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Abstract—Chase-like decoding algorithms are a popular choice
for soft-input decoding of algebraic codes. In this paper, we
evaluate the performance of different test pattern sets using
three methods. For test pattern sets with a certain structure
such as Chase-II test patterns and patterns up to a maximum
logistic weight, we use a method that relies on order statistics.
The performance of arbitrary sets of test patterns is evaluated
by calculating covered space probabilities and via direct Monte
Carlo simulation. Based on the idea of covering as many likely
error patterns as possible, we propose an algorithm for the design
of test pattern sets which perform up to 0.2 dB better for high-
rate BCH codes than commonly used test pattern sets.

I. INTRODUCTION

Due to their good minimum distance and efficient decod-
ability, binary Bose–Ray–Chaudhuri–Hocquenghem (BCH)
[1], [2] codes are widely used in communication systems [3].
They are often used in concatenated coding schemes [4] to
further improve the performance without significantly impact-
ing latency or complexity, e.g., for data center interconnects
and the next Ethernet standard together with a KP4 (544,514)
Reed–Solomon (RS) outer code [5]. BCH codes are also
employed in long-haul optical communication schemes as the
component codes of generalized product codes [6]–[8] such
as oFEC [9].

For BCH codes, the performance of hard-decision decoding
with a bounded-distance decoder (BDD) has a large gap to
maximum likelihood (ML) decoding. To improve the perfor-
mance, BCH codes are often decoded with soft-input decoders,
either with hard-output, as for concatenated schemes with
hard-input outer codes, or with soft-output to iterate between
component codes as in turbo product decoding (TPD) [10].

For both cases, the Chase-II algorithm is a commonly
used decoder [11]. Given a channel output, it generates a
list of candidate codewords L from decoding 2p testwords
with a BDD. In the context of guessing random additive noise
decoding (GRAND), patterns based on their logistic weight
were introduced [12]. They can also be used in a Chase-like
decoder and show good performance [13]. Only few works
suggest alternative test pattern sets such as [14], [15], where
test patterns for medium-rate BCH codes were designed using
covering codes [16].

The performance of Chase-II decoding and generalized
minimum distance (GMD) decoding [17] were analyzed in
[18]–[20]. A thorough comparison of the performance of
different sets of patterns, especially for high-rate BCH codes,
is, to the best of our knowledge, still missing.

In this paper, we present three methods to determine the list
error rate (LER), i.e., the probability that the sent codeword is
not in the list generated by the Chase-like decoder, and show
that they give equivalent results. The first method uses order
statistics and was introduced in [19] based on [18]. We extend
the method to Chase-II patterns of restricted Hamming weight
and patterns with a maximum logistic weight. The second
method uses the calculation of the covered space as suggested
in [21] to calculate the LER of arbitrary patterns. The third
method is a Monte Carlo simulation of the transmission
system.

Furthermore, we introduce a design algorithm for test pat-
tern sets that achieve almost the same performance as test
patterns found by a greedy approach. The test pattern sets
from our suggested design gain up to 0.2 dB in terms of block
error rate (BLER) compared to the commonly used Chase-II
patterns of restricted Hamming weight.

II. PRELIMINARIES

Let [n] ≜ {1, 2, . . . , n} and [m,n] ≜ {m,m + 1, . . . , n}
for m < n with n ∈ N and m ∈ N0. We denote the power
set of an index set K ⊆ [n] as PK with |PK| = 2|K|. The
subvector of v ∈ Fn

2 containing only the elements at positions
K ⊆ [n] of v is given by vK ∈ F|K|

2 . The vector of length n
with ones at positions K ⊆ [n] and zeros at positions [n] \ K
is denoted by 1K. For a vector u ∈ Fn

2 , the set of positions
equal to one is Iu and imax

u = max(Iu). Let u ⊕ v be the
element-wise addition over F2 for two vectors u,v ∈ Fn

2 .
The Hamming weight of a vector u ∈ Fn

2 and the Hamming
distance of the vectors u,v ∈ Fn

2 are denoted by wH(u) and
dH(u,v), respectively. Let Br(u) ≜ {v ∈ Fn

2 | dH(u,v) ≤ r}
be the Hamming ball of radius r that is centered at u. The
logistic weight of a vector u is defined as wL(u) =

∑n
i=1 iui.

A. Channel Model

We consider transmission over a binary-input additive white
Gaussian noise (BI-AWGN) channel Y = X + Z, where
Z ∼ N (0, σ2) and X ∈ {+1,−1} is the binary phase shift
keying (BPSK) modulated channel input with 0 7→ +1 and
1 7→ −1.

As channel codes, we use (n, k, t) primitive, narrow-sense,
binary BCH codes of length n, dimension k and error correc-
tion capability t =

⌊
ddes−1

2

⌋
, where the design distance ddes

is a lower bound on the minimum distance dmin.
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For a given channel output y ∈ Rn, we can compute the
channel log-likelihood ratio (LLR) as ℓ = 2

σ2 y and define the
reliability as α ≜ |ℓ|. Throughout this paper, we assume that
the received channel output is already sorted with respect to
the corresponding reliabilities such that α1 ≤ α2 ≤ . . . ≤ αn.
The hard decision is denoted by ŷ, where ŷi = 1 for yi < 0
and ŷi = 0 otherwise.

For a transmitted codeword c ∈ Fn
2 , the error vector is given

by e = c⊕ ŷ. Let Eb denote the event that the hard decision
is erroneous at b positions. For the BI-AWGN channel, the
probability of b bit flips is

P (Eb) =
(
n

b

)
[1−Q(1/σ)]bQ(1/σ)n−b, (1)

with Q(·) being the tail distribution function of N (0, 1).
For a BDD with error correction capability t, the probability

that the transmitted codeword is decoded correctly can be
calculated by

PBDD ≜ PBDD(ĉ = c) =

t∑
i=0

P (Ei). (2)

B. Chase-like Decoding

A popular approach for incorporating soft information into
hard-decision decoding is the Chase-II algorithm [11]. More
generally, a Chase-like algorithm with a predetermined test
pattern set R operates as follows.

First, the hard-decision vector ŷ = (ŷ1, . . . , ŷn) is formed.
The corresponding set of testwords is T = {ŷ ⊕ ρ | ρ ∈ R},
where R is the set of test patterns with cardinality q ≜ |R|.
Each testword τ ∈ T is then decoded by a BDD, and the
obtained unique codewords form the candidate list L. For
hard-output decoding, the most likely codeword is selected as
ĉ = argmaxc′∈L P (c′ |y). Alternatively, the remaining list
candidates can be used to generate soft outputs [10], [21].

Chase-like algorithms differ in the choice of the test pattern
set R. The Chase-II algorithm considers all 2p bit flips within
the p least reliable positions with RChase =

{
1K

∣∣ K ∈ P[p]

}
.

A common alternative that restricts the patterns to at most
wmax

H bits among the p least reliable positions is the restricted
Chase pattern set Rrestr =

{
1K

∣∣ K ∈ P[p], |K| ≤ wmax
H

}
.

Recently, patterns ordered by increasing logistic weight
(LW) were proposed for GRAND [12]. We refer to them as
logistic weight patterns RLW and define them as follows.

Definition 1 (Logistic Weight Patterns). The logistic weight
pattern set RLW of cardinality q contains the q patterns with
smallest logistic weight. Ties are broken by Hamming weight
and then, if necessary, by smaller binary representation.

C. Error Probability of Chase-like Decoding

The error probability of a Chase-like decoding algorithm
with test pattern set R ⊆ Fn

2 can be decomposed as

PR(ĉ ̸= c) = PR(ĉ ̸= c, c ∈ L) + PR(ĉ ̸= c, c /∈ L)
(a)
= PR(ĉ ̸= c, c ∈ L) + PR(c /∈ L)
(b)

≤ P (cML ̸= c) + PR(c /∈ L),

where (a) follows since ĉ ∈ L always holds, and (b) follows
because the term PR(ĉ ̸= c, c ∈ L) is maximized for L = C,
yielding the BLER of ML decoding. We call PR(c /∈ L) the
list error rate (LER), which provides a tight approximation of
the BLER for P (cML ̸= c) ≪ PR(c /∈ L) [18], [19].

D. Covered Space Probability Calculation

For the probability P (v |y) that a vector v was transmitted
given the received vector y, without considering codebook
information, we obtain

P (v |y) =
∏

i: vi=ŷi

γi ·
∏

i: vi ̸=ŷi

(1− γi),

with γi = P (vi = ŷi | yi) = 1
1+e−ℓi

. This probability should
no be confused with the codebook-aware posterior probability
P (c |y), which is only non-zero for c ∈ C and not considered
in this paper.

The subset of the ambient space Fn
2 that is explored for

codewords by a Chase-like algorithm is called the covered
space V as in [21]. For Chase-like decoding, it is given by

V =
⋃
ρ∈R

Bt(ρ).

The probability of the covered space is defined as

Pcov(y) =
∑
v∈V

P (v |y) = P (c ∈ L |y),

which coincides with the probability that the transmitted
codeword c is in the list L found by the Chase-like algorithm,
since L = V ∩ C. An efficient way for evaluating Pcov(y) for
the Chase-II algorithm using Hamming balls is given in [21].

III. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION METHODS

In the following, we discuss three methods to evaluate the
LERs for given sets of test patterns.

For this, it is helpful to quantify the contribution of a test
pattern set R′ that is added to a set of patterns R as

P add
R (R′) ≜ PR∪R′(c ∈ L)− PR(c ∈ L).

With slight abuse of notation, the probability added by a single
test pattern ρ is denoted as P add

R (ρ) = P add
R ({ρ}).

A. List Error Rate with Order Statistics

Instead of calculating PR(c /∈ L) directly as in [19],
we consider the complementary probability PR(c ∈ L).
The computations are based on the order statistics of the
channel model. However, we give an abstract description of the
probabilities that need to be calculated. The computations of
the abstracted probabilities with order statistics are described
in Appendix A.

The result for the Chase-II algorithm can be derived by
considering the error vectors which are covered in addition to
the BDD. The set of test patterns RChase can be split into dis-
joint subsets of patterns with the same Hamming weight, i.e.,
RChase =

⋃p
w=0 Rw with Rw =

{
1K

∣∣ K ∈ P[p], |K| = w
}

.
The union of all test patterns up to weight w is labeled



as R[0,w] ≜
⋃

i∈[0,w] Ri. They form the pattern set of the
restricted Chase algorithm. The error vectors covered by the
test patterns ρ ∈ Rw in addition to the vectors already covered
by R[0,w−1] are those with w flips in the p least reliable
positions and up to t additional flips in the n−p most reliable
positions. Thus, we have

P add
R[0,w−1]

(Rw) = P (wH(e[p]) = w | Et+w)P (Et+w).

Overall, the probability that the transmitted codeword is in the
list for Chase-II decoding is given by

PChase(c ∈ L) = PBDD+

p+t∑
i=t+1

P (wH(e[p]) = i−t | Ei)P (Ei),

(3)
in accordance with [19]. For the restricted Chase algorithm,
the set of test patterns Rrestr contains only those patterns with
Hamming weight at most wmax

H . Thus, the probability that the
transmitted codeword is in the list generated by the restricted
Chase algorithm can be calculated by

Prestr(c ∈ L) = PBDD+

wmax
H +t∑
i=t+1

P (wH(e[p]) = i−t | Ei)P (Ei).

(4)
In the following, we will derive a way to calculate the LER

of Chase-like decoding with logistic weight patterns RLW as
defined in Definition 1, for which the following property will
be of use.

Property 1. For a fixed logistic weight pattern ρ ∈ RLW as
defined in Definition 1, it holds

{
1K | K ∈ PIρ \∅

}
⊆ RLW.

Remark. Property 1 coincides with a useful trick for an
efficient sequential implementation of Chase-like algorithms.
A pattern ρ′ with a difference in only one position i to the
current pattern ρ was already decoded. The syndrome does
not need to be computed again, but it is sufficient to reuse the
syndrome form the test word of pattern ρ′ and only exclusive-
or the syndrome contribution of the i-th position. This reduces
the number of calculations significantly.

We can now consider which additional error vectors are
covered by a pattern ρ ∈ RLW.

Lemma 1. Let RLW be the set of logistic weight patterns as in
Definition 1. The logistic weight pattern ρ covers, in addition
to RLW \ {ρ}, all vectors with errors at positions Iρ and at
most t further errors at positions i ∈ [imax

ρ + 1, n].

Proof: The set of error vectors covered by the pattern
ρ is V =

{
ρ⊕ 1K

∣∣ K ∈ P[n], |K| ≤ t
}

. It suffices to
show that all error vectors of V are already covered except
the subset V1 =

{
ρ⊕ 1K

∣∣∣ K ∈ P[imax
ρ +1,n], |K| = t

}
.

First, consider the subset of error vectors
V2 =

{
ρ⊕ 1K

∣∣ K ∈ P[n], |K| < t
}

. By Property 1, we have
that V2 is covered by the patterns in RLW\{ρ} with Hamming
weight smaller than wH(ρ). Next, consider the subset of error
vectors V3 =

{
ρ⊕ 1K

∣∣∣ K ∈ P[imax
ρ ], |K| ≤ t

}
. These error

vectors are covered by Property 1 since all patterns of the

same weight but with smaller binary representation and thus
smaller logistic weights are also in RLW \ {ρ}. The error
vectors in V1 are not covered by any pattern in RLW \ {ρ} as
the pattern ρ has by Definition 1 the largest logistic weight
of a pattern with the same Hamming weight. Overall, it holds
that V = V1 ∪ V2 ∪ V3 and we have that the additional error
vectors covered by the pattern ρ are those in V1.

The probability that the transmitted codeword is in the list
generated by the Chase-like algorithm with logistic weight
patterns RLW can be calculated as stated in the following
proposition.

Proposition 1. Let RLW be the set of logistic weight patterns
as in Definition 1 with wmax

H = maxρ∈RLW wH(ρ). The prob-
ability that the transmitted codeword is in the list generated
by the Chase-like algorithm is

PLW(c ∈ L) =

PBDD +

wmax
H∑
i=1

∑
ρ∈Ri

P (e[imax
ρ ] = ρ[imax

ρ ] | Et+i)P (Et+i),
(5)

where Rw = {ρ ∈ RLW | wH(ρ) = w}.

Proof: We show that the probability PLW(c ∈ L) can
be calculated with (5) by induction. Consider the pattern set
RLW = {0} with q = 1. We have PLW(c ∈ L) = PBDD by
(2). Assume that for a set of q logistic weight patterns RLW

(5) holds. If we add one pattern ρ′ with Hamming weight
w′ = wH(ρ

′) such that |RLW| = q + 1, the additionally
covered error patterns are stated in Lemma 1. The proba-
bility of these additionally covered error patterns is exactly
P (e[imax

ρ′ ] = ρ[imax
ρ′ ] | Et+w′)P (Et+w′), which concludes the

induction and the proof.
The conditional probability P (e[imax

ρ ] = ρ[imax
ρ ] | Et+i) can

be calculated using order statistics which is in detail described
in Appendix A.

B. List Error Rate by Covered Space Probability

Another way to estimate the list error rate of Chase-like
algorithms is based on the probability of the covered space
Pcov(y). To calculate the average probability that the trans-
mitted codeword c is in the list L, a Monte Carlo simulation
can be used such that

PR(c ∈ L) = Ey [Pcov(y)] ≈
1

N

N∑
i=1

∑
v∈V

P (v |y)

for a sufficiently large number N of realizations of y based
on the law of large numbers. The advantage of this method
is that it can be applied to any set of patterns R without the
need for a specific structure of the patterns. However, if the
calculation of the overlap of individual patterns for the covered
space probability is computationally too expensive, it can be
more efficient to directly estimates PR(c ∈ L) via Monte
Carlo simulation.



C. List Error Rate by Monte Carlo Simulation

The direct way to compute the list error rate of Chase-
like decoding is to perform a Monte Carlo simulation. This
is done by simulating the transmission of codewords over
the channel, running the Chase-like decoder, and checking
whether the transmitted codeword appears in the list generated
by the algorithm.

This method is straightforward and can be applied to any
set of patterns R without the need for a specific structure of
the patterns. It is possible to obtain estimates of the block
error rate (BLER) as well as the LER in the same simulation.
However, it can be computationally expensive, especially for
small error probabilities at high signal-to-noise-ratios (SNRs),
as a large number of simulations may be required to obtain
accurate estimates of the performance.

IV. PATTERN DESIGNS FOR CHASE-LIKE DECODING

For a fixed number of patterns q, the optimal test pattern
set Ropt, i.e., the set of patterns that minimizes the LER, is
defined as

Ropt ≜ argmin
R⊆Fn

2

PR(c /∈ L), s.t. |Ropt| = q.

However, finding Ropt belongs to the class of maximizing
submodular set functions which was acknowledged to be NP-
hard [22]. Thus, the only way to obtain the optimal set of test
patterns is exhaustive search, which is typically not feasible.

Therefore, we propose two design algorithms that find sets
of good test patterns. Both construct R iteratively, choosing
from a set of candidate patterns.

A. Generating Candidate Patterns

In [23], an algorithm was introduced that generates all
vectors of the full space Fn

2 ordered according to a metric
for a given realization y. We use the algorithm to generate
candidate patterns in decreasing metric, averaging over many
realizations, and denote the algorithm as OCP (ordered can-
didate patterns), where ρ = OCP(i) is the pattern ρ with i-th
largest metric.

It can be used to get the ordered patterns according to
the probability of the Hamming ball of radius t around the
pattern P (e ∈ Bt(ρ)). We denote the algorithm that orders Fn

2

according to this as OCPBt(v). If ordering is performed with
respect to P (e = ρ), the corresponding generating algorithm
is named OCPv .

B. Greedy Pattern Design

The best algorithm to maximize the coverage in polynomial
time is a greedy algorithm [24]. For our setup, it works as
described in the following. Until the target number of patterns
q is reached, the greedy algorithm adds new patterns ρ to R
iteratively. The added pattern is chosen according to the rule
that ρ improves the LER the most, i.e.,

ρ = argmin
v∈Fn

2

PR∪{v}(c /∈ L) = argmax
v∈Fn

2

P add
R (v).

Using OCPBt(v), the size of the search space can be sig-
nificantly reduced. Having sequentially searched the first
j patterns generated by OCPBt(v), let the best pattern
found so far be ρbest. Then, the pattern ρj = OCPBt(v)(j)
can yield larger added covered probability if and only if
P add
ρ (ρbest) < P (e ∈ Bt(ρj)). If this criterion is not fulfilled,

no further patterns have to be considered.
However, even the greedy algorithm is computationally

expensive for longer codes. For this reason, we propose a new
heuristic design rule.

C. Maximum Covering Pattern Design

A good set of test patterns should cover all most probable
error vectors, i.e., minρ∈R dH(ρ,OCPv(i)) ≤ t for small i.
Furthermore, the probability P (e = ρ) can be used as a proxy
for P add

R (ρ).
Based on these observations, we propose a pattern design

named maximally covered ordered candidate (MCOC) as
described in Algorithm 1. Iteratively, the i-th most likely
pattern ρ = OCP(i) is considered. If it is not covered by
the test patterns found so far, argmaxv∈Bt(ρ) P (v = e) is
added to R.

Algorithm 1: Maximally Covering Ordered Candidate Patterns.

Input : SNR Eb/N0, pattern number q, parameters (n, k, t).
Output: Set of patterns R.

1 R ∅; i 1;
2 while |R| < q do
3 ρ OCPv(i); // next likely pattern
4 if minρ′∈R dH(ρ,ρ

′) > t then
5 for j 1 to i do
6 ρj = OCPv(j);
7 if dH(ρ,ρj) ≤ t then
8 R R∪ {ρj};
9 break; // go to line 13

10 end
11 end
12 end
13 i i+ 1;
14 end
15 return R

V. RESULTS

In Fig. 1, the three methods, direct Monte Carlo, order
statistics calculations and covered space probability, agree on
the list error rates of the (128,120) extended Hamming code for
128 logistic weight patterns. This shows that all three methods
are well suited to predict the list error rate.

Additionally, Fig. 1 shows the LER of four different test
pattern sets with cardinality q = 16 and q = 64. For q = 16,
i.e., p = 4, the Chase algorithm performs slightly worse than
the logistic weights, greedy patterns and the MCOC patterns,
which are approximately on par. For q = 64, the Chase-II
decoder with p = 6 performs much worse than the other
patterns. There, we can see a slight gain of the greedy patterns
over the MCOC patterns for high SNRs. The logistic weight
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Fig. 1. List error rate of the (128,120) extended Hamming code decoded with
different sets of patterns of size q ∈ {16, 64, 128}.

patterns have only a small performance decrease at LER 10−4

of 0.1 dB compared to the greedy patterns. Since all of the
considered patterns have a better LER than the ML BLER,
they all exhibit near-ML performance.

Another code of interest is the (256, 239) extended BCH
code used as a component code in oFEC [9]. The BLER for
different sets of patterns is depicted in Fig. 2. Surprisingly, the
MCOC patterns with q = 42 perform better than the restricted
Chase patterns with more than twice as many test patterns.
The logistic weight patterns for q = 93 are almost as good as
our suggested set of patterns. Since q = 93 restricted Chase
patterns with p = 8 and wmax

H = 3 are able to achieve the
desired threshold for oFEC [25], we can assume that with
MCOC patterns or logistic weight patterns the number of
required decodings can be reduced. It was not possible to
obtain a greedy set for this code in a reasonable time.

In Fig. 3, the LER is illustrated for a fixed SNR of 5.5 dB
for the same BCH code but over different pattern designs and
number of patterns. We see that for more patterns, the gap
between our suggested design, logistic weight patterns and
Chase variants grows larger.

VI. CONCLUSION

We have discussed three different methods for evaluating
the performance of test pattern sets for Chase-like decoding.
All three give accurate estimations of the list error rate. In
addition, we suggest an algorithm for finding test pattern sets
which performs almost as good as test patterns found with the
optimal algorithm in polynomial time.

Future work could aim to use the insights to design test
pattern sets for iterative decoding of product codes and their
generalizations.
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Fig. 2. Block error rate of the (256,239) extended BCH code decoded with
q ∈ {42, 93} patterns for different pattern sets. The restricted Chase pattern
sets are with p ∈ {6, 8} and wmax

H = 3.
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Fig. 3. List error rate over the number of patterns of different sets used to
decode the (256,239) extended BCH code at an SNR of 5.5 dB.
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APPENDIX A
ORDER STATISTICS SETUP

The density functions fc(x) and fe(x) of the reliability αi

for a correct hard decision at position i and a wrong hard
decision at position i, respectively, are given by

fc(x) =

{
qσ(x+1)
Qσ(1)

x ≥ 0

0 otherwise

fe(x) =

{
qσ(x−1)
1−Qσ(1)

x ≥ 0

0 otherwise

with

qσ(x) =
1√
2πσ2

e−
x2

2σ2 and Qσ(x) =

∫ ∞

x

qσ(t) dt.

The corresponding cumulative distribution functions are de-
noted by Fc(x) and Fe(x), respectively, and are given by

Fc(x) =

{
Qσ(1)−Qσ(x+1)

Qσ(1)
x ≥ 0

0 otherwise

Fe(x) =

{
1−Qσ(1)−Qσ(x−1)

1−Qσ(1)
x ≥ 0

0 otherwise.

After transmission, the hard decision ŷ is erroneous
at b positions. The b reliabilities of positions
where the hard decision is wrong are denoted by
βb,(1) ≤ βb,(2) ≤ . . . ≤ βb,(b). Similarly, the n− b reliabilities
of positions where the hard decision is correct are denoted
by γn−b,(1) ≤ γn−b,(2) ≤ . . . ≤ γn−b,(n−b). The probability
density functions of βb,(i) and γn−b,(j) are order statistics of
the above given functions. Following [26], they are given by

fβb,(i)
(x) = Θ(b, i) fe(x)[Fe(x)]

i−1[1− Fe(x)]
b−i

fγn−b,(j)
(x) = Θ(n− b, j) fc(x)[Fc(x)]

j−1[1− Fc(x)]
n−b−j ,

with Θ(m,n) defined as Θ(m,n) = m
(
m−1
n−1

)
. Consider

the subsets I = {i1, . . . , iµ} ⊆ [b] with |I| = µ and
J = {j1, . . . , jν} ⊆ [n− b] with |J | = ν. We denote
the joint probability density functions of all βb,(i)

with i ∈ I and of all γn−b,(j) with j ∈ J
in short by fβb,I (xI) ≜ f{βb,(i)}i∈I ({xi}i∈I) and
fγn−b,J (xγ) ≜ f{γn−b,(j)}j∈J ({xj}j∈J ). They can be
calculated as in [26] by

fβb,I (xI) =

b!

[∏
u∈I

fe(xu)

]
µ∏

ℓ=0

(
[Fe(xiℓ+1

)− Fe(xiℓ)]
iℓ+1−iℓ−1

(iℓ+1 − iℓ − 1)!

)
(6)

with x0 = 0, xν+1 = ∞, n0 = 0 and nν+1 = b+1 as well as

fγn−b,J (xγ) =

m!

[∏
u∈J

fc(xu)

]
ν∏

ℓ=0

(
[Fc(xjℓ+1

)− Fc(xjℓ)]
jℓ+1−jℓ−1

(jℓ+1 − jℓ − 1)!

)
(7)

with m = n − b, x0 = 0, xµ+1 = ∞, i0 = 0, and iµ+1 =
n− b+ 1.

We now have all order statistics definitions to show how the
terms from Appendix III-A can be calculated.

CONSTRAINT CONDITIONAL PROBABILITY CALCULATION

In (3), (4), and (5), two types of probabilities need to be
calculated. The first is the probability of i transmission errors
P (Ei) which is determined by (1). The second are conditional
probabilities imposing a constraint on the error vector e given
the event Ei that i transmission errors have occurred. We can
calculate them using the above stated order statistics functions
which assume that the event Eb has occurred.

The conditional probability P (wH(e[p]) = b − t | Eb) is
required to get the LER of Chase-II and restricted Chase
decoding patterns as in (3), (4). The probability captures the
event in which b−t of the b errors fall within the p least reliable
positions. In other words, the reliabilities βb,(1), . . . , βb,(b−t)

have a smaller absolute value than the reliabilities in the posi-
tions [p+1, n]. The reliability with smallest absolute value in
these positions without an error is γn−b,(p+1−(b−t)). Therefore,
the event is captured by βb,(b−t) ≤ γn−b,(p+1−(b−t)) and it
holds that

P (wH(e[p]) = b− t | Eb)

=

∫ ∞

0

fβb,(b−t)
(x)

(∫ ∞

x

fγn−b,(p+t+1−b)
(y)dy

)
dx,

as also given in [18], [19].
Before explaining how to calculate the conditional proba-

bility P (e[imax
ρ ] = ρ[imax

ρ ] | Et+i) , it is helpful to provide an
example.

Example 1. Consider a toy example where the (7, 4) Ham-
ming code with t = 1 is decoded with q = 19 logistic weight
test patterns1. The pattern set RLW includes all patterns with
wL(ρ) ≤ 8, which are[

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0
]
,
[
1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

]
,
[
0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

]
,[

0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0
]
,
[
0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0

]
,
[
0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0

]
,[

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0
]
,
[
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1

]
,
[
1, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

]
,[

1, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0
]
,
[
0, 1, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0

]
,
[
1, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0

]
,[

0, 1, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0
]
,
[
0, 0, 1, 1, 0, 0, 0

]
,
[
1, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0

]
,[

0, 1, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0
]
,
[
1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0

]
,
[
1, 1, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0

]
,[

1, 1, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0
]
.

We consider the additional probability of the last
pattern, i.e., P add

R′
LW

(ρ) with ρ =
[
1, 1, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0

]
and R′

LW = RLW \ {ρ}. From Proposition 1 and
(5), we know that the additional probability is
P (e[imax

ρ ] = ρ[imax
ρ ] | Et+i)P (Et+i) with t = 1, imax

ρ = 4,
i = wH(ρ) = 3, thus

P add
R′

LW
(ρ) = P (e[4] = ρ[4] | E5)P (E5).

1The avid reader may notice that using 19 test patterns to decode a perfect
code with 16 codewords does not make sense. However, this is just a toy
example for illustration purposes.



The probability P (E5) can be calculated with (1). To calculate
the conditional probability P (e[4] = ρ[4] | E5), we consider the
order statistics setup, where b = 5 transmission errors have
occurred. The condition e[4] = ρ[4] can then be translated
to conditions on the corresponding ordered reliabilities β, γ
which were flipped and which were not flipped, respectively.
For the pattern ρ, the conditions are given by

β5,(1) ≤ β5,(2) ≤ γ2,(1) ≤ β5,(3) ≤
γ2,(2)
β5,(4)

β5,(5)[
1, 1, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0

]
.

The desired constraint e[4] = ρ[4] can only constrain relia-
bilities in the positions 1 to 4. The order of the last three
reliabilities γ2,(2), β5,(4) and β5,(5) does not play a role since
the condition e[4] = ρ[4] does not cover these positions.
The additional condition on the non-zero position with largest
index, i.e., position 4, is given by the reliability with smallest
absolute value in positions [5, 7] and that was not flipped. Here,
this is γ2,(2). Some of the conditions are fulfilled by definition
of order statistics, e.g., β5,(1) ≤ β5,(2). Overall, the three
conditions β5,(2) ≤ γ2,(1), γ2,(1) ≤ β5,(3) and β5,(3) ≤ γ2,(2)
have to hold. We denote them by a set of conditions F , i.e.,

F = {β5,(2) ≤ γ2,(1), γ2,(1) ≤ β5,(3), β5,(3) ≤ γ2,(2)}

The space of non-negative numbers for which the conditions
in F hold are denoted by R3

≥0,F . We then have

P (e[4] = ρ[4] | E5) =∫
R3

≥0,F

fβ5,{2,3}(x{2,3})fγ2,(1)
(y)dx{2,3}dy,

where fβ5,{2,3}(x{2,3}) is the joint probability density function
of β5,(2) and β5,(3). and fγ2,(1)

(y) the probability density
function of γ2,(1).

Keeping this example in mind, we can now generalize the
calculation of P (e[imax

ρ ] = ρ[imax
ρ ] | Et+w) for a pattern ρ ∈

RLW \ {0} with Hamming weight w > 0 .

Calculation Rule. Consider a pattern ρ ∈ RLW \ {0} with
Hamming weight w > 0 as in Proposition 1 within the order
statistics setup with b = t + w transmission errors. Denote
by F the non-trivial conditions imposed by e[imax

ρ ] = ρ[imax
ρ ]

on the variables in the positions [imax
ρ ]. If ρi = 1, the

position i corresponds to an order statistics variable βb. If
ρi = 0, the position i corresponds to an order statistics variable
γn−b. Additionally, we have a constraint on the position imax

ρ

corresponding to βb,(w) and γn−b,(imax
ρ −w+1), following from

the fact that of the [imax
ρ ] positions imax

ρ − w are not flipped.
Thus, the smallest not erroneous position outside [imax

ρ ] has the
reliability γn−b,(imax

ρ −w+1). The indices of the order statistics
variables β and γ that are constraint by F are denoted by IF
and JF , respectively. We define dF ≜ |IF | + |JF |, which
is the total number of constraint positions. The conditional

probability P (e[imax
ρ ] = ρ[imax

ρ ] | Et+w) can then be calculated
by ∫

RdF
≥0,F

fβb,IF
(xIF )fγn−b,JF

(yJF
)dxIFdyJF

, (8)

where RdF
≥0,F denotes the subset of RdF

≥0 for which the con-
ditions F are fulfilled. The joint probability density functions
fβb,IF

(xIF ) and fγn−b,JF
(yJF

) are the ones defined in (6)
and (7).

EFFICIENT MONTE CARLO INTEGRATION FOR ORDER
STATISTICS

Solving multidimensional integrals, such as the ones in
(8), numerically based on the multidimensional functions is
complex. Therefore, we calculate the integral more efficiently
using Monte Carlo integration [27]. Assume that we can
sample from the joint distributions fIF (xβ) and fJF (yγ). We
can then estimate the probability via Monte Carlo simulation
where in each step we sample from the joint distributions and
check whether the conditions F are fulfilled. The probability
is then the number of tries where F was fulfilled over the
number of overall tries.

Sampling from the joint distributions can be done using
the following property from [28]. The order statistics x(1) ≤
. . . ≤ x(n) that correspond to the sequence x1, . . . , xn of i.i.d.
random variables with cumulative distribution function (CDF)
F can be generated as

F−1(u(1)), . . . , F
−1(u(n)),

where F−1 is the inverse CDF and u(1) ≤ . . . ≤ u(n) are order
statistics form the uniform distribution on the interval [0, 1].
The inversion of the CDFs Fe and Fc can be implemented
efficiently as well as sampling order statistics of the uniform
distribution via an efficient built-in sampling from the beta
distribution.
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