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This work presents a comparison of twin Creeper and twin stack algorithms for decoding recursive
systematic convolutional encoded data. The main decoding principle of the twin Creeper algorithm is based on
the concept of the twin stack decoding. Simulation results, for signal to noise ratio less than 2 dB, show that the
average memory usage of the twin Creeper algorithm is 6.52% to 35.11% lower than that of the twin stack
algorithm, And the average computation of the twin Creeper algorithm is 13.43% to 51.42% lower than that of

the twin stack algorithm. The bit error rate results of the twin Creeper algorithm are a little higher than those of

the twin stack algorithm.





