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Abstract. While low-density parity-check (LDPC) codes are near capacity-achieving when paired
with iterative decoders, these decoders may not output a codeword due to the existence of pseu-
docodewords. Thus, pseudocodewords have been studied to give insight into the performance of
modern decoders including iterative and linear programming decoders. These pseudocodewords
are found to be dependent on the parity-check matrix of the code and the particular decoding
algorithm used. In this paper, we consider LP decoding, which has been linked to graph cover
decoding, providing functions which capture these pseudocodewords. In particular, we analyze
the underlying structure of pseudocodewords from quantum stabilizer codes that arise from LP
decoding, quasi-cyclic LDPC codes, and spatially-coupled LDPC codes.

1. Introduction

Graph-based iterative decoders have been extensively studied due to their decoding efficiency
and performance when used in conjunction with low-density parity-check (LDPC) codes; see for
instance [1, 2]. LDPC codes for quantum error correction (Q-LDPC codes) were first introduced
in [3] and are shown to have remarkable properties including facilitating fault-tolerant quantum
computation with constant overhead [4, 5, 6]. Q-LDPC codes have been studied extensively; see
[7, 8, 9, 10, 11] for instance. Surface codes [12], which were introduced in [13], are among the
Q-LDPC codes providing further motivation to study Q-LDPC codes. Indeed, there is much to
be understood about how their representation impacts performance, a question that is still of
interest for their classical counterpart. There are other parallels with the classical case. For
instance, while the framework for iterative decoding applies to any parity-check code, descriptions
of these more general codes (meaning beyond those with sparse matrix representations) make their
implementation impractical. Similarly, while the theory we consider in this paper also applies to
CSS codes that do not arise from LDPC codes, its usefulness may be hindered by complicated
descriptions of the codes in terms of their parity-check matrices.

Quasi-cyclic LDPC (QC-LDPC) codes are a widely used class of LDPC codes due to their
simple implementations. They have been used to analyze the pseudocodewords from LDPC con-
volutional codes [14], and, more recently, quasi-cyclic moderate-density parity-check (QC-MDPC)
codes have become more relevant due to their role in post-quantum cryptography schemes based
on the McEliece cryptosystem [15] such as Bit Flipping Key Encapsulation (BIKE) [16].

The fundamental cone was introduced in [17] as the convex hull of all graph cover pseudocode-
words and is proven useful in the study of pseudocodewords [18, 19]. In this paper, we consider the
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fundamental cone and associated pseudocodewords to capture impediments to successful graph-
based iterative decoding, especially for the linear programming (LP) decoder [20]. We build on
the recent works of [21, 22] to consider the fundamental cone for quantum stabilizer codes and
associated pseudocodewords. LP decoding for Q-LDPC codes has been introduced and examined
in e.g. [23, 24, 25, 22]. The approach considered in this paper applies to LDPC codes and the
MDPC codes considered for cryptographic use, and hence applies to QC-LDPC, QC-MDPC, and
Q-LDPC codes, providing insight into LP and graph cover decoding among other message passing
algorithms. Our approach differs from the previous work on pseudocodewords by [26, 27, 28, 29] due
to its focus on generating functions and their concise representation of pseudocodewords. Analysis
of the pseudocodewords will also be helpful toward pseudocodeword-based decoding [26, 27].

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 contains background information on codes, LP
decoding, pseudocodewords, and the fundamental cone. Section 3 includes general results on the
fundamental cone of binary parity-check codes. Section 4 applies results given in Section 3 to
three specific sub-classes of parity-check codes: quantum codes in Section 4.1, quasi-cyclic codes in
Section 4.2, and spatially-coupled codes in Section 4.3. Section 5 ends the paper with a summary
and open problems.

2. Preliminaries

We begin by introducing some standard notation we will use throughout. The set of nonnegative
integers is denoted by N. Given a positive integer t, [t] := {1, . . . , t}. F2 denotes the finite field with
two elements, and Fm×n

2 denotes the set of m×n matrices with entries from F2. The all-zero matrix
of sizem×n is denoted by 0m×n. For j ∈ [m], Rowj(A) denotes the j

th row of the matrix A ∈ Fm×n
2 .

Vectors are denoted in boldface, i.e. x. The support of x ∈ Fn
2 is Supp(x) = {i ∈ [n] : xi ̸= 0}. A

graph is a pair (V ;E) where V is the set of vertices and E is the set of edges. Vertices v1, v2 ∈ V
are adjacent, or connected by an edge, if (v1, v2) ∈ E.

The codes we consider are binary linear codes, which we now define.

Definition 1. Let k and n be positive integers where k ≤ n. A binary linear code C of length n
and dimension k is a subspace of Fn

2 of dimension k. The minimum distance d of C is the minimum
support size of a nonzero vector in C, i.e.

d = min{|Supp(c)| | c ∈ C \ {0}}.
If n, k, and d are known for a code C, we call C an [n, k, d] code.

A matrix H ∈ Fr×n
2 , where r ≥ n− k, is called a parity-check matrix of C if C is the null space

of H. Since a parity-check matrix of a code is not unique, we write C as C(H) to specifically
designate C to the matrix H. This makes

C(H) = {c ∈ Fn
2 : HcT = 0}.

The code C(H) is called a low-density parity-check (LDPC) code if H ∈ Fm×n
2 has row weight

O(1), meaning few non-zero entries. One may also consider moderate-density parity-check (MDPC)
codes C(H) which are given by matrices H ∈ Fm×n

2 with row weight O(
√
n).

In this paper, we consider the LP decoder for both classical and quantum codes, which also
gives insight into other iterative decoders, most notably graph-based iterative decoders. Viewing
codewords as elements of Rn, the codeword polytope of a binary linear code C is the convex hull
of the codewords:

poly(C) =

{∑
c∈C

λcc : λc ∈ [0, 1],
∑
c∈C

λc = 1

}
⊆ [0, 1]n,

which depends on the set of codewords (as opposed to the representation of the code). We note
that the vertices of poly(C) are precisely the codewords of C.

2



Maximum likelihood (ML) decoding may be described using the codeword polytope as follows;
for more details, see [20]. Given a received word w ∈ Fn

2 and i ∈ [n], let

γi := − log

(
Pr(wi | 1)
Pr(wi | 0)

)
denote the log likelihood ratio (LLR) associated with position i. Then the ML decoding problem
is to find y ∈ C such that the cost function

∑n
i=1 γiyi is minimized, which can be stated as

(1) min

n∑
i=1

γiyi subject to y ∈ poly(C).

Generally, the solution to the LP in Equation (1) will be a vertex of poly(C) and the vertices
of poly(C) are precisely the codewords of C, so the solution will be a codeword of C as desired.
However, in general, the description of poly(C) is exponential in n [20]. It is this complexity that
motivates the relaxed polytope, which in turn invites non-codeword pseudocodewords.

To obtain a more tractable representation, the codeword polytope is relaxed by fixing a particular
parity-check matrix [20]. Let H ∈ Fr×n

2 be a parity-check matrix for the binary linear code C(H).
For j ∈ [r], each row of H defines a codeword polytope of a supercode of C(H): poly(C(Rowj(H))).
Noting that C =

⋂r
j=1C (Rowj(H)), the relaxed polytope of C(H) is

R(H) :=
⋂
j∈[r]

poly(C(Rowj(H))) ⊆ [0, 1]n

as defined in [20]. Unlike the codeword polytope poly(C), the relaxed polytope depends on the
choice of parity-check matrix representation. The associated LP, sometimes called the Linear Code
Linear Program, may be stated as

(2) min
n∑

i=1

γiyi subject to y ∈ R(H).

It has been shown that if the optimal solution y satisfies y ∈ Fn
2 , then y is the ML codeword [20,

Proposition 2]. Moreover, the description of the relaxed polytope R(H) is polynomial in the code
length n [20, Appendix II], rather than exponential as is the case for poly(C). However, an optimal
solution to the LP in (2) is a vertex of R(H) which might not be a vertex of poly(C(H)), meaning
a noncodeword. Indeed, note that in general

poly(C(H)) ⫋ R(H)

inviting the possibility that noncodewords may appear as outputs of the linear program in (2)
optimizing over R(H). This situation motivates the following definition.

Definition 2. An LP pseudocodeword of the code C(H) is a vertex of the relaxed polytope R(H).

The original setting for LP decoding using the Linear Code Linear Program is classical. More
recently, it was demonstrated in [22] that there are analogous results for quantum codes through
the use of label codes. Among them are the fact that this polytope is the correct one for blockwise
MAP decoding in the setting they consider, yet it is intractable. More details will be provided in
Section 4.1.

Alternatively, pseudocodewords can be defined from a graph cover perspective and made precise
with the definition of the fundamental cone. A graph cover is defined over a bipartite graph called
Tanner graph, which is used for iterative decoding algorithms on parity-check codes.

Definition 3. Let C(H) be the code defined by parity-check matrix H ∈ Fm×n
2 . The Tanner

graph T (H) of C corresponding to H is the bipartite graph T (H) = (V,W ;E) with vertex set V
3



corresponding to the n columns of H and vertex set W corresponding to the m rows of H such
that there is an edge between vi ∈ V and wj ∈ W if and only if Hj,i = 1.

From a graphical perspective, the Tanner graph encodes codewords as follows: a vector is assigned
to the vertex set V . This vector is in C if and only if the sum at each node w ∈ W of all assignments
of the neighbors of w in V is equal to 0 modulo 2.

Iterative decoders based on message-passing algorithms act locally on a Tanner graph in order
to find a global solution. This aspect of iterative decoders delivers a great strength – speed – at
the cost of optimality. Loosely speaking, iterative graph decoding operates in the following way:
a received message (0’s and 1’s, or their likelihoods) from the channel is put onto the variable
nodes (sometimes along with a reliability value). Each variable node then sends information to its
neighboring check nodes. Each check node now calculates new estimates for the assignments to its
neighboring variable nodes and sends this information back. This process continues until either a
codeword is obtained or a certain predetermined number of iterations have occurred.

Generally speaking, these algorithms converge to a solution fairly quickly, but the structure
of the Tanner graph can sometimes cause iterative decoders to fail or converge to non-optimal
solutions. This is caused by the existence of graph cover pseudocodewords which, loosely speaking,
are solutions to some finite lift of a code’s Tanner graph representation.

Definition 4. A finite graph cover of T (H) is a bipartite graph (V1∪V2∪. . .∪Vt,W1∪W2∪. . .∪Wt;E)
where Vk and Wk are disjoint copies of V and W respectively for all k ∈ [t]. If there is an edge
between vi ∈ V and wj ∈ W (i.e., Hj,i = 1.), then each copy of vi will be adjacent to exactly one
copy of wj .

Example 5. Let the following matrix be a parity-check matrix for a code C(H).

H =

1 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 1 0 1 0
0 0 0 1 1 1


Then the corresponding Tanner graph of the code, T (H), is given in Figure 1. Check nodes, which
correspond to rows in H, are denoted by squares, and variable nodes, which correspond to columns
of H, are denoted by circles, as is convention. Additionally, Figure 2 gives an example of a graph
cover of T (H).

Figure 1. The Tanner graph associated with the parity check matrix in Example 5.

Figure 2. A graph cover of T (H) from Example 5 where there is an extra copy of
each vertex.

Now, a graph cover itself can act as a Tanner graph, and graph cover pseudocodewords are
essentially codewords of these graph covers. For more background on graph cover pseudocodewords,
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we refer the interested reader to [19] or [17]. For a code C(H) with parity-check matrix H, we
denote the associated set of graph cover pseudocodewords by P(H). It was shown in [17] that
rational elements of the relaxed polytope, R(H) ∩ Qn, are scaled graph cover pseudocodewords.
The associated fundamental cone has proven useful in the analysis of these outputs.

Definition 6. The fundamental cone of H ∈ Fr×n
2 is

K(H) =
{
v ∈ Rn

≥0 : Rowj(H) · v ≥ 2hjivi ∀i ∈ [n], ∀j ∈ [r]
}
.

The relationship between the fundamental cone and the set of graph cover pseudocodewords is
given in the following result.

Theorem 7. [19, Theorem 4.4] Let H ∈ Fr×n
2 and p ∈ Nn. Then p ∈ P(H) if and only if p ∈ K(H)

and HpT = 0 mod 2.

Throughout, we drop the “graph cover” adjective on pseudocodewords when it is clear from the
context. We will make use of the fundamental cone and this equivalence to give insights into graph
cover pseudocodewords.

3. Properties of the fundamental cone for general codes

In this section, we develop the key properties of the fundamental cone that will be applied to
three classes of parity-check codes in Section 4 and provide key observations on the fundamental
cone which will be useful in studying the set P (H) of pseudocodewords of a binary code C(H).
We will consider associated generating functions, a direction motivated by the work of Koetter,
Li, Vontobel, and Walker [19] concerning cycle codes, meaning those in which all bit nodes in the
associated Tanner graph T (H) have degree 2. Beginning in [30], they associate a normal graph
with the parity-check matrix for such a code and then consider the Hashimoto edge zeta function
of this normal graph. This allows for the pseudocodewords of a cycle code to be read off from the
monomials appearing in the power series expansion of an associated rational function. This point
of view was carried on in [18] and [31] to study the set of pseudocodewords via their generating
functions. In particular, the set of pseudocodewords P(H) of a code C(H) with parity-check matrix
H can be captured via the n-variate generating function fH :

fH(x) :=
∑

p∈P(H)

xp ∈ F2[x1, . . . , xn],

where xp := xp11 · · ·xpnn for p ∈ P(H) and x ∈ F2[x1, . . . , xn].
The following handful of results (Lemma 8, Theorem 9, and Theorem 10) all consider natural

ways of combining collections of block matrices into larger parity-check matrices.

Lemma 8. Let H1, . . . ,Ht be a collection of matrices formed by the rows of H, where Hℓ ∈ Frℓ×n
2

and r :=
∑t

ℓ=1 rℓ. The fundamental cone of

H =


H1

H2
...
Ht

 ∈ Fr×n
2

is

K(H) =

t⋂
ℓ=1

K(Hℓ).

5



Proof. The result follows almost immediately from the definition, since

K(H) =
{
v ∈ Rn

≥0 : Rowj(H) · v ≥ 2hjivi ∀i ∈ [n],∀j ∈ [r]
}

=
t⋂

ℓ=1

{
v ∈ Rn

≥0 :
Rowj(Hℓ) · v ≥ 2(Hℓ)jivi
∀i ∈ [n], ∀j ∈ [rℓ]

}

=

t⋂
ℓ=1

K(Hℓ).

□

Theorem 9. Let

H =


H1 0 · · · 0
0 H2 0
...

. . .
...

0 0 · · · Ht

 ∈ Fr×n
2 .

Then:

(1) R(H) = R(H1)× · · · ×R(Ht);
(2) K(H) = K(H1)× · · · × K(Ht);
(3) P(H) = P(H1)× · · · × P(Ht); and
(4) the generating function of the pseudocodewords of C(H), P(H), is given by

fH(x1, . . . ,xt) =
t∏

k=1

fHk
(xk).

Proof. Assume Hi ∈ Fri×ni
2 so that r =

∑t
i=1 ri and n =

∑t
i=1 ni. We define Lk to be the

kth block row of H. Set n
(0)
k =

∑k−1
ℓ=1 nℓ and n

(1)
k =

∑t
ℓ=k+1 nℓ. Then we can write Lk =[

0
rk×n

(0)
k

Hk 0
rk×n

(1)
k

]
. Now,

R(H) =
⋂
k∈[t]

⋂
j∈[rk]

poly(Rowj(Lk)).

Since
⋂

j∈[rk] poly(Rowj(Lk)) = 0
n
(0)
k

×R(Hk)× 0
n
(1)
k

, 1) readily follows. We can also see that

K(Lk) =
{
v ∈ Rn

≥0 : Rowj(Lk) · v ≥ 2(Lk)jivi ∀i ∈ [n], ∀j ∈ [rk]
}

=

v ∈ Rn
≥0 :

Rowj(0ri×n
(0)
k

) · (v1, . . . , vn(0)
k

)+

Rowj(Hk) · (vn(0)
k +1

, . . . , v
n
(0)
k +nk

)

+Rowj(0ri×n
(1)
k

) · (v
n
(0)
k +nk+1

, . . . , vn) ≥ 2(Lk)jivi

∀i ∈ [n], ∀j ∈ [rk]


Because Rowj(0ri×n

(0)
k

) · (v1, . . . , vn(0)
k

) = 0 and Rowj(0ri×n
(1)
k

) · (v
n
(0)
k +nk+1

, . . . , vn) = 0 for all j

and for any choices of (v1, . . . , vn(0)
k

) ∈ Rn
(0)
k

≥0 and (v
n
(0)
k +nk+1

, . . . , vn) ∈ Rn
(1)
k

≥0 , we see that

K(Lk) = Rn
(0)
k

≥0 ×K(Hk)× Rn
(1)
k

≥0

= Rn1
≥0 × · · · × Rnk−1

≥0 ×K(Hk)× Rnk+1

≥0 × · · · × Rnt
≥0.
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By Lemma 8, 2) holds since

K(H) =
t⋂

k=1

K(Lk) = K(H1)× · · · × K(Ht).

Let p ∈ P(H). Then using 2) and Theorem 7, p ∈ K(H) = K(H1)× · · · × K(Ht) and HpT = 0
mod 2. We can write p = (p1, . . . ,pt) where pk ∈ Rrk

≥0. From this decomposition, it is clear that

pk ∈ K(Hk). Because HpT = 0 mod 2, we conclude that Hkp
T
k = 0 mod 2. Hence p ∈ P(H1)×

· · ·×P(Ht). To see that P(H1)×· · ·×P(Ht) ⊆ P(H), let p = (p1, . . . ,pt) ∈ P(H1)×· · ·×P(Ht).
Again using (1) and Theorem 7, p ∈ K(H) = K(H1) × · · · × K(Ht), pk ∈ K(Hk), and Hkp

T
k = 0

mod 2 for all k ∈ [t]. Thus, HpT =
∑t

k=1Hkp
T
k = 0 mod 2, and so p ∈ P(H). Hence P(H) =

P(H1)× · · · × P(Ht), proving 3).
To prove 4), let fHk

(xk) be the generating function of the pseudocodewords of C(Hk). Then

fHk
(xk) =

∑
pk∈P(Hk)

xpk
k =

∑
pk∈P(Hk)

xpk1k1 · · ·xpknk
knk

.

By 2), P(H) = P(H1)× · · · × P(Ht). Therefore, 4) holds as

fH(x1, . . . ,xt) =
∑

(p1,...,pt)∈P(H1)×···×P(Ht)

xp1
1 · · ·xpt

t

=

 ∑
p1∈P(H1)

xp1
1

 · · ·

 ∑
pt∈P(Ht)

xpt
t


=

t∏
k=1

fHk
(xk).

□

Theorem 10. Let H =
[
H1 H2 · · · Ht

]
∈ Fr×n

2 . Then

(1) K(H1)× · · · × K(Ht) ⊆ K(H);
(2) P(H1)× · · · × P(Ht) ⊆ P(H); and
(3) fH(0, . . . ,0,xi,0, . . . ,0) = fHi(xi).

Proof. Suppose Hk ∈ Fr×nk
2 so that n =

∑t
k=1 nk. Let w = (v1, . . . ,vt) ∈ K(H1) × · · · × K(Ht).

Because vk ∈ K(Hk) for all k ∈ [t], for all j ∈ [r] and for all i ∈ [nk],

Rowj(Hk) · vk ≥ 2(Hk)jivki.

For all i ∈ [n], j ∈ [r], and for any k ∈ [t],

Rowj(H) ·w = Rowj(H1) · v1 + · · ·+Rowj(Ht) · vt

≥ 2(Hk)jivki.

Hence, w ∈ K(H). It is an immediate consequence that K(H1)× · · · × K(Ht) ⊆ K(H), proving 1).
Let p = (p1, . . . ,pt) ∈ P(H1)×· · ·×P(Ht). Using 1) and Theorem 7, pi ∈ K(Hi) and Hip

T
i = 0

(mod 2) for all i ∈ [t]. Thus, HpT =
∑t

k=1Hkp
T
k = 0 (mod 2) and so p ∈ P(H), proving 2).

To prove 3), let i ∈ [t]. It is clear from 2) that fH(0, . . . ,0,xi,0, . . . ,0) contains all the terms
from fHi(xi). Let xpi

i be a term of fHi(xi). Because (0, . . . ,0,pi,0, . . .0) ∈ P(H), xpi
i is also a

term of fH(x). In particular, xpi
i has no entries from x1, . . . ,xi−1,xi+1, . . . ,xt, and so xpi

i is a term
of fH(0, . . . ,0,xi,0, . . . ,0), proving 3). □
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When the matrices Hi in Theorem 10 are all the same matrix H, we can provide an additional
characterization of elements of the fundamental cone based on the elements of the fundamental
cone of H.

Theorem 11. Let H ∈ Fr×n
2 , v ∈ K(H), H ′ =

[
H · · · H

]
∈ Fr×tn

2 , and

w = (w11, w12, . . . , w1n, w21, . . . , w2n, . . . , wt1, . . . , wtn) ∈ Rtn
≥0.

If wki ≤ vi ≤
∑t

j=1wji for all i ∈ [n] and k ∈ [t], then w ∈ K(H ′).

Proof. Because v ∈ K(H), for all j ∈ [r] and all i ∈ [n],

Rowj(H) · v ≥ 2hjivi.

We can rewrite:

Rowj(H) · v ≤ Rowj(H) ·

(
t∑

k=1

wk1, . . . ,

t∑
k=1

wkn

)
= Rowj(H) · (w11, . . . , w1n) + · · ·+Rowj(H) · (wt1, . . . , wtn)

= Rowj(H
′) ·w

Putting everything together,

Rowj(H
′) ·w ≥ Rowj(H) · v ≥ 2hjivi ≥ 2hjiwki

for all i ∈ [n], j ∈ [r], and k ∈ [t]. Hence w ∈ K(H ′). □

The next result provides a restriction on the fundamental cone of the code from a parity-check
matrix which has been augmented by a single additional column.

Proposition 12. Let H1 ∈ Fr×n
2 , s ∈ Fr

2, Supp(s) = S ⊆ [r], and H =
[
H1 sT

]
. Then

{(v, w) ∈ K(H1)× R≥0 : w ≤ Rowj(H1) · v ∀j ∈ S} ⊆ K(H).

Moreover, for H =
[
H1 J

]
where J ∈ Fr×r

2 is a permutation matrix given by σ ∈ Sr such that

Jji =

{
1 if σ(j) = i,

0 otherwise,

we have {
(v,w) ∈ K(H1)× Rr

≥0 :wσ(j) ≤ Rowj(H1) · v ∀j ∈ [r]
}
⊆ K(H).

Proof. Let (v, w) ∈ K(H1) × R≥0 where w ≤ Rowj(H1) · v for all j ∈ S. For all j ∈ [r] \ S and
i ∈ [n],

Rowj(H) · (v, w) = Rowj(H1) · v + 0 · w ≥ 2(H1)jivi = 2(H)jivi,

and for i = n+ 1,

Rowj(H) · (v, w) = Rowj(H1) · v + 0 · w ≥ 0 = 2(H)jiw.

Similarly, for all j ∈ S and i ∈ [n],

Rowj(H) · (v, w) ≥ Rowj(H1) · v ≥ 2(H1)jivi + 1 · w ≥ 2(H)jivi,

and for i = n+ 1,

Rowj(H) · (v, w) = Rowj(H1) · v + 1 · w ≥ 2w = 2(H)jiw,

showing that (v, w) ∈ K(H).
The result for H =

[
H1 J

]
follows from applying the previous argument repeatedly, since each

column and row of J has weight 1. □

In general, the containments in Proposition 12 are proper, as the next example illustrates.
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Example 13. Consider the Hamming code C(H) with

H =

1 0 1 1 1 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 1 0
0 0 1 0 1 1 1

 .

Then vector v = (2, 0, 0, 1, 1, 0, 1) ∈ K(H). However, consider w′ = (w, w8) = (2, 0, 0, 2, 1, 0, 1, 2).
For any augmented matrix H ′ =

[
H sT

]
where s ∈ F3

2 and Supp(s) ⊇ {2}, w′ ∈ K(H ′). However,
w ̸∈ K(H).

We close this section by noting that there are other, arguably more sophisticated, ways to de-
termine pseudocodewords or useful information from a code. In particular, the classical weight
enumerator is a specialized generating function that captures the distribution of codeword weights.
For cycle codes, there is a combinatorial connection between the generating function of the pseu-
docodewords and the edge zeta function of the Tanner graph [19]. According to [32], fH(x) has a
representation as a short rational function, meaning that it may be compactly represented despite
having many terms. This allows a simple yet precise enumeration for the pseudocodewords. Here,
Lemma 8 can be used to derive fH(x) from a collection of generating functions in rational form.

Proposition 14. Consider

H =


H1

H2
...
Ht

 ∈ Fr×n
2

and fix s, the maximum number of binomials in each partial fraction of fHi(x). Then there exists
a polynomial time algorithm that computes the generating function fH(x) of the pseudocodewords
of H, given the generating functions fHi(x) for each P(Hi), i ∈ [t].

Proof. This follows from Lemma 8 and [33, Theorem 3.6]. □

4. Properties of the fundamental cone for specific classes of codes

In this section, we will apply the general theory we developed in Section 3 to three specific
classes of LDPC codes: quantum stabilizer codes in Section 4.1, quasi-cyclic codes in Section 4.2,
and spatially-coupled codes in Section 4.3.

4.1. Pseudocodewords of quantum stabilizer codes. This subsection explores the structure
of pseudocodewords from quantum stabilizer codes, with a focus on CSS codes, obtained from the
celebrated Calderbank-Shor-Steane construction [34, 35]. We will see that through the use of label
codes, which are binary vector representations of a stabilizer and its normalizer, we may apply the
framework from Section 3 to stabilizer and normalizer codes [36, 37].

We begin by outlining the necessary concepts to understand quantum stabilizer codes and refer
readers to [38] for a review on quantum information. Consider the Pauli matrices

X =

[
0 1
1 0

]
, Y =

[
0 −i
i 0

]
, Z =

[
1 0
0 −1

]
and the n-qubit Pauli group

Gn := {cP1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Pn : c ∈ {±1,±i} ,Pi ∈ {X,Y, Z, I}} ,

where I is the 2 × 2 identity matrix. Instead of working directly with stabilizer quantum error
correcting codes, we consider a code’s stabilizer label code and normalizer label code. As in [22],

9



we make use of the map ℓ : G1 → F2
2 given by

X 7→ (1, 0) Z 7→ (0, 1)

Y 7→ (1, 1) I 7→ (0, 0).

For i ∈ [2], let πi : Fn
2 → F2 be the projection map given by x 7→ xi. Further, define ϕX and ϕZ as

follows:
ϕX : Gn → Fn

2

P1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Pn 7→ (π1 ◦ ℓ(P1), . . . , π1 ◦ ℓ(Pn))

and
ϕZ : Gn → Fn

2

P1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Pn 7→ (π2 ◦ ℓ(P1), . . . , π2 ◦ ℓ(Pn)) .

Let S := ⟨g1, . . . , gr⟩ ≤ Gn. Associated with S is the binary label code A [22, Definition 2], which
is a binary code with generator matrix

A(S) :=


ϕX(g1) ϕZ(g1)
ϕX(g2) ϕZ(g2)

...
...

ϕX(gr) ϕZ(gr)

 ∈ Fr×2n
2 .

We typically assume no redundancy so that r = n − k. For convenience, we will sometimes write
A(S) := [ϕX(A) | ϕZ(A)]. The binary normalizer label code N [22, Definition 4] is the dual code of
A under the symplectic inner product. Equivalently, N is the code where A(S) is the parity-check
matrix, i.e.

N (S) := C ([ϕX(A) | ϕZ(A)]) ∈ F2n
2 .

This correspondence will be useful in our analysis of quantum stabilizer codes.
The codeword polytope of N (S) is the convex hull of the codewords of the associated binary

normalizer label code:

conv(N (S)) = poly(N (S)) ⊆ R2n.

As discussed in Section 2, this polytope depends only on the set of codewords and not the represen-
tation of the parity-check matrix. While this polytope gives the precise blockwise MAP decoding
in the setting considered in [22], finding its precise description is often challenging. The tools devel-
oped in Section 3 for the fundamental cone and relaxed polytope of traditional binary codes apply
immediately to quantum normalizer label codes.

We can now apply these results to stabilizer codes by using the normalizer. The following result
follows immediately from the definition of A(S) and Lemma 8.

Theorem 15. The fundamental cone of the normalizer code C given by S := ⟨g1, . . . , gr⟩ ≤ Gn is

r⋂
i=1

K([ϕX(gi) ϕZ(gi)]).

The well-known Calderbank-Shor-Steane (CSS) code can be constructed as a stabilizer quantum
error-correcting code whose label code has parity check matrix of the form

(3) H =

[
H1 0
0 H2

]
where H1, H2 ∈ Fr×n

2 are such that H1H
T
2 = 0r×r, meaning that C(H2)

⊥ ⊆ C(H1). By applying
Theorem 9 to Eq. 3, one obtains the following result on pseudocodewords of CSS codes.
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Theorem 16. Let C be a CSS code with parity-check matrix as given in Equation 3. Then the
pseudocodewords of C are given by P(H1)×P(H2) and the generating function of the pseudocode-
words of C is

fH(x) =

 ∑
p∈P(H1)

xp11 · · ·xpnn

 ∑
p′∈P(H2)

x
p′1
n+1 · · ·x

p′n
2n

 .

Since Theorem 16 allows us to handle submatrices of H separately, as a result one can greatly
simplify the process of finding the pseudocodewords of CSS codes.

One well-known family of CSS codes are the Steane codes, which are CSS codes for which
H1 = H2 = Hr, where Hr is the parity-check matrix of the [2r−1, 2r−r−1, 3] Hamming code with
r ≥ 3. We illustrate the usefulness of Theorem 16 with the first code in this family, where r = 3.

Example 17. The first code in the family of Steane codes is given by H̃ =

[
H 0
0 H

]
where H is

the parity-check matrix of the classical [7, 4, 3] binary Hamming code C(H). With the parity-check
matrix representation H as in Example 13, Polymake [39] computes there to be 42 edges of the
fundamental cone and enumerates 96 vertices of the relaxed polytope of C(H), which are exactly the
LP pseudocodewords of C(H). By Theorem 9, there are exactly 962 = 9216 LP pseudocodewords

of C(H̃), and they are of the form v = (v1,v2) where v1,v2 ∈ R(H).

4.2. Pseudocodewords of quasi-cyclic codes. In this subsection, we first provide general results
on pseudocodewords of classical quasi-cyclic codes. At the end of the section, we additionally use
results from Section 4.1 and apply these results to quasi-cyclic CSS codes.

A linear code C is called a cyclic code if every cyclic shift of a codeword in C is also a codeword
in C. Given x = (x1, . . . , xn), x

i = (xn−i+1, xn−i, . . . , xn, x1, . . . , xn−i) is its cyclic shift i positions
to the right. A linear code is quasi-cyclic with shifting constraint n0 if cyclically shifting a codeword
a fixed number n0 of symbol positions results in another codeword. Cyclic codes are quasi-cyclic
codes with shifting constraint n0 = 1.

Given shifting constraint n0 and positive integers c, t with c < t, let Hi ∈ Fc×n0
q for i ∈ [t]. The

nullspace of the matrix H ∈ Ftc×tn0
q in Equation 4, which is said to be in block circulant form, is a

quasi-cyclic parity-check code.

(4) H =


H1 H2 · · · Ht

Ht H1 · · · Ht−1
...

...
. . .

...
H2 H3 · · · H1

 (5) H =


J1,1 J1,2 · · · J1,n0

J2,1 J2,2 · · · J2,n0

...
...

. . .
...

Jc,1 Jc,2 · · · Jc,n0


Such a matrix is often represented as a matrix consisting of circulant matrices which is permu-

tation equivalent to H. In this case, H is a c× n0 block matrix composed of t× t circulants, as in
Equation 5.

The next corollary follows immediately from Theorem 10 as well as Lemma 8.

Corollary 18. Let H be the parity-check matrix of a quasi-cyclic parity-check code in circulant
form, as in Equation 5. Then

c⋂
j=1

(K(Jj,1)× · · · × K(Jj,n0)) =

n0∏
i=1

 c⋂
j=1

K(Jj,i)

 ⊆ K(H).

We can make use of the highly structured nature of cyclic and quasi-cyclic parity-check codes in
decoding algorithms.
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Definition 19. A parity-check matrix H (resp., polytope P) is called quasi-cyclic with shifting
constraint n0 if every quasi-cyclic shift by n0 of a row of H (resp., vertex of P) is a row of H
(resp., vertex of P).

As mentioned in [40], given a cyclic code with a parity-check matrix that does not consist of
all possible cyclic shifts of its rows, all cyclic shifts of integer vertices of the fundamental polytope
are also vertices. However, this is not necessarily the case for non-integer vertices. In [40], it is
shown that if a parity-check matrix of a cyclic code contains all possible cyclic shifts of its rows,
non-integer vertices are also vertices of the fundamental polytope. We prove analogous results for
quasi-cyclic parity-check codes.

Theorem 20. A polytope poly(H) is quasi-cyclic with shifting constraint n0 if the matrix H is
quasi-cyclic with shifting constraint n0.

Proof. Let H be a quasi-cyclic parity-check matrix with shifting constraint n0. It is clear that the
set of inequalities given by K(H) in Definition 6 is both completely determined by and completely
determines H. Let Hn0i be H with its rows all cyclically shifted n0i positions to the right. Because
H is quasi-cyclic, Hn0i for i ∈ Z is the same as H up to row permutations, and so the set of
inequalities in K(H) is the same as those in K(Hn0i), i.e. K(H) = K(Hn0i).

Let x ∈ K(H). Note that H(xn0i)T = Hn0ixT , so xn0i ∈ K(H). The fundamental cone is
quasi-cyclic if H and Hn0i have the same fundamental cone, which is satisfied if H contains all
quasi-cyclic shifts of its rows. Using Theorem 7, we conclude this is also true of the polytopes of
H and Hn0i. □

A crucial property of LP decoder performance on a code with quasi-cyclic parity-check matrix
is given in the following theorem.

Theorem 21. If the parity-check matrix is quasi-cyclic with shifting constraint n0, then over the
binary symmetric channel, a shift of the error vector by n0i for any i ∈ Z does not affect the success
or failure of the LP decoder.

Proof. The probability that the LP decoder fails is independent of the codeword which was trans-
mitted [20], so we can assume that the transmitted codeword is the all zero vector. Suppose e is
the error vector, and hence e is also our received vector. If the cost of vertex v is minimum, then
because of the quasi-cyclic property of the polytope, the cost of the vertex vn0i is also minimum
for the error pattern en0i. Hence, when error vectors are quasi-cyclic shifts of each other, the
corresponding LP decoder outputs are also quasi-cyclic shifts of each other. This means that if
the output of the LP decoder for some vector v is integer (or non-integer), then the LP decoder
outputs for vn0i are also integer (or non-integer). □

The performance of an LP decoder is greatly dependent on the parity-check matrix representation
of the code. As shown in e.g. [20, 41], introducing redundancy to a parity-check matrix by adding
additional rows can improve LP decoder performance. However, adding these redundant rows
randomly is unlikely to have significant positive impact. Theorems 20 and 21 suggest an algorithmic
approach to finding “good” redundant rows to improve LP decoder performance. The algorithm,
based on that for cyclic codes in [40], is as follows:

(1) Identify a low weight codeword among the codewords of the dual code that are not rows of
the parity-check matrix, H.

(2) Add this codeword and all its quasi-cyclic shifts to H.
(3) Examine the LP decoder performance. If it achieves the required performance, stop. Oth-

erwise, return to 1).
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We conclude this section by providing an additional application of this theory for quasi-cyclic
codes to quantum stabilizer codes.

CSS codes using cyclic and quasi-cyclic blocks were first introduced in [42] and [43], respectively.
These are CSS codes for which H1 and H2 in Equation 3 are cyclic (resp. quasi-cyclic) parity-check
matrices. Notably, because all binary Hamming codes have cyclic representations, the family of
Steane codes have cyclic CSS code representations.

The following corollary captures the result for the CSS construction given by Theorem 16.

Corollary 22. Let H1 = (Jj,i) for j ∈ [c1] and i ∈ [n1] and H2 = (Kj,i) for j ∈ [c2] and i ∈ [n2] be
two quasi-cyclic matrices composed of block circulants and let C be a CSS code from the parity-
check matrix H as given in Equation 3. Then

n0∏
i=1

 c0⋂
j=1

K(Jj,i)

×
n1∏
i=1

 c1⋂
j=1

K(Kj,i)

 ⊆ K(H1)×K(H2) = K(H).

Proof. This follows immediately from Theorem 16 and Corollary 18. □

Example 23. The Hamming code C(H) given in Example 13 is cyclic, and so C(H̃) where H̃ =[
H 0
0 H

]
as in Example 17, is the first Steane code, and is hence a quasi-cyclic CSS code. By

adding the remaining four cyclic shifts of the first row to H, we obtain a representation with no

non-codeword pseudocodewords. H̃ thus also has no non-codeword pseudocodewords. A similar
approach can be taken for any larger Steane code or any quasi-cyclic CSS code.

We now give an example of a quasi-cyclic quantum LDPC code. We use the code given in
Example 5.5 in [43].

Example 24. Let HC and HD be given as below.

HC =

1 2 4 3 6 5
4 1 2 5 3 6
2 4 1 6 5 3

 , HD =

4 2 1 6 3 5
1 4 2 5 6 3
2 1 4 3 5 6

 .

Replace each entry ci,j of HC and di,j of HD with a 7×7 binary circulant permutation matrix Pci,j

or Pdi,j that is obtained from the identity matrix by cyclically shifting the rows right by ci,j or di,j

positions, respectively. Call the resulting 21×42 binary matrices HC and HD. Let H =

[
HC 0
0 HD

]
be the parity-check matrix of the CSS code obtained by using the matrices HC and HD. Then
C(H) is a binary quasi-cyclic quantum LDPC code.

Corollary 22 can be applied to find some of the pseudocodewords of C(H). It reduces the problem
to determining the fundamental cone of the Pci,j and Pdi,j . We see that

5∏
i=1

 3⋂
j=1

K(Pcj,i)

×
5∏

i=1

 3⋂
j=1

K(Pcj,i)

 ⊆ K(HC)×K(HD) = K(H).

Once found, if the LP decoder performance is not as desired, a low-weight word in the dual code
and its quasi-cyclic shifts can be added to H.

For example, the low-weight word

c = (1001000, 0000000, 0000110, 0010010, 0010100, 0101000)

is in C(HC)
⊥ but not a row of HC . Therefore, the rows
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

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


can be added to HC to improve LP decoder performance. A similar process can be used to add
rows to HD.

4.3. Pseudocodewords of spatially-coupled codes. We conclude this section with a relatively
short subsection on spatially-coupled LDPC (SC-LDPC) codes, which are a special class of LDPC
codes originally introduced in [44]. These codes have highly repetitive structures and exhibit
excellent iterative decoder performance [45].

SC-LDPC codes have parity-check matrices with L block columns, each block column containing
m smaller parity-check matrices Hi with i ∈ [m], where each Hi ∈ Fnc×nr

2 . There are two types
of SC-LDPC codes: terminated and tailbiting. If C is terminated, its parity-check matrix H has
form as in Eq. 6, and if C is tailbiting, H has form as in Eq. 7.

(6) H =



H0

H1 H0

...
. . .

Hm Hm−1 . . . H0

Hm . . . H1 H0

. . .
. . .

Hm . . . H1 H0

. . .
...

Hm Hm−1

Hm



(7) H =



H0 Hm . . . H1

H1 H0

. . .
...

...
. . . Hm

Hm Hm−1 . . . H0

Hm . . . H1 H0

. . .
. . .

Hm . . . H1 H0



Corollary 25. Let C be an SC-LDPC code with parity-check matrix H as in either Eq. 6 or Eq. 7.
Then  m⋂

j=0

K(Hj)

× · · · ×

 m⋂
j=0

K(Hj)


︸ ︷︷ ︸

L times

⊆ K(H).

Proof. In both Eq. 6 and Eq. 7, each Hj appears exactly one time in each block column, and all
other block matrices are zero matrices. So, by Lemma 8, the fundamental cone of a block column
of H is

⋂m
j=0K(Hj). By Theorem 10, taking each block column of H as an individual block matrix,

the result follows. □

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we determined the pseudocodewords of codes defined using component codes. We
applied these ideas to quantum stabilizer codes from the CSS construction, quasi-cyclic parity-check
codes, and spatially-coupled LDPC codes. It remains to apply these results to the MDPC codes
used in BIKE as well as other commonly considered families of quantum LDPC codes.
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