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Abstract—Standard decoding approaches for convolutional codes, such
as the Viterbi and BCJR algorithms, entail significant complexity when
correcting synchronization errors. The situation worsens when multiple
received sequences should be jointly decoded, as in DNA storage. Previous
work has attempted to address this via separate-BCJR decoding, i.e.,
combining the results of decoding each received sequence separately.
Another attempt to reduce complexity adapted sequential decoders
for use over channels with insertion and deletion errors. However,
these decoding alternatives remain prohibitively expensive for high-rate
convolutional codes. To address this, we adapt sequential decoders to
decode multiple received sequences jointly over the syndrome trellis. For
the short blocklength regime, this decoding strategy can outperform
separate-BCJR decoding under certain channel conditions, in addition
to reducing decoding complexity. To mitigate the occurrence of a
decoding timeout, formally called erasure, we also extend this approach
to work bidirectionally, i.e., deploying two independent stack decoders
that simultaneously operate in the forward and backward directions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Synchronization errors, namely insertions and deletions, affect
several networking and data storage channels [1–5]. Such errors
involve the loss of symbols during transmission or the addition of
some spurious symbols into the received stream, respectively, and
usually arise either from intrinsic characteristics of the channel, e.g.,
in DNA data storage, or due to external causes such as imperfect
synchronization between the transmitter and the receiver. A wide
variety of error-correcting codes [6–10] have been investigated to
improve transmission reliability over channels with synchronization
errors. This work focuses on convolutional codes, specifically their
decoding algorithms for channels with synchronization errors. Prior
work [11, 12] proposed new trellis structures that facilitate the use of
Viterbi and maximum a posteriori decoders for correcting insertions
and deletions, in addition to substitution errors. However, these trel-
lises grow exponentially with the memory of the convolutional code,
and the maximum number of insertions and deletions considered,
resulting in high memory and decoding complexity. The increase
in complexity is particularly significant when multiple sequences
are decoded jointly [13, 14]. To mitigate this issue, the solution
proposed in [13] involves decoding each received sequence inde-
pendently before combining their respective symbol-wise a posteriori
probabilities. However, this incurs a loss in achievable rate compared
to joint decoding of multiple sequences [13]. Another efficient albeit
suboptimal alternative is sequential decoding [15–18], which operates
on a tree representation of the code instead of its trellis and only
examines codewords (paths in the tree) that appear to be promising.
This method has a complexity that scales linearly with the code length
and does not depend on the memory of the code. This remedy is
also not perfect since the complexity of sequential decoding grows
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Fig. 1. Allowed transitions in the state machine model for the insertion,
deletion, and substitution channel [23].

exponentially with the dimension of the code and the number of
received sequences [18]. Furthermore, both approaches render the
use of high-rate convolutional codes impractical due to the explosion
in the number of outgoing edges per node in the trellis.

In this work, we address these drawbacks by turning to an alterna-
tive representation of convolutional codes based on the parity-check
matrix, namely the syndrome trellis (tree) [19–21]. Specifically, we
adapt sequential decoders to operate on the syndrome tree by refining
the decoding metric to accommodate the tree’s irregular nature. This
strategy makes the complexity of sequential decoding independent of
the dimension of the code in low-noise environments, hence enabling
the use of high-rate codes. We also reduce the probability of a
decoding timeout, formally called erasure, by extending the stack
algorithm to its bidirectional counterpart [22]. We show that for
short blocklength codes, jointly decoding multiple sequences over the
syndrome tree with the stack algorithm outperforms separate-BCJR
decoding under specific noise and code rate regimes.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Channel Model

As in [20, 23], we model the channel as a finite-state machine
specified by parameters Pi, Pd, and Ps, representing the insertion,
deletion, and substitution probabilities, respectively. Say a sequence
x = (x1, . . . , xL) ∈ {0, 1}L is awaiting transmission. As illustrated
in Fig. 1, for each input bit xi, one of the following events may
occur: i) with probability Pi, a random bit is inserted into the received
stream, and xi remains in the transmission queue; ii) xi is deleted
with probability Pd; iii) xi is received either correctly or with a
substitution, with probability Pt(1−Ps) and PtPs, respectively. Here,
Pt = 1− Pi − Pd represents the transmission probability.

B. Convolutional Codes and the Syndrome Trellis

An [n, k] convolutional code can be defined by an (n − k) × n
polynomial parity-check matrix H(D). An [N,K] terminated con-
volutional code C formed from this [n, k] convolutional code, can be
defined by a binary parity-check matrix H = (h1, . . . ,hN ) so that
each codeword x = (x1, . . . , xN ) ∈ C satisfies

∑N
i=1 xihi = 0,
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Fig. 2. Syndrome trellis of the [3, 2] convolutional code of length N = 9 in
Example 1. Dashed and solid edges emerging from a node at level l represent
codeword bits xl+1 = 0 and xl+1 = 1, respectively. For longer codes,
the trellis consists of successive repetitions of the block within the dashed
box. The final three stages show the termination phase. Levels 0, 1, 3, 4 are
information levels while levels 2, 5, 6, 7, 8 are parity levels. The green, blue,
and red stages indicate information bits, parity bits, and termination bits,
respectively.

where N is the length of the codeword. This motivates the concept
of a syndrome trellis, which comprises N +1 levels, each containing
multiple nodes, each representing a specific syndrome state. Each
codeword x ∈ C traces a path in the trellis that starts from
s0(x) = 0 and subsequently passes through the syndrome states
sl(x) = x1h1 + · · ·+ xlhl at levels l = 1, . . . , N .

Example 1. Consider the [3, 2] convolutional code defined by the
parity-check matrix H(D) =

[
1 +D 1 +D2 1 +D +D2

]
.

The associated syndrome trellis, shown in Fig. 2 for N = 9, is built
using the corresponding binary parity-check matrix.

H =


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

0 1 1 1 0 1
0 1 1

 .

Before its terminating phase, the syndrome trellis of an [n, k]
convolutional code consists of consecutive blocks, each composed of
n trellis sections, k of which correspond to information bits, while
the remaining n−k sections correspond to parity bits. Naturally, each
node at the start of an information trellis section has two emanating
edges, for 0 and 1, respectively, and is formally said to be at an
information level. The nodes at the start of a parity trellis section are
said to be at a parity level and only produce one edge. To encode an
information vector using the trellis, one starts at the syndrome state
s = 0 and chooses the edge corresponding to the next unencoded
information bit when at an information level. When at a parity level
or in the terminating phase, one follows the only outgoing edge.
The final codeword is the concatenation of the edge labels along the
path traced in the trellis. The syndrome trellis for the [3, 2] code in
Example 1 is depicted in Fig. 2.

Example 2. Considering the [3, 2] convolutional code from Exam-
ple 1, we observe from Fig. 2 that the information vector u =
(1, 0, 1, 1) maps to the codeword x = (1, 0, 1, 1, 1, 0, 0, 1, 1).

C. Joint Channel and Code Tree

The presence of insertion and deletion errors suggests that the
channel has infinite memory. Thus, to interpret the received vector as
the output of a hidden Markov model (HMM), we use the concept
of a drift variable as in [12]. More explicitly, we view the received
vector as the output of an HMM wherein each hidden state is a pair
of a syndrome state and a drift value. The drift di [23] refers to the
difference between the number of insertion and deletion events that
occurred until the (i+ 1)th bit has been enqueued for transmission.
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Fig. 3. Part of the joint channel and code tree of the [3, 2] convolutional code
from Example 1. Dashed and solid lines indicate outputs 0 and 1, respectively.
Each node represents a pair of a syndrome state and a drift state (sl, dj).
The notations S0, . . . , S6 represent specific realizations of a syndrome state.
For ease of illustration, we restrict the net drift per branch to {−1, 0, 1}. The
green and blue stages indicate information bits and parity bits, respectively.

The sequential decoder, as discussed in Section II-D below, works on
a tree representation of this HMM, an example of which is depicted
in Fig. 3. To facilitate the joint decoding of M received sequences,
the HMM must be augmented such that every hidden state combines
a syndrome state with M drift variables [13], one for each of the
received sequences.

D. Stack Algorithm

Like other variants of sequential decoding, the stack algorithm [16]
works on a tree representation of the HMM described earlier and
evaluates the nodes visited in this tree through a decoding metric
(discussed in Section III-A). This metric quantifies how closely the
received sequence resembles the (partial) codeword and the sequence
of drift states represented by the unique path that connects the tree
root to this node. It employs a stack to store the paths that have
already been visited and aims to find the path in the tree with the
highest metric by executing the following steps.

1) Place the tree’s root node (with metric zero) at the top of the
empty stack.

2) Remove the top node and compute the metrics of its immediate
successors. Next, these successor nodes are inserted into the
stack while maintaining the decreasing order of node metrics
in the stack. If the stack reaches its maximum size, remove the
node at the bottom of the stack to make room for new nodes.

3) If the top node is at the end of the tree, stop and output its
associated codeword. If a maximum number of iterations (of
Step 2) is reached, go to Step 4. Otherwise, go to Step 2.

4) Declare an erasure. Pick the top node in the stack, and output
the corresponding (incomplete) codeword and randomly guess
remaining undecided bits.

III. DECODER METRIC

A. Node Metric Over the Syndrome Trellis

Let yR
1 = (y1, . . . , yR) be a sequence received when transmitting a

codeword x of length N . For a node vt
0 at depth t in the joint channel

and code tree, the path from the root to the node vt
0 determines a

sequence of syndrome states, st
0 = (s0, . . . , st) and drift states,

dt
0 = (d0, . . . , dt), where the initial drift is d0 = 0. As in [18, 24],

we define the metric

µ(vt
0) ≜ logP (vt

0,y
R
1 )− log

∑
x∈{0,1}N

P (x,yR
1 ) ,



which approximates the posterior probability of the path vt
0 given

the sequence yR
1 , i.e., logP (vt

0|yR
1 ). Since vt

0 only accounts for the
first t+dt symbols of yR

1 , we compute P (vt
0,y

R
1 ) by marginalizing

over all possible codeword tails that could lead to the reception of
symbols yR

t+dt+1, while the encoder traverses a specific sequence of
syndrome states from time t+ 1 to N , say s̃N

t+1, i.e.,

P (vt
0,y

R
1 )=P (yt+dt

1 ,vt
0)
∑
s̃Nt+1

P (s̃N
t+1,y

R
t+dt+1|st, dt) . (1)

For ease of evaluation, we apply the following approximation,∑
s̃Nt+1

P (s̃N
t+1,y

R
t+dt+1|st, dt) ≈

∑
x̃N
t+2∈{0,1}N−t−1

P (x̃N
t+2,y

R
t+dt+1|dt).

Since the initial syndrome and drift states are always s0 = 0 and
d0 = 0, it follows from the Markov chain-like behavior of the
sequence of syndrome states st

0 and drift states dt
0 that

P (yt+dt
1 ,vt

0) =

t−1∏
i=0

P (si+1|si)P (y
i+1+di+1

i+di+1 , di+1|si+1
i , di) .

Thus, the metric of the node vt
0 evaluates to

µ(vt
0)≈

t−1∑
i=0

(
logP (si+1|si)+logP (y

i+1+di+1

i+di+1 , di+1|si+1
i , di)

)
+ log

∑
x∈{0,1}N−t−1

P (x,yR
t+dt+1|dt)− log

∑
x∈{0,1}N

P (x,yR
1 ) ,

(2)

where P (si+1|si) evaluates to 1 on a tree branch if i is a parity
level and 1/2 otherwise, if all information symbols are equiprobable.
The second term in the summation can be computed recursively
using a lattice [12, 20]. Note that the final two terms in (2) are
of the form

∑
x∈{0,1}N′ P (x,yR′

1 ), which signifies the probability
of receiving a specific vector of length R′ given that N ′ symbols
were transmitted. If the information bits are uniformly distributed,
both of these terms can be computed via the lattice-based procedure
stated in [18, Sec. III-A]. Otherwise, the codeword bit probabilities
P (xi) should not be assumed to be uniform and can be computed by
performing a forward pass on the syndrome trellis, i.e., using P (xi =
a) =

∑
(si,si+1):xi=a P (si)P (si+1, xi|si) where a ∈ {0, 1} and

P (si+1, xi|si) = P (si+1|si).
In case of multiple received sequences y1, . . . ,yM , as in [18],

we consider the augmented tree mentioned in Section II-C, so that a
specific tree node, say vt

0, now refers to the syndrome states st
0 =

(s0, . . . , st) and the sequence of drift state vectors (d0, . . . ,dt),
where di = (di,1, . . . , di,M ) denotes the drift of each of the M
received sequences after the transmission of i bits. Accordingly,
µ(vt

0) transforms into

µ(vt
0)= logP (vt

0,y1, . . . ,yM )− logP (y1, . . . ,yM )

≈
t−1∑
i=0

( M∑
j=1

logP ((yj)
i+1+di+1,j

i+di,j+1 , di+1,j |si+1
i , di,j)

+logP (si+1|si)
)
+

M∑
j=1

log

∑
s̃Nt+1

P ((yj)
Rj

t+dt,j+1, s̃
N
t+1|dt,j)

P ((yj)
Rj

1 )
,

where Rj denotes the length of the jth received sequence yj .

B. Bidirectional Decoding

The principle of bidirectional decoding [22] is to employ a forward
decoder and a backward decoder that start from the two extreme
ends of the joint channel and code tree, and progress toward each
other as each seeks to find the path with the highest metric along

TABLE I
CONVOLUTIONAL CODES FOR SIMULATIONS

Code [n, k] Parity-check matrix dfree

CC1 [10, 7] (5, 1, 62, 114, 22, 214, 158, 169, 241, 177) 6

CC2 [11, 9] (116, 87, 115, 26, 93, 15, 109, 75, 107, 205, 167) 5

10−2 10−1

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

Pd

B
E

R

CC2 Stack
CC2 Bi-Stack

CC2 Sep.-BCJR
CC1 Stack

CC1 Bi-Stack
CC1 Sep.-BCJR

Fig. 4. BER versus Pd when Pi = Ps = 0 and M = 2. CC1 and CC2 have
lengths N = 126 and N = 139, respectively.

their respective directions. It is worth noting that while the backward
decoder works on the same tree as its forward counterpart, the drift
state vector of its initial node consists of the net drift of each
received sequence, and its reverse operating direction implies that
the information and parity levels may be defined differently. The
algorithm terminates when either both the forward and backward
decoders meet at a common node in the tree or one of the decoders
reaches a terminal node. For more details, we refer the reader to [22].

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

To evaluate the performance of the sequential and the separate-
BCJR [13] decoders over the syndrome trellis, we consider two
convolutional codes of distinct rates from [25], denoted by CC1 and
CC2 and stated in Table I. We denote by dfree the free distance of
a convolutional code. The parity-check matrix is represented as a
vector of integers, wherein each integer is the decimal representation
of a column of the polynomial parity-check matrix after expanding
each polynomial into its coefficients. We simulated the transmission
of terminated codewords of different lengths (offset by a random
sequence [12]) over channels with distinct insertion and deletion
probabilities. To limit the decoding complexity, we ignore branches
with net drift exceeding magnitude 1, and set limits on the maximum
and minimum overall drifts using the technique in [9]. For the stack
algorithm, we employ a stack of size 3·105. If the number of forward
steps exceeds 4·105, we declare an erasure, pick the partial codeword
corresponding to the topmost tree node in the stack, and randomly
guess the remaining undecoded bits.

A. Decoding Performance

We compare the bit error rates (BERs) of the unidirectional and
bidirectional stack decoding algorithms with those of the separate-
BCJR decoder [13], which involves executing the standard BCJR
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Fig. 5. BER versus Pi = Pd when Ps = 0 for CC2 with varying number
of received sequences, M . The codewords are of length N = 139.
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Fig. 6. Complexity reduction ν versus Pi = Pd when Ps = 0 for CC2 with
length N = 139.

algorithm for each of the M received sequences yj to obtain the a
posteriori probabilities P (xt|yj), and combining them as

P (xt|y1, . . . ,yM ) ≈
∏M

j=1 P (xt|yj)

P (xt)M−1
.

The simulations are performed over channels with Pi = 0 and
with Pi = Pd, while Ps = 0 (Fig. 4 and Fig. 5, respectively). We
compare the BER performance of CC1 and CC2 for M = 2 received
sequences in Fig. 4, and observe that for both codes, under low
noise, the separate-BCJR decoder outperforms the unidirectional and
bidirectional stack algorithms since it uses the joint channel and code
trellis to compare a received sequence with all possible codewords
and sequences of drift vectors. In contrast, the stack algorithms only
examine the codewords that seem promising and are consequently
more error-prone, particularly for codes with smaller free distance.
However, as the channel noise worsens, the BER for the separate-
BCJR decoder rises faster compared to that of the bidirectional stack
algorithm and is soon surpassed by the latter. This is because the
bidirectional stack algorithm decodes multiple received sequences
jointly, which assists significantly in the accurate estimation of the
sequence of syndrome states. In essence, at higher noise levels,

joint decoding of multiple sequences compensates for the BER loss
caused by the sequential decoder’s partial examination of the joint
channel and code tree. Since a larger free distance offers a greater
advantage to separate-BCJR decoding, the deletion probability where
the bidirectional algorithm overtakes is higher for CC1. We also
observe in Fig. 5 how the BER performance of these decoders varies
with more received sequences for CC2. For M = 4, the bidirectional
stack algorithm surpasses the performance of the separate-BCJR
decoder at elevated noise levels, while this advantage is not observed
when M = 2. Additionally, the unidirectional stack algorithm
performs consistently worse than its bidirectional counterpart. This
is attributed to its increased susceptibility to erasures under high
noise levels. However, under low noise levels, this behavior differs
from that observed on the binary symmetric channel [22]. We believe
this might be due to the inherent challenges imposed by the infinite
memory of the insertion and deletion channel. While the estimation of
the drift sequence becomes more difficult further into the codeword,
this challenge is eased for the bidirectional stack algorithm since, in
the best case, each of its component decoders needs to predict only
half of the complete sequence of drift vectors.

B. Simulated Complexity

We compare the computational complexity of the unidirectional
and bidirectional stack decoders and the separate-BCJR decoder over
the syndrome trellis in terms of the number of metric computations
performed. For the separate-BCJR decoder, this quantity equals the
number of received sequences M times the number of branches in the
trellis for a single received sequence, denoted by Btr. In contrast, the
complexity of a stack decoder is the average number of nodes visited
(Step 2, Section II-D), represented as Fav, which is exponential in
M , as hinted in Section II-C. Hence, similarly to [18], we define the
complexity reduction factor as

ν =
Complexity of separate-BCJR decoding

Avg. complexity of stack algorithm
=

MBtr

Fav
.

Fig. 6 demonstrates significant reductions in decoding effort of-
fered by both stack algorithms when compared with the separate-
BCJR decoder. An initial rise in ν may occur because the complexity
of the separate-BCJR decoder increases with higher Pi = Pd, due
to the larger number of drift states to be considered, while the
complexity of the unidirectional and bidirectional stack decoders
remains fairly constant under low noise levels. The bidirectional
stack algorithm reduces complexity even further compared to its
unidirectional counterpart for M = 2, a trend also seen in earlier
work [22, 26]. The reason lies in the fact that the unidirectional
stack algorithm, upon encountering an uncorrectable pattern, will
examine more incorrect paths until it finds the true path in the joint
channel and code tree, while the bidirectional decoder attacks this
erroneous region of the received sequence from two directions [22].
In this manner, the latter may reduce the amount of computations
in such a noisy region by at most a factor of two. With the
availability of more received sequences, these events become less
likely. However, beyond a certain error probability, the complexity
of both stack decoders grows rapidly due to the increasing likelihood
of erasures, and approaches the complexity of the separate-BCJR
decoder. We also observe in Fig. 6 that the computational advantage
offered by the sequential decoders fades as the number of received
sequences increases, since the complexity of the separate-BCJR
decoder increases linearly with the number of received sequences
M , while for both stack decoders the complexity grows exponentially
with M .
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