = 4.

• If 2p(x) + q(x)(x + 1) = 0, then

wt(c) = wt
(

1
2

q(x)(3x − 1)
)
+ wt

(
1
2

q(x)(x + 1)
)
= 4.

Therefore wt(c) = 4, which yields a contradiction. We conclude that d2(C1) = 5.

(b) Let char(Fq) , 2, 3 and let C2 ∈ Fq[x]3 be the code with generator matrix(
2x x + 1 0
1 1 2

)
.

It is easy to check that d1(C2) = 3. Moreover

|supp(⟨(2x, x + 1, 0), (x, x, 2x)⟩Fq)| = 4,
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hence d2(C2) = 4 by Proposition 8.6.

Next we produce a new upper bound for the last k − a generalized weights of an MDS con-
volutional code, in the case when they are not determined by the parameters of the code. To
an (n, k, δ) convolutional code C = ⟨c1, . . . , ck⟩Fq[x] we associate the linear block code C[0] =
⟨c1[0], . . . , ck[0]⟩Fq . Notice that, if C is MDS, then dim(C[0]) = k. In the next proposition, we
establish a relation between the last k−a generalized weights of C and the first k−a generalized
Hamming weights of C[0].

Proposition 8.46. Let C be an (n, k, δ) MDS convolutional code. If δ = k
⌈
δ
k

⌉
−a with 0 < a < k,

then

da+r(C) ≤ (n − k)
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ δ + a +min

{
dH

r (C[0]), dH
r (rev(C)[0])

}
for 1 ≤ r ≤ k − a.

Proof. We start by showing that

da+r(C) ≤ (n − k)
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ δ + a + dH

r (C[0]).

Since C is MDS, by Lemma 8.41 there exist c1, . . . , ck such that C = ⟨c1, . . . , ck⟩Fq[x], deg(c1) =
· · · = deg(ca) =

⌊
δ
k

⌋
and any element of ⟨ca+1, . . . , ck⟩Fq[x] has degree greater than or equal to⌊

δ
k

⌋
+ 1. If c ∈ ⟨c1, . . . , ca⟩Fq , then

wt(c[0]) ≥ dfree(C) − n
⌊
δ

k

⌋
= n − a + 1.

Since dH
k−a(C[0]) ≤ n−a, if U ⊆ C[0] realizes dH

r (C[0]), then U∩⟨c1[0], . . . , ca[0]⟩Fq = 0. There-
fore, there exist c′1, . . . , c

′
r ∈ Cwith deg(c′1), . . . , deg(c′r) =

⌈
δ
k

⌉
such that U = ⟨c′1[0], . . . , c′r[0]⟩Fq .

LetD = ⟨c′1, . . . , c
′
r, xc1, . . . , xca⟩Fq[x]. Then

rk (D) = rk
(
⟨c′1, . . . , c

′
r, c1, . . . , ca⟩Fq[x]

)
≥

≥ dim
(
⟨c′1[0], . . . , c′r[0], c1[0], . . . , ca[0]⟩Fq

)
= a + r.

Therefore rk(D) = a + r and

da+r(C) ≤ wt(D) ≤ |supp({c′1, . . . , c
′
r, xc1, . . . , xca})| ≤

≤ (n − k)
⌈
δ

k

⌉
+ δ + a + dr

H(C[0]).

In fact, c′1[0], . . . , c′r[0] contribute dr
H(C[0]) to the size of the support and the rest contributes at

most n
⌈
δ
k

⌉
= (n − k)

⌈
δ
k

⌉
+ δ + a. Since the same inequality holds for rev(C), we conclude by

Proposition 8.29. □

The next example shows that the bound from Proposition 8.46 is sharp, at least in some cases.

Example 8.47. Let n = 3, k = 2, δ = 1, hence a = 1. Proposition 8.44 states that the
free distance of an MDS code C with these parameters is 3. By Proposition 8.46 the second
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generalized weight of C is at most 5, since dim(C[0]) = 2 and a linear block code of dimension
2 has minimum distance at most 2. Therefore, d2(C) ∈ {4, 5}.

Let Fq be a field of characteristic different from 2, 3 and let C1 and C2 be the codes from
Example 8.45. Then C1[0] = ⟨(0, 1, 1), (1, 0, 1)⟩Fq , rev(C1)[0] = ⟨(1, 0,−1), (0, 1, 3)⟩Fq , C2[0] =
⟨(0, 1, 0), (1, 0, 2)⟩Fq , and rev(C2)[0] = ⟨(2, 1, 0), (1, 0,−2)⟩Fq . By Proposition 8.46, d2(C1) ≤ 5
and d2(C2) ≤ 4. Notice that not only both codes meet their respective bounds, but also all
the possible values for the second generalized weight of a (3, 2, 1) MDS convolutional codes
predicted by Proposition 8.46 are realized by some code.

One may ask whether the upper bound from Proposition 8.46 is in fact an equality. If this
were the case, then the generalized weights of an MDS code would be realized by subspaces
generated by codewords of degree at most

⌈
δ
k

⌉
. This would answer Question 8.38 for MDS

codes. We conclude this section with a result in this direction. In particular, the next result
applies to a reverse MDP code, such that n − k | δ. See [TRS12] for the definition and a proof
of existence of reverse MDP codes.

Proposition 8.48. Let C be an (n, k, δ) sMDS convolutional code such that rev(C) is MDP. Then,
dr(C) is realized by a subcode generated by codewords of degree smaller than

⌊
δ
k

⌋
+
⌈

δ
n−k

⌉
+ 1.

Proof. By Theorem 8.40 we have that dr(C) is realized by a subcode D generated by minimal
codewords c1, . . . , cr such that supp(ci) ⊊

⋃
j,i supp(c j) for 1 ≤ i ≤ r. If there exists i such that

ci has degree greater or equal to
⌊
δ
k

⌋
+
⌈

δ
n−k

⌉
+ 1, then

wt(ci) ≥ dfree(C) + n − k + 1,

since C is sMDS and its reverse is MDP. We conclude that

wt(D) ≥ dfree(C) + n − k + r =

= (n − k)
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ δ + n + 1 + r − k.

This contradicts bound 1. or 2. in Corollary 8.43, sinceD realizes dr(C). □

8.4. Optimal anticodes
In this section we prove an anticode bound for convolutional codes and define optimal convolu-
tional anticodes as the codes that meet the anticode bound. We give a complete classification of
optimal anticodes and we compute their generalized weights. We start by recalling the anticode
bound for linear block codes with the Hamming metric that follows from Theorem 5.2.2. It also
follows from direct inspection of the reduced row echelon form of a generator matrix of the
code.

Theorem 8.49. Let C ⊆ Fn
q be an Fq-linear code. Then

dim(C) ≤ maxwtH(C).

A convolutional code contains codewords of arbitrarily large weight. However, any finite
dimensional subspace contains a finite number of codewords, therefore one can define its max-
imum weight in the usual way.
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Definition 8.50. Let C ⊆ Fq[x]n be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code and let U ⊆ C be a finite
dimensional vector space. The maximum weight of U is

maxwt(U) = max{wt(u) | u ∈ U}.

The maximum weight of C is

maxwt(C) = min{maxwt(U) : U is an Fq-linear subspace of C and rk
(
⟨U⟩Fq[x]

)
= rk(C)}.

Remark 8.51. For an (n, k, δ) convolutional code C one has

maxwt(C) = min{maxwt(U) : U is an Fq-linear subspace

of C and dim(U) = k = rk
(
⟨U⟩Fq[x]

)
}.

In fact, every Fq-linear subspace V ⊆ C which generates a subcode of rank k contains a k-
dimensional Fq-linear subspace U ⊆ V such that U generates a subcode of rank k and wt(U) ≤
wt(V).

As a consequence of Theorem 8.49 we obtain a bound for convolutional codes that we call
anticode bound, in analogy with the Hamming metric case and the sum-rank metric case.

Theorem 8.52 (Anticode bound). Let C ⊆ Fq[x]n be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code. Then

rk(C) ≤ maxwt(C).

Proof. Let U be an Fq-linear subspace of C such that rk(⟨U⟩Fq[x]) = k and let d = max{deg(c) :
c ∈ U}. There exists an Fq-linear homomorphism φ : U → Fn(d+1)

q such that wt(c) = wtH(φ(c))
for all c ∈ C. Since dim(U) = dim(φ(U)) and maxwt(U) = maxwtH(φ(U)), by Theorem 8.49
we conclude that

rk(C) = rk
(
⟨U⟩Fq[x]

)
≤ dim(U) ≤ maxwtH(φ(U)) = maxwt(U).

Since the inequality holds for every Fq-linear subspace U ⊆ C, we conclude. □

Definition 8.53. A convolutional codeA is an optimal (convolutional) anticode if

rk(A) = maxwt(A).

The next proposition shows that two optimal anticodes with the same rank have the same
generalized weights, when q , 2.

Proposition 8.54. Let q , 2 and let A ⊆ Fq[x]n be an optimal anticode. Then dr(A) = r for
1 ≤ r ≤ rk(A).

Proof. Since A is an optimal anticode, there exists an Fq-linear subspace U such that rk(A) =
rk
(
⟨U⟩Fq[x]

)
= maxwt(U). Let φ be as in the proof of Theorem 8.52. By Theorem 8.49

rk
(
⟨U⟩Fq[x]

)
≤ dim(φ(U)) ≤ maxwtH(φ(U)) = maxwt(U).

Then φ(U) is an optimal anticode in the Hamming metric. Since q , 2, φ(U) is generated by
a subset of the standard basis of Fn

q by [Rav16a, Proposition 9]. In particular, |supp(φ(U))| =
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maxwtH(φ(U)). Since |supp(U)| = |supp(φ(U))|, we have that

|supp(U)| = maxwt(U) = dim(U) = rk(A).

This implies that drk(A)(A) ≤ rk(A). Since 1 ≤ d1(A) < . . . < drk(A)(A) ≤ rk(A) by Proposi-
tion 8.6, we conclude. □

The assumption that q , 2 in the previous proposition is necessary, as the next example
shows.

Example 8.55. Let A = ⟨(1, 1, 0), (1, 0, 1)⟩F2[x]. A is an optimal anticode, since rk(A) = 2 =
maxwtH(⟨(1, 1, 0), (1, 0, 1)⟩F2) ≥ maxwt(A). However, d1(A) = 2 and d2(A) = 3 by Proposi-
tion 8.19.

The next result is the converse of Proposition 8.54. Notice that, in this case, we do not need
to assume that q , 2.

Proposition 8.56. LetA ⊆ Fq[x]n be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code. If dk(A) = k, thenA is an
optimal anticode.

Proof. Let U be an Fq-linear subspace ofA such that dk(A) = |supp(U)| and rk
(
⟨U⟩Fq[x]

)
= k.

By Theorem 8.49

maxwt(U) ≤ |supp(U)| = k ≤ dim(U) ≤ maxwt(U).

Therefore maxwt(U) = k ≥ maxwt(A), soA is an optimal anticode by Theorem 8.52. □

Because of the generalized-weight-preserving correspondence between (n, k, 0) convolutional
codes and (n, k) linear block codes, the next result is not surprising.

Proposition 8.57. An (n, k, 0) convolutional code C ⊆ Fq[x]n is an optimal anticode if and only
if C[0] ⊆ Fn

q is an optimal anticode with respect to the Hamming metric.

Proof. If C[0] ⊆ Fn
q is an optimal anticode with respect to the Hamming metric, then

maxwt(C) ≤ maxwt(C[0]) = dim(C[0]) = k,

where the last equality follows from Proposition 8.18. Therefore, C is an optimal anticode.
Conversely, suppose that C is an optimal anticode. If q , 2, by Proposition 8.19 and Propo-

sition 8.54 we have that

dim(C[0]) = k = dk(C) = dH
k (C[0]) = |supp(C[0])| ≥ maxwt(C[0]).

Therefore dim(C[0]) = maxwt(C[0]) by Theorem 8.52 and C[0] is an optimal anticode. Let
q = 2. Since C is an optimal anticode and by Theorem 8.40, there exists U = ⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq

such that k = rk
(
⟨U⟩Fq[x]

)
= dim(U) = maxwt(U) and supp(c j) ⊈

⋃
i, j supp(ci(x)) for 1 ≤ j ≤

k. This implies that |supp(
∑

i, j ci(x))| ≥ k − 1 for 1 ≤ j ≤ k. Moreover, |supp(
∑

ci(x))| ≥ k,
therefore equality must hold. It follows that every element of supp(c j), except for the one that
belongs to no supp(ci) for i , j, must belong to supp(

∑
i, j ci(x)). This implies that wt(c j(x)) ≤ 2

for 1 ≤ j ≤ k. Let
V = {ci[0], . . . , ci[deg(ci)] : 1 ≤ i ≤ k}.
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Since ci(x) ∈ C for all i, then ci[ j] ∈ C[0] for 0 ≤ j ≤ deg(ci). Therefore V ⊆ C[0]. Moreover,

k = rk(⟨U⟩Fq[x]) ≤ rk(⟨V⟩Fq[x]) ≤ rk(C) = k

from which
k = rk(⟨V⟩Fq[x]) ≤ dim(⟨V⟩Fq) ≤ dim(C[0]) = k.

It follows that V = C[0]. Therefore, there exist a1, . . . , ak ∈ ⟨V⟩Fq that satisfy the following
conditions:

• ⟨a1, . . . , ak⟩Fq = C[0],

• wt(a1) = · · · = wt(ar) = 1 and dH
1 (⟨ar+1, . . . , ak⟩Fq) = 2 for some 1 ≤ r ≤ k,

•
⋃r

i=1 supp(ai) ∩
⋃k

i=r+1 supp(ai) = ∅,

• for r + 1 ≤ j ≤ k, there exist 1 ≤ j̄ ≤ k and 0 ≤ ĵ ≤ deg(c j̄) such that a j = c j̄

[
ĵ
]
.

Since wt(a j) = 2 for r + 1 ≤ j ≤ k, up to permuting c1(x), . . . , ck(x), we may assume with-
out loss of generality that c j(x) = c j[deg(c j)]xdeg(c j) for r + 1 ≤ j ≤ k. In particular, a j =

c j[deg(c j)]. Fix 1 ≤ i ≤ r. Suppose that supp(⟨{ci[0], . . . , ci[deg(ci)]}⟩) ⊆ supp(⟨ar+1, . . . , ak⟩),
then ⟨ci(x), cr+1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq[x] ⊆ ⟨ar+1, . . . , ak⟩Fq[x], but this is a contradiction since rk(⟨ci(x),
cr+1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq[x]) = k − r + 1 while rk(⟨ar+1, . . . , ak⟩Fq[x]) = k − r. If instead we as-
sume that |supp(⟨{ci[0], . . . , ci[deg(ci)]}⟩) ∩ supp(⟨ar+1, . . . , ak⟩)| = 1, we again find a contra-
diction since dH

1 (⟨ar+1, . . . , ak⟩Fq) = 2. Therefore supp(⟨{ci[0], . . . , ci[deg(ci)] : 1 ≤ i ≤ r}⟩) ⊆
supp(⟨a1, . . . , ar⟩), hence

⋃r
i=1 supp(ci(x)) ∩

⋃k
i=r+1 supp(ci(x)) = ∅.

Suppose by contradiction that maxwt(C[0]) ≥ k+1. Then there exists I ⊆ {1, . . . , k} such that

k + 1 ≤ wt

(∑
i∈I

ai

)
= wt

(∑
i∈S

ai

)
+ wt

(∑
i∈I\S

ai

)
,

where S = I ∩ {r + 1, . . . , k}. Since wt(
∑

i∈I\S ai) = |I \ S | ≤ r, then wt(
∑

i∈S ai) ≥ k − r + 1.
Therefore

wt

(
r∑

i=1

ci(x) +
∑
i∈S

ci(x)

)
= wt

(
r∑

i=1

ci(x)

)
+ wt

(∑
i∈S

ci(x)

)
≥ r + wt

(∑
i∈S

ai

)
≥ k + 1,

contradicting the assumption that C is an optimal anticode of rank k. Therefore we conclude
that maxwt(C[0]) = k, that is, C[0] is an optimal anticode. □

The rest of the section is devoted to classifying optimal anticodes. We start by introducing
the concept of elementary optimal anticode.

Definition 8.58. A code A ⊆ Fq[x]n with rk(A) = k is an elementary optimal anticode if there
exist a set J = { j1, . . . , jk} with 1 ≤ j1 < · · · < jk ≤ n and non-negative integers a1, . . . , ak such
that A = ⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq[x], where for 1 ≤ i ≤ k the only nonzero entry of ci(x) is xai in
position ji.

Lemma 8.59. Every elementary optimal anticode is an optimal anticode.
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Proof. Let A be an elementary optimal anticode. By definition A = ⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq[x],
where for 1 ≤ i ≤ k the only nonzero entry of ci(x) is xai in position ji. Then, maxwt(A) ≤
maxwt(U) = k = rk(A), where U = ⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq . We conclude by Theorem 8.52. □

Theorem 8.60 (Characterization of optimal anticodes). Let q , 2 and letA ⊆ Fq[x]n be a code.
Then: A is an optimal anticode if and only if there exists an elementary optimal anticode A′

such that rk(A′) = rk(A) andA′ ⊆ A.

Proof. ⇐) IfA contains an elementary optimal anticodeA′ of the same rank, then by Proposi-
tion 8.6, Lemma 8.59, and Proposition 8.54

drk(A)(A) ≤ drk(A′)(A′) = rk(A′) = rk(A).

ThereforeA is an optimal anticode by Proposition 8.56.
⇒) Assume that A is an optimal anticode. By Proposition 8.54 we have that drk(A)(A) =

rk(A). Then there exists an Fq-linear subspace U ofA such that

|supp(U)| = dim(U) = rk
(
⟨U⟩Fq[x]

)
= rk(A).

Therefore U is generated by elements of rank 1, which are supported on distinct entries. The
same elements generate the elementary optimal anticodeA′ as an Fq[x]-module. □

Notice that not all optimal anticodes are elementary, as the next example shows.

Example 8.61. Let A = ⟨(1, x), (x, 0)⟩Fq[x] be a code. It is easy to show that A is not an
elementary optimal anticode. However A′ = ⟨(x, 0), (0, x2)⟩Fq[x] ⊆ A is an elementary optimal
anticode with generalized weights d1(A′) = 1 and d2(A′) = 2. By Proposition 8.6, A has the
same generalized weights asA′, soA is an optimal anticode by Proposition 8.56.

We conclude this section with a proof that the dual of an optimal anticode is an optimal
anticode, provided that q , 2.

Lemma 8.62. Let q , 2. Every optimal anticode A ⊆ Fq[x]n with rk(A) = r is contained in a
code generated over Fq[x] by r vectors of the standard basis of Fn

q.

Proof. Since A is an optimal anticode, by Theorem 8.60 there exists an elementary optimal
anticodeA′ ⊆ A such that rk(A′) = rk(A) = r. We may assume without loss of generality that
A′ is maximal with respect to inclusion among the codes with those properties. By definition
A′ has a system of generators consisting of r vectors of weight 1, let i1, . . . , ir be the positions
of the nonzero entries in the generators of A′. Suppose that there exists c ∈ A \ A′ which has
a nonzero entry in a position different from i1, . . . , ir and let B = A′ + ⟨c⟩Fq[x]. Then B ⊆ A
and rk(B) = rk(A) + 1. This is a contradiction, showing that A ⊆ ⟨ei1 , . . . , eir⟩Fq[x], where ei

denotes the i-th standard basis vector of Fn
q. □

Corollary 8.63. Let q , 2. The dual code A⊥ of an optimal anticode A is an elementary
optimal anticode generated by vectors of the standard basis of Fn

q.

Proof. Let rk(A) = r, then rk(A⊥) = n − r. By Lemma 8.62, A is generated by c1, . . . , cr with
wt(c j) = 1 for 1 ≤ j ≤ r. Let i j ∈ {1, . . . , n} be the position of the nonzero entry of c j, 1 ≤ j ≤ r
and let J = {1, . . . , n} \ {i1, . . . , ir}. Consider the elementary optimal anticode B = ⟨{e j} j∈J⟩Fq[x].
It is easy to check that B ⊆ A⊥. Moreover, any module that properly contains B has rank larger
than n − r. We conclude thatA⊥ = B. □
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Corollary 8.64. Let q , 2. An optimal anticodeA ⊆ Fq[x]n of rank r is noncatastrophic if and
only if is generated by r vectors of the standard basis of Fn

q.

Proof. A code generated by r vectors of the standard basis of Fn
q is an elementary optimal

anticode and it is noncatastrophic by Proposition 2.14. Conversely, let A be a noncatastrophic
optimal anticode. ThenA = (A⊥)⊥ and we conclude by Corollary 8.63. □

The conclusions of Lemma 8.62, Corollary 8.63, and Corollary 8.64 do not hold over F2, as
the next example shows.

Example 8.65. LetA = ⟨(1, 1, 0), (1, 0, 1)⟩F2[x] be the optimal anticode from Example 8.55. It is
clear thatA is not contained in any subcode of F2[x]3 generated by two vectors of the standard
basis of F3

2. Moroever, it is easy to show that A⊥ = ⟨(1, 1, 1)⟩F2[x], in particular A⊥ is not an
elementary optimal anticode. Finally,A is noncatastrophic by Proposition 2.14, but it does not
contain any vector of weight 1.
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9. Generalized column distances
In this chapter, we continue our investigation of the mathematical structure of convolutional
codes by introducing a new family of invariants: the r-generalized column weights. A no-
tion of generalized column weight for the j-truncation of a convolutional code was given by
Cardell, Firer, and Napp in [CFN17], for the special case of noncatastrophic convolutional
codes. Later in [CNF19] the same authors modified their definition and introduced unrestricted
generalized column distances of noncatastrophic convolutional codes, which they further stud-
ied in [CFN20].

Here, we extend the definition from [CFN17] to any convolutional code. For each r and j
we obtain the (r, j)-generalized column weight of the code. By taking the limit of the (r, j)-
generalized column weight of a code as j tends to infinity, we define its r-generalized column
weight. This produces new invariants of a convolutional code, whose basic properties we study
in this chapter. Notice that (r, j)-generalized column weights are not invariant under isometry,
not even in the special case of noncatastrophic convolutional codes, as was already observed
in [GL09, CFN17]. Motivated by this observation, we introduce the notions of j-equivalences
and equivalences of convolutional codes and show that (r, j)-generalized column weights are
invariant under j-equivalences. Moreover, we show that r-generalized column weights are in-
variant both under equivalence and under isometry. In addition, we investigate the relations
between generalized column weights and other invariants of convolutional codes, including the
unrestricted generalized column distances defined in [CNF19] and the generalized weights de-
fined in Chapter 8.

This chapter is organized as follows. In Section 9.1 we introduce j-equivalences and equiv-
alences and we study their basic properties, including their relation with isometries and strong
isometries. In Section 9.2 we define (r, j)-generalized column weights and r-generalized col-
umn weights. We then establish some crucial properties of these invariants, e.g., we show that
they are invariant under j-equivalences, equivalences, and isometries (see Proposition 9.22,
Corollary 9.23, and Theorem 9.24 for the precise statements). In Section 9.3 we discuss the re-
lation between generalized column weights and unrestricted generalized column distances and
generalized weights.

9.1. Equivalences and j-equivalences
In this section we define j-equivalences and equivalences of convolutional codes. We study
their main properties and their relation with isometries of convolutional codes. We start by
recalling the definition of isometry and of strong isometry.

Definition 9.1. An Fq[x]-isomorphism of convolutional codes ϕ : C1 → C2 is an isometry if
wt(c) = wt(ϕ(c)) for all c ∈ C1. If in addition deg(c) = deg(ϕ(c)) for all c ∈ C1, then ϕ is a
strong isometry.

Isometries of convolutional codes have been classified by Gluesing-Luerssen in [GL09].

Theorem 9.2 ( [GL09, Theorem 4.1]). Let C1,C2 ⊆ Fq[x]n be convolutional codes and let ϕ :
C1 → C2 be an isometry. There exist a permutation matrix P ∈ GLn(Fq) and a diagonal matrix
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D = diag(a1xm1 , . . . , anxmn) where a1, . . . , an ∈ F
∗
q and m1, . . . ,mn ∈ Z such that ϕ(c) = cPD for

all c ∈ C.

Motivated by the observation that generalized column distances as defined in [CFN17] are
not invariant under isometries or strong isometries, we propose a definition of j-equivalence of
convolutional codes. In the next section, we show that j-th generalized column distances are
invariant under j-equivalences.

Definition 9.3. For each j ∈ N0, an Fq[x]-isomorphism of convolutional codes ϕ : C1 →

C2 is called j-equivalence if ϕ : (C1)[0, j] → (C2)[0, j] is a Hamming weight-equivalence, i.e.,
wt(c[0, j]) = wt(ϕ(c)[0, j]) for all c ∈ C1. We say that ϕ is an equivalence if it is a j-equivalence for
all j ∈ N0.

The next proposition follows easily from the definition. It collects some of the basic proper-
ties of j-equivalences.

Proposition 9.4. Let j ∈ N0 and let ϕ : C1 → C2 be a j-equivalence. The following hold.

1. ϕ−1 : C2 → C1 is a j-equivalence.

2. dim(C1)[h,i] = dim(C2)[h,i] for any 0 ≤ h ≤ i ≤ j. In particular, dim(C1[0]) = dim(C2[0]).

3. LetD ⊆ C, then ϕ ↾D is a j-equivalence.

4. If ψ : C2 → C3 is a j′-equivalence, then ψ ◦ ϕ is a min{ j, j′}-equivalence.

5. If ψ : C3 → C1 is a j′-equivalence, then ϕ ◦ ψ is a min{ j, j′}-equivalence.

6. If ψ : C3 → C4 is a j′-equivalence, then ψ × ϕ is a min{ j, j′}-equivalence.

In the next lemma, we collect a few more facts on j-equivalences.

Lemma 9.5. Let j ∈ N0, and let ϕ : C1 → C2 be a j-equivalence. Then:

1. ϕ is a j′-equivalence for 0 ≤ j′ ≤ j.

2. ϕ induces a Hamming-weight equivalence ϕ : (C1)[h,i] → (C2)[h,i] for 0 ≤ h ≤ i ≤ j.
In particular, wt(c[i,i]) = wt(ϕ(c)[i,i]) for 0 ≤ i ≤ j.

Proof. To prove the first part of the thesis, it suffices to show that if ϕ is a j-equivalence then it
is also a ( j − 1)-equivalence. Let c ∈ C1. Since wt(c[0, j−1]) = wt((xc)[0, j]), we have that

wt(c[0, j−1]) = wt((xc)[0, j]) = wt(ϕ(xc)[0, j]) = wt((xϕ(c))[0, j]) = wt(ϕ(c)[0, j−1]).

It follows that ϕ is a ( j − 1)-equivalence.
To prove that the restriction ϕ : (C1)[h,i] → (C2)[h,i] is a Hamming-weight equivalence for

0 ≤ h ≤ i ≤ j, observe that for any c ∈ C1

wt(c[h,i]) = wt(c[0,i]) − wt(c[0,h−1]) = wt(ϕ(c)[0,i]) − wt(ϕ(c)[0,h−1]) = wt(ϕ(c)[h,i]). □

Remark 9.6. Fix j ≥ 0. A j-equivalence may not be an isometry and vice versa, as the follow-
ing examples show.
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(a) Let C1 = ⟨(1, x, 1)⟩Fq[x] and C2 = ⟨(1, x, x)⟩Fq[x]. The Fq[x]-linear map ϕ : C1 → C2 given
by ϕ((1, x, 1)) = (1, x, x) is an isometry, but not a 0-equivalence.

(b) Let C1 = ⟨(1, x2, x3)⟩Fq[x] and C2 = ⟨(1, x2, x3+x4)⟩Fq[x]. The Fq[x]-linear map ϕ : C1 → C2

given by ϕ((1, x2, x3)) = (1, x2, x3 + x4) is a 3-equivalence, but not an isometry.

While a j-equivalence for a fixed value of j may not be an isometry, every equivalence is a
strong isometry.

Proposition 9.7. An equivalence between convolutional codes is a strong isometry.

Proof. Let ϕ : C1 → C2 be an equivalence and let c ∈ C1. Since ϕ is a j-equivalence for all
j ≥ 0, we obtain that

wt(c) = lim
j→∞

wt(c[0, j]) = lim
j→∞

wt(ϕ(c)[0, j]) = wt(ϕ(c)),

i.e., ϕ is weight-preserving. Moreover, wt(c[i,i]) = wt(ϕ(c)[i,i]) for all i ≥ 0 by Lemma 9.5, hence
ϕ is degree-preserving. □

Notice that a strong isometry may not be an equivalence, as the next example shows.

Example 9.8. Let C1 = ⟨(1, x2)⟩, C2 = ⟨(x, x2)⟩. Then ϕ : C1 → C2 defined as ϕ(p(x), x2 p(x)) =
(xp(x), x2 p(x)) is a strong isometry which is not a 0-equivalence, hence not an equivalence.

The next theorems provides us with a simple characterization of equivalences.

Theorem 9.9. Let ϕ : C1 → C2 be an equivalence of convolutional codes. There exist a
permutation matrix P ∈ GLn(Fq) and a diagonal matrix D = diag(a1, . . . , an) with a1 . . . , an ∈ F

∗
q

such that ϕ(c) = cPD for all c ∈ C1. In particular, every equivalence can be extended to an
isometry of Fq[x]n.

Proof. The statement follows by combining Proposition 9.7, Theorem 9.2, and Lemma 9.5. □

The next proposition provides us with an effective criterion to check whether an isomorphism
of convolutional codes is an equivalence.

Proposition 9.10. Let ϕ : C1 → C2 be an Fq[x]-isomorphism of convolutional codes. Let
c1, . . . , ck be a basis of C1 and let t = max{deg(c1), . . . , deg(ck), deg(ϕ(c1)), . . . , deg(ϕ(ck))}. If ϕ
is a j-equivalence for some j ≥ t, then it is an equivalence.

Proof. By Lemma 9.5 it suffices to prove that, if ϕ is a j-equivalence for some j ≥ t, then it is
also a ( j + 1)-equivalence. This is equivalent to showing that wt(c[ j+1, j+1]) = ϕ(c[ j+1, j+1]) for all
c ∈ C, since

wt(c[0, j+1]) = wt(c[0, j]) + wt(c[ j+1, j+1]) = wt(ϕ(c)[0, j]) + wt(c[ j+1, j+1])

and
wt(ϕ(c)[0, j+1]) = wt(ϕ(c)[0, j]) + wt(ϕ(c)[ j+1, j+1]).

Let c = p1(x)c1 + · · · + pk(x)ck ∈ C and let

c̄ =
1
x

((p1(x) − p1(0))c1 + · · · + (pk(x) − pk(0))ck) ∈ C.
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Since j ≥ t = max{deg(c1), . . . , deg(ck), deg(ϕ(c1)), . . . , deg(ϕ(ck))}, then c[ j+1, j+1] = xc[ j, j] and
ϕ(c)[ j+1, j+1] = xϕ(c̄)[ j, j]. As a consequence, we obtain

wt
(
c[ j+1, j+1]

)
= wt

(
c̄[ j, j]

)
= wt

(
ϕ(c̄)[ j, j]

)
= wt

(
ϕ(c)[ j+1, j+1]

)
,

which concludes the proof. □

Corollary 9.11. Let ϕ : C1 → C2 be an isometry of convolutional codes. Let δ1 be the memory
of C1. If ϕ is a δ1-equivalence, then it is an equivalence.

Proof. Let c1, . . . , ck be a row reduced basis of C1 such that δ1 = deg(c1) ≥ deg(c2) ≥ · · · ≥
deg(ck). Since ϕ is an isometry and a δ1-equivalence, we obtain that deg(ϕ(ci)) ≤ δ1 for 1 ≤ i ≤
k. We conclude by Proposition 9.10. □

Remark 9.12. (a) Remark 9.6 (a) is an example of an isometry ϕ of codes with δ1 = 1, which
is not an equivalence. Since ϕ is not a 0-equivalence, it is not a 1-equivalence.

(b) When δ1 = 0, Corollary 9.11 yields the MacWilliams Extension Theorem for linear block
codes. Notice however that this is not a new proof of the MacWilliams Extension Theo-
rem, as the proof of Theorem 9.2 relies on it.

The next theorem provides us with a description of j-equivalences.

Theorem 9.13. Let ϕ : C1 → C2 be a j-equivalence of convolutional codes. There exist a
permutation matrix P ∈ GLn(Fq) and a diagonal matrix D = diag(a1, . . . , an) with a1 . . . , an ∈ F

∗
q

such that ϕ(c)[0, j] = c[0, j]PD for all c ∈ C1.

Proof. Let C1 = ⟨c1, . . . , ck⟩Fq[x] and define C̄1, C̄2 as

C̄1 = ⟨(c1)[0, j], . . . , (ck)[0, j]⟩Fq[x] and C̄2 = ⟨ϕ(c1)[0, j], . . . , ϕ(ck)[0, j]⟩Fq[x].

Notice that for every c ∈ C1 there exists c̄ ∈ C̄1 such that c̄[0, j] = c[0, j]. Indeed, we have that

c[0, j] =

(
k∑

i=1

pi(x)ci

)
[0, j]

=

(
k∑

i=1

pi(x)((ci)[0, j] + (ci)[ j+1,deg(ci)])

)
[0, j]

=

(
k∑

i=1

pi(x)((ci)[0, j])

)
[0, j]

= c̄[0, j].

(9.1.1)

Moreover, the j-equivalence ϕ induces an Fq[x]-linear isomorphism ϕ̄ between C̄1 and C̄2 de-
fined by ϕ̄((ci)[0, j]) = ϕ(ci)[0, j] for 1 ≤ i ≤ k. Since ϕ is a j-equivalence, then

wt
(
c̄[0, j]

)
= wt

( k∑
i=1

pi(x)(ci)[0, j]

)
[0, j]

 = wt

( k∑
i=1

pi(x)ci

)
[0, j]


= wt

( k∑
i=1

pi(x)ϕ(ci)

)
[0, j]

 = wt

( k∑
i=1

pi(x)ϕ(ci)[0, j]

)
[0, j]

 = wt
(
ϕ(c̄)[0, j]

)
,
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and therefore also ϕ̄ is a j-equivalence. Moreover, since

j ≥ max{deg((c1)[0, j]), . . . , deg((ck)[0, j]), deg(ϕ(c1)[0, j]), . . . , deg(ϕ(ck)[0, j])},

then ϕ̄ is an equivalence by Proposition 9.10. By Theorem 9.9 there exist a permutation matrix
P ∈ GLn(Fq) and a diagonal matrix D = diag(a1, . . . , an) with a1 . . . , an ∈ F

∗
q such that ϕ(c̄) =

c̄PD for all c̄ ∈ C̄1. For c ∈ C, following the notation of (9.1.1), we have that

ϕ(c)[0, j] =

(
k∑

i=1

pi(x)ϕ(ci)

)
[0, j]

=

(
k∑

i=1

pi(x)ϕ(ci)[0, j]

)
[0, j]

= ϕ(c̄)[0, j] = (c̄PD)[0, j] = c̄[0, j]PD = c[0, j]PD,

which concludes the proof. □

9.2. Generalized column weights
A generator matrix G of an (n, k, δ) convolutional code C can be expressed as G =

∑
Gixi with

Gi ∈ F
k×n. The j-truncated sliding generator matrix Gc

j is defined as

Gc
j =


G0 G1 . . . G j

0 G0 . . . G j−1
...

. . .
...

0 . . . 0 G0

 ∈ Fk( j+1)×n( j+1)
q .

For j ≥ δ1, we define the matrix Gc
j
′ as

Gc
j
′ =


G0 G1 . . . Gδ1 0 . . . 0

0 G0 . . . Gδ1−1 Gδ1

. . . 0
...

. . .
...

. . .
. . .

...
0 . . . 0 G0 G1 . . . Gδ1

 ∈ Fk( j+1)×n( j+1+δ1)
q .

The j-truncated code or j-truncation of C is

C( j) = {(v0, v1, . . . , v j)Gc
j : vi ∈ Fk

q, v
0 , 0} ⊆ Fn( j+1)

q .

Equivalently,
C( j) = {(p(x)G)[0, j] : p(x) ∈ Fq[x]k, p(0) , 0} ⊆ C.

Notice that it may happen that 0 < C( j), so C( j) is not a vector space in general. However, one
always has C(0) ∪ {0} = C[0] ⊆ Fn

q.
We recall that for every j ≥ 0 the j-th column distance of a convolutional code C is defined

as
dc

j(C) = min wtC( j) = min
{

wt
(
(v0, v1, . . . , v j)Gc

j

)
: vi ∈ Fk

q, v
0 , 0

}
.

It follows from the definition that dc
j(C) ≤ dc

j+1(C) for j ≥ 0.
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When G0 has full rank, we have the equivalent formulation

dc
j(C) = min

{
wt
(
c[0, j](x)

)
: c(x) ∈ C and c(0) , 0

}
.

This is the case in particular whenever the code is noncatastrophic. It follows that d j(C) > 0 if
G0 has full rank and j ≥ 0. In the case of catastrophic convolutional codes and more precisely
for codes such that G0 does not have full rank, it may be that dc

j(C) = 0 for some j ≥ 0.
However, the following proposition shows that for every C there exists a ĵ such that dc

ĵ(C) > 0.

Proposition 9.14. Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code. There exists ĵ ≥ 0 such that dc
ĵ(C) >

0.

Proof. Let c1, . . . , ck be a row reduced basis for C. Since dc
j(C) is a weakly increasing function

of j, the thesis is equivalent to dc
j(C) > 0 for j sufficiently large. If dc

j(C) = 0 for every
j ≥ δ1, then for every j ≥ δ1 there exists v j ∈ F

k( j+1)
q such that v0

j , 0 and v jGc
j = 0. By

construction, the first n( j + 1) entries of v jGc
j
′ are equal to 0. By the pigeonhole principle there

exist δ1 ≤ j1 < j2 such that the last nδ1 entries of v j1G
c
j1
′ coincide with the last nδ1 entries of

v j2G
c
j2
′. This implies that there exists two elements s1, s2 ∈ C (corresponding to v j1G

c
j1
′ and

v j2G
c
j2
′), polynomials p1, . . . , pk, q1, . . . , qk, and two indices 1 ≤ i1, i2 ≤ k such that s1 =

∑
pici,

s2 =
∑

qici, pi1(0) , 0, qi2(0) , 0, and x j2− j1 s1 = s2. Since

x j2− j1
k∑

i=1

pici =

k∑
i=1

qici, then
k∑

i=1

(x j2− j1 pi − qi)ci = 0.

As qi2(0) , 0, we have that x j2− j1 pi2 − qi2 , 0. This contradicts the assumption that c1, . . . , ck is
a basis of C. We conclude that there exists a ĵ such that dc

ĵ(C) > 0. □

In [CFN17], the authors introduce the concept of j-th generalized column distances for non-
catastrophic convolutional codes. In this chapter, we extend their definition to arbitrary codes
and establish some properties of these invariants. Notice that our terminology slightly differs
from that of [CFN17] and we call (r, j)-generalized column weights the j-th generalized column
distances of [CFN17].

Definition 9.15. Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code and G a generator matrix for C. For
every j ≥ 0 and 1 ≤ r ≤ k we define the (r, j)-generalized column weight as

dr
j(C) = min

{
|supp{v1Gc

j, . . . , vrGc
j}| : vi ∈ F

k( j+1)
q and dim

(
⟨v0

1, . . . , v
0
r ⟩Fq

)
= r
}
.

We say that v1, . . . , vr ∈ F
k( j+1)
q realize the (r, j)-generalized column weight with respect to G if

dim
(
⟨v0

1, . . . , v
0
r ⟩Fq

)
= r and dr

j(C) = |supp{v1Gc
j, . . . , vrGc

j}|.
Finally, we define the r-generalized column weight as

dr(C) = lim
j→∞

dr
j(C).

Well-definedness of the r-generalized column weight follows from items 4 and 7 in Proposi-
tion 9.19. We stress that the generalized column weights of a code do not depend on the choice
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of a generator matrix. Indeed, let c1 . . . , ck be the rows of a generator matrix G of C. Then

dr
j(C) = min{|supp(V[0, j])| : V ⊆ C is an Fq-linear space with dim(V) = r and

for all v = p1c1 + · · · + pkck ∈ V \ {0} there is i such that pi(0) , 0}.

If G̃ is another generator matrix of C with rows c̃1, . . . , c̃k, then there exists a unimodular matrix
U ∈ Fq[x]k×k such that G̃ = UG, i.e., c̃i = ui,1c1 + · · · + ui,kck for 1 ≤ i ≤ k. For v = p1c1 +

. . . pkck = p̃1c̃1+. . . p̃kc̃k ∈ C, we have that v = p̃1(u1,1c1+· · ·+u1,kck)+· · ·+ p̃k(uk,1c1+· · ·+uk,kck),
hence

pi =

k∑
s=1

( p̃sus,i)

for 1 ≤ i ≤ k. Therefore, if there exists i such that pi(0) , 0, then there exists s such that
p̃s(0) , 0.

While the (r, j)-generalized column weight of a code C does not depend on the choice of a
generator matrix G of C, the vectors v1, . . . , vr that realize dr

j(C) depend on the choice of the
matrix G, as the next example shows.

Example 9.16. Let C be the code generated by the matrix G whose rows are (1, 0, 1) and
(0, 1, 0). Then d2

1(C) = 3 and it is realized by the vectors (1, 0, 0, 0) and (0, 1, 0, 0) with re-
spect to G. The matrix G′ whose rows are (1, x, 1) and (0, 1, 0) is also a generator matrix of C
and d2

1(C) is realized by (1, 0, 0,−1) and (0, 1, 0, 0) with respect to G′.

Remark 9.17. The (r, j)-generalized column weights of a noncatastrophic convolutional code
are defined in [CFN17] as

d̄r
j(C) = min

{
|supp{(c1)[0, j], . . . , (cr)[0, j]}| : ci ∈ C and dim

(
⟨c1(0), . . . , cr(0)⟩Fq

)
= r
}
.

The set of which we take the minimum is always nonempty, as dim(C[0]) = rk(G0) = k for a
noncatastrophic C of rk(C) = k. Moreover, for a noncatastrophic code C

dim
(
⟨v0

1, . . . , v
0
r ⟩Fq

)
= r ⇐⇒ dim

(
⟨v1G[0], . . . , vrG[0]⟩Fq

)
= r,

where G[0] denotes the matrix Gc
j evaluated at 0. In other words, viG[0] = v0

i G0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ r.
It follows that dr

j(C) = d̄r
j(C).

If the code C is catastrophic, then dr
j(C) is well-defined, while d̄r

j(C) may not be.

Example 9.18. Let C = ⟨(1, 0), (0, x)⟩Fq[x]. By a straightforward computation, we have that
d1

0(C) = 0, d2
0(C) = 1, d1

j (C) = 1 and d2
j (C) = 2 for all j ≥ 1. Therefore, d1(C) = 1 and

d2(C) = 2. Notice that in this case d̄2
0(C) is not defined, as dim(C[0]) = 1.

In the next proposition we collect several basic properties of generalized column weights.
In particular, we have that the (1, j)-generalized column weight coincides with the j-th column
distance of the code and that generalized column weights are non-decreasing in both r and j.
Items 1, 2, and 6 were proved in the noncatastrophic case in [CFN17].

Proposition 9.19. Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code and letD be a subcode of C. Then

1. d1
j (C) = dc

j(C) for j ≥ 0.
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2. dr
j(C) ≤ dr+1

j (C) for j ≥ 0 and 1 ≤ r < k and the inequality is strict if C is noncatastrophic.

3. dr(C) < dr+1(C) for 1 ≤ r < k.

4. dr
j(C) ≤ dr

j+1(C) for j ≥ 0 and 1 ≤ r ≤ k.

5. dr
j(C) ≤ dr

j(D) for j ≥ 0 and 1 ≤ r ≤ rk(D).

6. If C is noncatastrophic, then dr
j(C) ≤ ( j + 1)(n − k) + r for j ≥ 0 and 1 ≤ r ≤ k.

7. dr
j(C) ≤ dr(C) ≤ n(δ1 + 1) for j ≥ 0 and 1 ≤ r ≤ k, where δ1 is the memory of C.

Proof. Items 1, 4, 5 and the first part of item 2 follow directly from the definition. The noncatas-
trophic case of item 2 is shown in [CFN17, Theorem 1]. For item 6, see [CFN17, Proposition
1]. To prove item 7, it suffices to compute |supp{e1Gc

j, . . . , ekGc
j}|, where ei ∈ F

k( j+1)
q is the i-th

vector of the canonical basis. In order to prove item 3, first notice that items 4 and 7 imply
that r-generalized column weights are well-defined. Indeed, the limit always exists since the
(r, j)-generalized column weights are non-decreasing in j, and it is finite by item 7. More-
over, by item 7 there exists a j̄ ∈ N such that for all m ∈ N dr

j̄(C) = dr
j̄+m(C) = dr(C). Fix

r > 1. Up to increasing j̄, we may assume that dr−1
j̄ (C) = dr−1(C). By Proposition 9.14 there

exist ĵ such that dc
ĵ(C) > 0. Let j ≥ max{ j̄, ĵ} and suppose that v1, . . . , vr realize dr

j(C) with
respect to G, i.e., dr

j(C) = |supp{v1Gc
j, . . . , vrGc

j}| and dim
(
⟨v0

1, . . . , v
0
r ⟩Fq

)
= r. Since j ≥ ĵ,

we have that viGc
j , 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ r. Hence there exist α2, . . . , αr ∈ Fq such that dr

j(C) >
|supp{(v2−α2v1)Gc

j, . . . , (vr−αrv1)Gc
j}| with dim

(
⟨(v2 − α2v1)0, . . . , (vr − αrv1)0⟩Fq

)
= r−1. We

conclude that dr(C) ≥ dr
j(C) > dr−1

j (C) = dr−1(C). □

Notice in particular that, while (r, j)-generalized columns distances are only weakly increas-
ing in r, r-generalized columns distances are strictly increasing in r.

Example 9.20. (a) The (r, j)-generalized column weights may not be strictly increasing in
r for a fixed j, if the code is catastrophic. For instance, the code C = ⟨(x, 0), (0, x)⟩ has
d1

0(C) = d2
0(C) = 0. This is coherent with item 2 of Proposition 9.19. On the other side,

item 3 of Proposition 9.19 implies that, for j large enough, the (r, j)-generalized column
weights are strictly increasing with r, also in the catastrophic case. For example, the same
code C has d1

j (C) = 1 and d2
j (C) = 2 for all j ≥ 1.

(b) The bound in item 6 of Proposition 9.19 may not hold for catastrophic codes. For instance,
let q be a prime and let n < q. Let C = ⟨(1, 1, . . . , 1), (x, 2x, . . . , nx)⟩Fq[x] ⊆ Fq[x]n. Then

d2
1(C) = 2n − 1 > 2(n − 2) + 2 = ( j + 1)(n − k) + r.

Remark 9.21. Specializing item 6 in Proposition 9.19 to r = 1 and using item 1, one obtains
the classical bound for column weights

dc
j(C) ≤ (n − k)( j + 1) + 1,

that was originally proved in [GLRS06]. Moreover, the bound is achieved for several triples of
parameters. Indeed, if C is a noncatastrophic (n, k, δ) MDP code we immediately obtain by the
definition and by item 3 that dr

j(C) = ( j + 1)(n − k) + r for 0 ≤ j ≤
⌊
δ
k

⌋
+
⌊

δ
n−k

⌋
.
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It has been already noticed in [GL09] that column distances are preserved neither under
isometries nor under strong isometries. Item 1 of Proposition 9.19 therefore implies that (r, j)-
generalized column weights cannot be invariant under isometries either. However, in the next
proposition we show that they are invariant under j-equivalences. Later in this section, we prove
that r-generalized column weights are invariant under isometries.

Proposition 9.22. Let ϕ : C1 → C2 be a j′-equivalence. Then, dr
j(C1) = dr

j(C2) for 1 ≤ r ≤ k
and 0 ≤ j ≤ j′.

Proof. Let G be a generator matrix of C1 and suppose that v1, . . . , vr ∈ F
k( j+1)
q realize the (r, j)-

generalized column weight of Cwith respect to G. Since ϕ is a j′-equivalence, by Theorem 9.13
there exist a permutation matrix P ∈ GLn(Fq) and a diagonal matrix D = diag(a1, . . . , an) with
a1 . . . , an ∈ F

∗
q such that ϕ(G)i = GiPD for all i ≤ j′. In particular,

ϕ(G)c
j =


G0PD G1PD . . . G jPD

0 G0PD . . . G j−1PD
...

. . .
...

0 . . . 0 G0PD

 .

Hence
dr

j(C2) ≤ |supp{v1ϕ(G)c
j, . . . , vrϕ(G)c

j}| = |supp{v1Gc
j, . . . , vrGc

j}| = dr
j(C1).

The reverse inequality follows by looking at ϕ−1 : C2 → C1, which is a j-equivalence by item 1
in Propositon 9.4. □

Since dr(C) = lim j→∞ dr
j(C), the previous proposition implies that r-generalized column

weights are preserved by equivalences.

Corollary 9.23. Let ϕ : C1 → C2 be an equivalence. Then, dr(C1) = dr(C2) for 1 ≤ r ≤ k.

We now extend the result of Corollary 9.23 to all isometries.

Theorem 9.24. Let ϕ : C1 → C2 be an isometry. Then, dr(C1) = dr(C2) for 1 ≤ r ≤ k.

Proof. By Theorem 9.2 there exist a permutation matrix P ∈ GLn(Fq) and a diagonal matrix
D = diag(a1xm1 , . . . , anxmn) where a1, . . . , an ∈ F

∗
q and m1, . . . ,mn ∈ Z such that ϕ(c) = cPD for

all c ∈ C. Let m = max{0,−mi : 1 ≤ i ≤ n}. Let G be a generator matrix of C1 and suppose that
p1, . . . , pr ∈ Fq[x]k realize the (r, j +m)-generalized column weight of C with respect to G, i.e.,
dim(⟨p1(0), . . . , pr(0)⟩Fq = r and dr

j+m(C1) = |supp{(p1G)[0, j+m], . . . , (prG)[0, j+m]}|. Then

dr
j(C2) ≤

∣∣supp
{

(p1ϕ(G))[0, j], . . . , (prϕ(G))[0, j]
}∣∣ = ∣∣supp

{
(p1GPD)[0, j], . . . , (prGPD)[0, j]

}∣∣
≤
∣∣supp

{
(p1G)[0, j+m], . . . , (prG)[0, j+m]

}∣∣ = dr
j+m(C1).

(9.2.2)

In fact, the columns of GPD are equal to those of G up to permutation and multiplying by
a constant and a power of x with exponent smaller than or equal to m. Since none of these
operations affects supports and a monomial of degree t in the i-th column of GP corresponds
to a monomial of degree t + mi in the i-th column of GPD, then (pG)[0, j+m] contains all the
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monomials that appear in (pGPD)[0, j] (and possibly more). This proves the inequality in (9.2.2).
As j goes to infinity, we obtain

dr(C2) = lim
j→∞

dr
j(C2) ≤ lim

j→∞
dr

j+m(C1) = dr(C1).

The reverse inequality follows by considering ϕ−1 instead of ϕ. Therefore, we conclude that the
r-generalized column weights are invariant under isometries. □

It follows from Proposition 9.19 that the sequence (dr
j(C)) j∈N stabilizes after some j̄. In the

last part of this section, we give an upper bound on j̄.

Theorem 9.25. Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code with memory δ1. If j̄ = min{ j : dr
j(C) =

dr(C)}, then
j̄ < [n(δ1 + 1) + 1]qδ1kr.

Proof. If δ1 = 0 then the thesis holds, since dr(C) = dr
0(C). Hence assume δ1 ≥ 1. Let

j̄ = min{ j : dr
j(C) = dr(C)} and let v1, . . . , vr ∈ F

( j̄+1)k
q be vectors that realize dr

j̄(C) with respect
to a row reduced generator matrix G of C. For each δ1 ≤ j ≤ j̄ let π j : F( j̄+1)k

q → F( j+1)k
q be the

canonical projection on the first ( j + 1)k entries. Define vector spaces D j as

D j = ⟨π j(v1)Gc
j
′, . . . , π j(vr)Gc

j
′
⟩Fq .

First of all notice that (D j)[0, j] = (D j̄)[0, j], hence dr
j̄(C) ≥

∣∣supp(D j)[0, j]

∣∣. Consider now the se-
quence {(D j)[ j+1, j+δ1]} j≥0. Since there are at most qδ1kr different Fq-linear spaces in the sequence
{(D j)[ j+1, j+δ1]} j≥0, for every 1 ≤ s ≤ n(δ1 + 1) we can find two indices j1 and j2 such that

• δ1 + (s − 1)qδ1kr ≤ j1 < j2 ≤ δ1 + sqδ1kr

• (D j1)[ j1+1, j1+δ1] = (D j2)[ j2+1, j2+δ1].

We observe that if ∣∣supp
{

(D j1)[0, j1]
}∣∣ = ∣∣supp

{
(D j2)[0, j2]

}∣∣ ,
then dr(C) = dr

j1(C), contradicting the minimality of j̄. Indeed, for j = j2 + t( j2 − j1) with t ≥ 0,
the vectors

t(vi) = (v0
i , . . . , v

j1
i , v

j1+1
i , . . . , v j2

i , v
j1+1
i , . . . , v j2

i , . . . , v
j1+1
i , . . . , v j2

i︸                                    ︷︷                                    ︸
t times

)

realize dr
j(C) and dr

j2+t( j2− j1)(C) = dr
j1(C) for all t. So the support must increase by at least 1 every

qδ1kr steps. If j̄ ≥ [n(δ1 + 1) + 1]qδ1kr, then

dr(C) = dr
j̄(C) > n(δ1 + 1),

which contradicts Proposition 9.19. Hence we conclude that j̄ < [n(δ1 + 1) + 1]qδ1kr. □

Theorem 9.25 implies that the (r, j)-generalized column weights can be computed in a finite
amount of time by exhaustive search. As the parameters grow, however, such a computation
quickly becomes practically infeasible.
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Remark 9.26. Notice that we do not expect the bound in Theorem 9.25 to be sharp. In fact,
one gets a sharper bound by substituting the quantity qδ1kr by qδ1kr−1

(qr−1)(qr−q)···(qr−qr−1) , which is a
tighter bound for the number of vector spaces of the form (D j)[ j+1, j+δ1]. One therefore obtains
j̄ < [n(δ1 + 1) + 1] qδ1kr−1

(qr−1)(qr−q)···(qr−qr−1) ∼ nδ1qδ1kr−r2
. We do not know whether the bound can be

further improved by means of different arguments.

9.3. Related definitions and comparison
Definition 9.27. Let C be a noncatastrophic code. The r-th unrestricted generalized column
distance of the j-truncated code of C is given by

dr(C( j)) = min
{∣∣supp(D)

∣∣ : D ⊆ C( j), dim
(
⟨D⟩Fq

)
= r
}

(9.3.3)

for 1 ≤ r ≤ k( j + 1).

The concept of unrestricted generalized column distances for noncatastrophic codes was in-
troduced by Cardell, Firer, and Napp in [CNF19] and further studied in [CFN20] by the same
authors. In particular they proved that the r-th unrestricted generalized column distance is
strictly increasing as a function of r and they showed how to compute it from the truncated
parity-check matrix.

If the code C is noncatastrophic, then G0 has full rank, hence Gc
j has full rank for every j ≥ 0.

Therefore

dr(C( j)) = min
{∣∣supp{v1Gc

j, . . . , vrGc
j}
∣∣ : vi ∈ F

( j+1)k
q , v0

1 , 0, dim
(
⟨v1, . . . , vr⟩Fq

)
= r
}
.

(9.3.4)
Notice that, unlike (9.3.3), (9.3.4) allows to extend Definition 9.27 to the catastrophic case in
a similar way as we have done for the generalized column weights. Moreover (9.3.4) implies
that, for every code C and any 1 ≤ r ≤ k and 0 ≤ j, we have dr(C( j)) ≤ dr

j(C).
If two codes have the same unrestricted generalized column distances, they may not have the

same generalized column weights and vice versa, as the next examples show. The first example
also shows how the limit as j goes to infinity of the unrestricted generalized column distances
may depend only on a submodule of C of rank strictly smaller than k.

Example 9.28. Consider the following two codes of rank 2

C1 = ⟨(1, 1, 0, 0, 0), (0, 0, 1, 1, 1)⟩Fq[x] and Cc2 = ⟨(1, 1, 0, 0, 0), (0, x, 1, 1, 1)⟩Fq[x].

One obtains by direct computation that

dr(C1( j)) = dr(C2( j)) =

{
2r if 1 ≤ r ≤ j + 1,
2( j + 1) + 3(r − j − 1) if j + 1 < r ≤ 2 j + 2.

On the other hand, one can check that d2
1(C1) = 5, while d2

1(C2) = 6. Moreover, d2(C1) = 5 and
d2(C2) = 6, while for all r ≥ 1

lim
j→∞

dr(C1( j)) = lim
j→∞

dr(C2( j)) = 2r.

Let C = ⟨(1, 1, 0, 0, 0)⟩Fq[x] ⊆ C1 ∩C2 be a rank 1 subcode. One can easily check that dr(C( j)) =
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2r for 1 ≤ r ≤ j + 1, hence lim j→∞ dr(C( j)) = 2r.

Example 9.29. Let C1 = ⟨(1 + x, 1, 0)⟩Fq[x] and C2 = ⟨(1, 1, x)⟩Fq[x]. We have that d1
0(C1) =

d1
0(C2) = 2 and d1

j (C1) = d1
j (C2) = 3 for all j ≥ 1. On the other side, d2(C1(1)) = 4 and

d2(C2(1)) = 5.

For a fixed code and a fixed r, the r-th unrestricted generalized column distance of the j-
truncated code may be increasing, decreasing or constant in j. This is different from the behav-
ior of (r, j)-column weights which are non-decreasing in j for a fixed r, as shown in item 4 in
Proposition 9.19.

Example 9.30. Let C1 = ⟨(1, 1, 0, 0, 0), (0, 0, 1, 1, 1)⟩Fq[x] be the code of Example 9.28 and C2 =

⟨(1, x, 0), (0, x, 1)⟩Fq[x]. It is easy to check that

d2(C1(0)) = 5 > 4 = d2(C1(1)) = d2(C1(2)) and d2(C2(0)) = 2 < 3 = d2(C2(1)).

We now discuss the relation among generalized column weights and generalized weights.
As in the previous chapter, in order to avoid ambiguity we denote by dH

r (L) the r-generalized
Hamming weight for an Fq-linear code L.

Proposition 9.31. Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code. Then

• dr
0(C) = dH

r (C[0]) for 1 ≤ r ≤ k.

• If δ = 0, then dr(C) = dr
j(C) = dH

r (C[0]) for 1 ≤ r ≤ k and j ≥ 0.

Proof. The statement follows from the fact that for every linear code L ⊆ Fn
q one has dim(L) =

rk
(
⟨L⟩Fq[x]

)
. □

The next theorem gives an equivalent definition for the r-generalized column weights of
a noncatastrophic code. It will be useful to establish an inequality between the generalized
weights defined in the previous chapter and the generalized column weights.

Theorem 9.32. Let C be a noncatastrophic code. Then

dr(C) = min
{∣∣supp

{
v1Gc

j
′, . . . , vrGc

j
′
}∣∣ : j ≥ 0, vi ∈ F

( j+1)k
q with dim(⟨v0

1, . . . , v
0
r ⟩) = r

}
.

Proof. By definition of dr(C), the left-hand side is smaller than or equal to the right-hand side.
So it suffices to prove the reverse inequality. By Proposition 9.19 there exists a j̄ such that
dr

j̄(C) = dr(C). Let G be a generator matrix for C and let v1, . . . , vr ∈ F
(A+ j̄+1)k
q with A = qδ1kr

be vectors that realize dr
j̄+A(C) with respect to G. Then there exist j̄ ≤ j1 < j2 ≤ j̄ + A

such that, for 1 ≤ i ≤ r, (v0
i , . . . v

j1
i )Gc′

j1 corresponds to a codeword of the form ci + xmdi and
(v0

i , . . . v
j2
i )Gc′

j2 corresponds to a codeword of the form ci + xndi, where n > m > j̄, deg(ci) ≤ j̄
and deg(di) ≤ δ1 − 1. Therefore, (xn − xm)di = ci + xndi − (ci + xmdi) ∈ C. Since the code
is noncatastrophic, di ∈ C by Proposition 2.14, so there are w1, . . . ,wr ∈ F

( j1+1)k
q such that

w0
1 = · · · = w0

r = 0 and (v0
i − w0

i , . . . v
j1
i − w j1

i )Gc
j1
′ corresponds to ci. Hence

dr(C) = dr
j̄(C) =

∣∣∣supp
{

(v0
1 − w0

1, . . . v
j1
1 − w j1

1 )Gc′
j1 , . . . , (v

0
r − w0

r , . . . v
j1
r − w j1

r )Gc′
j1

}∣∣∣ .
This concludes the proof, since dim(⟨v0

1, . . . , v
0
r ⟩) = r implies that dim(⟨(v1 − w1)0, . . . , (vr −

wr)0⟩) = r. □
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If the code is catastrophic, the inequality

dr(C) ≤ min{|supp{v1Gc′
j , . . . , vrGc′

j }| : j ≥ 0, vi ∈ F
( j+1)k
q with dim(v0

1, . . . , v
0
r ) = r},

still holds. However we do not always have equality, as the next example shows.

Example 9.33. Consider the convolutional code C = ⟨(1, x), (x, 1)⟩Fq[x]. We have that (1 −
x2, 0) = (1, x)− x(x, 1) ∈ C. Similarly, (1− x2n, 0), (0, 1− x2n) ∈ C. Therefore dr

j(C) = dr(C) = r
for all j ≥ 0 and r = 1, 2. On the other side,

min
{∣∣supp

{
vGc

j
′
}∣∣ : j ≥ 0, v ∈ F( j+1)k

q with v0
1 , 0

}
= 2.

In particular, d1(C) = 2.

For a noncatastrophic code, the r-th generalized weight is smaller than or equal to the r-
generalized column weight. In addition, equality holds for r = 1.

Corollary 9.34. Let C be a noncatastrophic code. Then

dr(C) ≤ dr(C).

Moreover, d1(C) = d1(C) = dfree(C).

Proof. Let G be a generator matrix for C and let c1, . . . , ck be the rows of G. By Theorem 9.32
there exist j ≥ 0 and v1, . . . , vr ∈ F

( j+1)k
q such that dr(C) =

∣∣supp
{

v1Gc
j
′, . . . , vrGc

j
′
}∣∣ and

dim(⟨v0
1, . . . , v

0
r ⟩) = r. For each 1 ≤ i ≤ r, let di ∈ C be the element that corresponds to viGc

j
′. In

order to conclude, it suffices to show that dim(⟨v0
1, . . . , v

0
r ⟩) = r implies rk

(
⟨d1, . . . , dr⟩Fq[x]

)
= r.

Since the code is noncatastrophic, it suffices to show that
∑

qidi , 0 for every set of polyno-
mials q1, . . . , qr such that at least one of them is not divisible by x. Suppose that x ∤ qs. Since
dim(⟨v0

1, . . . , v
0
r ⟩) = r, then

qs(0)v0
sG0 +

∑
i,s

qi(0)v0
i G0 , 0,

which implies that

qs(0)ds(0) +
∑
i,s

qi(0)di(0) =
r∑

i=1

qi(0)di(0) , 0.

In particular,
∑

qidi , 0. Finally,

dfree(C) ≤ d1(C) ≤ d1(C) = dfree(C),

where the first inequality follows from Theorem 9.32. □

Example 9.33 shows that for a catastrophic code one can have dr(C) < dr(C). The next
example shows that there are catastrophic codes for which dr(C) < dr(C).

Example 9.35. Let C = ⟨(1, x, 0), (0, 1, 1)⟩Fq[x]. One can check that C is noncatastrophic and
d2(C) = 3 < 4 = d2(C).

We conclude this section by exhibiting families of codes whose r-th generalized weight coin-
cides with their r-generalized column weight for all 1 ≤ r ≤ k. The proof of the next proposition
is similar to the one of Proposition 8.44.
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Proposition 9.36. Let C be a noncatastrophic MDS (n, k, δ) convolutional code. If k ∤ δ, let
0 < a < k such that δ = k

⌈
δ
k

⌉
− a. Then, for 1 ≤ r ≤ a

dr(C) = dr(C) = (n − k)
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ δ + r,

and for a < r ≤ k

dr(C) ≤ dH
r (C[0]) + (n − k)

(⌊
δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ δ.

If k | δ, then

dr(C) = dr(C) = (n − k)
(
δ

k
+ 1
)
+ δ + r.

Proof. Let c1, . . . , ck be a basis for C. Since C is MDS, if k ∤ δ, we may assume that deg(c1) =
· · · = deg(ca) =

⌊
δ
k

⌋
and deg(ca+1) = · · · = deg(ck) =

⌈
δ
k

⌉
, see Proposition 8.44 for more

details. For r ≤ a, we conclude by observing that |supp{c1, . . . , ca}| ≤ dfree(C) + a and by
Proposition 9.19. If r > a, let d1, . . . , dr be linearly independent elements of ⟨c1, . . . , ck⟩Fq

such that |supp{d1(0), . . . , dr(0)}| = dH
r (C[0]) and dim(⟨d1(0), . . . , dr(0)⟩Fq) = r. Up to using

xc1, . . . , xca to reduce the support, we may assume that |supp{(d1)[δ1,δ1], . . . , (dr)[δ1,δ1]}| ≤ n − a.
Then

|supp{d1, . . . , dr}| ≤ dH
r (C[0]) + n

(⌊
δ

k

⌋)
+ n − a = dH

r (C[0]) + (n − k)
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ δ.

If k | δ, then deg(c1) = · · · = deg(ck) = δ
k and

∣∣supp{c1, . . . , ck}
∣∣ ≤ n

(
δ

k
+ 1
)
= (n − k)

(
δ

k
+ 1
)
+ δ + k.

We conclude by items 1 and 3 of Proposition 9.19 and Proposition 8.44. □

Notice that the generalized column weights of an MDS code are not determined by its pa-
rameters, as the next example shows.

Example 9.37. Let C = ⟨(1, 1, 2), (2x, x+1, 0)⟩Fq[x]. The code C is MDS and one can check that
d2(C) = 5. The reverse code rev(C) of C is generated by (1, 1, 2) and (2, 1 + x, 0). It is MDS, it
has the same parameters as C, and d2(rev(C)) = 4.

Proposition 9.38. Let C be a noncatastrophic convolutional code. If C is MDS and MDP, then
dr(C) = dr(C) for 1 ≤ r ≤ k.

Proof. If k | δ, we conclude by Proposition 9.36. So suppose that k ∤ δ and let 0 < a < k be
such that δ = k

⌈
δ
k

⌉
− a. Let d1, . . . , dr be elements in C that realize dr(C), that is, d1, . . . , dr

generate a subcode of rank r and weight dr(C). Since C is noncatastrophic, we may assume
without loss of generality that d1(0) , 0. If dim(⟨d1(0), . . . , dr(0)⟩Fq) = r, then dr(C) ≥ dr(C)
and we conclude by Corollary 9.34. Otherwise, suppose that there exists d ∈ ⟨d1, . . . , dr⟩Fq such
that d(0) = 0. Notice that dH

1 (C[0]) = n − k + 1 since C is MDP. Then

∣∣supp{d1, . . . , dr}
∣∣ ≥ (n − k + 1) + (n − k)

(⌊
δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ δ + r − 1
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Therefore, by Proposition 9.36 and Corollary 9.34

dH
r (C[0]) + (n − k)

(⌊
δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ δ = dr(C) ≤ dr(C) ≤ dH

r (C[0]) + (n − k)
(⌊

δ

k

⌋
+ 1
)
+ δ.

We conclude that in any case dr(C) = dr(C). □

An (n, k, δ) strongly MDS code such that (n−k) | δ is both MDS and MDP. The next corollary
then follows from Proposition 9.38.

Corollary 9.39. Let C be a noncatastrophic convolutional code. If C is strongly MDS and
(n − k) | δ, then dr(C) = dr(C) for 1 ≤ r ≤ k.
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A. Length of path-reduction chains
In this appendix, we prove that every path-reduction chain of a matrix M ∈ Fm×n

q has the same
length.

Remark A.1. Let M ∈ Fm×n
q and let σ1 = ((i1, j1), . . . , (ik, jk)) and σ2 = ((i′1, j′1), . . . , (i′h, j′h)) be

two closed simple paths. Notice that if supp(σ1) , supp(σ2), then supp(σ1) ⊈ supp(σ2) and
vice versa.

In the next lemma, we prove that if M contains two distinct closed single paths, than a path-
reduction chain of M has length at least 3.

Lemma A.2. Let M = (mi j) ∈ Fm×n
q , let σ1 = ((i1, j1), . . . , (ik, jk)) and σ2 = ((i′1, j′1), . . . , (i′h, j′h))

be two closed simple paths such that supp(σ1) , supp(σ2). If (i1, j1) = (i′1, j′1), then for each
(is, js) ∈ supp(σ1)\supp(σ2) there is a closed simple path in M−mi1, j1 Ei1, j1 that contains (is, js).

Proof. Up to reversing the order of σ2 and to a transposition, we may suppose without loss of
generality that j′1 = j′2 = jk = j1. As a consequence, also i1 = i2 = i′h = i′1. Consider the list of
positions

γ = (γ0, . . . , γh+k−3) = ((i2, j2), . . . , (ik, jk), (i′2, j′2), . . . , (i′h, j′h)).

Notice that γ is not always a path, since it can contain repeated entries. Fix an s such that
(is, js) ∈ supp(σ1) \ supp(σ2) and let γx = (is, js). We now recursively build a finite sequence of
simple paths πn, whose support is contained in that of γ and which start with γx. Let π1 = (γx).
Suppose that we have constructed πn−1 = (p1, . . . , pℓ) with p1 = γx and pℓ = γy, with y = x+n−2
mod. h + k − 2 and ℓ ≥ 2. Let z = y + 1 mod. h + k − 2 and define πn as follows:

• If no two entries of πn−1 have either the first or the second coordinate in common with γz,
then let πn = (p1, . . . , pℓ, γz).

• If there exists 1 ≤ r < t ≤ ℓ such that pr, pt and γz share either the first or the second
component, fix the smallest r and t with this property and let πn = (p1, . . . , pr, γz).

For n ≥ 2, πn is a simple path of length at least 2. If for some n we find a closed simple path,
then we are done. Else πh+k−2 = (γx, q1, . . . , qv, γx−1) for some q1, . . . , qv. Since q1 lies on the
same line as γx and γx+1 and γx−1 does not lie on that line, then v ≥ 1. Since γx and γx−1 also lie
on a common line, πh+k−2 is a closed simple path and v ≥ 2. □

The next lemma shows that the length of a path-reduction chain is independent of the order
of the reductions.

Lemma A.3. Let M ∈ Fm×n
q and let M,M2, . . . ,Mk+1 be a path-reduction chain for M. Let

α1, . . . , αk be the ordered list of positions of the entries that we set to zero during the path-
reduction chain. Any permutation of the sequence α1, . . . , αk still yields a path-reduction chain
for M.
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Proof. Since the group of permutation of k elements is generated by the k − 1 transpositions
(1, 2), (2, 3), . . . , (k − 1, k), it suffices to prove that setting to zero the entries in position

α1, . . . , αi−2, αi, αi−1, αi+1, . . . , αk

in the given order gives a path-reduction chain for M, for i = 2, . . . , k. This corresponds to the
sequence of matrices

M1,M2, . . . ,Mi−1, M̄i,Mi+1,Mi+2, . . . ,Mk+1

where we let M1 = M. By assumption, Mk+1 is irreducible and M j is a reduction of M j−1 for
j = 2, . . . , i − 1, i + 2, . . . , k.

The matrix M̄i is obtained from Mi−1 by setting to zero the entry in position αi. Since αi

belongs to a closed simple path π in Mi and every nonzero entry in Mi is also a nonzero entry in
Mi−1, then π is also a closed simple path in Mi−1. Therefore, M̄i is a reduction of Mi−1. In order
to prove that Mi+1 is a reduction of M̄i, we need to show that there is a closed simple path in M̄i

which contains αi−1. Notice that M̄i is equal to Mi, except for the entries in position αi−1 and
αi. By assumption, there are closed simple paths σ1 and σ2 in Mi−1 such that σ1 contains αi−1

and σ2 contains αi, but not αi−1. If σ1 does not contain αi, then it is a closed simple path in M̄i

which contains αi−1. If instead σ1 contains αi, then by Lemma A.2 there is a closed simple path
in Mi−1 which contains αi−1 but not αi. This gives a closed simple path in M̄i which contains
αi−1. □

We are now ready to prove that every path reduction chain of a given matrix has the same
length.

Theorem A.4. Let M ∈ Fm×n
q be a matrix. Every path-reduction chain of M has the same length.

Proof. We proceed by induction on the maximum length ℓ of a path-reduction chain of M.
Notice that ℓ ≥ 1 and equality holds if and only if M is irreducible. If ℓ = 2, then M needs
to have at least one closed simple path. Moreover, there is an α in the path such every closed
simple path in M contains α. If M contains two distinct closed simple paths through α, then by
Lemma A.2 it also contains a closed simple path that does not pass through α. It follows that
M contains exactly one closed simple path and every path-reduction chain has length two and
is obtained by replacing with zero one of the entries of M in one of the positions on the closed
simple path.

Let M,M2, . . . ,Mℓ and M,M′2, . . . ,M
′
k be two path-reduction chains for M, ℓ ≥ k. Let

α1, . . . , αk−1 and β1, . . . , βℓ−1 be the positions of the entries of M that we replace with zero
to obtain the path-reduction chains M,M′2, . . . ,M

′
k and M,M2, . . . ,Mℓ, respectively. Notice that

M2, . . . ,Mℓ is a path-reduction chain for M2 and, by the induction hypothesis, every path re-
duction chain for M2 has length ℓ − 1. Starting from M2, we construct a path-reduction chain
M2, M̄3, . . . , M̄ℓ as follows. At each step i = 1, . . . , k − 1, if there is a closed simple path that
contains αi, we replace the entry in position αi by zero. We claim that we delete at most k − 2
entries of M2. In fact, if setting to zero the entries in position β1, α1, . . . , αk−1 in the prescribed
order yields a path-reduction chain of M, by Lemma A.3 so does setting to zero the entries in
position α1, . . . , αk−1, β1. This contradicts the assumption that M,M′2, . . . ,M

′
k is a path-reduction

chain. So we have obtained a path-reduction chain for M2 of length ℓ − 1 ≤ k − 1. It follows
that ℓ = k. □
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B. Support spaces and information
leakage

In this appendix we discuss an alternative notion of generalized weights that could be defined
for linear sum-rank metric codes C ⊆ Fm1×n1

q × Fm2×n2
q × · · · × Fmℓ×nℓ

q as follows. Here, we do not
assume that ni ≤ mi, for i = 1, 2, . . . , ℓ. In Definition 2.10, for positive integers m and n, we
defined the (row) support spaceVS ⊆ Fm×n

q associated to the vector space S ⊆ Fn
q as

VS = {C ∈ Fm×n
q : rowsp(C) ⊆ S}.

ClearlyVS is an Fq-linear subspace of Fm×n
q of dimension

dim(VS) = m dim(S).

Denote by Pq,n the collection of subspaces of Fn
q. For a linear code C ⊆ Fm1×n1

q × Fm2×n2
q × · · · ×

Fmℓ×nℓ
q , we may give an alternative definition of generalized weights as

dS upp
r (C) = min

{ ℓ∑
i=1

dim(Si) : Si ∈ Pq,ni , 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ,

dim
(
C ∩

(
VS1 × · · · × VSℓ

))
≥ r
}
.

(B.0.1)

for r ∈ [dim(C)]. In the case where,for all i ∈ [ℓ], ni < mi or ni = mi = 1, then by [Rav16a,
Theorem 26]

dS upp
r (C) = dr(C),

for all linear codes C ⊆ Fm1×n1
q × Fm2×n2

q × · · · × Fmℓ×nℓ
q and all r ∈ [dim(C)]. In particular, both

coincide with the generalized Hamming weights if mi = ni = 1 for i ∈ [ℓ].
Consider now arbitrary values of mi and ni, for i ∈ [ℓ]. The weights in (B.0.1) present an

advantage and a disadvantage with respect to using anticodes instead of support spaces. Their
disadvantage is that such weights are not always invariant by arbitrary linear sum-rank isome-
tries (simply notice that support spaces are not necessarily again support spaces after transposi-
tion of matrices, as we are only considering row supports). On the other hand, their advantage
is that they measure information leakage to a wire-tapper in scenarios such as multishot linear
network coding [MPK19].

More concretely, consider a linear code C ⊆ Fm1×n1
q × Fm2×n2

q × · · · × Fmℓ×nℓ
q . Choose a com-

plementary vector spaceM⊕ C = Fm1×n1
q × Fm2×n2

q × · · · × Fmℓ×nℓ
q . We may seeM as our space

of messages [MPK19, Definition 3]. A (random) message M ∈ M is encoded by choosing
C ∈ C uniformly at random in C, and finally setting D = M + C, in order to hide M. If we
set D = (D1,D2, . . . ,Dℓ), then Di ∈ F

mi×ni
q is sent through an Fq-linearly coded network with

ni outgoing links from the source node, for i ∈ [ℓ]. This could be the scenario in multishot
network coding without delays (or treating delays as erasures), or in singleshot network coding
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where we know that the network has at least ℓ disconnected components (after removing the
source and sink nodes), see [MPK19]. Assume we have no further knowledge of the network
topology or linear network code, but we know that an adversary wire-taps µ arbitrary links of
the network. Then the information contained in

W = (D1B1,D2B2, . . . ,DℓBℓ)

is leaked to the wire-tapper, for matrices Bi ∈ F
ni×µi
q , for i ∈ [ℓ], such that

ℓ∑
i=1

rk(Bi) ≤
ℓ∑

i=1

µi = µ.

Equality may be attained, as we do not know nor have control over the matrices Bi. By [MPK19,
Lemma 1], the amount of information on M leaked to the wire-tapper, measured in symbols in
Fq, is given by the mutual information in base q

Iq(M; W) ≤ dim
(
C⊥ ∩ (VS1 × · · · × VSℓ)

)
,

where Si = rowsp(Bt
i) ∈ Pq,ni , for i ∈ [ℓ]. Furthermore, equality holds if M is chosen uniformly

at random inM. Thus, in such a situation, dS upp
r (C⊥) represents the minimum number of links

that an adversary needs to wire-tap in order to obtain at least r units of information (number of
bits multiplied by log2(q)) of the sent message.

We conclude with some remarks on the properties of the generalized weights dS upp
r (C) as

above. First, if m = m1 = m2 = . . . = mℓ, n = n1 + n2 + · · ·+ nℓ, and C ⊆ Fn
qm � Fm1×n1

q × Fm2×n2
q ×

· · · × Fmℓ×nℓ
q is an Fqm-linear code, then

dS upp
rm−t (C) = dS R

r (C),

for t ∈ {0, . . . ,m − 1} and r ∈ [dimFqm (C)], where dS R
r (C) denotes the rth generalized weight

considered in [MP19, Definition 10]. This equality is easy to prove and recovers [MPM17,
Theorem 7] when ℓ = 1. Moreover, this is the analogue of Theorem 5.41 for the case m = m1 =

m2 = . . . = mℓ. Notice that the assumption that ni < mi is not needed in this setting.
Finally, if we assume that m1 ≥ m2 ≥ . . . ≥ mℓ, then all of the properties stated throughout this

manuscript for the generalized weights dr(C) hold mutatis mutandis for the generalized weights
dS upp

r (C), with similar proofs and without assuming that ni ≤ mi for i ∈ [ℓ]. In order to prove
this claim, it suffices to prove the analogue of Theorem 2.15, Proposition 5.33, and Lemma 5.35
for the generalized weights dS upp

r (C). In fact, the other properties follow from those results. We
start with an analogue of Proposition 5.33.

Proposition B.1. Let 0 , C ⊆ D ⊆ M, then:

1. dS upp
1 (C) = d(C),

2. dS upp
r (C) ≤ dS upp

s (C) for 1 ≤ r ≤ s ≤ dim(C),

3. dS upp
r (C) ≥ dS upp

r (D) for r ∈ [dim(C)],

4. dS upp
dim(C)(C) ≤ n1 + · · · + nℓ,
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5. dS upp
r+n1m1+···+n j−1m j−1+δm j

(C) ≥ dS upp
r (C) + n1 + · · · + n j−1 + δ

for j ∈ [ℓ], r ∈ [dim(C) − (n1m1 + · · · + n j−1m j−1 + δm j)], and 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j − 1.

Proof. 1. Let C = (C1, . . . ,Cℓ) ∈ C be an element of minimum sum-rank. LetSi = rowsp(Ci) be
a subspace such that Ci ∈ VSi and dim(VSi) = mirk(Ci), for i ∈ [ℓ]. Then C∩(VS1×· · ·×VSℓ) ,
0, hence dS upp

1 (C) ≤ d(C). To prove that they are equal, we observe that if S′i ∈ Pq,ni , for i ∈ [ℓ],
are such that

∑ℓ
i=1 dim(S′i) < d(C), then C ∩ (VS′1 × · · · × VS′ℓ) = 0.

2., 3., and 4. follow directly from the definition.
5. Let s = r+n1m1+ · · ·+n j−1m j−1+δm j. Let Si ∈ Pq,ni , for i ∈ [ℓ], such that dim(C∩ (VS1 ×

· · · × VSℓ)) ≥ s and dS upp
s (C) =

∑ℓ
i=1 dim(Si). For i ∈ [ℓ], let ui = dim(Si). Since

ℓ∑
i=1

miui = dim(VS1 × · · · × VSℓ) ≥ dim(C ∩ (VS1 × · · · × VSℓ))

≥ s > n1m1 + · · · + n j−1m j−1 + δm j

and m1 ≥ · · · ≥ mℓ, then dS upp
s (C) = u1 + . . . + uℓ > n1 + · · · + n j−1 + δ by Lemma 5.32. Let

v1, . . . , vℓ be such that n1 + · · · + n j−1 + δ = v1 + · · · + vℓ and vi ≤ ui for i ∈ [ℓ]. We have that
n1m1 + · · · + n j−1m j−1 + δm j ≥ v1m1 + · · · + vℓmℓ, since m1 ≥ · · · ≥ mℓ. For all i ∈ [ℓ] there exist
vector spaces S′i ⊆ Si of dim(S′i) = ui − vi. Then

dim(C ∩ (VS′1 × · · · × VS′ℓ)) ≥ s − (v1m1 + · · · + vℓmℓ) ≥ s − (n1m1 + · · · + n j−1m j−1 + δm j) = r,

hence

dr(C) ≤
ℓ∑

i=1

(ui − vi) = ds(C) − (n1 + · · · + n j−1 + δ). □

The Singleton-type bound from Corollary 5.34 is a direct consequence of Proposition 5.33.
Notice however that it also follows directly from Proposition B.1 for the generalized weights
dS upp

r (C). The next theorem is an analogue of Theorem 2.15 for the weights dS upp
r (C).

Theorem B.2. Let C ⊆ M be a code and let r ∈ [dim(C)]. Let j ∈ [ℓ] and 0 ≤ δ ≤ n j − 1 be
such that

dS upp
r (C) − 1 ≥

j−1∑
i=1

ni + δ.

Then

dim(C) ≤
ℓ∑

i= j

mini − m jδ + r − 1. (B.0.2)

Proof. Let Si = F
ni
q for i ∈ [ j − 1], let S j ∈ Pq,n j be of dimension δ, and let Si = 0 for

j + 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ. Then
dim(C ∩ (VS1 × · · · × VSℓ)) ≤ r − 1.
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Therefore, we obtain that

dim(C) +
j−1∑
i=1

mini + m jδ − r + 1 ≤ dim(C) + dim(VS1 × · · · × VSℓ)+

− dim(C ∩ (VS1 × · · · × VSℓ)) = dim(C + (VS1 × · · · × VSℓ)) ≤
ℓ∑

i=1

mini,

and this concludes the proof. □

A version of the Singleton Bound for the generalized weights dS upp
r (C) follows directly from

Theorem B.2 and yields the same inequalities as in Corollary 6.3. Finally, we establish the
analogue of Lemma 5.35 for the generalized weights dS upp

r (C).

Lemma B.3. Let C ⊆ M be a code and let k ∈ [ℓ], r + mk ∈ [dim(C)]. If

dS upp
r+mk

(C) >
k−1∑
i=1

ni

then
dS upp

r+mk
(C) ≥ dS upp

r (C) + 1.

Proof. For i ∈ [ℓ], let Si ∈ Pq,ni be such that dS upp
r+mk (C) =

∑ℓ
i=1 dim(Si) and dim(C∩ (VS1 × · · · ×

VSℓ)) ≥ r + mk. We claim that there exists k ≤ j ≤ ℓ such that S j , 0. In fact, if this were not
the case, then

k−1∑
i=1

ni ≥

ℓ∑
i=1

dim(Si) = dS upp
r+mk

(C).

For i ∈ [ℓ], let S′i ∈ Pq,ni be such that S′i = Si if i , j, and S′j ⊆ S j with dim(S′j) = dim(S j)− 1.
One has

dim(C ∩ (VS′1 × · · · × VS′ℓ)) ≥ dim(C ∩ (VS1 × · · · × VSℓ)) − m j ≥ r + mk − m j ≥ r,

hence

dS upp
r (C) ≤

ℓ∑
i=1

dim(S′i) = dS upp
r+mk

(C) − 1. □

We conclude by noting that Wei’s duality (Theorem 5.36) also holds for the generalized
weights dS upp

r (C) with the same proof.
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C. A mathematical reduction to modules
over a polynomial ring

Denote by Fq[x] the polynomial ring, by Fq(x) the field of rational functions, and by Fq((x)) the
field of Laurent series, all with coefficients in Fq. In other words

Fq[x] =

{
d∑

i=0

aixi : d ∈ Z, d ≥ 0, ai ∈ Fq

}
,

Fq(x) =
{

p(x)/q(x) : p(x), q(x) ∈ Fq[x], q(x) , 0
}
,

and

Fq((x)) =

{∑
i≥e

aixi : e ∈ Z, ai ∈ Fq

}
.

Notice that every nonconstant polynomial q(x) ∈ Fq[x] \ Fq has an inverse 1/q(x) ∈ Fq((x)) \
Fq[x]. Therefore, one has the chain of inclusions

Fq[x] ⊆ Fq(x) ⊆ Fq((x)).

In Section 2.2, we define a convolutional code as an Fq[x]-submodule of Fq[x]n. In the lit-
erature, however, convolutional codes are typically defined as Fq((x))-subspaces of Fq((x))n or
Fq(x)-subspaces of Fq(x)n generated by elements of Fq[x]n. In this appendix we argue that, when
studying generalized weights, it is natural to only consider Fq[x]-submodule of Fq[x]n and that
our definition of generalized weights coincides with the natural definition for Fq((x))-subspaces
of Fq((x))n and Fq(x)-subspaces of Fq(x)n.

It is natural to define the weight of an element p(x) ∈ Fq((x)) as the number of nonzero
coefficients in the power-series expansion of p(x) and the weight of a vector c(x) ∈ Fq((x))n as
the sum of the weights of its coordinates. It is clear that c(x) has finite weight if and only if
c(x) ∈ Fq[x]n.

In Definition 8.1 we define the weight of an Fq[x]-submodule C ⊆ Fq[x]n of rank k ≤ n as

wt(C) = min{|supp(⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq)| : C = ⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq[x]}.

Similarly, if K = Fq(x) or K = Fq((x)), the weight of a K-linear subspace C ⊆ Kn can be defined
as

wt(C) = min{|supp(⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq)| : C = ⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩K}.

Notice that C has finite weight if and only if it has a system of generators which belong to
Fq[x]n.

Similarly to the definition of generalized weights in the Hamming metric, one may define the
generalized weights of a C ⊆ Kn of dimK(C) = k ≤ n as

dr(C) = min{wt(D) | D ⊆ C is a K-linear subspace of dimK(D) ≥ r}.
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If C has a basis which consists of elements of Fq[x]n, then dr(C) < ∞ for 1 ≤ r ≤ k.
In Definition 8.3 we define the generalized weights of an Fq[x]-submodule C ⊆ Fq[x]n of

rank k ≤ n as

dr(C) = min{wt(D) | D ⊆ C is an Fq[x]-submodule of rk(D) ≥ r}.

Let C ⊆ Kn of dimK(C) = k ≤ n be generated by elements of Fq[x]n. We have argued that the
K-linear subspaces D ⊆ C of finite weight are exactly those generated by elements of Fq[x]n.
Let C = C ∩ Fq[x]n. It is easy to check that rk(C) ≥ k. We now prove that that rk(C) = k and

dr(C) = dr(C)

for 1 ≤ r ≤ k. This shows that defining convolutional codes as Fq[x]-submodules of Fq[x]n is
not restrictive while dealing with generalized weights. In fact, given c1(x), . . . , ck(x) ∈ Fq[x]n,
the codes C = ⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩K and C = C∩Fq[x]n have the same generalized weights. Notice
moreover that C ∩ Fq[x]n is non-catastrophic by Proposition 2.14.

We conclude the appendix by proving the results claimed above.

Lemma C.1. Let K = Fq(x) or K = Fq((x)). The following hold:

1. Let C be an Fq[x]-submodule of Fq[x]n of rank k. Then, dimK⟨C⟩K = k.

2. Let C be a K-linear subspace of Kn with basis c1(x), . . . , ck(x) ∈ Fq[x]n. Then the module
⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq[x] has rank k.

3. Let C be a K-linear subspace of Kn of dimension k generated by elements in Fq[x]n. Then
C ∩ Fq[x]n has rank k.

Proof. 1. Let c1(x), . . . , ck(x) be a standard basis of C, i.e., a basis of C such that the matrix
G(x) with rows c1(x), . . . , ck(x) is in reduced row-echelon form over Fq[x]. See [BN96, Section
3] for the definition and a discussion on standard bases, in particular [BN96, Theorem 3.3] for
an algorithm to compute them. Since G(x) is a generator matrix for C as a K-vector space and
it is in reduced row-echelon form over Fq[x], then dimK(⟨C⟩K) = rk(G(x)) = k.

2. Let C be a K-linear subspace of Kn with basis c1(x), . . . , ck(x) ∈ Fq[x]n. Since C =
⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩K , by 1.

rk(⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq[x]) = dimK(⟨⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq[x]⟩K) = dimK(C) = k.

3. follows from 1. and 2., since C ∩ Fq[x]n ⊇ ⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq[x] and both C ∩ Fq[x]n and
⟨c1(x), . . . , ck(x)⟩Fq[x] generate C over K. □

Proposition C.2. Let C be a K-linear subspace of Kn of dimension k generated by elements of
Fq[x]n. Then

dr(C) = dr(C ∩ Fq[x]n)

for 1 ≤ r ≤ k.

Proof. Let C = C ∩ Fq[x]n. By Lemma C.1.3 dimK(C) = rk(C), so C and C have the same
number of generalized weights. Fix 1 ≤ r ≤ k and let D = ⟨c1(x), . . . , cr(x)⟩Fq[x] ⊆ C be an
Fq[x]-submodule of rk(D) = r such that |supp(c1(x), . . . , cr(x))| = dr(C). By Lemma C.1.1 we
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have that dim(⟨D⟩K) = r. Moreover, by the definition of weight wt(⟨D⟩K) ≤ dr(C). Since ⟨D⟩K
is an r-dimensional K-linear subspace of C we conclude that dr(C) ≤ dr(C).

Let D be a K-linear subspace of C of dimension r that realizes dr(C), i.e., one can find
c1(x), . . . , cr(x) ∈ Fq[x]n such that ⟨c1(x), . . . , cr(x)⟩K = D and |supp(c1(x), . . . , cr(x))| = dr(C).
By Lemma C.1.2 we have that rk(⟨c1(x), . . . , cr(x)⟩Fq[x]) = r. Since ⟨c1(x), . . . , cr(x)⟩Fq[x] ⊆ C,
then

dr(C) ≤ wt(⟨c1(x), . . . , cr(x)⟩Fq[x]) ≤ wt(D) = dr(C),

which concludes the proof. □
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D. Infinite latroids and convolutional
codes

The aim of this appendix is to explain how to associate a combinatorial object with a convolu-
tional code. As we have seen at the beginning of Chapter 3, it is possible to associate with a
linear block code a matroid that captures most of its properties. If we regard a convolutional
code C as an infinite dimensional linear block code, it is natural to look at finitary matroids, that
are defined as follows.

Definition D.1. A finitary matroid is an ordered pair (E,I) consisting of a set E and a collection
I of subsets of E having the following four properties

1. ∅ ∈ I,

2. if I1 ∈ I and I2 ⊆ I1, then I2 ∈ I,

3. if I1, I2 ∈ I and |I2| < |I1|, then there exist an element e ∈ I1 \ I2 such that I2 ∪ e ∈ I,

4. an infinite set is in I as soon as all its finite subsets are in I.

The elements of I are the independent sets of the matroid. A subset of E that is not independent
is called dependent. A minimal dependent set is called a circuit.

Remark D.2. If in the previous definition we consider a finite set E, we find the classical defini-
tion of a matroid. Indeed, the first three items are the axioms that define a matroid, see [Oxl11,
Section 1.1], and when E is finite we can simply forget about the fourth item. In particular the
last item implies that all the circuits of a finitary matroid are finite, but this is always the case
when E is finite. Therefore, we can also define finitary matroids by the usual circuit axioms,
together with the additional axiom that all circuits need to be finite.

Finitary matroids model infinite dimensional vector spaces, similarly to how usual matroids
models finite dimensional ones. Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code. Since C is an infinite
dimensional Fq-linear space, it is clear that C = {supp(c) : c is a minimal codeword of C} is the
set of circuits of a finitary matroid with ground set E = [n]×N0, that we will denote by MC. The
rank function of MC is given by rk(X) = |X| − dimFq(CX), where CX is the set of codewords in C
supported on X. In order to be able to recover some properties of the code from the associated
finitary matroid, we need to remember the structure of its ground set.

Definition D.3. A convolutional matroid M is a finitary matroid with ground set of the form
[n] × N0.

The fact that the ground set of a convolutional matroid is of this form, it allows us to define
the degree deg(C) of a circuit C as the smallest integer m for which C is contained in Em =

[n] × {0, . . . ,m}. In the next part of this appendix, we highlight some properties of MC.
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Lemma D.4. Let C be an (n, k, δ) convolutional code, and let MC = (E,C ) be the convolutional
matroid defined above. Then, for every m ∈ N0, the set {C ∈ C : supp(C) ⊆ Em} is the set of
circuits of a matroid Mm supported on Em.

Proof. The fact that Mm is a matroid is a consequence of the fact that C restricted to Em is
an Fq-linear space and therefore the minimal codewords supported on Em are the circuits of a
matroid. □

Lemma D.5. Let τ : E → E be the map given by (i, j) 7→ (i, j+1). Then, if C is noncatastrophic,
τ(C) ∈ C for all C ∈ C .

Proof. This is a direct consequence of Proposition 2.14. □

A natural question at this point is which parameters of the code can we recover from the
associated convolutional matroid. For instance it is clear that if we know the ground set E, we
also know n. In the next two propositions, we show how one can recover the dimension and the
degree of a convolutional code.

Proposition D.6. Let C be a convolutional code and let M be the convolutional matroid associ-
ated to C. We have that

rk(C) = lim
m→∞

n(m + 1) − rk(Mm)
m + 1

.

Proof. Let Cm be the set of all the codewords in C with degree at most m, then dim(Cm) =
n(m + 1) − rk(Mm). Let δ1 be the memory of the code. For m ≥ δ1, we have that (m − δ1)k ≤
dim(Cm) ≤ (m + 1)k. We conclude by dividing by m + 1 and by taking the limit for m that goes
to infinity. □

Proposition D.7. Let C be a noncatastrophic (n, k, δ) convolutional code and let MC be the
convolutional matroid associated to C. Then δ1, . . . , δk can be determined from M.

Proof. Let C1 . . . ,Cℓ all the circuits of the matroid M associated to C[0]. For each i ∈ [ℓ] we
can select a circuit C̄i in MC such that supp(C̄i)∩E0 = supp(Ci) and with minimal degree among
all the circuits with this property. There may be more than one circuit that satisfies this request,
we just randomly choose one. We now go through to all the possible subsets {C̄i1 , . . . C̄ik} of size
k of {C̄1, . . . , C̄ℓ} such that rk(supp(Ci1), . . . , supp(Cik)) = k. Among these sets we select one
of those that minimize deg(Ci1) + · · · + deg(Cik). Then, up to a permutation of the indices, we
obtain δ j = deg(Ci j). □

The convolutional matroid associated to a code C, because of how it was defined, captures
very well the Fq-linear structure of C. So, it is not surprising the the generalized Hamming
weights defined in Definition 8.10 are determined by MC. In fact one has

d′r(C) = min{|X| : rk(CX) = r}.

Concerning the generalized weights defined in 8.3, it is not clear whether they are determined
by MC or not. In order to capture the module structure of a convolutional code, one could try to
associate a latroid instead of a matroid as we already did in Section 3.4. Unfortunately, in the
case of convolutional codes it is quite natural to work with lattices, for instance the set of finite
subsets of E, that are not complete. This led us to give the following definition that extends the
notion of latroid, see Definition 3.20.
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Definition D.8. Let A be an ordered abelian group, and letL be a lattice with an unique minimal
element 0L. An A-semilatroid with rank function ρ : L → A under length function ∥·∥ : L → A
on the lattice L, is a triple (ρ, ∥·∥,L) such that:

1. ρ(0L) = ∥0L∥ = 0A.

2. ∥·∥ is strictly increasing, that is, ∥L1∥ < ∥L2∥ for all L1, L2 ∈ L with L1 < L2.

3. ∥·∥ is modular, that is, ∥L1∥ + ∥L2∥ = ∥L1 ∨ L2∥ + ∥L1 ∧ L2∥ for all L1, L2 ∈ L.

4. ρ is bounded increasing, that is, 0 ≤ ρ(L2) − ρ(L1) ≤ ∥L2∥ − ∥L1∥ for all L1, L2 ∈ L with
L1 < L2.

5. For every M, L1, L2 ∈ L and 0 < a1, a2 ∈ A such that ρ(Li) + ai = ∥Li∥, M < L1 ∨ L2 and
∥M∥ > ∥L1 ∨ L2∥ − (a1 + a2), we have that ρ(M) + ρ(L1 ∧ L2) < ∥M∥ + ∥L1 ∧ L2∥.

It is clear that the first four items of the previous proposition coincide with the first four item
of Definition 3.20. Therefore, in order to prove that a latroid is also a semi latroid, it is sufficient
to verify that a bounded increasing submodular function verifies item 5. We show this in the
next proposition.

Lemma D.9. A (ρ, ∥·∥,L) A-latroid is an A-semilatroid.

Proof. Let M, L1, L2 ∈ L and 0 < a1, a2 ∈ A such that ρ(Li) + ai = ∥Li∥, M < L1 ∨ L2 and
∥M∥ > ∥L1 ∨ L2∥ − (a1 + a2). Since ρ is submodular and bounded increasing we have that

ρ(M) + ρ(L1 ∧ L2) ≤ ρ(L1) + ρ(L2) = ∥L1∥ + ∥L2∥ − a1 − a2 < ∥M∥ + ∥L1 ∧ L2∥. □

We already observed in Remark 3.21 that from a latroid we can obtain a matroid. This is
also true for a semilatroid. The following result coincides with [Oxl11, Proposition 11.1.1] (see
also [ER66]) when ρ is submodular and E is finite.

Proposition D.10. Let E be a set and let R = (ρ, |·|,Pfin(E)) be a Z-semilatroid. Let C (R) =
{C ∈ Pfin(E) : is minimal such that ρ(C) < |C|}. Then C (R) is the collection of circuits of a
finitary matroid M on E.

Proof. It is clear that ∅ < C (R) and that for all C1,C2 ∈ C (R) such that C1 ⊆ C2 we have
that C1 = C2. Let C1,C2 ∈ C (R) such that C1 , C2 and C1 ∩ C2 , ∅. Fix e ∈ C1 ∩ C2.
Then, |(C1 ∪ C2) \ e| = |C1 ∪ C2| − 1 > |C1 ∪ C2| − |C1| + ρ(C1) − |C2| + ρ(C2). Since R is a
Z-semilatroid, we have that ρ((C1∪C2) \ e)+ρ(C1∩C2) < |(C1∪C2) \ e|+ |C1∩C2|. Therefore,
ρ((C1∪C2)\e) < |(C1∪C2)\e|+ and so there exists C3 ⊆ (C1∪C2)\e such that C3 ∈ C (R). □

Remark D.11. Notice that ρmay not be the rank function of the finitary matroid M = (E,C (R)).
However, if X is a finite independent set of M, then rkM(X) = ρ(M).

We now show how to associate a semilatroid to a convolutional code. Let C be an (n, k, δ)
convolutional code. We define ρC : Pfin(E)→ Z as

ρC(X) = |X| − rk(⟨CX⟩Fq[x])

for all X ∈ Pfin(E).
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Lemma D.12. For every X ∈ Pfin(E), |X| − dim(CX) is non-decreasing.

Proof. If we remove one element from X, |X| decreases by 1, while dim(CX) decreases at most
by 1. □

Lemma D.13. The triple (ρC, |·|,Pfin(E)) is a Z-semilatroid.

Proof. For every X1 ⊆ X2 ∈ Pfin(E), we have that CX1 ⊆ CX2 . Therefore, one obtains

0 ≤ rk(⟨CX2⟩Fq[x]) − rk(⟨CX1⟩Fq[x]) = |X2| − |X1| − ρC(X2) + ρC(X1).

Moreover, since rk(⟨CX2⟩Fq[x]) − rk(⟨CX1⟩Fq[x]) ≤ |X2| − |X1|, we have that 0 ≤ ρC(X2) − ρC(X1) ≤
|X2| − |X1|. So, ρC is bounded increasing.

Notice that ρ(X) < |X| if and only if dimFq(CX) > 0 for each X ∈ Pfin(E). Let X1, X2, X3 ∈

Pfin(E) and a1, a2 ∈ N such that rk(⟨CX1⟩Fq[x]) = a1, rk(⟨CX2⟩Fq[x]) = a2, X3 ⊆ X1 ∪ X2 and
|X3| > |X1 ∪ X2| − a1 − a2. We have that dim(CX1) ≥ a1 and dim(CX2) ≥ a2. If dim(CX1∩X2) > 0,
we obtain ρC(X1 ∩ X2) < |X1 ∩ X2|. If dim(CX1∩X2) = 0, then dim(CX1∪X2) ≥ a1 + a2. By Lemma
D.12, since |X3| > |X1 ∪ X2| − a1 − a2, we have dim(CX3) > 0. In both cases we conclude that
ρ(X3) + ρ(X1 ∩ X2) < |X3| + |X1 ∩ X2|. □

Let C be a convolutional code and let S C = (ρC, |·|,Pfin(E)) the associated Z-semilatroid. We
are interested in understanding which parameters of the code we can recover from S C. Firstly,
it is simple to express the generalized weights of Definition 8.3 as a function of S C

dr(C) = min{|X| : |X| − ρ(CX) = r}.

Secondly, notice that thanks to Proposition D.10 we can associate to C the matroid M(S C).
Since dim(CX) > 0 if and only if rk(⟨CX⟩) > 0, we have that the circuits of M(S C) are exactly
the circuits of the convolutional matroid MC that we defined in the beginning of this appendix.
This implies that MC = M(S C). Therefore, we immediately obtain that every parameter of the
code that is determined by MC is also determined by S C. It is not clear if the converse is true.

Question D.14. Let C1 and C2 be two convolutional codes such that MCc1 = MC2 . Do we have
that S C1 = S C2?

A postive answer to the previous question would in particular tell us that the generalized
weights of the convolutional codes are also determined by the convolutional matroid.



List of Symbols 141

List of Symbols

N the set of natural numbers
N0 the set of natural numbers with zero
Z the set of integers
P(E) the power set of a set E
Pfin(E) the set of all finite sets of E
[n] the set {1, . . . , n} for n ∈ N
q a power of a prime number
Fq the field of cardinality q
Fq[x] the ring of univariate polynomials over Fq

Fn
q a vector space of dimension n over Fq

S Fn1
q × · · · × F

nℓ
q

Fm×n
q the space of m × n matrices over Fq

M Fm1×n1
q × · · · × Fmℓ×nℓ

q
R a ring
R[x] the ring of multivariate polynomials over R
C a linear code
C⊥ the dual of a linear code
CA the subcode of C supported on A
C[0] the evaluation of a convolutional code C at 0
Crev the reverse of a linear code
rk the rank of a matrix or of a module
srk the sum-rank weight
wt a weight
wtH the Hamming weight
maxsrk the maximum sum-rank weight
dH the hamming distance
dmin the minimum distance
dfree the free distance
dc

j the j-th column distance
dr the r-th generalized weight
dr(C1,C2) the r-th generalized relative weight
gr the r-th greedy weight
ρ the covering radius or a rank function of a latroid
G(x) a generator matrix
tr the trace of a matrix
Tr the trace of a vector of matrices
supp a support function
rowsp the rowspace of a matrix
colsp the columnspace of a matrix
µ(C) the least cardinality of a system of generators of C
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M(C) µ(C1) + · · · + µ(Cℓ) where C = C1 × · · · × Cℓ

WC(x, y) the homogeneous weight enumerator of C
WC(x, y) the complete weight enumerator of C
W (r)
C (x, y) the r-th generalized weight enumerator of C

T (ρ, x, y) the Tutte polynomial
T (ρ, ∥·∥,L, x, y,u, v) the weighted Tutte-Whitney generating function
∥·∥ a length function
|·| the cardinality of a set or the 1-norm of a vector
L a lattice
Rn the lattice of rectangular submodules of Rn

lt the length of a module
IC the ideal associated with C
MC the matroid associated with C
Ei, j an elementary matrix
A(µ) the set of optimal anticodes with maximum sum-rank

equal to µ
RS(n, k) a Reed-Solomon code with dimension k and length n[a

b

]
q the q-ary Gaussian coefficient
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Index

Anticode Bound
convolutional code, 105
rank-metric code, 41
sum-rank metric code, 44

chain condition, 72
circuit, 137
code

catastrophic, 10
convolutional, 9
linear block, 1
MDP, 11
MDS, 11
MSRD, 61
noncatastrophic, 10
r-MSRD, 65
reverse, 91
sMDS, 11
sum-rank metric, 5

codeword, 5
covering radius, 7

degree
circuit, 137
internal, 10

distance
column, 11, 115
free, 10
Hamming, 1
minimum, 1, 6
sum-rank, 5
unrestricted generalized column, 121

dual
sum-rank metric code, 8
convolutional code, 11

equivalence
j-equivalence, 112
convolutional code, 112
linear block code, 1
rings, 16

sum-rank metric, 28

finite chain ring, 14

generalized weights
greedy, 72
relative, 71
column, 116
convolutional code, 84, 86
linear block code, 2
rings, 15
sum-rank metric, 51

generator matrix
j-truncated, 115
convolutional code, 10
row-reduced, 10

independent set, 137
irreducible matrix, 36
isometry, 16, 28

convolutional code, 111
strong, 111

König’s Theorem, 40

latroid, 18

MacWilliams’ Extension Theorem, 1, 27
matroid

convolutional, 137
finitary, 137

memory, 10
minimal codeword, 93

optimal anticode
convolutional code, 105
elementary, 107
sum-rank metric code, 45

ordered group, 13

path, 34
closed, 34
simple, 34
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path-reduction chain, 36

reduction, 36

semilatroid, 139
Singleton Bound

convolutional code, 10
sum-rank metric code, 60

support, 2
chain, 15
convolutional code, 9
modular, 14
path, 34
ring, 13
space, 129
standard, 15

sum-rank metric code, 8

truncation, 9
j-truncated, 115

Tutte polynomial, 21
Tutte-Whitney rank generating function, 22

weight
maximum, 105
convolutional code, 9, 83
maximum, 6
ring, 14

weight enumerator
complete, 17
generalized, 18
homogeneous, 17
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