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DISTANCE REGULARITY OF KERDOCK CODES

F. I. Solov′eva and N. N. Tokareva UDC 519.725

Abstract: A code is called distance regular, if for every two codewords x, y and integers i, j the
number of codewords z such that d(x, z) = i and d(y, z) = j, with d the Hamming distance, does not
depend on the choice of x, y and depends only on d(x,y) and i, j. Using some properties of the discrete
Fourier transform we give a new combinatorial proof of the distance regularity of an arbitrary Kerdock
code. We also calculate the parameters of the distance regularity of a Kerdock code.

Keywords: distance regular code, Kerdock code, Reed–Muller code, discrete Fourier transform, bent
function, distance regular graph, association scheme

§ 1. Introduction

Essentially using some properties of the discrete Fourier transform, in the paper we give a new com-
binatorial proof of the distance regularity of an arbitrary Kerdock code. The proof is shorter and simpler
than the complicated algebraic proof by Delsarte (see [1]) in studying regular Hamming association
schemes. Moreover, we calculate the parameters δkij of distance regularity of a Kerdock code which were
unknown before. The Kerdock codes are asymptotically optimal codes closely connected with so good
codes as Reed–Muller codes, Preparata codes, and also with other combinatorial and algebraic objects.
These codes are the first infinite class of distance regular codes with weight spectrum having more than
three nonzero values.

Let us remind that a code is called distance regular, if for every two codewords x, y and integers i, j
the number of codewords z such that d(x, z) = i and d(y, z) = j, with d the Hamming distance, does not
depend on the choice of x, y and depends only on d(x,y) and i, j.

Distance regularity is a strong structural property of codes. Informally speaking distance regularity
demonstrates a high symmetry of the code structure: between every two codewords at some fixed distance
from one another all other codewords are replaced in the same way independently of the choice of
this pair. The property of distance regularity is closely connected with other regular properties of the
characteristic graphs of the codes, their metrical properties, with metrical Hamming association schemes
(see [2, Chapter 21]) and distance regular graphs (see [3]). Studying this property of a code was initiated
by Delsarte [1], Bannai and Ito [4], and Levenshtein [5].

By now the distance regularity of codes is not studied sufficiently yet. We know only a few codes with
this property. All binary Hadamard codes are distance regular and among them the first order Reed–
Muller codes; the binary and ternary Golay codes and also the series of the codes obtained from them by
extending, shortening, and puncturing are distance regular (see [5] and [6]). In [7] it is established that
all perfect binary codes with code distance 3 are not distance regular with the exception of the Hamming
codes of lengths 3 and 7. An analogous result takes place for extended perfect binary codes with code
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distance 4 (see [8]). It is shown in [9] that all Preparata codes are not distance regular with the exception
(up to equivalence) of the Preparata code of length 16 called the Nordstrom–Robinson code.

Consider the structure of the paper. In § 2 we give the necessary definitions and properties of Reed–
Muller codes, bent functions, Kerdock codes, and the discrete Fourier transform. In § 3 we prove the
auxiliary Lemmas 1–3 describing some properties of bent functions and cosets of the first order Reed–
Muller code. In § 4 we show that to check the distance regularity property of Kerdock codes it suffices
to consider (see the definition of distance regularity) a pair of codewords x, y such that one codeword
is the all zero vector (see Lemma 4). Using the lemma of § 3, we prove for these codewords that the
number of codewords z (see above the definition of distance regularity) is a constant depending on the
parameters i, j, k and code length (see Lemmas 5–8). From here we infer the main result of this paper
(see Theorem 1) that every Kerdock code is distance regular. In § 5 we make some comments on the
distance regularity property of a code.

§ 2. Necessary Definitions and Notions

Consider the metric space En of all binary vectors of length n equipped with the Hamming metric.
The Hamming distance d(x,y) between vectors x and y is the number of coordinates where the vectors
differ. The Hamming weight w(x) of a vector x is the number of the nonzero coordinates of x. An ar-
bitrary subset of En is called a binary code. The code distance d is the minimum distance between its
distinct vectors called codewords. All zero and all one vectors are denoted by 0 and 1. The family of the
numbers Ai, i = 0, . . . , n, of all codewords of weight i for a code of length n is called its weight spectrum.

We will give other definitions and notions on mostly following [2].

2.1. Reed–Muller codes. Consider a set of Boolean functions of m variables v1, . . . , vm. Each
of these functions can uniquely be represented as a polynomial of degree at most r called the Zhegalkin
polynomial:

m∑

j=1

∑

1≤i1,...,ij≤m
ai1...ijvi1 . . . vij + a,

where ai1...ij , a are either 0 or 1, the numbers i1, . . . , ij are pairwise distinct and the sum is given modulo 2.
Let v = (v1, . . . , vm) be a vector ranging over the space Em and let f be the binary vector of length 2m

obtained from a Boolean function f(v1, . . . , vm).
The rth order binary Reed–Muller code R(r,m) of length n = 2m, 0 ≤ r ≤ m, is the set of all binary

vectors f of length n, where f is a Boolean function presenting a polynomial of degree at most r. The

Reed–Muller code R(r,m) has size 2
1+
(m
1

)
+···+

(m
r

)
and code distance 2m−r, where

(
m
i

)
stands for the

relevant binomial coefficient.
Given two binary vectors a = (a1, . . . , am) and v = (v1, . . . , vm) of length m, we denote by a · v =

a1v1 + · · · + amvm their inner product (here the sum is modulo 2). The first order Reed–Muller code
R(1,m) can be described by all linear functions a · v + b of a variable v, where a is a fixed vector of
length m, the constant b is either 0 or 1. In other words every codeword of R(1,m) can be represented as

m∑

i=1

aiv
i + b · 1,

where vi denotes the binary vector of length n = 2m corresponding to the Boolean function equal to vi.
The size of the code R(1,m) is 2n, its code distance is n/2. It is not difficult to see that nonzero
components of the weight spectrum of the code are A0 = An = 1 and An/2 = 2n− 2.

Almost all codewords of the second order Reed–Muller code R(2,m) correspond to the so-called
quadratic Boolean functions with Zhegalkin polynomials of degree 2.

2.2. Bent functions. Further we will use maximal nonlinear Boolean functions that have maximal
possible Hamming distances from the set of all linear functions. In the sequel we suppose that
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n = 2m for even m ≥ 4, d = (n−
√
n)/2.

A Boolean function f of m variables v1, . . . , vm is called bent, if the vector f has the Hamming
distance d or n− d from every codeword of R(1,m). From this definition it follows that the weight of f
is either d or n− d.

Proposition 1. A coset f +R(1,m) corresponding to a bent function f of m variables has n vectors
of weight d and n vectors of weight n− d.

It is easy to see that every vector of the coset f +R(1,m) is associated with some bent function.

2.3. Kerdock codes. The Kerdock code K of length n = 2m for even m ≥ 4 consists of the code
R(1,m) together with (n− 2)/2 cosets of R(1,m) in R(2,m) such that the Boolean functions associated
with these cosets are quadratic bent functions with the property that the sum of every two of them is
again a bent function.

It follows from the properties of bent functions of m variables (see [2]) that each Kerdock code K
of length n has size n2 and is a maximal subcode of the code R(2,m) with code distance (n −

√
n)/2.

Moreover, Sidel′nikov (see [10]) established that an upper bound on the cardinality of any binary code of
length n with code distance (n−

√
n)/2 is equivalent to the function n2 as n→∞. Therefore, a Kerdock

code is asymptotically optimal in the class of all codes of length n with this distance. The nonzero values
of the Kerdock code weight distribution are

A0 = An = 1, Ad = An−d = n(n− 2)/2, An/2 = 2n− 2.

Note that every Kerdock code possesses the antipodal property; i.e., for an arbitrary codeword x the word
x + 1 belongs to the code.

A code is distance invariant if the number of codewords at distance i from a given codeword x does
not depend on the choice of x and depends only on i. According to [2, Chapter 15], we have

Proposition 2. Every Kerdock code is distance invariant.

The first code of this sort with each admissible length n was constructed by Kerdock in 1972 (see [11]).

For n = 2m such that m − 1 is a composite number Kantor [12] constructed the set of 2
√
m/2 pairwise

nonequivalent Kerdock codes of length n in 1982. In 1989 Nechaev [13] constructed a Kerdock code of
length n for every admissible n which can be represented in terms of linear recurrent sequences over the
ring Z4 and is equivalent to the original Kerdock code [11]. Later in 1994 Hammons et al. [14] suggested
another construction of Kerdock codes for every admissible length. They proved that under the Gray
map the original Kerdock code [11] is the image of an extended linear cyclic code over Z4 (see [14]
and also [15]).

Kerdock codes are closely correlated with the Preparata codes; i.e., the binary codes of maximal size
with length n = 2m, even m ≥ 4, having code distance 6 (see [2, Chapter 15]). These codes are formally
dual in the sense that their weight spectra satisfy the MacWilliams identity (see [2, Chapter 5]). The
Preparata and Kerdock codes of length 16 coincide. This code is unique up to equivalence and called the
Nordstrom–Robinson code [16].

Every Kerdock code of length n can be represented by the so-called Kerdock set composed of n/2
skew-symmetric binary matrices of order m×m containing the all zero matrix such that a difference of
every two of them is a nonsingular matrix. Every matrix from the Kerdock set corresponds to a quadratic
form which uniquely defines the assigned coset of the code R(1,m) in the code R(2,m) that belongs to
the Kerdock code. This approach to describing Kerdock codes is linked with some special problems in
finite geometries and quadratic forms. Many Kerdock codes of length n = 2m are constructed using
projective planes and special nonassociative algebras over GF (2m−1) (see [17, 18]).

Let ρ(m − 1) be the number of prime divisors of m − 1 with multiplicity counted. In [19] it is
established that for every even m ≥ 4 there exist at least

(2m−1 − 1)ρ(m−1)−3

(m− 1)2
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pairwise nonequivalent Kerdock codes of length n = 2m.
To investigate the distance regularity of Kerdock codes of length n = 2m we will essentially use the

linear and bent functions of m variables and the properties of the discrete Fourier transform.

2.4. The discrete Fourier transform. A detailed description of the properties of the discrete
Fourier transform (also called the Walsh–Hadamard transform) given in this section can be found in
[2, Chapter 14].

Let v = (v1, . . . , vm) be a vector ranging over the space of binary vectors Em. A Boolean function
f of m variables v1, . . . , vm corresponds uniquely to the binary vector f composed of the values of f and
having length n = 2m. With a Boolean function f we associate a real function F of m variables v1, . . . , vm
as follows:

F (v) = (−1)f(v). (1)

Using (1) and replacing in every coordinate of a vector f the value 0 by 1 and 1 by −1, we obtain from
a binary vector f the real vector F of the same length corresponding to F . In the sequel unless otherwise
stated we will also use the formula (1) for other Boolean functions. For example, to the Boolean functions
fa and h by (1) we associate the real functions Fa and H respectively.

The discrete Fourier transform of a real vector F is defined as

F̂ (u) =
∑

v∈Em
(−1)u·vF (v) for all u ∈ Em. (2)

For every vector u of length m we get from (2):

F̂ (u) = n− 2d

(
f ,

m∑

i=1

uiv
i

)
, (3)

F̂ (u) = −n+ 2d

(
f ,

m∑

i=1

uiv
i + 1

)
(4)

(see details in [2, Chapter 14, Section 3]). Observe the following inversion formula of the discrete Fourier
transform

F (v) =
1

n

∑

u∈Em
(−1)u·vF̂ (u) for all v ∈ Em. (5)

§ 3. Auxiliary Lemmas

To prove the main theorem we will need some auxiliary propositions on the cosets of the first order
Reed–Muller code, bent functions, and the discrete Fourier transform.

Let f be a bent function of m variables (throughout what follows f will denote a function of this
sort). By Proposition 1 in the coset f +R(1,m) of the first order Reed–Muller code there are exactly n
vectors of weight d and n vectors of weight n− d antipodal to them. To every vector a in Em we put in
one-to-one correspondence the vector fa of length n = 2m and weight d from this coset. The vector can
be described by the Boolean function

fa(v) = f(v) + a · v + ba (6)

of m variables; here ba equal to either 0 or 1 is uniquely determined from the condition d(fa,0) = d. It
is evident that the different vectors a and a′ of Em correspond to the different vectors fa and fa′ of this
coset. It should be noted that according to (3) if the all zero vector is substituted for a variable of the

function F̂a then this condition is equivalent to the condition

F̂a(0) = n− 2d (7)

independently of the choice of a in Em.
From (1) and (6) we get

Fa(v) = (−1)a·v+baF (v). (8)

4



Proposition 3. If u is a vector of length m then for the discrete Fourier transform of Fa we have

F̂a(u) = (−1)baF̂ (u + a). (9)

The proof of this fact follows from the chain of equalities:

F̂a(u)
(2)
=
∑

v∈Em
(−1)u·vFa(v)

(8)
=
∑

v∈Em
(−1)u·v+a·v+baF (v)

(2)
= (−1)baF̂ (u + a).

Lemma 1. Let fa(v) be a bent function of m variables as defined in (6). Then for every vector v
in Em we have ∑

a∈Em
Fa(v) =

n

n− 2d
.

Proof. Given a binary vector v of length m, consider the inversion formula (5) for the discrete
Fourier transform

F (v) =
1

n

∑

a∈Em
(−1)a·vF̂ (a).

Using (9), we infer

F (v) =
1

n

∑

a∈Em
(−1)a·v+baF̂a(0).

Involving (7), (8) and multiplying both sides of this equality by F (v), we obtain

F 2(v) =
n− 2d

n

∑

a∈Em
Fa(v).

Since F 2(v) = 1 for every binary vector v, we come to the required equality. �

Lemma 2. Let fa(v) be a bent function of m variables as defined in (6). Then for every nonzero
vector u in Em we have ∑

a∈Em
F̂a(u) = 0.

Proof. Using (9), represent the required equality as
∑

a∈Em
(−1)baF̂ (u + a) = 0.

Inserting the formula (2) for the discrete Fourier transform, on the left-hand side of the equality, we get
∑

a∈Em
(−1)ba

∑

v∈Em
(−1)(u+a)·vF (v).

Changing the order of sums and using (8), we obtain
∑

v∈Em
(−1)u·v

∑

a∈Em
Fa(v).

From Lemma 1 we derive
n

n− 2d

∑

v∈Em
(−1)u·v.

Note that if v ranges over Em for every fixed nonzero vector u, the inner product u · v takes values 0
and 1 equally often. Hence, ∑

v∈Em
(−1)u·v = 0.

Therefore, we arrive at the required equality. �
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Lemma 3. Let fa(v) be a bent function of m variables as defined in (6). Then for a binary vector

g of length n and weight d the sum of all values of real functions (−1)g(v)Fa(v), where a belongs to Em,
does not depend on the choice of g and equals a constant; i.e.,∑

a∈Em,

∑

v∈Em
(−1)g(v)Fa(v) = n.

Proof. Changing the order of sums, we obtain∑

v∈Em
(−1)g(v)

∑

a∈Em
Fa(v).

Using Lemma 1, we get
n

n− 2d

∑

v∈Em
(−1)g(v).

Note that the expression
∑
v∈Em(−1)g(v) equals the difference between the number of zeros and units

in the binary vector g. Since g has weight d, this difference is n − 2d. Whence we get the required
equality. �

§ 4. Distance Regularity of Kerdock Codes

Consider an arbitrary Kerdock code K of length n = 2m for an even m ≥ 4. The set of all codewords
of weight i of K we denote by Ki. Recall that Ai denote the corresponding value of the weight spectrum
of a code; i.e., |Ki| = Ai. Fix nonnegative integers i, j, k. Following [7], for a code C we denote by δkij(x)
the number of weight j codewords at distance k from the codeword x of weight i. To prove the distance
regularity of a Kerdock code we will use the following

Lemma 4. If for a Kerdock code of length n for all admissible i, j, k the functions δkij are constants
depending only on i, j, k, and n then every Kerdock code is distance regular.

Proof. Let K be a Kerdock code. For all codewords x and y in K at distance i from each other
we denote by ∆i

jk(x,y) the number of codewords z such that d(x, z) = j and d(y, z) = k. Let us prove

that the values of ∆i
jk do not depend on the choice of x and y. Since the switching of a Kerdock code K

by any codeword x is an isometry; i.e., preserves the Hamming distance, it is easy to see that the code
x + K is again a Kerdock code. Whence ∆i

jk(x,y) = δkij(x + y), where by the condition of this lemma

δkij are constants depending only on i, j, k, and n. Therefore, K is distance regular. �

Below we prove (see Lemmas 5–8) that for a Kerdock code all functions δkij for all admissible i, j, k are
constants depending on i, j, k, n and not depending on the choice of the code. From this and Lemma 4,
we will get the distance regularity of a Kerdock code (see below Theorem 1), the constants δkij play a role
of the parameters of distance regularity.

To prove this we consider some properties of the functions δkij for all admissible i, j, k from the

spectrum of all possible distances {0, d, n/2, n − d, n} between codewords of a Kerdock code (see the
propositions below).

By the antipodality of a Kerdok code we have

Proposition 4. For all i, j, k and a codeword x of weight i we have

δkij(x) = δn−ki,n−j(x) = δkn−i,n−j(x + 1) = δn−kn−i,j(x + 1). (10)

Given i, j, k and calculating by two different ways the numbers of ordered codeword pairs x ∈ Ki

and y ∈ Kj such that d(x,y) = k, we obtain the following well-known equality∑

x∈Ki

δkij(x) =
∑

y∈Kj

δkji(y). (11)

By Proposition 3 every Kerdock code is distance invariant, and so for each codeword x of weight i the
number of codewords at distance k from x equals Ak. Every codeword among all Aj codewords of weight j
has one of the five possible distances from an arbitrary codeword x of weight i. This property follows
from the weight spectrum properties of a Kerdock code. Hence, we have
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Proposition 5. For all i, j, k and an arbitrary codeword x of weight i, the following hold:

Ak = δki0(x) + δkid(x) + δki,n/2(x) + δki,n−d(x) + δkin(x), (12)

Aj = δ0ij(x) + δdij(x) + δ
n/2
ij (x) + δn−dij (x) + δnij(x). (13)

In the sequel we denote the identical equality by ≡.

Lemma 5. The functions δkij such that at least one of the parameters i, j, k is either 0 or n are
constants depending only on i, j, k, and n.

Proof. By Proposition 3 every Kerdock code is distance invariant. From this we easily get

δ0ij ≡ δ
j
i0 ≡

{
0 if i 6= j,

1 if i = j;
δnij ≡ δ

j
in ≡

{
0 if i+ j 6= n,

1 if i+ j = n.
(14)

Using the Kerdock code weight distribution, we obtain

δk0j ≡
{

0 if j 6= k,

Aj if j = k;
δknj ≡

{
0 if j + k 6= n,

Aj if j + k = n,
(15)

which completes the proof. �

We suppose further that i, j, k ∈ {d, n/2, n−d}. To prove the lemmas below we will use the properties
(10)–(15) of δkij .

Lemma 6. δ
n/2
n/2,n/2 ≡ 2n− 4; δ

n/2
d,n/2 ≡ 0; and δ

n/2
dd ≡ n− 1.

Proof. Since K0 ∪ Kn/2 ∪ Kn is the first order Reed–Muller code R(1,m), every codeword x of
weight n/2 in the Kerdock code is at distance n/2 from exactly An/2− 2 codewords of weight n/2. Then

δ
n/2
n/2,n/2 ≡ 2n− 4.

Using Proposition 5 (see the property (12) for i = k = n/2) and (14) for every codeword x of weight n/2,
we get

2n− 2 = 1 + δ
n/2
n/2,d(x) + 2n− 4 + δ

n/2
n/2,n−d(x) + 1.

Considering that δkij assume nonnegative values, from the last equality we obtain δ
n/2
n/2,d ≡ δ

n/2
n/2,n−d ≡ 0.

Therefore by (11) for i = k = n/2, j = d we get δ
n/2
d,n/2 ≡ 0. By Proposition 5 for i = d, k = n/2 and

every weight d codeword x the equality (12) turns into equality 2n− 2 = δ
n/2
dd (x) + δ

n/2
d,n−d(x). Hence, by

Proposition 4 we have δ
n/2
dd ≡ δ

n/2
d,n−d ≡ n− 1. �

Lemma 7. δdn/2,d ≡ n(n− 2)/4.

Proof. Consider a codeword g of weight n/2 from a Kerdock code. Since g belongs to R(1,m), this
vector g corresponds to the linear Boolean function g of m variables. Put

g(v) = u · v = u1v1 + · · ·+ umvm
for some nonzero vector u = (u1, . . . , um) of length m (the case g(v) = u · v + 1 is analogous). The
vectors of weight d in cosets of the code R(1,m) contained in the Kerdock code define Kd. The number
of the cosets is (n− 2)/2. Consider the vectors of weight d in an arbitrary coset f + R(1,m) where f is
some bent function. The number of these vectors is equal to n. Each of these vectors can be described

by the bent function fa(v) = f(v) + a · v + ba satisfying (7), i.e. F̂a(0) = n− 2d, where a is the vector
of length m and ba is either 0 or 1 (see (6)). From the definition of a bent function and (3) we derive

F̂a(u) =

{
n− 2d if d(fa,g) = d,

−n+ 2d if d(fa,g) = n− d.
By Lemma 2 for every nonzero vector u of length m we have

∑
a∈Em F̂a(u) = 0. Therefore the distances

d and n− d between g and weight d vectors of the coset f +R(1,m) are met equally often, namely n/2
times. Multiplying this number by the number (n − 2)/2 of nontrivial cosets of the code R(1,m), we
obtain δdn/2,d ≡ n(n− 2)/4. �
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Lemma 8. δddd ≡ (n− d)(n− 4)/2 and δn−ddd ≡ d(n− 4)/2.

Proof. Let g be a weight d codeword of a Kerdock code. Consider a bent function f of m variables
such that its corresponding vector f belongs to the Kerdock code but g does not belong to f +R(1,m).
The set of weight d vectors of f +R(1,m) can be represented by the bent functions fa(v) = f(v)+a·v+ba
satisfying (7), i.e., F̂a(0) = n − 2d. Recall that here a is (as above) the vector of length m and ba is
either 0 or 1 (see (6)). Let h(v) = g(v)+f(v). By the definition of a Kerdock code the function h is bent.
Suppose that

H(v) = (−1)h(v).

Prove that

(−1)baĤ(a) =

{
n− 2d if d(g, fa) = d,

−n+ 2d if d(g, fa) = n− d.
(16)

In fact we have

d(g, fa) = d

(
g, f +

m∑

i=1

aiv
i + ba · 1

)
= d

(
h,

m∑

i=1

aiv
i + ba · 1

)
.

For Ĥ(a) we use (3) in the case ba = 0 and (4) if ba = 1. Since h is bent, the distance d
(
h,
∑m

i=1 aiv
i+ba·1

)

can only be equal to d or n− d. Hence, we have (16).
Using (2) for the discrete Fourier transform, we can convert the left-hand side of (16) to the form

(−1)ba
∑

v∈Em
(−1)a·vH(v).

Inserting H(v) = (−1)g(v)F (v) and using F (v) = (−1)a·v+baFa(v) (see(8)), we obtain
∑

v∈Em
(−1)g(v)Fa(v).

Therefore from (16) we get

1

n− 2d

∑

v∈Em
(−1)g(v)Fa(v) =

{
1 if d(g, fa) = d,

−1 if d(g, fa) = n− d.
(17)

By the definition of a Kerdock code the function g + fa is bent for every vector a. Then the weight of
every vector g + fa is either d or n− d. Therefore the distance between g and fa can only be d or n− d.
Denote by µd,f (g) and µn−d,f (g) the number of the vectors fa at distance d and n− d from the vector g
respectively. Since the number of all vectors fa is n, we have

µd,f (g) + µn−d,f (g) = n.

Summing both sides of (17) over all vectors a of length m and applying Lemma 3, we get

µd,f (g)− µn−d,f (g) =
n

n− 2d
.

Solving the system of the last two equations and inserting d = (n−
√
n)/2, we have

µd,f (g) = n− d, µn−d,f (g) = d.

Note that the so-obtained values do not depend on the choice of the codeword g of weight d and the
bent function f such that the coset f + R(1,m) does not contain g. For the fixed weight d codeword
g the number of cosets of the Kerdock code by the first order Reed–Muller code such that the cosets
differ from R(1,m) and do not contain the vector g is equal to (n− 4)/2. Since the distance between the
codeword g and every vector of the coset g +R(1,m) containing the word g is not equal to d and n− d,
we conclude that

δddd(g) = µd,f (g)(n− 4)/2, δn−ddd (g) = µn−d,f (g)(n− 4)/2.

Inserting µd,f and µn−d,f , we obtain the required equalities for δddd and δn−ddd . �
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Theorem 1. Every Kerdock code of length n = 2m for an even m ≥ 4 is distance regular.

Proof. From Lemmas 6–8, the properties (10)–(13) of δkij , and the formulas (14), (15) we obtain

that every function δkij with parameters i, j, k from {d, n/2, n− d} is a constant, i.e.,

δddd ≡ δdn−d,n−d ≡ δn−dd,n−d ≡ δ
n−d
n−d,d ≡ (n− d)(n− 4)/2,

δdd,n−d ≡ δdn−d,d ≡ δn−dd,d ≡ δ
n−d
n−d,n−d ≡ d(n− 4)/2,

δdn/2,d ≡ δ
d
n/2,n−d ≡ δ

n−d
n/2,d ≡ δ

n−d
n/2,n−d ≡ n(n− 2)/4,

δdn/2,n/2 ≡ δ
n/2
d,n/2 ≡ δ

n/2
n/2,d ≡ δ

n/2
n/2,n−d ≡ δ

n/2
n−d,n/2 ≡ δ

n−d
n/2,n/2 ≡ 0, δ

n/2
n/2,n/2 = 2n− 4,

δdd,n/2 ≡ δ
d
n−d,n/2 ≡ δ

n/2
dd ≡ δ

n/2
d,n−d ≡ δ

n/2
n−d,d ≡ δ

n/2
n−d,n−d ≡ δ

n−d
d,n/2 ≡ δ

n−d
n−d,n/2 ≡ n− 1.

These constants do not depend on the choice of the Kerdock code of length n. From here by Lemmas 4
and 5 we derive the distance regularity of every Kerdock code. �

Kerdock codes form an infinite class of distance regular codes with weight spectrum containing more
than three (namely five) nonzero values.

A code is strong distance invariant if the number of codeword pairs x and y such that d(x,y) = k,
d(x, z) = i, and d(y, z) = j for any codeword z depends on the numbers i, j, k and does not depend on
the choice of z. This property is weaker than the property of distance regularity.

Corollary 1. Every Kerdock code of length n = 2m for every even m ≥ 4 is strong distance invariant.

By [20] all perfect binary codes with code distance 3 are strong distance invariant but according to [7]
they are not distance regular.

§ 5. Comments

Here we discuss some approaches to studying the distance regularity (nonregularity) of arbitrary
codes.

1. To investigate the distance regularity of a reduced code (i.e. containing the all zero vector)
sometimes it is helpful to use information about the different group transformations mapping the code
into itself. The automorphism group Aut(C) of a code C of length n consists of all isometries of En

(the combinations of the permutations on n coordinate positions and switchings by vectors from En)
that transform the code into itself. A code C is transitive if Aut(C) acts transitively on the set of its
codewords. The subgroup Sym(C) of Aut(C) corresponding to all permutations on n coordinates with
the trivial switching by all zero vector is called the symmetry group of C. According to [9] we have

Proposition 6. If the group Sym(C) of a transitive code C acts transitively on every set of all
codewords of a fixed weight then C is distance regular.

2. Consider a generalization of Lemma 4. Let for a reduced code C of length n the numbers δkij(x)

be (as in § 4) the numbers of codewords of weight j at distance k from the codeword x of weight i.

Proposition 7. Assume that for every codeword x of the code C of length n for all admissible i, j, k
all functions δkij for the code x+C are constants ckij depending on i, j, k, n and not depending on x. Then
C is distance regular.

3. To prove the distance nonregularity of a code we can use the property (11) of δkij . Assuming that

δkij are constants it is possible sometimes to prove (for example, see [7–9]) that some of the equalities

Aiδ
k
ij = Ajδ

k
ji do not hold for any integer value of δkij , where Ai and Aj are the corresponding values of

the weight spectrum of the reduced code.

The results of this paper are announced in [21]. The authors are very grateful to P. Sharpin, G. Keri-
gyan, and K. Bay for useful discussions.
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