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Abstract

We present a simple syndrome-based fast Chase decoding algo-
rithm for Reed-Solomon (RS) codes. Such an algorithm was initially
presented by Wu (IEEE Trans. IT, Jan. 2012), building on proper-
ties of the Berlekamp—Massey (BM) algorithm. Wu devised a fast
polynomial-update algorithm to construct the error-locator polyno-
mial (ELP) as the solution of a certain linear-feedback shift register
(LFSR) synthesis problem. This results in a conceptually compli-
cated algorithm, divided into 8 subtly different cases. Moreover, Wu’s
polynomial-update algorithm is not immediately suitable for working
with vectors of evaluations. Therefore, complicated modifications were
required in order to achieve a true “one-pass” Chase decoding algo-
rithm, that is, a Chase decoding algorithm requiring O(n) operations
per modified coordinate, where n is the RS code length.

The main result of the current paper is a conceptually simple
syndrome-based fast Chase decoding of RS codes. Instead of devel-
oping a theory from scratch, we use the well-established theory of
Grobner bases for modules over Fy[X] (where I, is the finite field of ¢
elements, for ¢ a prime power). The basic observation is that instead
of Wu’s LFSR synthesis problem, it is much simpler to consider “the
right” minimization problem over a module. The solution to this mini-
mization problem is a simple polynomial-update algorithm that avoids
syndrome updates and works seamlessly with vectors of evaluations.
As a result, we obtain a conceptually simple algorithm for one-pass
Chase decoding of RS codes. Our algorithm is general enough to work
with any algorithm that finds a Grébner basis for the solution module
of the key equation as the initial algorithm (including the Euclidean
algorithm), and it is not tied only to the BM algorithm.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation and known results

The subject of decoding Reed—Solomon (RS) codes beyond half the minimum
distance has been extensively studied over the years. The breakthrough work
of Guruswami and Sudan [11] (following the original work of Sudan [25])
presented interpolation-based hard-decision (HD) list decoding of RS codes
up to the so-called Johnson radius in polynomial time. Wu [26] presented
an even more efficient HD list decoding algorithm for decoding RS codes up
to the Johnson radius. Kotter and Vardy [I5] extended the Guruswami-
Sudan algorithm to take channel reliability information into account, thus
presenting a polynomial-time soft-decision (SD) decoding algorithm for RS
codes.

Before [15], it seems reasonable to say that the main SD decoding algo-
rithms for block codes with an efficient HD decoder in general, and for RS
codes in particular, were the generalized minimum distance (GMD) decod-
ing of Forney [10], and the Chase decoding algorithms [6]. GMD decoding
consists of repeated applications of errors-and-erasures decoding, while suc-
cessively erasing an even number of the least reliable coordinates.

In Chase decoding, there is some pre-determined list of test error patterns
on the 7 least reliable coordinates for some small 7 (typically, n < |d/2],
where d is the minimum Hamming distance of the code). For example, this
list may consist of all possible non-zero vectors, all vectors of a low enough
weight, a pre-defined number of random vectors, etc.. The decoder suc-
cessively runs on error patterns from the list. Each such error pattern is
subtracted from the received word, and the result is fed to an HD decoder.
If the HD decoder succeeds, then its output is saved into the output list of
the decoder.

Informally, the list of test error patterns in Chase decoding should be a
good covering code for all likely error patterns on the least reliable coordi-
nates (see [19]). At least heuristically, this suggests that in order to achieve a
substantial gain over HD decoding, the number of test error patterns should
grow exponentially with d.

Despite this exponential nature of Chase decoding, for high-rate codes
of moderate length, it is known to have a better complexity/performance
tradeoff than other algebraic SD decoding algorithms, including the Kotter—
Vardy algorithm (see, e.g., [27]). For this reason, Chase decoding of RS codes
is still of great interest. The idea behind fast Chase decoding algorithms is to
share computations between HD decodings of different test error patterns

!This idea is at the heart of all fast Chase decoding algorithms, including [5], [27], and
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For example, if a new error pattern differs from the previous one in one
additional non-zero coordinate, it seems plausible that there is no need to run
a full HD decoding algorithm for the new error pattern, and that intermediate
results from the previous HD decoding can be used in order to reduce the
complexity of the new HD decoding.

It is well-known that HD decoding of RS codes has complexity O(dn)
(where n is the length of the RS code), and that this complexity is gov-
erned by the exhaustive root search, rather than by the algorithm for finding
the error-locator polynomial (ELP) (such as the Berlekamp—Massey (BM)
algorithm), which has a complexity of O(d?).

In [27], Wu defines a one-pass Chase decoding algorithm as a Chase al-
gorithm that has the following properties: (1) For any test error pattern z
of (Hamming) weight w, there is some sequence zi, ..., 2z,_1 in the list of
test error patterns, such that for all ¢, the weight of z; equals 7, and such
that supp(z1) C -+ C supp(zyu-1) C supp(z)E (2) The algorithm produces
decoding results for all the sequence z1, ..., z,_1, 2z in a complexity of O(wn)
finite field operations. In particular, if w = O(d), then the complexity for
decoding the subset {z1,..., 2,1, 2} is O(dn), just like HD decoding. Put
differently, the complexity is O(n) per each additional modified coordinate.
Note that in a naive application of Chase decoding, the complexity of decod-
ing the above sequence is O(dn) per each additional modified coordinate.

Before [27], there have been several one-pass and “almost” one-pass Chase
decoding algorithms for BCH and RS codes, where by “almost” we mean that
some of these algorithms satisfied the above complexity requirement only for
producing the ELP, but not for the essential following exhaustive root search.
These algorithms include the low-complexity interpolation-based algorithm
of Bellorado and Kav¢cié [5] for RS codes (based on the Guruswami—Sudan
algorithm), and the algorithm of Kamiya [I3] for binary BCH codes, based
on the Welch-Berlekamp algorithm. Also, in the context of [5], Zhu et al.
[32] introduced an efficient method for backward interpolation, which enables
to cancel the interpolation in one point. This allows [32] to order the 27 test
vectors according to adjacent vertices of the binary hypercube (Gray code),
thus avoiding the need to save 27~! intermediate interpolation results on the
decoding tree of [5]. For a thorough literature review on fast Chase decoding
algorithms before [27], we refer to [27].

Focusing on RS codes and considering the algorithm of [5], we note that
this algorithm works in the “time domain,” i.e., on the received vector itself,
rather than on the syndrome. As noted in [5, p. 946], in the context of fast

1291,
2For b := (by,...,bn), supp(b) := {i|b; # 0} is the support of b.



Chase decoding, it is somewhat easier to work directly on the received vector
rather than on the syndrome, because the syndromes of similar test error
patterns are very far from similar.

For decoding high-rate codes, it is typically beneficial to replace the long
received vector by the short syndrome once and for all before the decoding
begins. In his important paper [27], Wu introduced a true one-pass Chase
decoding algorithm based on the BM algorithm. Thus, Wu introduced a
solution both for the problem of handling the exhaustive root searches while
maintaining a complexity of O(n) per modified coordinate, and for the need
for a syndrome-based algorithm.

After Wu's work, [31] proposed a backward step for Wu’s algorithm for
binary BCH codes. Additional time-domain Chase decoding algorithms for
binary BCH codes were developed, e.g., in [30]. Also, for RS codes, time-
domain Chase decoding algorithms based on basis reduction for univariate
polynomial modules were presented in [29] and the references therein. In-
spired by [21] and [28], the fast Chase algorithm of [29] decreases the average
complexity and latency over that of [5], while maintaining the worst-case
complexity. It should be noted that for the setup of [5], the worst-case com-
plexity of [5] and [29] is O(27- (n — k)?), which is O(27-n?) if the asymptotic
rate is < 1, while that of a true one-pass Chase decoding algorithm is O(2"-n),
as it requires O(n) operations per edge of the decoding tree, for a maximum
of 2" — 1 visited edges.

1.2 Our results

We use the well-established tool of Grébner bases for modules over F,[X]
to derive an algorithm for syndrome-based fast Chase decoding of RS codes.
The main observation is that instead of Wu’s LFSR synthesis problem, it is
much simpler to consider “the right” minimization problem over a module.
This minimization problem can be solved by adopting Kotter’s Grébner basis
algorithm, in the general form appearing in [16], Sect. VIL.C].

e We present a clean and simple polynomial-update algorithm for fast
Chase decoding, namely, Algorithm A of Section [£.1l This algorithm
is considerably simpler than Algorithm 1 of [27], which is divided into
8 intricately different cases. Besides of the obvious benefit of having a
clear and short algorithm and the theoretical interest of finding further
connections between decoding algorithms and Grobner bases, there is
also a practical benefit in a simply-presented algorithm, being easier to
implement and debug.



e As opposed to Algorithm 1 of [27], our polynomial-update algorithm
(Algorithm A) is automatically suited for working with vectors of eval-
uations, and it is easily converted into Algorithm B, which has the
required O(n) complexity per modified coordinate. Again, Algorithm
B is considerably cleaner and simpler than Algorithm 2 of [27], which,
besides of being long and including 8 different cases, requires the intro-
duction of auxiliary polynomials without a clear meaning.

e As opposed to the algorithms of [27], Algorithms A and B of the cur-
rent paper are not tied to the BM algorithm as the initial HD decoding
algorithm, and can practically work with any of the existing syndrome-
based HD decoding algorithms. In some detail, Algorithms A and B
can be initiated with any algorithm that finds a Grébner basis for the
solution module of the key equation (for an appropriate monomial or-
dering). As shown by Fitzpatrick [9], practically any of the existing
syndrome-based HD decoding algorithms can be put in this form, in-
cluding the Euclidean algorithm.

e On the practical side, we present Algorithm C, which is a variant of
Algorithm A that runs on low-degree polynomials and has a lower com-
plexity than Algorithm 1 of [27].

1.3 Organization

Section [2] includes the notation used throughout the paper, some basic def-
initions, and a review of required known results on algebraic decoding of
(generalized) RS codes. Wu’s idea of fast Chase decoding on a tree is also
recalled in this section.

The new minimization problem over an F,[X]-module and its relation to
fast Chase decoding are presented in Section [3 which is the heart of the pa-
per. The minimization problem is translated into an application of Kotter’s
Grobner basis algorithm in Section @l The polynomial update algorithm is
presented in Subsection [Tl and the true one-pass Chase decoding algorithm,
working with vectors of evaluations, is presented in Subsection [£.2]l Section
] is concluded by Subsection [£3] which presents an overall high-level de-
scription of the entire decoding process. Finally, Section [l includes some
conclusions and open questions.

The paper includes two appendices, containing some interesting supple-
mental results. In Appendix [Al which may be considered as the counterpart
of [27, Lemma 5 (ii)], we consider a certain interesting case that is not re-
quired for the algorithms of Section [, and show that even in this case,



the ELP can be extracted from the output of the polynomial-update algo-
rithm. Appendix [Blincludes some practical simplifications of Algorithm A: a
method for avoiding the need to work with two pairs of polynomials, so that
it is possible to work with just two scalar polynomials, a heuristic stopping
condition for (almost) avoiding unnecessary exhaustive root searches, and a
method that uses a transformation that significantly reduces the degrees of
the updated polynomials, and results in the low-complexity Algorithm C.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Generalized Reed—Solomon codes

Let ¢ be a prime power, and let I, be the finite field of ¢ elements. We will
consider a primitive generalized Reed-Solomon (GRS) CodeE C, of length
n := ¢ — 1 and minimum Hamming distance d € N*, d > 2. In detail, let
a = (ag,...,an-1) € (F;)" be a vector of non-zero elements (where F; :=
F, ~ {0}). For a vector f = (fo, f1,...,fo-1) € Fy, let f(X) = fo +
[X 4+ o X € Fy[X]. Now C C [y is defined as the set of all
vectors f € Fy! for which a(X) ® f(X) has roots 1, A, ..., A*"? for some fixed
primitive A € F,, where (— ® —) stands for coeflicient-wise multiplication of
polynomials.@ We note that when (ag,...,a,-1) = (1,...,1), C' is a Reed-
Solomon code.

To recall the key equation [23], Sec. 6.3], suppose that a codeword x € C
is transmitted, and the received word is y := @ + e for some error vector
ecF; Forje{0,...,d—2},let S; = SJ(.y) = (@®y)(N). The syndrome
polynomial associated with y is SW (X) := Sy + S, X +-- -+ Sq_2X%2. By
the definition of the GRS code, the same syndrome polynomial is associated
with e.

If v € F} is such that v(X) = X' for some ¢ € {0,...,n — 1}, then

() _ (=~ N — & (N
S;7 = (a®v)(V) = a;(\')’, so that

(X)) — a. (14 NX + ... id-2yd-2y — % -1y (1
SX) =a;(14+NX 4+ (X) ) T W% mod ( ). (1)
So, if the error locators are some distinct elements asy,...,a. € Fy (where
e € {1,...,n} is the number of errors) and the corresponding error values

3Since the most general GRS code (e.g., [23, Sec. 5.1]) may be obtained by shortening
a primitive GRS code, there is no loss of generality in considering only primitive GRS
codes.

“For f(X) =", fiX and g(X) = >0 ¢: X", let m := min{r, s}, and define f(X)®
9(X) =% figi X"



are f31,..., 3. € F,, then

SW(X)=S59(X)= Z fias mod (X71), (2)

1—o; X

where a; := ay for the ¢/ € {0,...,n — 1} with a; = s
Defining the error-locator polynomial (ELP), o(X) € F,[X], by

£

o(X) =[] - a:X),

i=1

and the error-evaluator polynomial (EEP), w(X) € F,[X], by

ZBZaZH 1 —o;X),

1=1 Ve

it follows from (2)) that
w=SYs mod (X). (3)

Equation (3]) is the so-called key equation.
Another useful relation is Forney’s formula (see, e.g., [23, Sec. 6.5]),
which states that for all i € {1,..., e},

Biaio' (a7 ') = —oqw(ag ), (4)

where for a polynomial f(X), f/(X) stands for its formal derivative.
Let

My = My(S®) == {(u,v) € F] ]2‘UES(Z/)U mod (X 1)}

be the solution module of the key equation Next, we would like to recall
that if the number of errors in y is up to ¢t := |(d — 1)/2], then (w,0) is a
minimal element in M for an appropriate monomial ordering on F,[X]?
For background on monomial orderings and Grobner bases for modules,
see, e.g., [8 Sec. 5.2] for the general case, and [9] for the special case of
submodules of K[X]? (for K a field), which is mostly sufficient for the current
paper. Recall that for £ € N, a monomial in K[X]**! is a vector of the
form m := X' u; for some ¢ € N, and some j € {0,...,¢}, where u; =

5The reason for the subscript “0” in My will become apparent later, when we define
modules M, for each r in Definition [3.1]



(0,...,0,1,0,...,0), and where the 1 sits in the j-th position (counting from
0) In such a case, we will say that m contains the j-th unit vector.

The monomial ordering of the following definition is the special case of
the ordering <, of [9] corresponding to r = —1. If a pair (f(X),g(X)) is
regarded as the bivariate polynomial f(X) + Y¢(X), then this ordering is
also the (1, —1)-weighted-lex ordering with ¥ > X.

Definition 2.1. Define the following monomial ordering, <, on F,[X]*:
(X1,0) < (X7,0) iff i < j, (0, X7) < (0, X7) iff i < j, while (X?,0) < (0, X7)
iffi < j— 1.

Unless noted otherwise, LM(u,v) will stand for the leading monomial of
(u,v) with respect to the above monomial ordering, <. Also, a “Grébner
basis” will stand for a Grébner basis with respect to <. Finally, dg(-, ) will
stand for the Hamming distance.

The following proposition is a special case of [9 Thm. 3.2]. We include
its simple and standard proof for completeness.

Proposition 2.2. Using the above notation, suppose that dy(y,x) < t. Let
(u,v) € Mo(S®) ~ {(0,0)} satisfy LM(u,v) < LM(w,0). Then there erists
some c € F; such that (u,v) = c¢-(w,0). Hence, (w,0) is the unique minimal
element (u,v) in My with v(0) = 1.

Proof. First, we claim that if there exist (@, ?), (u,v) € My(S®) and d,, d;, €
N with dy+ds < d—1, ged(@, v) = 1, deg(u), deg(@) < dy, and deg(v), deg(v) <
ds, then there exists a polynomial f € F,[X] such that (u,v) = f - (a,?). To
see this, note that from u = S®v mod (X% ') and & = S5 mod (X¥1),
we get u0 = 4w mod (X971). In view of the above degree constraints, the
last congruence implies u0 = @v. Since ged(u, v) = 1, we must have u|u, 0|v,
and u/% = v/0. This establishes the claim.

Now let (u,v) € My(S®), and note that ged(w,o) = 1. If deg(v) >
t > deg(o), then clearly LM(u,v) > LM(w,0) = (0, X)) Similarly, if
deg(u) > t — 1 > deg(o) — 1, then LM(u,v) > LM(w, o). Hence, we may
assume w.l.o.g. that deg(v) < t and deg(u) < ¢t — 1. The above claim then
shows that (u,v) = f-(w, o) for some f € F [X]. If LM(u,v) < LM(w, 0), this
implies that f is a constant, as required. This also shows that LM(u,v) =
LM(w, o). O

It will also be useful to recall that the uniqueness in the previous propo-
sition is an instance of a more general result.

6The reason for labeling coordinates with 0,1,... rather than with 1,2, ... is that in
some list-decoding applications, it is convenient to identify K[X]**! with the polynomials
in K[X,Y] with Y-degree at most ¢, by mapping (fo(X),..., fe(X)) to Zﬁ:o i (X)Yd.
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Proposition 2.3. For a field K and for { € N*, let < be any monomial
ordering on K[X]*, and let M C K[X]* be any K[X]-submodule. Suppose
that both f = (f1(X),..., fo(X)) € M {0} and g := (g1(X), ..., 9:(X)) €
M ~ A0} have the minimal leading monomial in M ~ {0}. Then there exists
acé€ K* such that f=c-g.

Proof. Suppose not. Since LM(f) = LM(g), there exists a constant ¢ € K*
such that the leading monomial cancels in h := f — c¢g. By assumption,
h # 0, and LM(h) < LM(f) — a contradiction. O

2.2 Kotter’s Grobner-basis iteration

Let us now recall the general form of Kétter’s iteration [14], [20], as presented
by McEliece [I6, Sect. VIL.C][

Let K be a field. For ¢ € N* and for a K[X]-submodule M of K[X]**!
with rank(M) = ¢+1, suppose that we have a Grobner basis G = {g,, ..., 9,}
for M with respect to some monomial ordering < on K[X]“". In such a case,
the leading monomials of the g; must contain distinct unit Vectorsﬁ and we
may therefore assume w.l.o.g. that the leading monomial of g; contains the j-
th unit vector, for all j € {0, ..., ¢} (where coordinates of vectors are indexed
by 0,...,¢).

Now let D: K[X]*™' — K be a non-zero linear functional that satisfies
the following property:

MOD M+ := M Nker(D) is a K[X]-module.

The purpose of Kétter’s iteration is to convert the (¢+1)-element Grébner
basid] G of M to an (£+1)-element Grobner basis G* = {gd,...,g/ } of MT,

"We have learned from Johan Rosenkilde that [3], [4], which predated [I4], already
presented algorithms similar to, and more general than Kotter’s iteration (see also [12]
Sec. 2.6]). For problems related to modules of vectors of univariate polynomials, algorithms
for computing the shifted (weak or canonical) Popov form of K[X]-matrices have the lowest
asymptotic complexity in some cases — see, e.g., [22] and the references therein for the case
of simultaneous Hermite—Padé approximation, and [I8, Sec. 1.3.4] for the connection to
Grobner bases. However, for the fast Chase decoding algorithms considered in this paper,
we currently do not know if such methods will turn out to be more efficient than Kotter’s
iteration.

8For otherwise, the leading monomial of two basis vectors would contain the same unit
vector, so that the leading monomial of one vector divides the leading monomial of the
other vector. In such a case, we may discard one of the basis vectors and remain with a
Grobner basis, which is, in particular, a set of generators. So, we end up with a set of less
than ¢ 4+ 1 generators for a free module of rank ¢ 4+ 1 — a contradiction (see, e.g., Ex. 11
on p. 32 of [1]).

9Where in this subsection, “Grébner basis” means a Grébner basis with respect to <.



while maintaining the property that LM(g}L) contains the j-th unit vector for
all 7 € {0,...,¢}.
The following is a pseudo-code describing Koétter’s iteration.

‘ Kotter’s iteration without inversions ‘

Input A Grébner basis G = {gy,...,g,} for the submodule M C F,[X]**
with LM(g;) containing the j-th unit vector for all j

Output A Grobner basis G* = {gg,...,g; } for M with LMm(g]") contain-
ing the j-th unit vector for all j (assuming MOD holds)
Algorithm e For j =0,...,/, calculate A; := D(g;)
e Set J:={je{0,...,0}|]A; #0}
e For j €{0,.... 0}~ J,
— Set g/ =g,
e Let j* € J be such that LM(g,.) = minje;{LM(g;)} /* the leading
monomials are distinct, and so 7* is unique */
e ForjeJ
T A
x Set g;L = Aj*gj — Ajgj*
— Else /*]:]* >l</
/* = (A - X — D(Xg;.))g,- */

Note that for clarity of presentation, we have introduced a whole new set
of variables {g;r , although this is not really necessary.

Proposition 2.4. At the end of Kétter’s iteration, it holds that GT =
{g9¢,...,9,} is a Grébner basis for M™ and for all j, LM(gj) contains the
J-th unit vector.

For a proof, see [16], Sec. VIL.C].

2.3 Fast Chase decoding on a tree

In the Chase-IT decoding algorithm [6, p. 173] for decoding a binary code
of minimum distance d, all possible 2192 error patterns on the |d/2] least
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reliable coordinates are tested (i.e., subtracted from the received word). For
each tested error pattern, bounded distance decodin@ is performed, result-
ing in a list of up to 21%? candidate codewords. Finally, if the list is not
empty, then the most likely codeword is chosen from the list.

For GRS codes over I, the type of Chase algorithm considered in the
current paper is the following variant of the Chase-II algorithm. First, we
assume a memoryless channel, e.g., as in [15, Sec. III]. As in [6], we assume
that the decoder has probabilistic reliability information on the received sym-
bols. The 7 least reliable coordinates are identified for some pre-defined and
(loosely speaking) small n € N*. Let ag, ..., a, be these least reliable coor-
dinates (where as usual, coordinates are labeled by elements of F;), and put
Ii={ai,...,qp}.

Fix some p € {1,...,¢} and for each i € {1,...,n}, let A, C F, be a
subset of u most probable choices for the a;-th code symbol given the a;-th
received coordinate["] Let a* be a symbol in A, with the highest probability
given the «a;-th received coordinate, and set A; := {a — a*|a € A.}. Hence
a* is the hard-decision (HD) input to the decoder at coordinate a; (an entry
of the vector y of Subsection [2.1]), while A; is a corresponding set of x4 most
probable errors given the received symbol.

Finally, fix some ry. € {1,...,n}. The Chase decoding considered in
the current paper runs over all test error patterns on I that are taken from
Ay x -+ x A, and have a Hamming weight of up to 7max. For each such
error pattern, the algorithm performs (the equivalent of) bounded distance
decoding. Note that when r,., = 1, the test error patterns are all the vectors
in Ay x--- x A,

Let B be the set of vectors of Hamming weight at most ry., in Ay X - -+ X
A,. Asin [27], a directed tree T' = T'(n, I, "max, A1, . . ., A;) of depth 7 is
constructed in the following way. The root is the all-zero vector, and for all

r € {1,...,"max}, the vertices at depth r are the vectors in B of weight r.
To define the edges of T, for each » > 1 and for each vertex B8 =
(B1,-..,5,) at depth r with non-zero entries at coordinates i1, ...,17,, we

pick a single vertex 3 = (8, ..., B;) at depth r — 1 that is equal to B on all
coordinates, except for one i, (¢ € {1,...,7}), for which ], = 0. Note that
given B3, there are r distinct ways to choose 3, and we simply fix one such
choice of @' for each 3. Now the edges of T are exactly all such pairs (3, 3)
(see Figure [l for an example).

OHere, by bounded distance decoding for a code of minimum distance d, we mean a
decoding algorithm that returns the unique codeword of distance up to (d —1)/2 from the
received word (if exists), or declares failure otherwise.

HTn the language of [15], we look for u largest values in the a;-th column of the reliability
matriz. For example, in [5], u = 2.
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Note that the edge (3',3) defined above corresponds to adding exactly
one additional modified coordinate, namely, coordinate c;,, in which the
assumed error value is 3;,. Hence, the edge (3',3) can be identified with
the pair (3, (a,, 5;,)). Similarly, a path from the root to a vertex at depth
r > 1 (and hence the vertex itself) can be identified with a sequence

((Qiuﬁil)v SRR (airv 6%)) S ((FZ>2)T

for which the «;,’s are distinct.

00000

) TS

10000 01000 00100 00010 00001

|

10100 10010 10001 01001 01010 11000 01100 00110 00011 00101

I A L |

10101 11010 11001 01011 01110 11100 01101 10110 10011 00111

| L

11011 11110 11101 01111 10111
11111
Figure 1: Example of the tree T for ry., =n =05, Ay =+ = A; = {0,1}.

The vertices at each depth r € {0, ..., rn. = 5} are the vectors of weight 7,
and the edges are chosen such that for each vertex at depth » > 1, we connect
exactly one vertex from depth »—1 that is obtained by transforming one non-
zero value to zero. There are r different ways to do this, but we simply fix
one of them. For example, in the figure, 11011 at depth 4 is connected to
01011 at depth 3. Alternatively, it could be connected to either one of 10011,
11001, 11010.

The main ingredient of Wu’s fast Chase algorithm, as well as of the al-
gorithm of the current paper, is an efficient algorithm for updating the ELP
(and additional polynomials) for adding a single modified coordinate «;, and
the corresponding error value, ;.. The tree 7" is then traversed depth first,
saving intermediate results on vertices whose out degree is larger than 1, and
applying the polynomial-update algorithm on the edges. Because the tree
is traversed depth first and has depth 7., there is a need to save at most
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Tmax vertex calculations at each time (one for each depth) See ahead for
details.

3 The minimization problem for fast Chase
decoding

Wu’s LFSR minimization problem A[eo;] 27, p. 112] is defined over an F-
vector space of pairs of polynomials that in general is not an F [X]-module.
The key observation is that using Forney’s formula, Wu’s minimization prob-
lem can be replaced by a minimization problem over an FF,[X]-module.

Remark. For simplicity, we will assume from this point on that d is odd, so
that d = 2t 4+ 1. It is straightforward to modify the following derivation for
the case of even d.

Definition 3.1. Forr € {0, ..., n}, distinct ay, ..., € F;,and By,..., 5, €
7 (not necessarily distinct), let

MT‘ = MT(S(y)7 aq, ..., 0, 517 s 7/67“)
be the set of all pairs (u,v) € F,[X]? satisfying the following conditions:
L. u=SWy mod (X971

2. Vje{l,...,r}, v(a;l) =0 and Bjajv’(aj’l) = —Ozju(aj’l) (with a; =
a; for the j' with a; = \').

The possibility of using Kotter’s iteration as an alternative to Wu’s method
follows almost immediately from the following theorem.

Theorem 3.2. 1. For all r, M, is an F,[X]-module.

2. With the terminology of the previous section, if dy(y,x) < t + 7,
Qaq, ..., qp are error locations and By, . . ., B, are the corresponding error
values, then (w,0) € M, and

LM(w, 0) = min {LM(u, v)|(u,v) € M, ~ {0}}.

Proof. 1. M, is clearly an F,-vector space. For f(X) € F,[X] and (u,v) €
M,., we would like to show that f - (u,v) € M,. Clearly, (fu, fv) satisfies the

12We thank I. Tamo for pointing this out.
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required congruence, and also fv has the required roots. It remains to verify
that for all j, Bjaj(fv)'(aj_l) = —ozj(fu)(ozj_l). Now,

(fv)(e;h) = (fo)(e;h) + (fo')e;") = (f') (a5 ")
S N | ]
o) 5 otu(a;) = 5
where in the second equality we used v(aj_l) = 0 and in the third equality
we used f;a;0'(a; ') = —oju(a;’) (note that Sja; # 0).

2. First, (w,0) € M, by the key equation (B)) and Forney’s formula ({).
The proof of minimality is by induction on r. For r = 0, the assertion
is just Proposition 2.2l Suppose that » > 1, and the assertion holds for
r — 1. Let y be obtained from y by subtracting [, from coordinate a,.. Let
7 :=0/(1 —a,X) (the error locator for §) and let @ be the error evaluator
for y. By the induction hypothesis,

(fu)(e™),

LM(®, &) = min {LM(u, v)|(u,v) € M, }, (5)
with

Mrfl = Mr71<S(g)7 A1y.nny O[rflwﬁlv s 767“71)-

To continue, we will need a lemma.
Lemma. For (u,v) € M,, write v := v/(1 — o, X) and put h := u — B,a,0.
Then (1 — a, X)|h(X). Moreover, writing h = h/(1 — a,X), the map
v (u,v) = (h,0) maps M, into M,_1, and satisfies (w,0) = (©0,7).
Proof of Lemma. Since v = (1 — a, X)0, we have v' = —a,0 + (1 — o, X)?,
and therefore v'(o; ') = —a,.0(a;!). Hence,

ha ') = ule ') = Brao(er )

= —@v’(af) — Bra,(a; ') =0,

which proves the first assertion.
For the second assertion, note first that by (),

S@ = gy _ 1@‘% mod (X71),
and therefore

Sy = S(y)~_ﬂ~
v v 1—04er

1 -
= xSV )

1 .
= T x T el =h
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(where stands for congruence modulo X*'), which implies that (h,v)
satisfies the required congruence relation in the definition of M,_;. Also,
clearly o(a; ') =0 for all j € {1,...,r —1}. Finally, using v/ = —a,0 + (1 —
a, X )0 again, we see that for all j € {1,...,r — 1},

oy veg) e o) ey

J —1 7
1 —aa; Bia; 1 — aya; Bja;

' («

This proves that ¢ maps M, into M,_;. .
Finally, we have 1 (w, o) = (h,¢) with h = (w — 8,a,6)/(1 — a,X), and it

remains to verify that h = O Let of,...,al € F; be some enumeration of
all error locators, let 31, ..., 8. € F; be the corresponding error values, and let
aly,...,a. be the corresponding entries of the vector a. Assume w.l.o.g. that

ol = «a, (and hence 8. = 3, and a. = a,). Then

7 w — Brara'
ho= o r?
1—0a,X
5 € e—1
1
€ i=1 j= 1,#@ j=1
1
- 1—0/X<Zﬁa H 1_O‘X>
€ i=1 j=1,j#i
e—1 e—1
= > B J] -ajx) =
i=1 j=1,j#i

O

Returning to the proof of part 2 of the theorem, if (u,v) € M, and v = c-o
for some ¢ € F;, then we must have LM(u,v) > (O Xdee@)) = Lm(w, o). Let
us therefore take (u,v) € M, ~ {0} with v # co for all ¢ € F;. Then also
Y(u,v) # c(w,d) for all ¢ € Fy, and hence, by the induction hypothesis, the
lemma, and Proposition 2.3]

LM (¢ (u,v)) > LM(@, &) = (0, Xdesl@)—1), (6)

If the leading monomial of t(u,v) is of the form (0, X*) for some ¢, then
LM(Y(u,v)) = (0, X48®~1) "and (@) implies deg(v) > deg(c), so that cer-
tainly LM(u,v) > LM(w, 0).

I3Note that if the total number of errors is at most d — 1, then it is clear from the above
that h = @, as both are congruent to S & modulo X?~! and have a degree < d — 2.
However, the following proof does not require this assumption.
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Suppose therefore that LM () (u, v)) is of the form (X*, 0) for some ¢, that
is, LM((u,v)) = (X4&M=10). In this case, (6) implies that deg(h) — 1 >
deg(o) — 2, that is, deg(h) > deg(o). But since h = u — f3,a,0, this implies
that at least one of v and v must have a degree that is at least as large
as deg(o). Now, if deg(u) > deg(o), that is, if deg(u) > deg(o) — 1, then
LM(u,v) > LM(w,0) = (0, X)) Similarly, if deg(?) > deg(c), then
deg(v) > deg(o), and again LM(u,v) > LM(w, o). This completes the proof
of Theorem [3.2] O

When moving from M, := M,(S%W, a1,...,qp,B1,...,53:) to M,y =
M, 1(SW ay, ..., app1, B, . .., Bry1), two additional functionals must be ze-
roed. It was already proved in the theorem that each M, is an F,[X]-module.
Also, the intersection of M, with the set of pairs (u,v) for which v(a; ;) =0
is clearly an F,[X]-module. Hence, if each “root condition” comes before the
corresponding “derivative condition,” we may use Kotter’s iteration twice in
order to move from a Grobner basis for M,. to a Grobner basis for M, .

A detailed description of the application of Kotter’s iteration for moving
from M, to M, appears in the following subsection. This is the algorithm
carried out on the edges of the tree T' of Section 2.3l

For initiating the fast Chase algorithm on the root of 7T, we need a
Grébner basis for MO Several algorithms for achieving this goal appear
in [9]. In particular, Algorithm 4.3 of [9] is the Euclidean algorithm[1] while
Algorithm 4.7 of [9] is similar in nature to the BM algorithm.

In fact, we remark that the BM algorithm itself can be used to obtain a
Grobner basis for M. Informally, after running the BM algorithm, two pairs
of polynomials are obtained from the two polynomials updated during the
algorithm, and then at most one additional leading monomial cancellation is
required for obtaining the desired Grobner basis. Since the proof is rather
technical and this is outside the main scope of the current paper, we will not
elaborate on this issue.

4Note that by Proposition B2 any algorithm that finds a Grébner basis for My can
also be used for bounded-distance decoding.

15The stopping condition of [9, Alg. 4.3] assures that throughout its run, the leading
monomials of both processed pairs of polynomials contain (1,0). Hence, the division
algorithm used in the algorithm effectively divides the two scalar polynomials on the first
coordinate, and performs the same calculations as the Euclidean algorithm.
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4 Algorithms

4.1 The basic algorithm on an edge of the decoding
tree

Using the terminology of Section 2.2 in the current context we have ¢ = 1,
and, as already mentioned, we have two types of Kotter iterations: one for
a root condition, and the other for a derivative condition. For convenience,
we will use here a version of Kotter’s iteration that includes inversions. In
this version, the right-hand sides of the update rules are both divided by Aj-
(multiplication of elements by non-zero constants obviously takes a Grébner
basis to a Grobner basis).

In the r-th root iteration, the linear functional D of Kotter’s iteration acts
on a pair (u,v) as D(u,v) = v(a; '), and hence on X - (u,v) as D(X - (u,v)) =
a'D(u,v). In the r-th derivative iteration (which must come after the r-th
root iteration), we have

D(u,v) = Brav' (0 ') + apu(oy ),
and therefore also

D(X - (u,v)) = Bra,(Xv) (o) + o (Xu)(or)
= Braya V(o) +ula )

= o, 'D(u,v),

where in the second equality we used (Xv)' = Xv'+v and v(a; ') = 0. So, for
both types of iterations, we have D(X - (u,v))/D(u,v) = a;t if D(u,v) # 0.
Hence, the iteration corresponding to a single location «, has the following
form.

Note that the above root and derivative iterations correspond to the val-
ues root, der (resp.) of the variable 7 in Algorithm A.

‘ Algorithm A: Kotter’s iteration for adjoining error location «, ‘

Input e A Grobner basis G = {gy = (900, 901),91 = (g10,911)} for
M,_ (S ay,...,cp_1,B1,. .., B—1), with LM(g,) containing the
J-th unit vector for j € {0,1}

e The next error location, «,., and the corresponding error value, 3,

Output A Grébuer basis G = {gg = (950: 901): 91 = (910, 911)} for
M.(SW ay,...,«¢p B1,...,B,) with LM(g;r) containing the j-th unit
vector for j € {0,1}
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Algorithm e For type = root, der

If type = der,
* For j = 0,1, set g; := g /* init: output of root iter. */

— For 5 = 0,1, calculate

A, — gir(a ) if type=root
o ﬁrargél(agl) + Oérgjo(oé;l) if type=der

— Set J = {j € {0,1}|]A; # 0}
For j € {0,1} N J, set g := g,
Let j* € J be such that LM(g;.) = minje;{LM(g;)}
For j € J
ST
- Set g} =g, — AAJ_"* g;-
« Else /* j=j"*/
- Set gj- = (X —a,; 1)g,-

T

Again, for clarity of presentation, we have introduced a whole new set of
variables {g;r}, although this is not really necessary.

If a successive application of the algorithm down the path from the root
to a vertex ((au,,B:,),---,(ci,_,,Bi,_,)) of T results in Grobner basis for
M,_1(SW ..., B, Bi_,), then an additional application on the
edge (a;,, B;,) will result in a Grébner basis for M,.(S®) a;,, ..., as,, By, - -+ Bi)-

It therefore follows from Theorem that if a vertex

V= ((aimﬁh)? sy (aiwﬁir))

of T'is a “direct hit,” in the sense that «;,, ..., a;, are indeed error locations
with respective error values 3;,,...,0;., and if ¢ < t 4+ r, then the second
element of the Grébner basis on v is ¢ - (w, o) for some non-zero [

While not necessary for the correctness of the algorithm, it is of interest
to consider the case where, although the tested error pattern is not a direct
hit, the difference between the number of correct indices and incorrect indices
is at least € — t. For this case, see Appendix [Al

Two faster versions of Algorithm A appear in Appendix[Bl in the first, two
polynomials (rather than two pairs of polynomials) are maintained, and in
the second, which is even more efficient, the algorithm works with low-degree

polynomials.

16Recall that LM(w, o) contains the unit vector (0,1).
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Remark 4.1. At a first glance, it may seem that the need to use two stages
(root and derivative iterations) comes at the cost of doubling the complexity
in comparison to [27, Alg. 1]. However, this is not the case: As shown ahead
in Appendix Bl for the variant of Algorithm A described in Section [B.1l the
complexity of Wu's algorithm is lower only by a factor about 5/6 (or 10/11 in
characteristic 2) than Algorithm A. See also Remark [£.2] ahead for Algorithm
B of the following section. We also note that Algorithm C of Section [B.3]
which is another variant of Algorithm A, has a lower complexity than [27]
Alg. 1].

4.2 Working with vectors of evaluations

As already mentioned, to achieve a complexity of O(n) per modified symbol,
one can use Kotter’'s method of updating vectors of evaluations. Whereas
in [27] this requires a complicated modification of the original algorithm in
order to avoid syndrome updates, it is straightforward to modify Algorithm
A to an “evaluated” version.

In Algorithm B below, for a fixed primitive element A € F; we let A :=
(1, A5 A72, .., A7@2), Also, for a polynomial f € F,[X], we let f(A) :=
(), FO™Y, F(A72),..., f(A"@72)). Finally, in the algorithm below, —® —
stands for component-wise multiplication of vectors, that is,

(v1,09, ..., 0p) ® (ug, Us, ..., up) = (Viug, VoUs, . . ., Vply)

(where ¢ € N* and the u;, v; are taken from some ring).

Note that the algorithm requires tracing the evaluation vectors of the four
polynomials implicit in the Grobner basis, as well as the evaluation vectors
of the formal derivatives of two of these four polynomials.

Algorithm B: Adjoining error location «,
for vectors of evaluations, complexity O(n)

Input e For a Grobner basis G = {g, = (900, 901),91 = (910, 911)} for
M,_1(SW, oy, ... a1, B1,...,B—1) with LM(g;) containing the
j-th unit vector for j € {0, 1}, the input includes the following
data:

75 = (V50, V51,052, M) = (gj0(A), gj1(A). g1 (X), LM(g;)), 5 = 0,1

e The next error location, «,., and the corresponding error value, 3,
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Output For some Grobner basis G = {g7 = (9d0, 961). 91 = (910, 911)} for
M.(SW ay,..., 00, Br,. .., [B,) with LM(gj) containing the j-th unit
vector for j € {0, 1}, the output consists of the following data:

7= (v v my) = (g6(N), g(N), (g77) (A), Lv(g)),j = 0,1

Algorithm e For type = root, der

If type = der,
* For j = 0,1, set y; :=~; /* init: output of root iter. */

For j =0, 1, calculate (using appropriate entries of v o, v;1, v;2)

A, — gin(a ) if type=root
o 57'%9}1(04;1) + a,gjo(a,t)  if type=der

Set J := {j € {0,1}|A; # 0}
— For j € {0,1} N J, set v :=;
Let j* € J be such that m;- = min;c;{m;}

— ForjeJ
« I g # 7"
- For i =0,1,2, set v}; := v;; — ﬁ—ﬂifvﬂ

+._ F o (ayF gyt et aot
- Set mj 1= m; and put v} = (v}, v}, v}, M)

j
x Else /* j =j**/
- Fort=0,1, set
vt = ()\— (O[il al ...,Oé;l)) @’Uji

r

- Set /* using [(X — a;l)gﬂ}/ = (X —a; Vg + g */

’U;rz = (A— (04;1,()(;1,...,0(;1)) @’Uj2+’l)j1
- Set mJ == X -m; and put ;" := (v}, v}, v, m))
Remark 4.2. 1. Algorithm B maintains a total of 6 evaluation vectors,

and its complexity is dominated by a total of 2 -6 = 12 per-coordinate
multiplications of evaluation vectors. Hence, the total complexity on
one edge is 12n finite-field multiplications.

2. As opposed to [27, Alg. 1], in [27, Alg. 2] there is an explicit equiv-
alent to the two stages (root and derivative) of Algorithm B: in each

20



application of [27, Alg. 2], there is one stage called “2) Updating”,
followed by a stage called “3) Converting”. Just like Algorithm B,
[27, Alg. 2] maintains 6 evaluation vectors, where in each of the Up-
dating and Converting stages only 4 of them are updated. However,
the complexity depends on the total number of per-coordinate multi-
plications of an evaluation vector, and not on the number of updated
vectors. This number of per-coordinate multiplications depends on the
case in the Updating stage. For example, for Case 3, it seems that there
are 8 distinct per-coordinate multiplications in the Updating stage, fol-
lowed by 4 per-coordinate multiplications in the Converting stage. This
gives a total of 12 such multiplications, just as in Algorithm B. On the
other hand, the number of per-coordinates multiplications appears to
be higher for Case 8 of the Updating stage. All-in-all, it seems to be
fair to say that the two algorithms have a similar complexity.

4.3 High-level description of the decoding algorithm

Let us now describe the high-level flow of the decoding algorithm.

1.

Perform bounded-distance HD decoding. If this decoding finds a code-
word within Hamming distance ¢ from the received word, output this
codeword and exit. Otherwise, proceed to the fast Chase decoding
algorithm.

. Find a Grobner basis {gy = (900, 901);91 = (910,911)} for My with

LM(g,) containing (1,0) and LM(g,) containing (0,1). As shown in [9],
this can be done with an equivalent of any of the standard bounded-
distance HD decoding algorithms, and can also be used for HD decoding
in Step 1.

. Calculate the derivatives g, g1;, and evaluate polynomials to obtain

V= (gj0<>\>7gj1<>\)7g;1<)‘)7LM(Qj))aj = 07 L.
Store v, v1 in the memory for depth 0.

Using reliability information, identify a set I = {oy, ...,y } of n least
reliable coordinates . For each a € I, find A,, the set of y most
probable HD errors for the a-th coordinate given the a-th received
symbol. Together with the pre-defined depth, ry.., this completely
determines the tree T' of Section 2.3

. Traverse the tree T' depth first. When visiting an edge (u’, u) between

a vertex u’ at depth r — 1 and a vertex u at depth r:
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e Perform Algorithm B, taking the inputs 7,7, from the memory
for depth r — 1.

e Store the outputs v, ", in the memory for depth r.
e If the following conditions hold:

- 'vf’l has exactly t 4 r zero entries, and
— m{ = (0,X""") (this is equivalent to deg(gy")) = t + 7, as
LM(g]) contains (0, 1))

then:
— Letting 41, ..., 4y, be the indices of zero entries of 'vil (count-
ing indices from 0), let the error locators be a; := N4, j =
1,...,t +r. Calculate the corresponding error values using

approprlate entries of v} 0 (evaluation vector of g{;) and v 2
(evaluation vector of (gn)’ ) by the Forney formula (@){7

‘)‘1910(0‘ )

b= =y ey

i =1,...t+r
— If all the 8; are non-zero, add the resulting error to a list of
potential errors.

Note that error vectors added to the list in the above flow must have the
same syndrome as the received word, as follows from the following proposi-
tion

Proposition 4.3. Suppose that 6 € F,[X] is separable, splits in F,, and
satisfies (0) # 0. Suppose also that v € F [X] satisfies deg(w) < deg(d) and
w = SWs mod (X97'). Let & be the vector with support {a*|5(a) = 0}
and corresponding non-zero entries obtained by Forney’s formula (4) with &
and &. Then S®(X) = SW(X).

Proof. By dividing both & and @ by 6(0), we may assume w.l.o.g. that 6(0) =
1. Note first that the EEP related to e is indeed w: If w is the EEP related
to e, then by Forney’s formula (), @ — @ has deg(d) roots. By the degree
assumption in the proposition, deg(@w—w) < deg(d), which implies that & —o
is the zero polynomial.

Writing “=” for congruence modulo (X971), it holds that

S@®5 =0 = SWs,

I"Note that in the expression for B;, the denominator is non-zero because gﬁ is separable
by the above assumptions.
8We thank M. Twitto for pointing out this observation.
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where the first congruence follows from the key equation, while the second
congruence holds by assumption. Hence X% !|(S©® — SW)) As deg(S® —
SW)) < d — 2, this completes the proof. O

5 Conclusions and open questions

We presented a conceptually simple fast Chase decoding algorithm for RS
codes, building on the theory of Grébner bases for F,[X]-modules. Work-
ing with “the right” minimization problem in an F,[X]-module results in a
considerably simplified polynomial-update algorithm, which is also automat-
ically suited to working with vectors of evaluations. Our algorithms are not
tied to the BM algorithm for HD initialization, and practically any syndrome-
based HD decoding algorithm can be used for this purpose.

It should be noted that both Algorithm A and B can be easily converted
to a fast GMD algorithm, by simply omitting the derivative iteration. For
Algorithm B, this means that there is no longer a need to maintain the vectors
of evaluations of the derivatives. Moreover, a fast application of combinations
of GMD and Chase decoding can be obtained in this way.

We conclude with some open questions:

e Any Chase decoding algorithm for GRS codes is automatically also
a Chase decoding algorithm for their subfield-subcodes, the alternant
codes, which include BCH codes as a special case. However, in [27],
the polynomial-update algorithm for binary BCH codes is simpler than
that of the corresponding RS codes. Is there a way to further simplif;
Algorithm A of the current paper for the case of binary BCH codes?é

e Interestingly, Algorithms A and B remain valid also when the total
number of errors is > d — 1, as long as the conditions of Theorem
are satisfied. Can this be of any practical value in some cases? Note
that while the output list size grows exponentially beyond d — 1, this
can be solved by adding a small number of CRC bits, or even without
CRC bits, when the RS code is part of a generalized concatenated code
[17, Sec. 18.8.2].

e Is it possible to further reduce the complexity by using fast algorithms
for basis reduction of polynomial matrices, e.g., as in [I§], [22] and

9We note that in a companion work [24], using a completely different method, some
of the authors have devised a syndrome-based Chase decoding algorithm for binary BCH
codes that is both conceptually simple and updates polynomials of a lower degree than
those of Algorithm 5 of [27]. However, for completeness, it is still an interesting question
whether the current algorithm can be further simplified in the case of binary BCH codes.

23



the references therein, or by using fast algorithms for structured linear
algebra, e.g., as in [7]?

Appendix

A The case of enough correct modifications

In this appendix, we consider the case mentioned near the end of Section A.1],
that is, the case where, although the tested error pattern is not a direct hit,
the difference between the number of correct indices and incorrect indices is
at least ¢ — t. The main result is Proposition [A.2], which shows that in this
case, the outputs of Algorithm A can still be used for finding the correct
transmitted codeword.

We begin with a remark that will be useful in the proof of Proposition

A2

Remark A.1. For distinct vy, ..., .41 € Fy and for By,..., 8,11 € Fy, let
MT+% = MT(S(y), A1yeey Qpy By, Br) N {(u,v)|v(a;}1) = 0}.

Taking v(X) = []_,(1 — o, X), and letting ug := S - v, there exists a
polynomial f(X) € F,[X] such that, setting u; := uo + X4 - f, the r
“derivative equations” from part 2 of Definition B.1] are satisfied for (uys,v)
(this is just an interpolation problem for f, and it obviously has a solution for

[ of high enough degree). For such a choice of f, clearly (us,v) € M,~M,

Similarly, taking now v(X) := [[/Z (1 — a;X), and letting again u :

S® .y, there exists a polynomial f(X) € F,[X] such that, setting u; :=
ug + X941 f, the r equations from part 2 of Definition B.1] are satisfied for
(ug,v), while 8,410,110 (e, 1) # ar1up(a; ;) (again, this is an interpolation
problem for f, now with a lot of freedom in the choice of f(a;;)). For such
a choice of f, clearly (uys,v) € M, 1o~ Mgy

We conclude that

1.
2

M2 M,y 2 My g
Proposition A.2. Consider a vertex v = ((Ozil,ﬁil), oo (ay,, BZ-T)) of T. Let
S :={le{l,...,r}|the error value at o, is not B;,},

and let

Sy:={le{l,...,r}a, is not an error location} C S.
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Finally, let Sy := S\.Si. For any vertez u of the tree T, let {g{ (u), g7 (u)}
be the Grobner basis calculated inductively from the root to the vertex u by
applying Algorithm A on the edges. Then if r — |S| > € —t + |S1], then it
holds that
LM(gy (v)) < 1M(gq (v)),
and
gi@) =c- (o) [[(X—a;)- [[(X —a;')? (8)
LesSs LeSy

for some c € F. Hence, writing g7 (v) = (915, 911),

91:(X) _ c-o(X) . — ot
Mo -a)  Mel®—a) X7 O

Remark. Equation (3) means that ¢ (X)/ [, (X — aj, ) is an “effective
ELP” corresponding to the modification sequence in v: Correct modifications
are canceled out from o, wrong modification at correct locations have no
effect, while modification at locations without errors effectively add error
locations.

Proof of Proposition[A.2. Observe that | S| is the number of wrongly-modified
correct coordinates for v, while r — |S| is the number of correctly-modified
erroneous coordinates. Write 6 := |S|, d; := |S1|. Modifying the order of the
pairs defining v does not change the corresponding module

MT(S(y)aaila .. '7air7/8i17 cee 7/6ir)7

and hence also does not change the unique minimal element (by Proposition
23). We may therefore assume w.l.o.g. that S = {r—40+1,...,7}, and that
S1={r—90+1,...,r}. Hence, if £ is one of the § — §; smallest elements of
S, then ¢, is an error location and f;, is not the corresponding error value.
Similarly, if £ is one of the §; largest elements of S, then «;, is not an error
location.

The idea of the proof is to trace the updates in Algorithm A, and (loosely
speaking) to show that for £ € Sy, gi is multiplied once by (X — a;{l), while
for ¢ € Sy, gi is multiplied twice by (X — a; ).

By assumption, the first » — § pairs in v are correct error locations and
corresponding values. As we also assume that r — ¢ — d; > € — ¢, it follows
from Theorem that when moving from the root of T' to the vertex v’ :=
(i, Bir), - -, (air—é—él’ﬁir—é—él))) at depth r — § — §;, we have g (v') =
¢ (w, o) for some ¢ # 0. Moreover,

LM(gy (v') < Lm(gg (v). (10)
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Now, for the next d; edges on the path from v’ to v, we still have correctly-
modified coordinates. Hence, in Algorithm A, A; = 0 for both the root and
derivative iterations, and only g, might be modified in all of the correspond-
ing 207 root and derivative iterations. Moreover, g, is indeed modified in
each and every one of the iterations, for otherwise the Grébner basis would
be unchanged, and hence the generated module would be unchanged, con-
tradicting (7). Hence, writing v := ((a,, Bi,), - - -, (i, ;. Bi,_,)), we have

r—ao
(g0@".g7 (") = (g5 @) T (X-a;)af@)). (1)
l=r—5—61+1
It is now left to consider the last § applications of Algorithm A, on the
path from v” to v. Write v,_s = v",v,_5:1,...,v, = v for the consecutive
vertices on the path from v” to v. We first prove by induction that for all

ef{r—20,....,7r—01},

LM(gy (ve)) < LM(gg (ve)), (12)

and
give) = gf () [ X-aqa;"

= c-(wo) J[ X-a". (13)

l=r—06+1

The basis of induction, for ¢ = r — § (where the product on the right
of (I3) is empty), follows from (IIl) and (I0). For the step, assume that
e {r—36+1,...,r — 41}, and that (I2), (I3) hold for £ — 1. As a;, is
an error location, it follows from the induction hypothesis that in the root
iteration of Algorithm A, A; = 0, and consequently, g7 = g,.

We claim that in the derivative iteration, A; # 0. For this, let 5 be the
correct error value for the (correct) error location a;,. Write

M = Mr—5+1(S(y)7 Qjyyenny O‘i,a_w%) Bila cee 7/8ir_57§)'
Then clearly (w, o) € M, and since by the induction hypothesis g; (vy_1) is
obtained by multiplying (w, o) by a scalar polynomial, g{ (ve_;) is also in
the module M. Hence
B ai, g1y (ve-1)]'(0;,)) + ai, lgio (ve-1))(e;,) = 0, (14)
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where for i € {0, 1} and for a vertex u of T', we write g (u) = (g;(u), gj;(u)).
Since it can be verified by the induction hypothesis that [g) (ve 1))’ (as, 1) £
OE it follows that replacing 8 by 3;, # [ on the left-hand side of (I4]) will
result in a non-zero value. This completes the proof that A; # 0 on the
derivative iteration, and hence, using the induction hypothesis for (I2), (I3,
proves (I3) for the induction step.

For (I2), note that since in the root iteration g = gi (vy_1) (that is,

g1 = g,), it follows from () that

g5 = 9o (ve-1) - (X — ;). (15)

Hence, the induction hypothesis implies that LM(gg) > X1Mm(g]), and

therefore after the derivative iteration it necessarily holds that Lm(gg) >
LM(g;). This completes the induction step for (I2).

Using (1)) and (1)), and noting that by the above it holds that LM(gg) =

LM(g,) in the derivative iteration, it also follows by induction that for all
EIE{T—d—Fl,...,T—él},

r—ao 4

wi(gf (o) =(gf (@) T[] (X—a? [[ (X=a;h), (16)

l=r—56—061+1 l=r—56+1

where we have used LM(f-h) = X4e(\).Lm(h) for f € F,[X] and h € F,[X]?.
To complete the proof, we will prove by induction that for all ¢ € {r —

d1, ..., 7}, LM(gy (ver)) < LM(gg (ver)) and
r—o1 ¢
giwn) =c (wo) [[ X-ai)- [[ X-ai'p (7)
l=r—56+1 l=r—0561+1

The basis of the induction, for ¢/ = r — 6y, follows from (I2)), (I3).

To continue, recall that in both the root and the derivative iterations of
algorithm A, if the leading monomial m of one of the pairs is changed, then it
is changed to Xm. Hence, it follows from substituting ¢ = r—¢; in (I3]), (10)
and the fact that LM(g7 (v')) < LM(gg (v')), that for all ¢/ € {r—4,+1,...,r},
it holds that LM(g;") < LM(g{) for both the root and derivative iterations of
Algorithm APl

Hence, for ¢/ € {r — é1,...,7 — 1} there are only three possible ways
in which g (ve) can be updated to gy (ves1): (1) gi (ves1) = g (ve), (2)
9f (Vo) = gf (ve) - (X — a7 ), or (3) gf (Vo) = g7 (ve) - (X — a7 )%

(7 Toryq
20Note that the induction hypothesis implies that g} (ve_1) = f(X) - o(X) for some f
with f(ai;l) # 0.
2n detail, note that LM(gg (v,—s,)) = X299 . 1Mm(gd (v')), while LM(g] (v,—s,)) =
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For the induction step of the proof of (I7), assume that ¢ € {r—oy,...,r—
1}, and that (I7) holds for ¢'. Considering options (1)—(3) above, it is suffi-
cient to prove that when moving from vy to vy, it holds that A; # 0 for
both the root and derivative iterations of Algorithm A.

As «;, | 1s not an error location, it follows from the induction hypothesis
that «,,, is not a root of g11(ve), and therefore A; # 0 in the root iteration.
Hence, at the end of the root iteration, we have
=g (ve) (X — ;)

g . (18)

Therefore,
93] (0, ) = oty (we)] (7, ) # 0,

Tgr gy Gy
where the last inequality follows again from the induction hypothesis. Also,
it follows from (I8) that gf%(a;z}ﬂ) = 0, and finally that A; # 0 in the
derivative iteration, as required. O

B Simplifications for Algorithm A

B.1 Moving from two pairs of polynomials to two poly-
nomials

In Algorithm A, two pairs of polynomials have to be maintained, rather
than just two polynomials. In the above form, the algorithm will work even
if € > 2t, where ¢ is the total number of errors. However, as we shall now
see, if ¢ < 2t — 1, then there is no need to maintain the first coordinate of
the Grobner basis.

In order to omit the first entry in each pair, we have to consider the
following questions:

1. How can we efficiently calculate gjo(c, ) (5 € {0,1}) when only g;; is
available?

2. How can we find LM(g,) without maintaining go (recall that the leading
monomial of g, is on the left)?

X°=% . Lm(gf (v')). Hence, for all ¢/ € {r — 61+ 1,...,r}, we have

XPE=0) X5-a(gf ()
X Mm(gT (v')) (substituting ¢ = r)

LM(gg (vr—s,)) < LM(gg (ve))-

LM(g (ve))

AN VANVAN
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The answer to the second question is almost trivial: Introduce a variable
dy to track the degree of gog. Whenever j* = 0, increase dy by 1, and in all
other cases keep dy unchanged (note that when 0 € J but 0 # j*, LM(g§) =
LM(g,), which justifies keeping dy unchanged). Now LM(g,) = (X%, 0).

So, let us turn to the first question. We know that for all » and all
(u,v) € M, (SW), a,...,00,p1,...,53), we have u = S®v mod (X?), and
hence one can calculate u(a; ') directly from v if deg(u) < 2t —1 (see ahead).
So, our first task is to verify that if ¢ <2t —1 (so that r <2t—1—t =t—1),
we have deg(gi10) < 2t — 1 and deg(gqo0) < 2t — 1 for all Kotter’s iterations
involved in fast Chase decoding, assuming the hypotheses of Theorem
hold.

We will first need a small modification of the first part of [2, Prop. 2].
To keep this paper self-contained, we will also include the proof. From this
point on, we will say that a monomial in F,[X]? is on the left if it contains
the unit vector (1,0), and on the right if it contains the unit vector (0,1).

Proposition B.1 ([2]). Let {ho = (hoo, ho1), h1 = (h1o, h11)} be a Grobner
basis for My with respect to the monomial ordering <, and suppose that the
leading monomial of hy is on the left, while the leading monomial of hy is
on the right. Then deg(hoo(X)) + deg(h11(X)) = 2t.

Proof. Since (S®, 1) is in the F,[X]-span of {hg, h}, it follows that 1 €
(hot, h11), and hence that hg; and hq; are relatively prime. Now suppose that
a(X), B(X) € F,[X] are such that a(X)ho — B(X)hy = (7(X),0) for some
v(X). Then a(X)ho (X) = B(X)h11(X), and because ged(hgr, h11) = 1, this
implies that hyy (X)|a(X), ho (X)|B(X),

a(X)  BX)
hn(X) hol(X)

and these two equal rational functions are in fact a polynomial in F,[X].
Write r(X) € F,[X] for this polynomial. Let m: F,[X]* — F,[X] be the
projection to the first coordinate. Now, the second coordinate of the vector

f = hn(X)ho — hol(X)hl € MO

is 0. Also, for any a(X), (X) as above, it follows from the definition of r(X)
that
a(X)hy — B(X)hy =1r(X) - f.

This shows that 7o(f) has the lowest degree in mo (Mo N (F,[X] x {0})).
Now, as M, is generated as an F,[X]-module by {(X?*,0), (S®(X),1)}, we
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know that this lowest degree is 2t. Hence deg(m(f)) = 2t. Now,

(
deg(mo(f)) = deg (h1r(X)hoo(X) — hor(X)h1o(X))
deg (h11(X)hoo(X)),

because by assumption deg(hq;) > deg(hig) + 1 and deg(hoy) > deg(ho1) — 1,
so that deg(huhoo) > deg(h01h10). [

With Proposition [B.I], we can now prove that for all iterations of Kotter’s
algorithm, deg(g10) < 2t — 1 and deg(ge) < 2t — 1 when e < 2t — 1. Before
the proof, it will be useful to introduce some additional notation.

Definition B.2. For i = 1,...,r, 7 € {0,1}, and 7 € {root,der} write
g;(5;7) = (gj0(57), g1 (557)) and g (55 7) = (g5o(4; 7), g (4; 7)) for the values
in the root iteration (7 = root) or the derivative iteration (7 = der) of
Algorithm A corresponding to adjoining error location «;. By convention,
{gy(1;root), g,(1;root)} is a Grobner basis for M, with LM(g,(1;root)) on
the left and LM(g,(1;root)) on the right. Note that for all i, g,(i,der) =
g; (i,root) (j = 1,2), and for alli > 2, g,(i,root) = g} (i—1,der) (j = 1,2).

Proposition B.3. Suppose that the condition in part 2 of Theoreml[3.2 holds,
and that the total number ¢ of errors is exactly t + r. Then for all ¢ €
{1,...,r}, all j € {0,1} and all 7 € {root,der}, deg(gj*o(i;T)) < e and
deg(g;(i;7)) <e.

Proof. By Theorem B2, (w,0) = ¢ - g (r;der) for some ¢ € F; (as the
leading monomial of (w,o) is on the right). Note that for all 7, j, and T,
we have LM(g] (4;7)) > LM(g;(i;7)), and so for all i and 7, we must have
LM(g;(i;7)) < LM(w,0) = (0, X¢). In particular, deg(g11(i;7)) < ¢ and
deg(gio(i;7)) < € — 1. The same argument applies also to gf(i;7) and
gn (5 7).

Turning to gy(i; 7), note that for all ¢ and 7, LM(g; (i;7)) > LMm(g; (45 7))
for at most one j € {0,1}. Also, for j € {0,1} and for each i and 7 with
LM(g] (4;7)) > LM(g,(i;7)), we have LM(g (4;7)) = X1Mm(g,(4;7)). Since
the degree of the second coordinate of g (z 7) (the coordinate containing
the leading monomial) must increase from deg(g;;(1;root)) for i = 1 and
T =root to deg(c) = ¢ for i = r and 7 = der, we see that

{6 m)|em(g] (55 7)) > (g, (657)) }| = & — deg(g11(1; root)),
and therefore

[{@m)lem(gg (55 7)) > tm(gy(i57)) | < 2r — (¢ — deg(gui(1; root)))
= deg(g11(1;root)) +r —t.

w_»

22 Actually, by (@) we can replace “<” by in the following equation.
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Hence, for all ¢ and 7,

deg(gay(i;7)) < deg(ggy(r;der)) (LM (on the left) does not decrease)
< deg(goo(1;root)) + deg(g11(1;root)) +r — ¢t
t +r = ¢ (by Proposition [B.1]).

Finally, since the leading monomial of gd (7; 7) is on the left, we must have
deg(ggi(i;7)) — 1 < deg(ggo(i;7)) < e, which proves that deg(gg(i;7)) <
E. U

Using Proposition [B.3] we can calculate gjo(a; ') in Algorithm A while
maintaining only the right polynomials g;; (j € {0,1}). We shall now de-
scribe an efficient O(t) method for calculating this evaluation.

For a polynomial v(X) € F,[X], assume that ¢ := deg(v) < e < 2t —1,
and write v(X) = vg + 11X + -+ + vy 1 X*7 1. For short, write S(X) =
So+S1 X+ -+ S8y X#7 1= SW(X). Then for # € Fy, (Sv mod (X?))(5)
can be expressed as

S(]Uo +
(Sov1 + Sivo)B +
(S()UQ + 51?]1 -+ SQ'UO)/82 —+

(Sovat—1 + S1va—9 + Savy—g + - -+ + Sztflvo)ﬁzt_l- (19)

For j € {0,...,2t — 1}, let A;(v,8) be the sum over the j-th column of

(@). Then
Aj(v, B) = S]ﬂj(vo +u 4+ U2t717jﬁ2t717j),

If 2t — 1 — j > 6(= deg(v)), then A;(v,3) = S;87v(B). Hence, if v(8) = 0
(which we will assume from this point on, considering the previous root
iteration of Algorithm A), then

(Svmod (X*)(8) = S A,w.8) = 3 A@wp).  (20)
=0 j=2t—5

The sum on the right-hand side of (20) may be calculated recursively. For

this, let
2%—1—j

AJ<U7/B) = /BJ Z Ui/Bi7
=0
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so that A;(v, ) = ijlj(v,ﬁ) Then Ag_s_ 1 =0 (as v(8) = 0), and for all
j S {2t—5— 1,,2t—2}, AJ+1( ) A ( ) 62t1}2t—1—j7 that iS,

Calculating 5% takes O(logy(2t)) squarings and multiplications. In fact,
this can be calculated once, before starting the depth-first search in the tree,
for all non-reliable coordinates (not just for those corresponding to a partic-
ular vertex). After that, each one of the § iterations of (2]]) in the calculation
of the sum (20) requires 2 finite-field multiplications: one for moving from
A;(v, B)/B% to Aj1(v, 8)/B%, and one for multiplying by S, before adding
to an accumulated sum. Then, after the calculation of the accumulated sum,
one additional multiplication by 5% is required. We conclude that calculat-
ing (Sv mod (X?))(8) requires a total of 26 + 1 finite-field multiplications
(recall that 0 = deg(v)).

For comparing the complexity with [27, Alg. 1], let us now estimate the
total number of finite-field multiplications required for performing the above
variant of Algorithm A. For this purpose, for 7 € {root,der}, let 20(r; 1)
be an upper bound on the sum of the degrees of gd,(r;7) and g;;(r; 7).

The following proposition proves that we may take d(r;root) = t+r—1/2
and O(r;der) =t +r.

Proposition B.4. For all edge connecting a vertex at depth r—1 to a vertex
at depth r,

2t4+2r —1 if 7 =root

deg(ggy(r; 7)) + deg(gf;(r; 7)) < :
eg(goo(r; 7)) + deg (g1 (r; 7)) < {2t—i— o if T = der.

Consequently, since deg(ga,(r;7)) < deg(ggo(r;7)) for all B3 it also holds
that

t+r—1/2 ifT =root

%(deg(g:ﬁ(ra T)) +d6g(g;r1(7“77_))) < {t+’f‘ ZfT = der.

Proof. By Proposition [B.I], the assertion holds for » = 0 (with an obvious
convention in this case). Now, for each root and derivative iteration, the
leading monomial increases for exactly one value of j (namely j = j*), for
which it is multiplied by X. Since for all 4, 7, the leading monomial of gg (i;T)
is (X&) ) while the leading monomial of g7 (i;7) is (0, X8 (@),
and since there is a total of either 2r —1 (or 2r) root and derivative iterations
for 7 = root (resp., 7 = der), the assertion follows. O

23Recall that the leading monomial of gar(r; 7) is on the left.
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In the following complexity estimation for the number of multiplications
on an edge connecting a vertex at depth r — 1 to a vertex at depth r, we
assume that all involved discrepancies are non-zero. In the other cases, which
are typically rare, the complexity is lower.

e In the root iteration:

— Evaluation: For j = 0,1, we have to calculate g;1(,*). Hence,
we have two substitutions in polynomials whose sum of degrees is
at most 20(r — 1;der), which requires a total of at most 20(r —
1;der) multiplications

— Multiplication of a polynomial by a constant: For j # j*
we have to calculate the constant A;/A;., which requires a single
multiplication (assuming that we have a table for calculating in-
verses), and to multiply two polynomials whose sum of degrees is
at most 20(r — 1;der) by a constant 24 This requires a total of
1+420(r — 1;der) + 2 = 20(r — 1;der) + 3 multiplications (the
“4+2” accounts for the fact that a polynomial of degree d has d+1
coefficients).

e In the derivative iteration:

— Evaluation: For j = 0,1, we have to calculate ¢}, (a;'). In gen-
eral, this requires at most 20(r; root) — 2 multiplications (in char-
acteristic 2, only up to d(r;root) multiplications are required@).
We then have to calculate (,.a, and multiply the two evaluation
results by fS.a,, which adds 3 multiplications. Finally, we have
to calculate gjo(a; ') (using the above method) and multiply by
a constant for j = 0,1, requiring at most 2(20(r;root) + 1 + 1)
multiplications. Hence, the overall number of multiplications for
evaluation in the derivative step is 60(r;root) + 5 in general (or
50(r;root) + 7 in characteristic 2).

24Using Horner’s method.
25 Actually, in the current form of Algorithm A, we multiply the same polyno-
mial gjtl(r — 1;der) twice by a constant, instead of multiplying the two polynomials

9;1 (r—1; der),gjtl(r — 1;der) whose sum of degrees was bounded in Proposition [B.4l
However, this can be resolved by changing the update rule of Algorithm A for j # j*
into g;r = AAJ: g; — g;~- A similar remark is relevant also for the complexity analysis for
Algorithm C ahead.

26In characteristic 2, for all polynomial u(X), there exists a polynomial f(X) such that
u'(X) = f(X)? with deg(f) < [deg(u)/2] — 1. Moreover, the coefficients of f are obtained
as the square roots of the odd coefficients of u, and the square root calculation amounts
to a cyclic shift when elements are represented according to a normal basis over Fs.
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— Multiplication of a polynomial by a constant: This is the
same as in the root iteration: a total of at most 20(r;root) + 3
multiplications.

Summing up, we obtain that the total number of multiplications is at
most

My :=20(r —1;der)+20(r — 1;der) +3+60(r; root) + 54 20(r; root) + 3
=40(r — 1;der) +89(r;root) + 11 =2(2t +2r — 2) +4(2t +2r — 1) + 11
=12t +12r + 3

in general, while in characteristic 2, the number of multiplications is at most

My —O(r;root) +2 =12t +12r +3 — (t +7r—1/2) + 2
=11t 4+ 11r 4+ 5.5.

Note that the fraction appears because this is just a bound, but since the
number of multiplications is an integer, it is bounded by

M =11t + 11r +5

in characteristic 2.

Next, we would like to make a similar calculation for Wu’s polynomial
update algorithm, [27, Alg. 1]. We note that the complexities of Cases 3-8
in Step 3 of [27, Alg. 1] are similar, and we will assume any one of these
cases, in analogy to the above assumption that no discrepancy is zero in
our algorithm. To make concrete statements, we will focus on Case 3 as a
representative for all of these cases. Similarly to the above, we let d be an
upper bound on the degree for all involved polynomials (before update) on
an edge connecting a vertex at depth r — 1 to a vertex at depth r. While
an exact account of the polynomial degrees in Wu’s algorithm is outside the
scope of the current paper, it seems reasonable to assume that we may take
0=1t+r—1for Wu’s algorithm.

e Direct Evaluation in Step 2: There are two evaluations of polyno-
mials of degree up to 9 (in the calculations of A; and B;), plus 3 addi-
tional multiplications: one for calculating y;c;, and two for multiplying
evaluation results by «;y;, resulting in a total of 20 4+ 3 multiplications.

e Evaluation by the recursions [27, Eq. (23),(24)] in Step 2:
It seems that these recursions for calculating €2;, ©; serve the same
purpose as a calculation explained above for Algorithm A: to calculate
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(Sv mod (X*))(8) for some polynomial v and some element 3 € F;.
We will therefore assume that each of these calculations requires 20+ 1
multiplications, for a total of 2(20 + 1) = 49 + 2 multiplications.

e Additional multiplications in Step 2: In the two last lines of Step
2, there are 5 additional multiplications.

e Multiplication of a polynomial by a constant in Case 3 of Step
3: There are up to 3(0 + 1) multiplications coming from multiplying a
polynomial of degree up to 0 by a scalar, plus 3 additional multiplica-
tions (calculating ; '¥;, and multiplying its inverse by two constants)
for calculating the relevant scalars, resulting in 30 + 6 multiplications.

e Syndrome update in Step 1: There are ¢ + r syndrome entries to
update, each requiring a single multiplication.

Summing-up, we obtain that the total number of multiplications in Wu’s
algorithm on an edge between depth » — 1 and depth r is at most

My, :=204+34+40+2+5+30+6+t+r
=90+ 16+t+r
=9(t+r—1)+16+t+r =10t +10r + 7.

multiplications. Comparing My, to My in the general case and to M in the
case of characteristic 2, we see that Wu’s algorithm has a somewhat lower
complexity, by a factor of about 5/6 in general, or 10/11 in characteristic 2.
However, in Section [B.3|we will present yet an additional variant of Algorithm
A (namely, Algorithm C), that has a lower complexity than Wu’s algorithm.

It should be noted that the above complexity comparison does not account
for exhaustive root searches, as it is reasonable to assume that the probability
of falsely meeting the stopping criterion of Section [B.2] ahead is similar to
the corresponding probability for Wu’s stopping criterion.

B.2 A heuristic stopping criterion

To reduce the number of required exhaustive root searches for the ELP in
Algorithm A, it is useful to introduce a heuristic stopping criterion, which
determines whether or not an exhaustive root search is required. Such a
stopping criterion must never miss the correct ELP, but is allowed to falsely
trigger an exhaustive root search with a low probability.

In [27, Sec. V], Wu introduced such a heuristic criterion for his algorithm,
based on an LFSR-length variable. For Algorithm A, it is possible to obtain
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a similar criterion based on the discrepancy A,. Using the terminology of
Section 2.3 suppose that the total number of errors is ¢t + r, and that there
are r + 1 errors on I, for some r < ry... Then by Theorem [B.2] the correct
EEP w and ELP o will appear (up to a multiplicative scaler) as the pair g
both for some vertex v at depth r 4+ 1 and for its parent w at depth 7.
Moreover, on the edge connecting w to v, we must have A; = 0, both for
the root iteration and for the derivative iteration, by Forney’s formula ().
Hence, demanding that A; = 0 for both the root iteration and the derivative
iteration will never miss the true ELP under the above assumptions.
Special care should be taken for the case considered in Appendix [A] as
one can verify that A; = 0 twice also if a correct error location, ;. 1, is
encountered after the condition of Proposition [A.2] holds (we omit the proof).
While Proposition [A.2] can be used to restore the correct ELP also in such a
case, this is outside the scope of the current paper. Here, we will only specify
a method to avoid a useless exhaustive evaluation in these cases
Observing (), we see that for the case considered in Proposition [A.2]
the estimated ELP and its derivative have at least one common root in

{aq,...,a,}. Hence, to avoid an unnecessary exhaustive root search in
such a case, one can first evaluate the estimated ELP and its derivative
on {ay,...,a.}, and then check that there are no common roots. Note that

in case of a direct hit, this condition does hold, as the ELP is separable.
To conclude, the stopping criterion now has the following form:

1. Ay = 0 for both the root an derivative iterations on the edge connecting
u and v, and

2. The estimated ELP, ¢11(X), and its derivative have no common roots
on the r locations corresponding to the vertex w.

Note that Condition 2 should be checked only if Condition 1 holds, and hence
rarely. In other cases that there is no need to perform exhaustive evaluation,
it seems reasonable to heuristically assume that the probability that A; =0
for both the root and the derivative iterations is about 1/¢%, and hence small.

B.3 Working with low-degree polynomials

In this section, we will show that by using an appropriate transformation,
one can work with polynomials whose degrees typically grow from 0 to 27y,
instead of typically growing from t to t + rp.x (see ahead for a detailed
complexity comparison with [27, Alg. 1]).

2TWe thank A. Dor for pointing this out.
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Until this point, we have used only the monomial ordering <_; of [9].
In this section, we will use the general definition of Fitzpatrick’s monomial
ordering, which we shall now recall. Define a monomial ordering <, on
F,[X]? as follows: (X71,0) <, (X72,0) iff j; < ja, (0, X7) <, (0, X72) iff
J1 < Jo, and (X71,0) <, (0, X72) iff j; < jo + w. Note again that this is a
monomial ordering even when w is not positive. We will write LM,,(u, v) for
the leading monomial of (u,v) with respect to <.

Let {ho = (hoo, ho1), h1 = (h1o,h11)} be a Grobner basis for My with
respect to the monomial ordering <_; such that the leading monomial of
hg is on the left, while the leading monomial of h; is on the right. Since
{hy, hy} is also a free-module basis, every element (u,v) € My can be written
as (u,v) = fo(X)ho+ f1(X)h for a unique pair (fo(X), f1(X)), and the map

w: My — F,[X]?
(w,0) — (fo, /1)

is an isomorphism of F,[X]-modules.
Note that for all r, M, C M, is a submodule, and let

N, = N(SW . aq,..., 00, B, ..., By) = u(Mo(SW,aq, ... ap, By, ..., )

be the p-image of M, in F,[X]?. For obvious reasons, we call N, the module
of coefficient polynomials of M,. Then by writing a typical element
(u,v) € M, as (u,v) = fo(X)ho+ f1(X)h, and substituting in the constraints
in the definition of M,, we immediately obtain the following characterization
of N,.

Proposition B.5. It holds that N, is the set of all pairs (fo, f1) € F,[X]?
that satisfy the following condition:

o Vic{l,...,r},
1. boi fola; ') 4+ brifi(a; ') =0
2. bOZfé(oz;l) + Coz‘fo(a;l) + bhf{(oz;l) + Ch‘fl(O[;l) = 0, where

boi := hoi(a; ), by = hll(‘)‘;l)v

(6%

Co; 1= h61 (Oé;l) + Bl-ai hoo(a;l),
R ¥ (Ozfl) + 67 h (Ozfl)
17 - 11 (& Biai 10\ &4, )

(with a; := ay for the i' with o; = A" ).
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Proof. The conditions in the definition of M, (as a sub-module of M) trans-
late to the following conditions, both for all 4:

(fohor + fihu)(a; ') =0,

and
Bia;(fohor + f1h11)/(0%_1) + ai( fohoo + flhIO)(O%'_l) = 0.

Dividing the second equation by f;a;, expanding, and re-arranging terms,
the proposition follows. O

Note that it follows immediately from Theorem that for all r, N, is
a module, since it is a homomorphic image of a module. It also follows that
the “intermediate” module, obtained by intersecting N, only with the first
constraint for ¢ = r + 1, is a module, again, as a homomorphic image of a
module.

To use the minimality assertion of Theorem also for the coefficient-
polynomial modules N,, we have the following proposition.

Proposition B.6. Let w := deg(hyy)—deg(hoo)—1. Then for all (uy,v1), (ug,vs) €
My, it holds that

LMfl(ul,U1> <_1 LM,1<U2,’02> <~ LMw<M(U1,’U1)) <w LMw(,u<U1,’U1>)

Proof. For (u,v) € My write (u,v) = foho + fihi. With respect to <_;, the
leading monomial of fohy is (Xdes(fo)+des(hoo) ) while the leading monomial
of fihy is (0, Xdeelf)+dee(h11)) (we have used the fact that the leading mono-
mial of hg is on the left and the leading monomial of hy is on the right).
Hence

(X deslfo)tdesthon) ) if deg(fy) + deg(hoo) > deg(f1) + deg(hi1)

1(u,v) {<O’Xdeg(f1)+deg(hu)) if deg(fo) + deg(hoo) < deg(f1) + deg(hyy) — 1

It follows that

(X deg(fo)tdes(hoo) ) if deg(fy) > deg(f1) +w + 1

LM_(u,v) =
) {(OaXdeg(ledeg(h“)) if deg(fo) < deg(f1) +w.

We conclude that

LM_q(u,v) = (Xdeeloltdesthoo) gy s L, (fo, f1) = (X 8U0) ()
(22)
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and

LM_q(u,v) = (O’Xdeg(fl)ereg(hu)) =  LMy(fo, fi) = (ijdeg(fl))
(23)
and these are all the possible cases. The assertion now follows by considering
four possible cases of whether the <_;-leading monomial of (uy,v1), (us, ve)

is on the left /right, and (22]), ([23). O
We therefore obtain the following corollary to Theorem

Corollary B.7. Write (w,0) = foho+ fih1. Ifdu(y,x) <t+7r, oq,...,
are error locations and [y,..., 03, are the corresponding error values, then

(anfl) € Nr and

LMy (fo, f1) = min {LMy (g0, 91)|(g0, 91) € Np ~ {0} }.

The corollary shows that we can work directly with coefficient polyno-
mials, using Kotter’s iteration with respect to the monomial ordering <,,.
Also, the heuristic stopping criterion of Appendix [B.2] works just as before,
because the discrepancies in N, are zero iff the corresponding discrepancies
in M, are zero.

The resulting application of Kotter’s iteration is listed below in Algorithm
C. Note that the coefficients by,, by, cor, ¢1, appearing in the calculation of
A; are defined in Proposition [B.5l Note also that all required evaluations
of hgo, ho1, h1g, h11 and their derivatives can be pre-computed once for all
non-reliable coordinates.

‘ Algorithm C: Kotter’s iteration for coefficient vectors ‘

Input e A Grébner basis G = {f, = (foo, fo1), f1 = (fi0, f11)} for
N, (S aq, ... a1, B, ..., Bre1), With LM, (f;) containing the
J-th unit vector for j € {0, 1}, where w := deg(hq1) — deg(hoy) — 1

e The next error location, «,., and the corresponding error value, 3,

Output A Grébner basis Gt = {f¢ = (foh, for), £ = (fi5, fi1)} for
N.(SW ay,...,q., B1,...,B) with LMw(f;L) containing the j-th unit
vector for j € {0,1}

Algorithm e For type = root, der

— If type = der,
* For j = 0,1, set f; := f; /* init: output of root iter. */
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— For j = 0,1, calculate

bor fio(ay ") + b fin (o)
i =9 borfjo(a,t) + cor fioas )
+b1rfjl'1<04r_1) + e fin(a ) if type=der

if type=root
A

/* boy, b1y, Cor, c1 defined in Prop. B3 */
— Set J:= {j € {0,1}|A; # 0}
— For j € {0,1} N J, set f} == f;
Let j* € J be such that LMw(fj*) = minjeJ{LMw(fj)}
For j € J
« 15 #
- Set f = f;— 25 F5
x Else /* j =j**/
- Set fL=(X - f

Remark B.8. The validity of the update f;r = (X — ozr_l)fj* for both
the root and derivative iterations can be proved as follows. First, it can be
verified directly that for both the root and derivative iterations, D(X f;) =
o, ' D(f;) (as done above for Algorithm A), where D is the linear functional
of Kotter’s iteration for the respective iteration. A simpler way to prove this
is as follows. In the definition of NV,, we have implicitly defined functionals
(for the respective iterations) D': F,[X]* — F, by setting, for all f € F,[X]?,
D'(f) :== D(u~*(f)) for D of Subsection £.Il Hence

D'(Xf) = D(p (X f)) = DIXp"(f)) = o, ' D(u™'(f)) = o, ' D'(f),

where the second equality follows from the F,[X]-linearity of p~!, and the
third equality follows from what we have already proved for Algorithm A
(where we assume, as before, that the derivative iteration comes after the
root iteration).

The version of fast Chase decoding using Algorithm C is initiated on the
root of the tree T' with the Grobmer basis {(1,0), (0,1)} for Ny = F,[X]>.
When the heuristic stopping condition of Appendix [B.2 holds, one can per-
form exhaustive substitution in one of two ways, which we shall now describe.
For short, in the following we let f = (fo, f1) be the pair with the minimum
<-leading monomial from { £, 1} in the derivative iteration for adjoining
Q.
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1. Re-construct an estimated ELP (up to a non-zero multiplicative con-
stant) as 6(X) = fo(X)ho1(X) + f1(X)h11(X) and evaluate.

e For the method for ruling out indirect hits of Appendix [B.2] we
can then readily calculate the derivative ¢'(X) and evaluate it.

2. Calculate and store in advance the evaluations {ho1(27") }zers, {h11(27") }oers-
Now only the low-degree polynomials fy, fi need to be evaluated for cal-
culating the evaluations 6(271) = fo(2 7 )hor(z71) + fi(z7 1) Ry (z71) for
all z € .

e For the method for ruling out indirect hits of Appendix[B.2] we can
also calculate and store in advance the evaluations of derivatives
{61 (27 ") }eersy {R11(271) }2er;, and then calculate

o'(z7") = folz" Dhot(z7") + folz7hgy (z7)
+ 1D () + Az DR (T,

To bound the complexity of Algorithm C, we will need the following
proposition, in which we shall use a notation similar to that of Definition
B.2] for Algorithm C instead of Algorithm A, where “g” is replaced by “f”
throughout.

Proposition B.9. When Algorithm C is applied on an edge connecting a
vertex at depth r — 1 to an edge at depth r (r > 1), we have

2r—1 if 7 =root

. (24)
2r if T = der,

deg(foo(r; 7)) 4 deg(fii(r; 7)) < {

and

2r —2 if T =root
2r—1 if 7 =der.
(25)

max{deg(fo;(r; 7)), 0} + max{deg(fy5(r; 7)),0} < {

Remark. Note that the usage of max{deg(:),0} means that we sum only
over the degrees of non-zero polynomials.

Proof. Recalling that the algorithm is initiated with the Grébner basis {(1,0), (0,1)}
on the root of the decoding tree, (24)) follows by induction, as in each root

and derivative iteration at most one leading monomial is increased, and the
increased leading monomial is multiplied by X.
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Since LM, (fg) is on the left and LM, (f]) is on the right, we have

deg(fo (r; 7)) < deg(foo(r;7)) — w

and
deg(fi(r;7)) < deg(fii(r;7)) + w.

Summing the last two inequalities (and using (24])) proves (23] for the case
where the two involved polynomials are non-zero. Also, if both involved
polynomials are zero, then there is nothing to prove. It therefore remains
to consider the case where one of the polynomials is zero and the other is
non-zero.

For this case, we will prove that for all » > 1,

2r —2 if T =root

) (26)
2r —1 if 7 =der

deg(foy(r; 7)) < {

(a similar proof works also for fij(r;7)). For r = 1, ([26) can be verified
directly by checking 4 options of j* in the root and derivative iterations.
Assume by induction that » > 2 and that (26]) holds for » — 1. For
7 = root, there are 3 options to consider: If Ay = 0 (no update), then
[26]) obviously holds for 7 = root and r. If Ay # 0 and j* = 0, then
deg(fo; (r;root)) = deg(fy; (r—1;der))+1, and again (26) holds for 7 = root
and r. Finally, if Ay # 0 and j* = 1, then considering the update rule in
this case and (24]) for » — 1 and 7 = der, it follows again that (26]) holds
for 7 = root and r. So, the induction hypothesis implies ([26]) for r and
7 = root. Applying the same arguments again, it can be shown that (28]
holds also for r and 7 = der. 0

Let us now proceed to bounding the complexity of Algorithm C on an
edge connecting a vertex at depth r — 1 to a vertex at depth r (for r > 1).

e In the root iteration:

— Evaluation: Running over 7 = 0, 1 we eventually have to evaluate
once each of fo(r — 1;der), fi;(r — 1;der), fi(r — 1;der), and
fih(r — 1;der). Using Proposition B9, the required number of
multiplications is at most 2(r —1)+2(r—1)—1 = 4r —5. Also, for
each of j = 0,1, we have 2 multiplications by a scalar (an overall
of 4 such multiplications), for a total of 4r — 1 multiplications.
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— Multiplication of a polynomial by a constant: For j # j*
we have to calculate the constant A;/A;«, which requires a sin-
gle multiplication (assuming, as before, that we have a table for
calculating inverses), and to multiply 4 polynomials whose sum
of degrees is at most 4r — 5 by a constant (recall Footnote [23]).
This requires a total of 1 + 4r — 5 + 4 = 4r multiplications (the
“4+4” accounts for the fact that a polynomial of degree d has d+1
coefficients).

e In the derivative iteration:

— Evaluation: Running over j = 0,1, we eventually have to evalu-
ate once each of fif(r;root), f1}(r;root), fi (r;root), fii(r;root),
and their derivatives. Taking the worst case assumption of char-
acteristic # 2 and using Proposition [B.9 again, this requires at
most

r—1)+@2r—2)+2r—1-2)+ (2r —2—2) =8 — 10

multiplications. There are also 4 multiplications for calculating
Cor, C1r, and 8 additional multiplications after the substitutions,
giving a total of at most 8r 4+ 2 multiplications.

— Multiplication of a polynomial by a constant: Similarly to
the root iteration (but now with r instead of r—1 and root instead
of der in the bound of Proposition [B.9)), this gives a total of at
most 1+ (2r — 1) 4+ (2r — 2) + 4 = 4r + 2 multiplications.

Summing all the above bounds, we obtain that the total number of mul-
tiplications for moving from depth » — 1 to depth r with algorithm C' is at
most

Me=4r —14+4r+8r+2+4r+2=20r + 3.

Comparing this with My, = 10(t+7)+7 calculated in Subsection [B.1l we see
that the complexity of Algorithm C is lower for each r < 7., When 7. < t,
since 2r < t + r. Note that as before, this complexity calculation does not
account for the (heuristically, rare) unrequired exhaustive root searches.
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