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Abstract—We show how Gabidulin codes can be list decoded rank metric and state some known properties of those. More-
by using a parametrization approach. For this we consider a over we explain the error span polynomial and recall the in-
certain module in the ring of linearized polynomials and find terpolation based unique decoding set-up for Gabiduliresod

a minimal basis for this module using the Euclidean algorithm . . . .
with respect to composition of polynomials. For a given redged from [9]. In Sectior(Tl] we derive the module gflinearized

word, our decoding algorithm computes a list of all codeworg Polynomials containing all those polynomials that intdgpe
that are closest to the received word with respect to the rank the received word and show that finding all elements of this

metric. module fulfilling certain requirements is equivalent tot lis
decoding with respect to the rank metric. In Secfion IV we
[. INTRODUCTION describe a list decoding algorithm based on the previously d

Gabidulin codes are a family of optimal rank-metric codeg,Cribed interpolation module using the Euclidean algaitor

useful in different fields of coding theory, e.g. in (rando -linearized polynomials. We conclude this paper in Section
linear network coding[19], space-time codingl[10], crass

error correction[[14] and distributed stora@el[17]. Theyrave [1. PRELIMINARIES

first derived by Gabidulin in[3] and independently by Detear
in [2]. These codes can be seen as thanalog of Reed-

Solomon codes, using-linearized polynomials instead of S . .
a oy a primitive element of the extension fieldf,~, such that

arbitrary polynomials over the finite fieldf, (whereq is a ~ F, []. MoreoverF is isomorphic (as a vector space)

prime power). They are optimal in the sense that they are qgf:he vector spac&!". If not noted differently we will use
only MDS codes with respect to the Hamming metric, but al%ﬂe isomorphism ar

achieve the Singleton bound with respect to the rank metric

Let ¢ be a prime power and lef, denote the finite field
with ¢ elements. It is well-known that there always exists

and are thus MRD codes. F — Fgm = Fylo]
There has been a rising interest in the last decade due to m

their application in network coding [5]/ [19]. Since then a (V1. .., Um) — Zvioﬂ’l.

lot of work has been done on how to decode these codes. i=1

The question of minimum distance decoding inside the uniqgshe then easily gets the isomorphic description of matrices
decoding radius has been addressed e.d.!in[[B],[[4], [9], [13ver the base field, as vectors over the extension field, i.e.
[135], [16], [20], whereas the more general setting of listmxn o~ gn . since we will work with matrices over different
decoding, beyond the unique decoding radius, is investiaynderlying fields we denote the rank of a matiix over F,
ine.g. [8], [11], [22], [23]. Related work on list-decodifified 1y rank, (X).
Gabidulin codes can be found in_[21]. For some vectofv,, ..., v,) € F7.. we denote thek x n

In this work we explore list decoding further and, in contrasyigore matrixby
to the Sudan-Guruswami approach bf1[11].1[22], present a

parametric approach analogous to the one for list decoding “} ”? ”vlz
Reed-Solomon codes from][1]. In a similar way as [9] we vg} vé} ol
use interpolation, however unlike|[9] we perform list deicmd My (vi, ..., vn) == : ,
rather than unique decoding. A difference between our paper ’U[k;l] lE=1 =1

i 5 R

and the papers [9][[23] is that our approach is based on the
Euclidean algorithm. A more important difference with[28] where]i] := ¢'. A ¢-linearized polynomiabverF, is defined
that our decoding method yields all closest codewordsgrathg pe of the form
than just one. The latter is due to our parametrization agugro n

The paper is structured as follows: In the following section f(x) = Z azl . a; e Fym,
we introduceg-linearized polynomials, Gabidulin codes, the i=0

, . _ where n is called the g-degree of f(x), assuming that
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flx1 4+ z2) = f(x1) + f(z2) and f(Az1) = Af(xy) for Furthermore, thisD(x) is unique.
any ri,xo € Fqﬁ anq/\ e Iy, hen.ce the nam@nearlzed Proof: Let D(z) € L,(x,g™) such thatD(r,) —
The set of allg-linearized polynomials oveF,~ is denoted T
m . S . D(f(g:)) and qdeg(D(xz)) = t. This implies thatD(r; —
by L,(x,¢™). This set forms a non-commutative ring with ) \
i, o ; f(gi)) = 0 for all ;. Definee; := r;— f(g;), thene; € Fym and
the normal addition+ and compositiono of polynomials. .
every element ofey,...,e,) is a root of D(z) (see Lemma

Because of the non-commutativity, products and quotieﬁtsjﬁ g . .
m o L ). SinceD(x) is non-zero and has degreg it follows that
elements ofZ,(z,¢™) have to be specified as being "left the linear space of roots hasdimensiont, which implies

or "right” products or quotients. To not be mistaken wit hat (e e.) has rank.. This means that the rank distance
the standard division, we call the inverse of the compasiti%etwele’r;('c" " ) and(yl r.) is equal tot. Thus, one
1,---5Cn 1y---5"n . y

symbolic division l.e. f(z) is symbolically divisible on the

: . ! . direction is proven.
right by g(x) with quotientm(z) if For the other direction letcy,...,c,), (r1,...,r,) have
g(x) om(z) = g(m(x)) = f(x). rank distance, i.e. (e1,...,ep) := (¢1 —71,...,cn — 1) has

Efficient algorithms for all these operations (left and tighrank . Then by Lemmdl2 there exists a non-zex) <

m t ) — .
symbolic multiplication and division) exist and can be fdunﬁﬁég’ri{{y &g;gﬁ%i:ggc.)slf%(trjtgr(?)_ 1 0 foTrL aSIiIan.eI?/\)//e
e.g. in [B]. o ! A

know thate; = f(g;), the statement follows. The uniqueness
Lemma 1 (cf. [7] Thm. 3.50) Let f(x) € Ly(z,¢™) andFy  of D(z) = []sc(e, . ..\ (z—B) follows from the fact that its
be the smallest extension field Bf~ that contains all roots degree is equai to the number of its distinct roots. [ ]

of f(x). Then the set of all roots of (x) forms aF,-linear

. Remark 4. The previous theorem states that the roots of
vector space irF .

D(z) form a vector space of degreéewhich is equal to the
Lemma 2 ([7] Thm. 3.52) LetU be aF,-linear subspace of span ofes,...,e,. This is why D(z) is also called therror
Fym. Then][zc i (x — B) is an element oLy (z, ¢™). span polynomialcf. e.g. [18]). The analogy in the classical
Hamming metric set-up is therror locator polynomialwhose

Note that, iff, ..., 5, is a basis ofl/, one can rewrite roots indicate the locations of the errors, and whose degree
H (x — B) = Adet(My1(B, ..., Br, x)) equals the number of errors.
seU

The interpolation-based unique decoding algorithm for
for some constank € Fm. Gabidulin codes from Loidreau ][9] can now be formulated
Letg1,...,9n € Fgm be linearly independent ovét,. We as follows. Assume thatank,(e) = dr(c,r) < dgr(C)/2,
define aGabidulin codeC' C Fy.. as the linear block code e thatr is within the unique decoding radius. Find all pairs
with generator matrix\/y (g1, ..., g»). Using the isomorphic (N (z), D(x)) € L, (x,q™)? with qdeg(N) < k-+rank,(e) <
matrix representation we can interprétas a matrix code in (5,4 k) /2 andqdeg(D(z)) < (n—k)/2, and check ifN (z) is
;<™ Therank distancedr on F;**" is defined by symbolically divisible on the right by (z). If such a couple is
o _ mxn found, thenD(x) is a valid error span polynomial by Theorem
dr(X,Y) :=ranky(X =V) -, X,V €l B, and the s(yrr)1bolic quotient oV (z) and D(zx) is the ¢-
and analogously for the isomorphic extension field repriesenlinearized polynomial that corresponds to the sent message
tion. It holds that the cod€ constructed before has dimension |n the next section we move beyond the unique decoding
k overF,~ and minimum rank distance (ov&y) n —k+ 1. of [9] and describe an interpolation-based decoding algari
One can easily see by the shape of the parity check and thet is able to find all closest codewords, within or beyorel th
generator matrices that an equivalent definition of the dedeunique decoding radius.

C={(f(91),---, f(gn)) €Fym | f(z) € Ly(z,9™) <k}, [Il. THE INTERPOLATION MODULE
where L, (z,q™) <k = {f(x) € Ly(x,q™),qdeg(f(x)) <  For the rest of the paper lej,...,g, € F,m be lin-
k}. For more information on bounds and constructions of rankarly independent oveF, and let My(gi,...,g,) be the
metric codes the interested reader is referredlto [3]. generator matrix of the Gabidulin cod€ C Fym. Let

Consider a received word = (r1,...,7,) € F. asthe r=(r,...,r,) € [y be the received word.
sumr = c + e, wherec = (c1,...,¢,) € C is a codeword  For our following investigations we need @linearized
ande = (e1,...,e,) € Fy.. is the error vector. The following analog of the Lagrange polynomial.
statement was formulated in a similar, but less generalperan . .
in Theoreml in [9]. Definition 5. Let g = (¢1,...,9,) and define the matrix

Di(g,z) := M,(¢1,.-.,9n,x) without thei-th column. We
Theorem 3. Let f(z) € Ly(x,¢™),qdeg(f(x)) < kandc; = define theg-Lagrange polynomiahs

f(gs) fori=1,...,n. It holds thatd(c,r) = ¢ if and only if - det(D:(g, 2))

there exists aD(z) € L£,(z,¢™), such thatqdeg(D(x)) =t Agr(z) := G ) =l
o gr(®) =) (=" r; det(M,(g)) ol

D(Tl) = D(f(gz)) Vi € {1, ceey n}



Lemma 6. Consider the setting of the previous definitionthat

ThenAg . (z) € Ly(x,
Agr(gi)=mr fori=1,...,

q™), i.e. it is g-linearized. Moreover,
n and qdeg(Ag »(2)) =n — 1.

Proof: Sincedet(9D;(g, z)) is ¢g-linearized and\g () i

the sum of scalar multiples of these determinants, (z) i

also ¢g-linearized. One can easily check thhtt(9;(g,z)) =

(—=1)"~det(M,(g)) for = = g; and det(D;(g,z)) = 0 for

x = g; wherej # i. Hence forx = g; all but thei-th

summand are zero and thdéh summand is equal to,, ®
Furthermore we need the following fact.

Lemma 7. Let L(z) € L4(x,¢™), such thatL(g;) = 0 for

IS
IS

all i. Then
(@) € Lo(a.q™): L@) = H@)o  [[ @—a)
a€(g1;s9n)
Proof: We know from Lemmdl2 thaf[, ., .., (z —

a) € Ly,
polynomialsH(a:),R(a:) € Ly(z,¢™) such thatL(z) =
a) + R(z) and qdeg(R(z)) <
_____ o) —a) = n. Since anya € (g1,...,gn)
is a root of () and of[Tne(gr,...gn) (@ — @), they must also
be a root ofR(x). Hence we havq distinct roots forR(zx)

anddeg(R) < ¢, thus R(z) = 0 and the statement follows.

In the following we abbreviate the row span of a (polyn
mial) matrix A by rs(A).

Definiton 8. Define the polynomials II(x)
[ocw,. . gy(@ — @) and Ag.(z) as the g-Lagrange
polynomial, such that\g .(¢;) = »; for all i. Furthermore

define the left submodule o, (x, ¢™)
- I(z) 0
M(r) :=rs [ Agr(r) @ ] .

We call9t(r) the interpolation moduleor r.

Definition 9. We define the(k;, k2)-weighted ¢-degree of
[f(z) g(x)] € M(r) asmax{ks + qdeg(f), k2 + qdeg(g)}.

We identify any[f(z) g¢(z)] € 2M(r) with the bivariate
linearizedg-polynomial Q(x,y) = f(x) + g(y). We will now
show that the name interpolation module is justifiedSo(r).

= flz) +
q™), such thatQ(g;,r;) = 0 for

Theorem 10. M(r) consists exactly of al)(z,y)

g9(y) with f(z),g9(z) € Ly(,
t=1,...,n.

Proof: For the first direction le®Q(z, y) =
an element ofi(r). Then there exist(x),b(x) € L,(x,q™)
such thatf (z) = a(z)oIl(z)—b(x)oAg »(z) andb(x) = g(x),
thusQ(g;, ;) = a(ll(g:)) — b(Ag.r(g:)) +b(r:) = 0— b(ry) +
b(?‘l) =0.

For the other direction lef(z), g(x) € L4(x,¢™) be such
that Q(gi, i) = f(g:) + g(r;) =0 fori=1,... ,n. To show
that Q(z,y) € M(r) we need to findu(z) € L,(x,¢™) such

f(x)+g(y) be

a(z) oII(z) — b(x) o Agr(x) = f(x) and b(x) = g(x).
We substitute the second into the first equation to get
a(z) o l(z) = f(z) + g(x) o Ag,r (). )

By assumption it holds thaf(g;) + g(Agr(9:)) = f(9i) +
g(r;) = 0 for all . Then, by Lemmal?, it follows that(z) +
g(x) o Ag () is symbolically divisible on the right b¥I(z)
and hence there existgx) € L,(z, ¢") such that(1) holds.

|

Combining all the previous results we get a description of

all codewords with distanceto the received word in the new
parametrization:

Theorem 11. The element$N (z)
fulfill

1) qdeg(N

D(z)] of M(r) that

() <t+k—1,

q™). Moreover there always eX|sts unique left and 2) qdeg(D(z)) = ¢,
right diviS|on inL,(z,¢™), i.e. in this case there exist unique 3)

N(z) is symbolically divisible on the right by)(z),

i.e. there exists (z) € L,(x, ¢™) such thatD(f(z)) =
N(z),

are in one-to-one correspondence with the codewords of rank
distancet to r.

Proof: Let ¢ € .. be a codeword such thaf(c, r)
t with the corresponding message polynomiA{z)
qu(:c, q™)<k. Then by Theorenl]3 there exist®(x)
Lq(x,¢™) of g-degreet such thatD(f(g;)) = D(r;) for i
1,...,n. By TheorenID we know thdD(f(z)) — D(z)]
is in M(r). It holds thatqdeg(D(f(z))) < t+k—1 and that
(D(f(x)) is divisible on the right byD(z).

On the other hand 18IV (z) —D(zx)] € M(r) fulfil condi-
tions1)—3). Then we know that the divisgf(x) € £, (x, ¢™)
hasg-degree less thah and it holdsN (z) = D(f(z)). Since
itis in M(r) we know by Theorem 30 thd®(f(g;))—D(r;) =
0 for all « and hence by Theoref} 3 thég(c,r) = ¢, if c is
the codeword corresponding to the message polynofiial.

[

mm

Remark 12. The two first conditions in the previous theorem
imply that the(0, k—1)-weightedg-degree of N(z) —D(x)]
is equal tot + k£ — 1.

Therefore, we have shown in this section that list decoding
within rank radiust is equivalent to finding all elements
[N(z) — D(z)] in 9MM(r) with (0,k — 1)-weighted ¢-
degree less than or equal to+ & — 1 and qdeg(N(z)) <
qdeg(D(z))+ k — 1, such thatV (x) is symbolically divisible
on the right by D(z). It follows that, to find all closest
codewords to a givem € Fy .., we need to find all elements
[N(z) — D(x)] € M(r) “of minimal 0,k — 1)-weighted
q-degree such thajdeg(N(z)) < qdeg(D(z)) + k — 1 and
N (x) is symbolically divisible on the right by (x).

IV. THE ALGORITHM

We can now describe the list decoding algorithm. Since
in most applications you want to find the set of all closest



codewords to the received word, our algorithm will do exactiword c. Note that the variablg in the algorithm corresponds
this. In contrast, a complete list decoder with a prescribd@? — (2 +k — 1. If we substitute this foyj, then we get that
radiust finds all codewords within radiusfrom the received eq( (1) (2)) <

word, even if some of them are closer than others. o )

We recall that our approach is analogous[tb [1], where énax{qdeg(a(m)) +adeg(gy(w)), adeg(b(@)) +qqeg(92 (@)}
minimal Grobner basis approach is taken. In fact, for Izl Shtj=t+k-l
polynomials this minimal Grobner basis approach can bgng, sinceqdeg(gél)(x)) < qdeg(gég)(x)) + k — 1 implies
formulated in exactly the ;am‘e way, 'replacmg m,ultlphoatl thatly — k +1 = qdeg(géQ)(x)),
by composition and redefine ‘degree’ by-degree’. Due to ©
space limitations we omit the details. Whenever we mentigiflee(/ ™ (z))
‘minimal basis’ in the sequel, we mean ‘minimal Grobnermax{qdeg(a(z)) + qdeg(g\” (), qdeg(b(z)) + qdeg (5> (x))}
basis’ in this generalized sense. =lo+j—k+1=t.

Algorithm[1 describes the decoding algorithm. It will itera Hence, fU) () fulfills requirement1) and £ (z) require-

tively search for all elements iWi(r) of (0, k — 1)-weighted ; : .
g-degreel + k — 1 for increasing: and check the requirementsment2) in Theoren(IlL. In fact, it can be proven thatis

o Theoren 1. As soon o soltons are ol ot b7 OOV 1S for he nteroletion ol nd
increased and the algorithm terminates. 9 perty

We first present our decoding algorithm under the assum??'r_]alogous tdJ1][J6]. As a res_ult of th'.s _p_ro_perty, th‘? clatse
. . L . . ._Inh the two for-loops that fulfill the divisibility requirement
tion that we can find a minimal basis for the mterpolatlogOrres ond to codewords with rank distamnce i — £y + b — 1
module. We then detail the construction of such a basis P J—*2

in Algorithm [2. Note that we use the notation) — i:]oggé“Due to space limitations we refrain from proving this

1 2 i i
g{((ig@ 9" (w)] for elements of the interpolation module Moreover, increasing by one is equivalent to increasing
' t by one. Therefore, once we have solutions in the list, the
algorithm terminates, since elements added to the listagiest
j + 1 would be further away then the ones added at sgage

Algorithm 1 Minimal list decoding of Gabidulin codes.

Require: Received word: € Fg... _ n _ It remains to show that there are no codewords at rank dis-
1. Computell(z) and Ag »(x), both in Ly(x,q™). Define  tance less thah—1— ¢, since this is the distance for the initial
the interpolation module loops with j = 0. Assume there would be such a codeword

II(x) 0 with corresponding message polynomial(z) € L,(x,¢™).
M(r) :=1s { Aga(z) @ ] : Then there existd(z) € £,(x,¢™) with ¢-degree less than

k —1— {5 such thaty’(z) := [D(m(z)) D(z)] is in M(r).
2. Compute a minimal basi€’ = {gi(z),g2(z)} of Th_en the(O,k—l)-w_eightedq-de_g_ree ofg’(:_c) is less thar7_€2,
M(r) with respect to the0, k — 1)-weighted degree, with Which means thatr is not a minimal basis ofii(r), which

qdeg(ggl)(z)) < qdeg(géQ) (z)) +k—1. is a contradiction. [ |
3. Define /1,4, as the (0,k — 1)-weighted degrees of Theorem 14. Algorithm2 below produces a minimal Gner
91(z), g2(z), respectively. basis for our interpolation modul®i(r) via the Euclidean al-
4. Definelist:= [] (an empty list) andj := 0. gorithm for g-linearized polynomials, replacing multiplication
while list= [} do by composition.

for all a(z) € L4(z,¢™),qdeg(a(z)) < by — ¢+ j do

for all monich(z) € Ly(x,q™), qdeg(b(z)) = j do For the sake of brevity we omit the proof of this result.

f(z) :=a(z) 0 g1(z) + b(x) © g2(x) Example 15. Consider the Gabidulin code if,s = Fy[o]
if £V (x) is symb. (right) divisible byf®) () then  (with o® = o + 1) with generator matrix
add the respective symb. quotientlist 9
. 1 a «
end if G = < 1 o2 ot >
end for o a
end for and the received word
J=7+1 _
end while r=(a+l0a).
return list Then we construct the interpolation module

8
e =rs| 30 o] =r ] wmfos o)
Theorem 13. Algorithm[1 yields a list of all message polyno- Y

mials such that the corresponding codeword is closest to the compute a minimal basis we use the Euclidean algorithm
received word. and get

Proof: Let t be such thatl(c,r) = t for a closest code- 28+ 2= (a®2?) o (aP2* + o’x) + ab2? + .



Sinceqdeg(a’z?) + k — 1 = 2 > 1 = qdeg(a’z? + ), the
algorithm terminates and a minimal basis (w.r.t. ttte1)-
weighted2-degree) of this module is

ggl) g§2) [ a2t + oS

1 2 6,.2

o) o | 7L et
Hence we get’; = 2 and/, = 2, i.e. we want to use all
a(r) € La(z,23) with 2-degree less than or equal toand

T
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polynomials. Then we check the divisibility requirement fo
certain combinations of the two basis elements to get theflis
all closest codewords to that received word. To our knowdedg
the Euclidean algorithm has not been used before to do this
type of list decoding for rank-metric Gabidulin decoding.
Future work consists of a detailed complexity analysiss it i
anticipated that the method is efficient particularly whia t
decoding radius is close to the unique decoding radius, such
as in one-step ahead decoding cases, illustrated by Example

all monic b(z) € Lo(x,23) with 2-degree equal t®. Thus,
a(x) = apz for ag € Fos andb(x) = x. We get divisibility for
ap € Fys\{0}. The corresponding message polynomials and
codewords are

(1]

mi(z) =2 +ax , ¢ =(a1a?),

ma(z) = a2 + oz, ¢ = (a® aa),

(2]
(3]
(4

msz(x) =az? + o'z |, e =(a*+10a?),

my(z) =a'z? | =(a’*+aac’+1a),

ms(z) = ab2? +afz | ¢ =(0a%1),
5]

me(z) =ax® +2 , co=(a’1a?).

All these codewords are rank distancaway fromr. (6]

Note that in the previous example all output codewords are
only rank distancd away fromr, but the Hamming distance [
between them and can vary between, 2 or even3. 8]

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper we introduced a novel interpolation base([.?]
decoding algorithm for Gabidulin codes with respect to the
rank metric. For this we construct the interpolation modulédl
for a given received word and find a minimal basis of this
module with respect to th€0,k — 1)-weighted ¢-degree, [11]
utilizing the Euclidean algorithm for composition of linézed

[12]

Algorithm 2 Computation ofg;, g> via the (linearized) Eu- [13

clidean Algorithm.

Require: Received wordr; polynomialsli(z) andAg r(z). 14
Initialize 7 = 0 and defined the linearized polynomials
ho(x), h1(x),to(x), t1(x) as

II(x) 0 ]

[ 5 ][ hto

tl(I)
while qdeg(t;41) + k — 1 < qdeg(hj4+1) do
Apply the (linearized) Euclidean algorithm to comput 7
the linearized polynomialg; 1 () andh ;42 () such that
hj(x) = gjt1(hj41(x)) + hjto(z) and qdeg(hjy2) <
qdeg(hj41).
Updatet; i (x) := t;(z) — gj41(tj41(2)).

[15]

[16]

(18]

Setj = j + 1. [19]
end while

return g1 = [ hj(z) tj(z) | and go = [20]
[hjt1(z) tj4i(2)]

5.
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