arXiv:2101.05604v4 [cs.IT] 27 May 2021

Decoding of Interleaved Linearized Reed–Solomon Codes with Applications to Network Coding

Hannes Bartz Institute of Communications and Navigation German Aerospace Center (DLR), Germany hannes.bartz@dlr.de

Sven Puchinger Institute for Communications Engineering Technical University of Munich (TUM), Germany sven.puchinger@tum.de

Abstract—Recently, Martínez-Peñas and Kschischang (IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, 2019) showed that lifted linearized Reed– Solomon codes are suitable codes for error control in multishot network coding. We show how to construct and decode lifted interleaved linearized Reed–Solomon codes. Compared to the construction by Martínez-Peñas–Kschischang, interleaving allows to increase the decoding region significantly (especially w.r.t. the number of insertions) and decreases the overhead due to the lifting (i.e., increases the code rate), at the cost of an increased packet size. The proposed decoder is a list decoder that can also be interpreted as a probabilistic unique decoder. Although our best upper bound on the list size is exponential, we present a heuristic argument and simulation results that indicate that the list size is in fact one for most channel realizations up to the maximal decoding radius.

Index Terms—Multishot network coding, subspace codes, sumrank metric, multishot operator channel

I. INTRODUCTION Network coding [1] is a powerful approach to achieve the capacity of multicast networks. Unlike the classical routing schemes, network coding allows to mix (e.g. linearly combine) incoming packets at intermediate nodes. Kötter and Kschischang proposed codes in the subpsace metric as a suitable tool for error correction in (random) linear network coding [2].

The sum-rank metric is a hybrid between the Hamming and the rank metric. Already in [3], codes in this metric (called “extended rank metric” therein) were proposed for error correction in multishot network coding. Since then, there have been many works on code constructions and efficient decoding algorithms for codes in the sum-rank metric, including [4]–[15]. The first general class of codes attaining the Singleton bound in the sum-rank metric is called linearized Reed–Solomon (LRS) codes [9], which can be seen as a mix of Reed–Solomon codes (Hamming metric) and Gabidulin codes (rank metric) [16]–[18]. It was shown in [11] that lifted LRS codes provide reliable and secure coding schemes for non-coherent network coding under an adversarial model.

An s-interleaved code is a direct sum of s codes of the same length (called constituent codes). This means that if the constituent codes are over F_q , then the interleaved code can be viewed as a (not necessarily linear) code over F_qs . In the Hamming and rank metric, there are various decoders that can significantly increase the decoding radius of a constitutent code by collaboratively decoding in an interleaved variant thereof. Such decoders are known in the Hamming metric for Reed– Solomon [19]–[31] and in general algebraic geometry codes

Sven Puchinger has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation program under the Marie Sklodowska-Curie grant agreement no. 713683.

[32]–[34], and in the rank metric for Gabidulin codes [13], [35]–[41]. All of these decoders have in common that they are either list decoders with exponential worst-case and small average-case list size, or probabilistic unique decoders that fail with a very small probability.

Interleaving was suggested in [42] as a method to decrease the overhead in lifted Gabidulin codes for error correction in non-coherent (single-shot) network coding, at the cost of a larger packet size while preserving a low decoding complexity. It was later shown [37], [39], [43] that it can also increase the error-correction capability of the code using suitable decoders for interleaved Gabidulin codes.

A. Our Contributions

In this paper, we define lifted interleaved linearized Reed– Solomon codes and propose a novel interpolation-based list decoder that is based on the list decoder by Wachter-Zeh and Zeh [39] for interleaved Gabidulin codes. We derive a decoding region for the codes in the sum-subspace metric, analyze the complexity of the decoder, give an exponential upper bound on the list size, and give heuristic arguments and numerical evidence that the output list size is with overwhelming probability equal to one for random realizations of the multishot operator channel that stay within the decoding region.

Compared to [11], we decrease the relative overhead introduced by lifting (or equivalently, increase the rate for the same code length and block size) and at the same time extend the decoding region significantly, especially the resilience against insertions in the multishot operator channel. These advantages come at the cost of a larger packet size of the packets within the network and a supposedly small failure probability. It is work in progress to derive a formal bound on the failure probability.

Moreover, for the case s = 1 (no interleaving), our algorithm does not require the assumption from [11, Sec. V.H] that n_r ≤ n_t, where n_t and n_r denotes the sum of the dimensions of the transmitted and received subspaces, respectively. Hence, the proposed decoder works in cases in which [11] does not work.

II. PRELIMINARIES Let F_q be a finite field of order q and denote by F_qm the extension field of F_q of degree m with primitive element α. The multiplicative group F_qm \ {0} of F_qm is denoted by F^∗_qm . Matrices and vectors are denoted by bold uppercase and lowercase letters like A and a, respectively. Under a fixed basis of F_qm over F_q any element a ∈ F_qm can be represented by a corresponding vector a ∈ F^m_q . For A ∈ F^{M×N}_qm we denote by ⟨A⟩_q the F_q -linear rowspace of the matrix A_q ∈ F^{M ×Nm}_q obtained by row-wise expanding the elements in A over F_q .

A. Skew Polynomials

Skew polynomials are non-commutative polynomials that were introduced by Ore [44]. Let σ : F_qm → F_qm be a finite field automorphism. A skew polynomial is a polynomial of the form f(x) = ∑ i f_ix^i (1)

with a finite number of coefficients f_i ∈ F_qm being nonzero. The degree deg(f) of a skew polynomial f is defined as max{i : f_i ≠ 0} if f ≠ 0 and −∞ otherwise.

The set of skew polynomials with coefficients in F_qm together with ordinary polynomial addition and the multiplication rule xa = σ(a)x, a ∈ F_qm (2) forms a non-commutative ring denoted by F_qm [x, σ]. The set of skew polynomials in F_qm [x, σ] of degree less than k is denoted by F_qm [x, σ]_{<k}. For an element a ∈ F_qm the generalized power function is defined as (see [45]) N_i(a) := σ^{i−1}(a)σ^{i−2}(a) . . . σ(a)a. (3) For any a, b ∈ F_qm we define the operator D_a(b) := σ(b)a and D^i_a(b) := σ^i(b)σ^{i−1}(a) . . . σ(a)a = σ^i(b)N_i(a). The generalized operator evaluation of a skew polynomial f ∈ F_qm [x, σ] at an element b wrt. a, where a, b ∈ F_qm , is defined as

f(b)_a = ∑ i f_iD^i_a(b). (4)

Lemma 1 (Product Rule [46]) For two skew polynomials f, g ∈ F_qm [x, σ] and elements a, b ∈ F_qm the generalized operator evaluation of the product f · g at b w.r.t a satisfies

(f · g)(b)_a = f(g(b)_a)_a. (5)

B. Conjugacy Classes

Two elements a, b ∈ F_qm are called conjugates if there exists an element c ∈ F^∗_qm s.t. a^c := σ(c)ac^{−1} = b. The set

C(a) := { a^c : c ∈ F^∗_qm } (6) is called conjugacy class of a. A finite field F_qm has at most ℓ ≤ q −1 distinct conjugacy classes. For ℓ ≤ q −1 the elements 1, α, α^2, . . . , α^{ℓ−2} are representatives of all (nontrivial) disjoint conjugacy classes of F_qm .

Proposition 1 (Number of Roots [12]) Let β^{(i)}_1 , . . . , β^{(i)}_{ni} be elements from F_qm and let a_1, . . . , a_ℓ be representatives be from conjugacy classes of F_qm for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ. Then for any nonzero f ∈ F_qm [x, σ] satisfying f(β^{(i)}_j )_{ai} = 0, ∀i = 1, . . . , ℓ, j = 1, . . . , n_i (7) we have that deg(f) ≤ ∑_ℓ i=1 n_i where equality holds iff the β^{(i)}_1 , . . . , β^{(i)}n_i are F_q -linearly independent for each i = 1, . . . , ℓ.

C. Multishot Network Coding

As a channel model we consider the multishot operator channel from [3] which consists of multiple independent channel uses of the operator channel from [2]. Let P_q (N_i) denote the set of all subspaces of F^{Ni}_q . For N = N_1 + N_2 + · · · + N_ℓ we define the ℓ-fold Cartesian product

P_q(N) := ∏_ℓ i=1 P_q (N_i) = P_q (N_1) × · · · × P_q (N_ℓ). (8)

The Grassmannian, i.e. the set of all subspaces of dimension l in P_q(N_i), is denoted by G_q (N_i, l).

We now consider ℓ independent channel uses of the operator channel [2]. We consider sum-constant-dimension codes, i.e. codes that inject the same number of (linearly independent) packets n^{(i)}_t in a given shot. In the i-th shot, the operator channel takes a subspace V_i ∈ G_q (N_i, n^{(i)}_t ) and returns a subspace U_i = H_n(i)_{t −δ(i)} (V_i) ⊕ E_i (9)

where H_n(i)_{t −δ(i)} returns a random (n^{(i)}_t − δ^{(i)})-dimensional subspace of V_i and E_i is an error subspace of dimension γ^{(i)} = dim(E_i) with V_i ∩ E_i = 0. Hence, each received subspace U_i has dimension n^{(i)}r := dim(U_i) = n^{(i)}_t +γ^{(i)} −δ^{(i)}. The overall transmitted/received words are tuples of subspaces

V = (V_1, V_2, . . . , V_ℓ) ∈ ∏_ℓ i=1 G_q (N_i, n^{(i)}_t ), (10)

U = (U_1, U_2, . . . , U_ℓ) ∈ ∏_ℓ i=1 G_q (N_i, n^{(i)}_r ), (11)

where we define n_t = ∑_ℓ i=1 n^{(i)}_t and n_r = ∑_ℓ i=1 n^{(i)}_r . After ℓ channel uses (or shots) we have that

n_r = ∑_ℓ i=1 n^{(i)}_r = ∑_ℓ i=1 n^{(i)}_t + γ^{(i)} − δ^{(i)}. (12)

Setting γ = ∑_ℓ i=1 γ^{(i)}, δ = ∑_ℓ i=1 δ^{(i)} we may write (12) as

n_r = n_t + γ − δ. (13)

Definition 1 (Sum-Subspace Distance [3]) Given U = (U_1, U_2, . . . , U_ℓ) and V = (V_1, V_2, . . . , V_ℓ) ∈ P_q (N) the sum-subspace distance between U and V is defined as

d_{ΣS} (U, V) := ∑_ℓ i=1 (dim(U_i + V_i) − dim(U_i ∩ V_i)) . (14)

Similar to [13] we define the (γ, δ) reachability for multiple independent operator channel uses.

Definition 2 ((γ, δ) Reachability) Given two tuples of subspaces U = (U_1, U_2, . . . , U_ℓ) and V = (V_1, V_2, . . . , V_ℓ) ∈ P_q (N) we say that V is (γ, δ)-reachable from U if there exists a realization of the multishot operator channel (9) with γ = ∑_ℓ i=1 γ^{(i)} insertions and δ = ∑_ℓ i=1 δ^{(i)} deletions that transforms the input V to the output U.

Proposition 2 Consider U = (U_1, U_2, . . . , U_ℓ) and V = (V_1, V_2, . . . , V_ℓ) ∈ P_q (N). If V is (γ, δ)-reachable from U, then we have that d_{ΣS} (U, V) = γ + δ.

III. LIFTED INTERLEAVED LINEARIZED REED–SOLOMON CODES In this section we consider lifted interleaved linearized Reed– Solomon (LILRS) codes for multiple transmissions over the operator channel. We generalize the ideas from [11] to obtain multishot subspace codes by lifting interleaved linearized Reed– Solomon (ILRS) codes.

Definition 3 (Lifted Interleaved Linearized RS Code) Let a = (a_1, a_2, . . . , a_ℓ) be a vector containing representatives from different conjugacy classes of F_qm . Let the vectors β^{(i)} = (β^{(i)}_1 , β^{(i)}_2 , . . . , β^{(i)}_{n(i)t} ) ∈ F^{n(i)t}_qm contain F_q -linearly independent elements from F_qm for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ and define β = ( β^{(1)} | β^{(2)} | · · · | β^{(ℓ)} ) ∈ F^{nt}_qm . A lifted s-interleaved linearized Reed–Solomon (LILRS) code LILRS[β, a, ℓ, s; n_t, k] of subspace dimension n_t = n^{(1)}_t + n^{(2)}_t + · · · + n^{(ℓ)}_t and dimension k ≤ n_t is defined as { V(f) := (V_1(f), . . . , V_ℓ(f)) : f ∈ F_qm [x, σ]^s_{<k} } ⊆ ∏_ℓ i=1 G_q (N_i, n^{(i)}_t )

where N_i = n^{(i)}_t + sm, and, for f = (f^{(1)}, . . . , f^{(s)}), we have

V_i(f):= ⟨ β^{(i)}_1 f^{(1)}(β^{(i)}_1 )_{ai} . . . f^{(s)}(β^{(i)}_1 )_{ai} . . . . .. . . . β^{(i)}_{n(i)t} f^{(1)}(β^{(i)}_{n(i)t} )_{ai} . . . f^{(s)}(β^{(i)}_{n(i)t} )_{ai} ⟩ q .

The code rate of an LILRS code LILRS[β, a, ℓ, s; n_t, k] is defined as R = log_q(|LILRS[β, a, ℓ, s; n_t, k]|) ∑_ℓ i=1 n^{(i)}_t N_i = smk ∑_ℓ i=1 n^{(i)}_t (n^{(i)}_t + sm) . (15) Note, that there exist other definitions of the code rate for multishot codes, which are discussed in [3, Section IV.A].

The definition of LILRS codes generalizes several code families. For s = 1 we obtain the lifted linearized Reed– Solomon codes from [11, Section V.III]. For ℓ = 1 we obtain lifted interleaved Gabidulin codes as considered in e.g. [39], [43] with Kötter–Kschischang codes [2] as special case for s = 1. Without lifting we obtain interleaved linearized Reed– Solomon codes with linearized Reed–Solomon codes [9] as special case for s = 1.

Proposition 3 The minimum sum-subspace distance of a LILRS code LILRS[β, a, ℓ, s; n_t, k] as in Definition 3 is

d_{ΣS} (LILRS[β, a, ℓ, s; n_t, k]) = 2 (n_t − k + 1) . (16)

IV. AN INTERPOLATION-BASED DECODING APPROACH We now derive an interpolation-based decoding approach for LILRS codes. The decoding principle consists of an interpolation step and a root-finding step. In [11], (lifted) linearized Reed–Solomon codes are decoded using the isometry between the sum-rank and the skew metric. In this paper we consider an interpolation-based decoding scheme in the generalized operator evaluation domain without the need for casting the decoding problem to the skew metric. The new decoder is a generalization of [39] (interleaved Gabidulin codes in the rank metric) and [43] (lifted interleaved Gabidulin codes in the subspace metric).

A. Interpolation Step

Suppose we transmit the tuple of subspaces

V(f) = (V_1(f), . . . , V_ℓ(f)) ∈ ∏_ℓ i=1 G_q (N_i, n^{(i)}_t ) (17)

over the multishot operator channel with overall γ insertions and δ deletions and receive the subspaces U = (U_1, . . . , U_ℓ) ∈ ∏_ℓ i=1 G_q (N_i, n^{(i)}_r ), (18)

where, for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ,

U_i = ⟨ ξ^{(i)}_1 u^{(1,i)}_1 u^{(2,i)}_1 . . . u^{(s,i)}_1 . . . . . . .. . . . ξ^{(i)}_{n(i)r} u^{(1,i)}_{n(i)r} u^{(2,i)}_{n(i)r} . . . u^{(s,i)}_{n(i)r} ⟩ q . (19)

Remark 1 In contrast to [11, Section V.III] we do not need the assumption that the dimension(s) of the transmitted subspace(s) equals the dimension(s) of the received subspace(s).

For a multivariate skew polynomial of the form

Q(x, y_1, . . . , y_s) = Q_0(x) + Q_1(x)y_1 + · · · + Q_s(x)y_s (20)

where Q_l(x) ∈ F_qm [x, σ] for all l ∈ [0, s] define the n_r evaluations E^{(i)}_j for j = 1, . . . , n^{(i)}_r and i = 1, . . . , ℓ as

E^{(i)}_j (Q) := Q_0(ξ^{(i)}_j )_{ai} + ∑_s l=1 Q_l(u^{(l,i)}_j )_{ai} . (21)

The w-weighted degree of a multivariate skew polynomial Q as in (20) is defined as deg_w(Q)=max_j {deg(Q_j )+w_j }. Now consider the following interpolation problem in F_qm [x, σ].

Problem 1 (Generalized Operator Interpolation Problem) Given the integers D, s ∈ Z_+, a set E = { E^{(i)}_j : i = 1, . . . , ℓ, j = 1, . . . , n_i } (22)

containing the generalized operator evaluation maps defined in (21) and a vector w = (0, k − 1, . . . , k − 1) ∈ Z^{s+1}_+ , find a nonzero polynomial of the form

Q(x, y_1, . . . , y_s) = Q_0(x) + Q_1(x)y_1 + · · · + Q_s(x)y_s (23)

with Q_l(x) ∈ F_qm [x, σ] for all l ∈ [0, s] that satisfies:

1) E^{(i)}_j (Q) = 0, ∀i = 1, . . . , ℓ, j = 1, . . . , n^{(i)}r , 2) deg_w(Q(x, y_1, . . . , y_s)) < D.

A solution of Problem 1 can be found by calling the skew Kötter interpolation [47] with evaluation maps E^{(i)}_j as defined in (21) requiring O ( s^2n^2 ) operations in F_qm .

Lemma 2 (Existence of Solution) A nonzero solution of Problem 1 exists if D = ⌈_{nr +s(k−1)+1} s+1 ⌉ . Proof: Problem 1 corresponds to a system of n_r F_qm - linear equations in D(s + 1) − s(k − 1) unknowns which has a nonzero solution the number of equations is less than the number of unknowns, i.e. if

n_r < D(s + 1) − s(k − 1) ⇐⇒ D ≥^{nr +s(k−1)+1}_{s+1} . (24)

B. Root-Finding Step

The goal of the root-finding step is to recover the message polynomials f^{(1)}, . . . , f^{(s)} ∈ F_qm [x, σ]_{<k} from the multivariate polynomial constructed in the interpolation step. Therefore, we need the following results.

Lemma 3 (Roots of Polynomial) Let

P (x) := Q_0(x) + Q_1(x)f^{(1)}(x) + · · · + Q_s(x)f^{(s)}(x). (25)

Then there exist elements ζ^{(i)}_1 , . . . , ζ^{(i)}_{n(i)t −δ(i)} in F_qm that are F_q -linearly independent for each i = 1, . . . , ℓ such that

P (ζ^{(i)}_j )_{ai} = 0 (26)

for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ and j = 1, . . . , n^{(i)}_t − δ^{(i)}.

Proof: In each shot the noncorrupted intersection space has dimension dim(U_i ∩ V_i) = n^{(i)}_t − δ^{(i)} for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ.

A basis for each intersection space U_i ∩ V_i can be represented as {( ζ^{(i)}_j , f^{(1)}(ζ^{(i)}_j )_{ai} ,. . . , f^{(s)}(ζ^{(i)}_j )_{ai} ) :j ∈[1, n^{(i)}_t −δ^{(i)}] } (27) where ζ^{(i)}_1 , . . . , ζ^{(i)}_{n(i)t −δ(i)} are (n^{(i)}_t − δ^{(i)}) F_q -linearly independent elements from F_qm for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ. Since each intersection space U_i ∩ V_i is a subspace of the received space U_i we have that

P (ζ^{(i)}_j )_{ai} := Q_0(ζ^{(i)}_j )_{ai} + s∑ l=1 Q_l(f^{(l)}(ζ^{(i)}_j )_{ai} )_{ai} = 0 (28)

for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ, j = 1, . . . , n^{(i)}_t − δ^{(i)}.

Theorem 1 (Decoding Region) Let U ∈ ∏_ℓ i=1 G_q (N_i, n^{(i)}_r ) be the tuple containing the received subspaces and let Q(x, y_1, . . . , y_s) ≠ 0 fulfill the constraints in Problem 1. Then for all codewords V(f) ∈ LILRS[β, a, ℓ, s; n_t, k] that are (γ, δ)-reachable from U, where γ and δ satisfy

γ + sδ < s(n_t − k + 1), (29)

we have that

P (x)=Q_0(x) + Q_1(x)f^{(1)}(x) +. . .+ Q_s(x)f^{(s)}(x)=0. (30)

Proof: By Lemma 3 there exist elements ζ^{(i)}_1 , . . . , ζ^{(i)}_{n(i)t −δ(i)} in F_qm that are F_q -linearly independent for each i = 1, . . . , ℓ such that

P (ζ^{(i)}_j )_{ai} = 0 (31)

for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ and j = 1, . . . , n^{(i)}_t − δ^{(i)}. By choosing

D ≤ n_t − δ (32)

the degree of P (x) exceeds the degree bound from Proposition 1 which is possible only if P (x) = 0. Combining (24) and (32) we get

n_r + s(k − 1) < D(s + 1) ≤ (s + 1)(n_t − δ) ⇐⇒ γ + sδ < s(n_t − k + 1). The decoding region in (29) shows and improved insertioncorrection performance due to interleaving.

In the root-finding step, all polynomials f^{(1)}, . . . , f^{(s)} ∈ F_qm [x, σ]_{<k} that satisfy (30) need to be found. This task can be accomplished by the efficient minimal approximant bases algorithm in [13] with at most ~O ( s^{2.372}n^{1.635}_t ) operations in F_qm , where Õ is the soft-O notation, which neglects log factors.

C. List Decoding

Instead of using only one solution of Problem 1, we follow the ideas of [39] and use a basis of the F_qm -linear solution space of the interpolation problem in order to derive bounds on the worst-case and average list size. In [48] it was shown that using a degree-restricted subset of a Gröbner basis for the left F_qm [x, σ]-linear interpolation submodule achieves the smallest possible list size. Let the dimension of the F_qm -linear solution space of Problem 1 be d_I and define the corresponding basis polynomials as

Q^{(r)}_0 (x) = ∑_{D−1} i=0 q^{(r)}_{0,i} x^i, Q^{(r)}_j (x) = ∑_{D−k} i=0 q^{(r)}_{j,i} x^i (33) for all j = 1, . . . , s and r = 1, . . . , d_I . Define the matrix

Q^i_j = σ^i ( q^{(1)}_{1,j} ) σ^i ( q^{(1)}_{2,j} ) . . . σ^i ( q^{(1)}_{s,j} ) . . . . .. . . . σ^i ( q^{(dI )}_{1,j} ) σ^i ( q^{(dI )}_{2,j} ) . . . σ^i ( q^{(dI )}_{s,j} ) ∈ F^{dI ×s}_qm (34) and the vectors

f^i_j := ( σ^i ( f^{(1)}_j ) , . . . , σ^i ( f^{(s)}_j )) ∈ F^s_qm (35) and q^i_{0,j} := ( σ^i ( q^{(1)}_{0,j} ) , . . . , σ^i ( q^{(dI )}_{0,j} )) ∈ F^{dI}_qm . (36) Defining the root-finding matrix

Q_R =

Q^0 Q^{−1}_1 Q^{−1}_0 . . Q^{−2}_1 .. . Q^{−(D−k)} D−k . . .. . Q^{−(k−1)} 0 .. . .. . Q^{−k}_1 .. . . . Q^{−(D−1)} D−k

(37)

and the vectors

f_R = ( f_0, . . . , f^{−(k−1)} k−1 )_T and q_0 = ( q_{0,0}, . . . , q^{−(D−1)} 0,D−1 )_T we can write the root-finding system (30) as

Q_R · f_R = −q_0. (38)

In general, the root-finding matrix Q_R in (37) can be rank deficient. In this case we obtain a list of potential message polynomials f^{(1)}, . . . , f^{(s)}. Using the same arguments as in [39] on the structure of Q_R in (37), one can derive a lower bound on the rank of Q_R, and thus the following upper bound on the number of solutions of (38).

Lemma 4 (Worst-Case List Size) The root-finding system in (30) has at most q^{m(k(s−1))} solutions f^{(1)}, . . . , f^{(s)} ∈ F_qm [x, σ]_{<k}. In general, we have that k ≤ n_t, where n_t ≤ ℓm. Hence, for m ≈ n_t/ℓ we get a worst-case list size of q^{ntℓ (k(s−1))}.

D. Probabilistic-Unique Decoding

We now consider the interpolation-based decoder from Section IV as a probabilistic-unique decoder which either returns a unique solution (if the list size is equal to one) or a decoding failure. In order to get an estimate of the decoding failure probability P_f , we use similar assumptions as in [39] to derive a heuristic upper bound.

Using similar arguments as in [39, Lemma 3] it can be shown that the dimension d_I of the F_qm -linear solution space of Problem 1 satisfies d_I ≥ s(D + 1) − sk − γ. (39) The rank of the root-finding matrix Q_R can be full if and only if the dimension of the solution space of the interpolation problem d_I is at least s, i.e. if d_I ≥ s ⇐⇒ γ + sδ ≤ s(n_t − k) (40)

012345678910111213 01 23 4 s2ss − 1s − 1s − 1 γ insertions δ deletions

Martinez-Kschischang [11] (s = 1) Probabilistic unique decoding (40) (s = 4) List decoding (29) (s = 4)

Fig. 1. Decoding region for Martinez-Kschischang [11] codes (s = 1) and for decoding of lifted (s = 4)-interleaved linearized Reed–Solomon codes. The decoding region for insertions increases with the interleaving order s.

The probabilistic-unique decoding region in (40) is only sightly smaller than the list decoding region in (29). The improved decoding region for LILRS codes is illustrated in Figure 1.

Combining (32) and (40) we get the degree constraint D = ⌈^{nr +sk}_{s+1} ⌉ for the probabilistic-unique decoder (see [48]). Under the assumption that the coefficients q^{(r)}_{i,j} are uniformly distributed over F_qm (see [39, Lemma 9]) we have that

P_f ≤ 4q^{−m(dI −s+1)} ≤ 4q^{−m}(^s(⌈^{nr +sks+1} ⌉^{−k})^{−γ+1}). (41)

Our simulations results in the next section indicate that this is also a good estimate of the failure probabiltiy for subspace tuples that are chosen uniformly at random from the set of subspaces from which a given transmitted codeword is (γ, δ)- reachable. As in [39], [43] for interleaved Gabidulin and lifted interleaved Gabidulin codes, respectively, it is an open problem to derive a formal failure probability bound for this non-uniform input. This is subject to future work.

V. COMPARISON TO PREVIOUS WORK AND SIMULATION RESULTS

The relative overhead due to the lifting is reduced with increasing interleaving order. Table I shows the improvement of the code rate for increasing interleaving orders.

TABLE I COMPARISON OF THE DIMENSION N_i OF THE ELEMENTARY AMBIENT

SPACES AND THE CODE RATE R BETWEEN LLRS AND LILRS CODES.

LLRS [11] LILRS

Dimension N_i (“packet size”) n (i) t + m n^{(i)}_t + sm

Code Rate R^{mk} ∑ℓ i=1 n(i)t (n(i)t +m) smk ∑ℓ i=1 n(i)t (n(i)t +sm) In order to verify the heuristic upper bound on the decoding failure probability in (41) we performed a Monte Carlo simulation (100 errors) of a code LILRS[β, a, ℓ = 2, s = 3; n_t = 6, k = 3] over F_33 over a multishot operator channel with overall δ = 1 deletion and γ ∈ {4, 5, 6} insertions.

The channel realization is chosen uniformly at random from all possible realizations of the multishot operator channel with exactly this number of deletions and insertions. We implemented this drawing procedure by adapting the efficient dynamic-programming routine in [49, Remark 7] for drawing an error of given sum-rank weight uniformly at random.

The results in Figure 2 show, that the heuristic upper bound in (41) gives a good estimate of the decoding failure probability P_f . For the same parameters a (non-interleaved) lifted

6 7 8 9 10 10^{−5} 10^{−4} 10^{−3} 10^{−2} 10^{−1} 10^0 γ + sδ

Decoding failure probability P_f

Upper bound on P_f (41) Simulation δ = 1

Fig. 2. Result of a Monte Carlo simulation of the code LILRS[β, ℓ = 2, s = 3; n_t = 6, k = 3] over F_33 transmitted over a multishot operator channel with overall δ = 1 deletions and γ = 4, 5, 6 insertions.

linearized Reed–Solomon code [11] (i.e. s = 1) can only correct γ insertions and δ deletions up to γ + δ < 4.

VI. FURTHER APPLICATIONS The decoding scheme in Section IV can be used to decode ILRS codes (without lifting) in the sum-rank metric and interleaved skew Reed–Solomon (ISRS) codes in the skew metric. For the definition of the sum-rank and the skew metric the reader is referred to e.g. [9]).

Let the parameters be as in Definition 3 and define n_i = n^{(i)}_t = n^{(i)}r for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ. Then an s-interleaved linearized Reed–Solomon code ILRS[β, a, ℓ, s; n, k] of length n and dimension k is defined as

f^{(1)}(β^{(1)})_{a1} . . . f^{(1)}(β^{(ℓ)})_{aℓ} . . .. . . . f^{(s)}(β^{(1)})_{a1} . . . f^{(s)}(β^{(ℓ)})_{aℓ} : f^{(j)} ∈ F^{qm} [x, σ]^{<k} , ∀j ∈ [1, s] .

Let R = C + E ∈ F^{s×n}_qm be the received matrix with C ∈ ILRS[β, a, ℓ, s; n, k] and the define the interpolation point set

P = {(β^{(1)}_1 , r^{(1,1)}_1 , . . . , r^{(s,1)}_1 ), . . . , (β^{(ℓ)}_{nℓ} , r^{(1,ℓ)}_{nℓ} , . . . , r^{(s,ℓ)}_{nℓ} )}.

Then the interpolation-based decoding scheme from Section IV can decode up to t <^s_{s+1} (n − k + 1) errors in the sum-rank metric, which is defined as the sum of the error-rank of each shot.

By using the isometry between the sum-rank metric and the skew metric [9], [11] we can define an s-interleaved skew Reed–Solomon code ISRS[b, ℓ, s; n, k] as { C · diag(β^{−1}) : C ∈ ILRS[β, a, ℓ, s; n, k] } (42)

where diag(β^{−1}) is the diagonal matrix of the vector β^{−1} := ( (β^{(1)}_1 )^{−1}, (β^{(1)}_2 )^{−1}, . . . , (β^{(ℓ)}_{nℓ} )^{−1} ) and b := ( D_{a1} (β^{(1)}_1 ), D_{a1} (β^{(1)}_2 ), . . . , D_{aℓ} (β^{(ℓ)}_{nℓ} ) ) · diag(β^{−1}). Using the transformation from [11, Theorem 9] the interpolation-based decoding principle from Section IV can decode errors of skew weight up to t <^s_{s+1} (n − k + 1).

REFERENCES

[1] R. Ahlswede, N. Cai, S.-Y. Li, and R. W. Yeung, “Network Information Flow,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 46, no. 4, pp. 1204–1216, 2000.

[2] R. Koetter and F. R. Kschischang, “Coding for Errors and Erasures in Random Network Coding,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 54, no. 8, pp. 3579–3591, 2008.

[3] R. W. Nóbrega and B. F. Uchôa-Filho, “Multishot Codes for Network Coding: Bounds and a Multilevel Construction,” in IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory. IEEE, 2009, pp. 428–432.

[4] A. Wachter, V. R. Sidorenko, M. Bossert, and V. V. Zyablov, “On (partial) Unit Memory Codes based on Gabidulin Codes,” Problems of Information Transmission, vol. 47, no. 2, pp. 117–129, 2011.

[5] A. Wachter-Zeh and V. Sidorenko, “Rank Metric Convolutional Codes for Random Linear Network Coding,” in International Symposium on Network Coding (NetCod). IEEE, 2012, pp. 1–6.

[6] A. Wachter-Zeh, M. Stinner, and V. Sidorenko, “Convolutional Codes in Rank Metric with Application to Random Network Coding,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 61, no. 6, pp. 3199–3213, 2015.

[7] D. Napp, R. Pinto, J. Rosenthal, and P. Vettori, “MRD Rank Metric Convolutional Codes,” in IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT). IEEE, 2017, pp. 2766–2770.

[8] ——, “Faster Decoding of Rank Metric Convolutional Codes,” in 23rd International Symposium on Mathematical Theory of Networks and Systems, 2018.

[9] U. Martínez-Peñas, “Skew and Linearized Reed–Solomon Codes and Maximum Sum Rank Distance Codes over any Division Ring,” Journal of Algebra, vol. 504, pp. 587–612, 2018.

[10] D. Boucher, “An Algorithm for Decoding Skew Reed-Solomon Codes with respect to the Skew Metric,” in Workshop on Coding and Cryptography, 2019.

[11] U. Martínez-Peñas and F. R. Kschischang, “Reliable and Secure Multishot Network Coding using Linearized Reed-Solomon Codes,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 65, no. 8, pp. 4785–4803, 2019.

[12] X. Caruso, “Residues of Skew Rational Functions and Linearized Goppa Codes,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1908.08430, 2019.

[13] H. Bartz, T. Jerkovits, S. Puchinger, and J. Rosenkilde, “Fast Decoding of Codes in the Rank, Subspace, and Sum-Rank Metric,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, pp. 1–1, 2021.

[14] U. Martínez-Peñas, “Sum-Rank BCH Codes and Cyclic-Skew-Cyclic Codes,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2009.04949, 2020.

[15] E. Byrne, H. Gluesing-Luerssen, and A. Ravagnani, “Fundamental Properties of Sum-Rank-Metric Codes,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 2021.

[16] P. Delsarte, “Bilinear Forms over a Finite Field with Applications to Coding Theory,” Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Ser. A, vol. 25, no. 3, pp. 226–241, Nov. 1978.

[17] E. M. Gabidulin, “Theory of Codes with Maximum Rank Distance,” Problems of Information Transmission, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 3–16, 1985.

[18] R. M. Roth, “Maximum-Rank Array Codes and their Application to Crisscross Error Correction,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 37, no. 2, pp. 328–336, Mar. 1991.

[19] V. Y. Krachkovsky and Y. X. Lee, “Decoding for Iterative Reed–Solomon Coding Schemes,” IEEE Transactions Magnetics, vol. 33, no. 5, pp. 2740– 2742, 1997.

[20] D. Bleichenbacher, A. Kiayias, and M. Yung, “Decoding of Interleaved Reed Solomon Codes Over Noisy Data,” in International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming. Springer, 2003, pp. 97–108.

[21] D. Coppersmith and M. Sudan, “Reconstructing Curves in Three (and Higher) Dimensional Space from Noisy Data,” in ACM Symposium on the Theory of Computing, 2003.

[22] F. Parvaresh and A. Vardy, “Multivariate Interpolation Decoding Beyond the Guruswami–Sudan Radius,” in Allerton Conference on Communication, Control and Computing, 2004.

[23] A. Brown, L. Minder, and A. Shokrollahi, “Probabilistic Decoding of Interleaved RS-Codes on the q-Ary Symmetric Channel,” in IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), 2004, pp. 326–326.

[24] F. Parvaresh, “Algebraic List-Decoding of Error-Correcting Codes,” Ph.D.

dissertation, University of California, San Diego, 2007.

[25] G. Schmidt, V. Sidorenko, and M. Bossert, “Enhancing the Correcting Radius of Interleaved Reed–Solomon Decoding Using Syndrome Extension Techniques,” in IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), 2007, pp. 1341–1345.

[26] G. Schmidt, V. R. Sidorenko, and M. Bossert, “Collaborative Decoding of Interleaved Reed–Solomon Codes and Concatenated Code Designs,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 55, no. 7, pp. 2991–3012, 2009.

[27] H. Cohn and N. Heninger, “Approximate Common Divisors via Lattices,” The Open Book Series, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 271–293, 2013.

[28] J. S. Nielsen, “Generalised Multi-Sequence Shift-Register Synthesis Using Module Minimisation,” in IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), 2013, pp. 882–886.

[29] A. Wachter-Zeh, A. Zeh, and M. Bossert, “Decoding Interleaved Reed– Solomon Codes Beyond Their Joint Error-Correcting Capability,” Designs, Codes and Cryptography, vol. 71, no. 2, pp. 261–281, 2014.

[30] S. Puchinger and J. Rosenkilde né Nielsen, “Decoding of Interleaved Reed–Solomon Codes Using Improved Power Decoding,” in IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), 2017.

[31] J.-H. Yu and H.-A. Loeliger, “Simultaneous Partial Inverses and Decoding Interleaved Reed–Solomon Codes,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 64, no. 12, pp. 7511–7528, 2018.

[32] A. Brown, L. Minder, and A. Shokrollahi, “Improved Decoding of Interleaved AG Codes,” in IMA International Conference on Cryptography and Coding. Springer, 2005, pp. 37–46.

[33] S. Kampf, “Bounds on Collaborative Decoding of Interleaved Hermitian Codes and Virtual Extension,” Designs, Codes and Cryptography, vol. 70, no. 1-2, pp. 9–25, 2014.

[34] S. Puchinger, J. Rosenkilde, and I. Bouw, “Improved Power Decoding of Interleaved One-Point Hermitian Codes,” Designs, Codes and Cryptography, vol. 87, no. 2-3, pp. 589–607, 2019.

[35] P. Loidreau and R. Overbeck, “Decoding Rank Errors Beyond the Error- Correction Capability,” ACCT, 2006.

[36] V. Sidorenko and M. Bossert, “Decoding Interleaved Gabidulin Codes and Multisequence Linearized Shift-Register Synthesis,” in IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), 2010, pp. 1148–1152.

[37] V. Sidorenko, L. Jiang, and M. Bossert, “Skew-Feedback Shift-Register Synthesis and Decoding Interleaved Gabidulin Codes,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 57, no. 2, pp. 621–632, 2011.

[38] V. Sidorenko and M. Bossert, “Fast Skew-Feedback Shift-Register Synthesis,” Designs, Codes and Cryptography, vol. 70, no. 1-2, pp. 55–67, 2014.

[39] A. Wachter-Zeh and A. Zeh, “List and Unique Error-Erasure Decoding of Interleaved Gabidulin Codes with Interpolation Techniques,” Designs, Codes and Cryptography, vol. 73, no. 2, pp. 547–570, 2014.

[40] S. Puchinger, J. Rosenkilde né Nielsen, W. Li, and V. Sidorenko, “Row Reduction Applied to Decoding of Rank-Metric and Subspace Codes,” Designs, Codes and Cryptography, vol. 82, no. 1-2, pp. 389–409, 2017.

[41] S. Puchinger, S. Müelich, D. Mödinger, J. Rosenkilde né Nielsen, and M. Bossert, “Decoding Interleaved Gabidulin Codes Using Alekhnovich’s Algorithm,” Electronic Notes in Discrete Mathematics, vol. 57, pp. 175– 180, 2017.

[42] D. Silva, F. R. Kschischang, and R. Koetter, “A Rank-Metric Approach to Error Control in Random Network Coding,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 54, no. 9, pp. 3951–3967, 2008.

[43] H. Bartz and A. Wachter-Zeh, “Efficient Decoding of Interleaved Subspace and Gabidulin Codes Beyond their Unique Decoding Radius using Gröbner Bases,” Advances in Mathematics of Communications, vol. 12, no. 4, p. 773, 2018.

[44] O. Ore, “Theory of Non-Commutative Polynomials,” Annals of Mathematics, pp. 480–508, 1933.

[45] T.-Y. Lam and A. Leroy, “Vandermonde and Wronskian Matrices over Division Rings,” Journal of Algebra, vol. 119, no. 2, pp. 308–336, 1988.

[46] U. Martínez-Peñas, “Private Information Retrieval from Locally Repairable Databases with Colluding Servers,” in IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT). IEEE, 2019, pp. 1057–1061.

[47] S. Liu, F. Manganiello, and F. R. Kschischang, “Kötter Interpolation in Skew Polynomial Rings,” Designs, Codes and Cryptography, vol. 72, no. 3, pp. 593–608, 2014.

[48] H. Bartz, “Algebraic Decoding of Subspace and Rank-Metric Codes,” Ph.D. dissertation, Technische Universität München, 2017.

[49] S. Puchinger, J. Renner, and J. Rosenkilde, “Generic Decoding in the Sum-Rank Metric,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2001.04812, 2020.