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Abstract

We construct s-interleaved linearized Reed—Solomon (ILRS) codes and variants and propose efficient decoding schemes that
can correct errors beyond the unique decoding radius in the sum-rank metric. The proposed interpolation-based scheme for ILRS
codes can be used as a list decoder or as a probabilistic unique decoder that corrects errors of sum-rank up to ¢t < S_SH (n— k),
where s is the interleaving order, n the length and k the dimension of the code. Upper bounds on the list size and the decoding
failure probability are given where the latter is based on a novel Loidreau—Overbeck-like decoder for ILRS codes. We show how
the proposed decoding schemes can be used to decode errors beyond the unique decoding radius in the skew metric by using an
isometry between the sum-rank metric and the skew metric.

We generalize fast minimal approximant basis interpolation techniques to obtain efficient decoding schemes for ILRS codes
(and variants) with subquadratic complexity in the code length.

Up to our knowledge, the presented decoding schemes are the first being able to correct errors beyond the unique decoding
region in the sum-rank and skew metric. The performance of the proposed decoding schemes and the tightness of the upper bound
on the decoding failure probability are validated via Monte Carlo simulations.

Index Terms

Interleaved linearized Reed—Solomon codes, sum-rank metric, skew metric, interpolation-based decoding

I. INTRODUCTION

The sum-rank metric is a mix between the Hamming metric and the rank metric and was first considered in [2, Sec. III]
for constructing space-time codes. Later, the sum-rank metric was discovered as a suitable metric for error control in coherent
multishot network coding [3], i.e. a scenario where the network topology and the in-network combinations are known
at the receiver. Recently, the sum-rank metric has also been considered for applications in code-based quantum-resistant
cryptography [4], [5].

In the sum-rank metric vectors are considered in a block-wise manner. Consider a vector = (M) | 2(®) | ... | £(¥)) with
elements from g that consists of the £ blocks @ ... x®. The sum-rank weight of x is then defined as

wing(z) := Z rk, ()

i=1

where 1k, (z(?) denotes the F,-rank of (¥, i.e. the maximum number for FF,-linearly independent elements in z(¥). If the
size of each block equals one (i.e. £ = n), the sum-rank metric coincides with the Hamming metric. For a single block (¢ = 1)
the sum-rank metric coincides with the rank-metric. There is an isometry between the sum-rank metric and the so-called skew
metric [6]. An overview on fundamentals and applications of codes in the sum-rank metric is given in [7].

Linearized Reed—Solomon (LRS) codes [6], [8] are a class of evaluation codes that fulfill the Singleton-like bound in
the sum-rank metric with equality. Hence, linearized Reed—Solomon (LRS) codes are maximum sum-rank distance (MSRD)
codes. Similar to original Reed—Solomon (RS) codes in the Hamming metric [9] and Gabidulin codes [10] in the rank metric,
LRS codes are constructed by evaluating degree-restricted polynomials at a set of evaluation points, also called code locators.
Other than RS codes, that are constructed from ordinary polynomials, and Gabidulin codes, that are constructed from linearized
polynomials [11], LRS codes are constructed from skew polynomials [12], a class of non-commutative polynomials that includes
ordinary and linearized polynomials as special cases. LRS codes receive their name from the considered skew polynomial
evaluation, which is linear under certain conditions (i.e. per block). There exist efficient bounded minimum distance (BMD)
decoders for LRS codes that can correct errors of sum-rank up to half the minimum distance of the code [6], [8], [13].

Interleaved codes of interleaving order s are obtained by stacking s codewords of a code (e.g. over Fym=) into a matrix.
Interleaving is a common tool in coding theory to design codes and decoders that have an improved burst error-correction
capability. In the Hamming metric one gets an improved error-correction capability for errors that occur in a column-wise
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manner since such error patterns corrupt the same locations in the component codewords. In the rank metric one obtains an
improved performance for errors that share the same IFg-row space.

Decoders for interleaved codes are known in the Hamming metric for Reed—Solomon [14]-[26] and in general algebraic
geometry codes [27]-[29], and in the rank metric for Gabidulin codes [30]-[37]. All of these decoders have in common that
they are either list decoders with exponential worst-case and small average-case list size, or probabilistic unique decoders that
fail with a very small probability.

A. Related Results

LRS have recently shown to provide reliable and secure coding schemes for multi-shot network coding [38]. Furthermore,
there is a construction [39] of locally repairable codes with maximal recoverability (also known as partial MDS codes) based
on LRS codes, which attains the smallest known field size among all existing code constructions for a wide range of code
parameters. The construction of long LRS codes over small field sizes was considered [40] and Cyclic-Skew-Cyclic and sum-
rank Bose—Chaudhuri—-Hocquenghem (BCH) codes were presented in [41]. An efficient syndrome-based error-erasure decoder
for LRS codes was proposed in [42].

In [43] the authors generalized the bounds on list decoding of Gabidulin codes in the rank metric [44] to list decoding of
LRS codes in the sum-rank metric. The results show that polynomial-time list decoding of LRS codes beyond the Johnson
radius is in general not possible. In particular, some LRS codes have an exponential list size directly above the unique decoding
radius.

Recently, a Gao-like decoder for horizontally interleaved LRS codes was proposed in [45]. A Metzner—Kapturowski-like
decoder that allows to decode any s-interleaved sum-rank-metric code with high interleaving order s was presented in [46]. It
was also shown, that folded variants of LRS codes can be decoded beyond the unique decoding radius efficiently [47], [48].

Apart from LRS codes, there exist several good (but not necessarily MSRD) sum-rank-metric codes, such as partial unit
memory codes constructed from rank-metric codes [49]-[51], convolutional codes [52], [53] and constructions with a variable
block size [54].

B. Our Techniques & Contributions

We generalize the sum-rank metric to (interleaved) matrices and define a corresponding (burst) sum-rank channel that
generalizes the corresponding (burst) channel models in the Hamming metric and the rank metric. In this channel model each
(burst) error matrix over [Fgm can be seen as a tall matrix over I, that has a small sum-rank weight.

We show how to construct interleaved linearized Reed—Solomon (ILRS) codes and propose a Loidreau—Overbeck-like and
an interpolation-based decoding scheme that both allow for decoding errors beyond the unique decoding radius in the sum-rank
metric efficiently.

The Loidreau—Overbeck-like decoder for ILRS codes generalizes the first decoder for interleaved Gabidulin codes by Loidreau
and Overbeck [30], [55] and can correct errors of sum-rank weight ¢ < s-i1 (n — k) with high probability (Theorem 1), where
s is the interleaving order, n the length and k the dimension of the code.

The proposed efficient interpolation-based decoding scheme for ILRS codes is inspired by the Wachter-Zeh—Zeh decoder for
interleaved Gabidulin codes [34]. Similar as the Wachter-Zeh—Zeh decoder for interleaved Gabidulin codes [34], the proposed
interpolation-based decoding scheme can be interpreted as a list decoder (with not necessarily polynomial-time worst-case list
size) and a probabilistic unique decoder, which either returns a unique solution or a decoding failure. The list decoder is capable
of correcting errors of sum-rank weight up to ¢t < -5 (n —k + 1) (see Theorem 2), whereas the probabilistic unique decoder
can correct up to ¢ < 25 (n — k) (see Theorem 4). The interpolation-based decoder requires at most O(s* M(n)) operations
in Fym, where M(n) is the cost (in operations in Fym) of multiplying two skew-polynomials of degree at most n, which is
subquadratic in the code length n. The resulting performance is achieved by a fast generalized operator evaluation interpolation
algorithm (Algorithm 4) that is derived in Section IV, which relies on fast minimal approximant bases computations [37].

It is shown how the proposed decoding schemes can be used for decoding interleaved skew Reed—Solomon (ISRS) codes
from errors of skew weight up to ¢ < 23(n —k+1).

For the presented decoding schemes, upper bounds on the worst-case list size and the decoding failure probability are given.
The tightness of the upper bounds on the decoding failure probability are validated by Monte Carlo simulations.

Up to our knowledge, the proposed decoding schemes are first ones having an error-correction capability beyond the unique
decoding radius in the sum-rank and the skew metric by allowing an exponential worst-case and small average-case list size
or a small decoding failure probability. Therefore, the proposed decoding schemes achieve the best decoding regions for all
explicit sum-rank-metric code constructions and the corresponding decoders known so far.

The generalization of the results for interleaved Reed—Solomon and interleaved Gabidulin codes to ILRS codes in the sum-
rank metric is not straight-forward, as e.g. the properties of the generalized operator evaluation and the concept of conjugacy
have to be taken into account carefully. In particular, the IF-linearity known from the rank metric only holds in a block-wise
manner, which in turn requires more sophisticated proof techniques (see e.g. the proof of Lemma 4).

The main results of this paper, in particular the improvements upon the existing noninterleaved variants, are illustrated in
Table 1.




TABLE I
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C. Structure of the paper:

In Section II the notation as well as a basic definitions on skew polynomials and the sum-rank metric is introduced.
Unfortunately, the formally correct statement of the results derived in this paper requires a quite involved notation as well as
several previous results on LRS codes. This results in a rather long preliminary section that may be skipped by readers that
are familiar with the sum-rank metric and/or LRS codes. In Section III the construction and decoding of ILRS codes in the
sum-rank metric is considered. First, a Loidreau—Overbeck-like decoder for ILRS codes and an upper bound on the decoding
failure probability is derived. Second, a new efficient interpolation-based decoding scheme for ILRS codes, can be used as a list
decoder or as a probabilistic unique decoder, is presented. By relating the conditions for successful decoding to the Loidreau—
Overbeck-like decoder, we derive an upper bound on the decoding failure probability of the interpolation-based probabilistic
unique decoder. In Section IV we show how to solve the generalized operator evaluation interpolation problem, which is one of
the complexity-dominating parts of the decoding process, efficiently via minimal approximant bases computations. Section V
concludes the paper.

II. PRELIMINARIES
A. Notation

A set is a collection of distinct elements and is denoted by S = {s1, s2,..., s, }. The cardinality of S, i.e. the number of
elements in S, is denoted by |S|. By [i,j] with ¢ < j we denote the set of integers {i,%+ 1,...,j}. We denote the set of
nonnegative integers by Z>o = {0,1,2,...}.

Let IF, be a finite field of order ¢ and denote by F4~ the extension field of IF, of degree m with primitive element . The
multiplicative group Fgm \ {0} of Fym is denoted by [Fm . Matrices and vectors are denoted by bold uppercase and lowercase
letters like A and a, respectively, and indexed starting from one. The Hamming weight of a vector a € Fy... is defined as the
number of nonzero entries, i.e. as

wtg(a) :=|{i € {1,...,n}:a; # 0}

The Hamming weight of a matrix A is defined as the number of nonzero columns of A. Under a fixed basis of F,m over
F, any element a € Fy» can be represented by a corresponding column vector a € IF;”“. For a matrix A € IF(I;;,IXN we
denote by rky(A) the rank of the matrix A, € F}'™*™ obtained by column-wise expanding the elements in A over F,. Let
o :Fgm — Fgm be a finite field automorphism given by o(a) = ad” forall a € Fgm, where we assume that 1 < r < m and
ged(r,m) = 1. For a matrix A and a vector a we use the notation o(A) and o(a) to denote the element-wise application of
the automorphism o, respectively. For A € IF%XN we denote by (A), the Fy-linear rowspace of the matrix A, € Fy>Nm
obtained by row-wise expanding the elements in A over F,. The left and right kernel of a matrix A € IF%XN is denoted by
ker;(A) and ker,(A), respectively.

For a set Z C Z~( we denote by [A]z (respectively [a]z) the matrix (vector) consisting of the columns (entries) of the
matrix A (vector a) indexed by Z.

Vector spaces are denoted by calligraphic letters such as e.g. V. For non-negative integers a and b, the number of b-dimensional

Z which is defined as

q

subspaces of [y is given by the Gaussian binomial

a 7an7b+i71
bqi g-1

=1



The Gaussian binomial satisfies [57]

gD < {Z} < ,{qq(afb)b, (1)
q
where -
Kq 1= H(l —q¢Hh
i=1

Note that x, is monotonically decreasing in ¢ with a limit of 1, and e.g. k2 ~ 3.463, k3 ~ 1.785, and k4 ~ 1.452.
The notion of conjugacy is an integral part for the definition of LRS codes.

Definition 1 (Conjugacy [58]) For any two elements a € Fym and c € F,. define

a® = o(c)ac™t.

o Two elements a,b € Fym are called o-conjugates, if there exists an element ¢ € Fy,. such that b = a“.

o Two elements that are not o-conjugates are called o-distinct.

The notion of o-conjugacy defines an equivalence relation on Fy= and thus a partition of F;= into conjugacy classes [59].
The set
Cla):={a’:ce F;m}

is called conjugacy class of a. A finite field Fym has at most £ < ¢ — 1 distinct conjugacy classes. For £ < g — 1 the elements

1,a,02, ..., a2 are representatives of all (nontrivial) disjoint conjugacy classes of Fym.

B. Sum-Rank Metric
The sum-rank metric was defined in [6] and generalized the Hamming metric and the rank metric. For the sum-rank metric,

we consider vectors z = (zM) | 2@ | ... | 2(9) € 7. that consists of £ blocks M 2@ 2® of lengths ny,ng, . . ., ne,
respectively. The vector n = (n1,na,...,ng) € Zéo containing the block-lengths such that Zle n; = n is called the length

partition of x.

Definition 2 (Sum-Rank Weight [3]) Let { € Z>g, let n = (n1,ng,...,n4) be the length partition with n; € Z>q for all
i =1,...,0 and let n := Zle n;. Let x = (2 |2® | ... [2®) € Fym where x® ¢ Fym for all i = 1,...,L. The

sum-rank weight of x is defined as
wtng(x) := Zrkq (m(i)) .
i=1
The vector
= (rkq(w(l)), rkq(:l:@)), . ,rkq(:l:(e))) € Zézo
is called the rank partition of x.

Note, that for { = n we have that the sum-rank metric coincides with the Hamming metric, whereas for £ = 1 we obtain
the rank metric. For any vector x € Fj.. we have that wty, r(x) < wty(x). By [6], [60] there always exists a basis of Fym
over Fy such that equality holds. The sum-rank distance between two vectors @,y € [y, is defined as

4
ng(.’B,y) = thR(.’IZ — y) = Zrkq (m(l) _ y(Z)) .

i=1
We define the (burst) sum-rank weight of a matrix X = (X | X&) | ... | X)) e F2X" as
[
wisr(X) = > 1k, (XU)) ,
i=1
where X () ¢ IFZE"Z for all = 1,...,n;. The sum-rank distance between two matrices X,Y € F;ﬁ" is then defined as

¢
dsr(X,Y) = wtsp(X - Y) =) 1k, (Xu) - Y(i)) _
i=1
Remark 1 We want to emphasize that the sum-rank weight and the sum-rank distance depends on the length partition n of

the considered vector x. To simplify the notation, we implicitly assume that the sum-rank weight and distance is computed
with respect to the length partition of x, since this will be clear from the context.

In Section III-A we use the generalization of the sum-rank metric to matrices from above to define a (burst) sum-rank
channel model that we consider for interleaved LRS codes.



C. Skew Polynomials

Skew polynomials are a special class of non-commutative polynomials that were introduced by Ore [12]. A skew polynomial
is a polynomial of the form

fla) =32 fixt

with a finite number of coefficients f; € F,m being nonzero. The degree deg(f) of a skew polynomial f is defined as
max{i: f; # 0} if f # 0 and —oo otherwise.
The set of skew polynomials with coefficients in [Fgm together with ordinary polynomial addition and the multiplication rule

xa = o(a)x, a € Fym )
forms a non-commutative ring denoted by F,m [z, o]. The non-commutativity of the multiplication rule for skew polynomials

in (2) is illustrated in Example 1.

Example 1 (Skew Polynomial Multiplication) Consider the finite extension field Fos with primitive element o and primitive
polynomial 3 +x+1. Let o be the Frobenius automorphism defined as o(a) = a® for all a € Fys. Define the skew polynomials
f(x) = ax? and g(x) = o>x. Using the multiplication rule from (2) we get

f-g9=ar?a’z = ac?(a?)z® = a(a?)*s® = o223 and

g f=d’raz® = d?o(a)r® = o?a?z® = (a® +a)2?

which shows that the skew polynomial multiplication is non-commutative since we have that f - g # g - f. Note, that for the
ordinary product of f and g in Fym[z] we have

frg=g f=ad’’=(a+1)z’
which is commutative and different from the skew polynomial product(s).

The set of skew polynomials in Fym [z, o] of degree less than k is denoted by Fym [z, 0]<j. For any a,b € Fgm we define
the operator

For an integer 7 > 0, we define (see [6, Proposition 32])
D (b) = Do (D (b)) = 0" (b)Nig1(a) 3)

where DY(b) = b and N;(a) = 0"~ *(a)o""%(a)...o(a)a is the generalized power function (see [59]). For an integer i < 0
we define

D' (b) = o7 (b) /o™ (Ni(a)).
Observe, that for any integers ¢, 7 we have that
D (D, (b)) = D" (b). “)

The generalized operator evaluation of a skew polynomial f € Fym[z,0] at an element b w.r.t. a, where a,b € Fym, is

defined as (see [6], [61]) )
f(B)a = £DL(b).

The generalized operator evaluation forms an F,-linear map, i.e. for any f € Fym[z,0], 8,7 € F, and a,b, c € Fym we have
that

f(Bb+7¢)a = Bf(b)a+7f(c)a-

For an element a € Fym, a vector b € Fy.. and a skew polynomial f € Fyn [z, 0] we define

[
f(b)a = (f(bl)aa f(b2)aa R f(bn)a)-

Proposition 1 (Number of Roots [8]) Let bgi), ceey bs) be elements from Fym and let a1, ...,a; be representatives be from
conjugacy classes of Fgm for all i =1,... L. Then for any nonzero f € Fqm [z, o] satisfying

FO)e =0¥i=1,...,6j=1,..,n

we have that deg(f) < Zle n; where equality holds if and only if the bgi), o ,b;’? are F4-linearly independent for each
i=1,...,¢



Given a set B := {(b;,a;) : ¢ =1,...,n}, the minimal polynomial My vanishing on the elements b, ..., b, from Fgm with
respect to the corresponding evaluation parameters ar, . .., ay, i.€.

Mp(bi)e, =0, Vi=1,...,n,

is defined as b
Mp(z) = lclm (1‘ - M) ,

1<

b;

bi i<n
#0
where lclm(-) denotes the least common left multiple (Iclm) of the polynomials in the bracket. We have deg(Mp(x)) < n
with equality if and only if the b; belonging to the same evaluation parameter a; are IF,-linearly independent and the distinct
a; are from different conjugacy classes of Fym.

Example 2 (Minimal Skew Polynomial) Consider the elements by, bs, bs, by from F3s and let a1 = a2 = 1 and a3 = a4 = o
Since 1 and « are representatives from all ¢ — 1 = 2 nontrivial conjugacy classes of Fzs, we have that deg(Mp(x)) = 4 where
B ={(bi,a;) :i=1,...,4} if and only if the two elements by and bs as well as the two elements by and by are Fs-linearly
independent.

For two skew polynomials f,g € Fym [z, 0] we denote by f mod, g the right modulo operation, i.e. the remainder of the
right division of f by g.

The existence of a (generalized operator evaluation) interpolation polynomial is considered in Lemma 1 (see e.g. [8]).
Lemma 1 (Lagrange Interpolation (Generalized Operator Evaluation)) Ler bgi), ey bgf) be Fy-linearly independent ele-
ments from Fgm for all i =1,... (. Let cgi), ce c&) be elements from Fym and let ay,...,a; be representatives for different
conjugacy classes of Fym. Define the set of tuples B := {(b(i) P

pepa) v =100, = 1,...,n;}. Then there exists a
unique interpolation polynomial I € Fym [z, 0] such that

PO N)e, =, Wi=1,..,0¥ =1, n,

7

and deg(IZF) < Y0 ni.

Lemma 2 (Product Rule [62]) For two skew polynomials f,q € Fyn[x, 0] and elements a,b € Fym the generalized operator
evaluation of the product f - g at b w.r.t a is given by

(f : g)(b)a = f(g(b)a)a-

The set of all skew polynomials of the form

Q(x7yla e 7ys) = QO(.I') + Ql(x)yl + -+ Qs(x)ysa
where QQ; € Fym[z,0] for all j =0, ..., is denoted by Fom [z, y1,...,¥s, 0]

Definition 3 (w-weighted Degree) Given a vector w € Z5‘>J61, the w-weighted degree of a multivariate skew polynomial from
Q €Fym[z,y1,...,Ys,0]| is defined as -
deg,, (@) = max{deg(Q;) +w;}.

Given a vector w = (wo, w1, . .., w,) the w-weighted total order <,, on monomials in Fym [z, y1,. .., ys, o] is defined for

all 7,7’ €0, s] and some [,I’ > 0 as
, I+w; <l' +wj or
I Vi = J J
:L'yj<’wzyj {l+w]:ll+wjfandj<jl

The w-weighted monomial ordering is also called w-weighted term over position ordering [63] since first the w-weighted
degree of the term is considered and the position j is considered only if two monomials have the same w-weighted degree.

We identify the leading position of a multivariate polynomial Q € Fym[x,y1,...,¥s, 0] as the as index j of the maximum
monomial z'y; under <,, and denote it by LP< (Q). For a set S C Fym[x,y1,...,ys,0] we denote the set of all leading
positions of the elements in S by LP, (S) := {LP< (Q) : @ € S}.

For an element a € Fym and a vector b = (b1,bs,...,b,) € Fgm we define the vector

D (b) := (D} (b1), D (b2), - - -, Di(bn))



and the matrix

b by by e bn
Dy (b) Dy(b1)  Dy(ba) ... Dy(bn)
Vi = | P20) | | D) DEee) o DR | e
D3 (b) Dg~'(b1) Di(b2) ... DiH(bw)
Foravectorz = () [ 2® | ... | zV)) € Fim with x() ¢ Fyi foralli = 1,..., ¢, alength partition n = (n1,n2,...,10) €
Zéo such that Zle n; =n and a vector a = (a1, a2,...,as) € IFf;m we define the vector!
Diy(xz):=( D.(zV) | Di(=?) | ... | Di(x®) )eFp..
By the properties of the operator D! (-) (see (4)), we have that
Dy (x) = D§(Dy () ®)
and _ _ _
Do) = 0" (§)Dg(x) VE € Fgm. ©)
For a matrix
Ty
o d
X=|.|eFa"
Zq
and integer j and a vector a = (a1, az, ..., a¢) € Fn we define DY (-) applied to X as
Dy, (1)
. DI (.’132)
Di(X)=| *°
D, (xa)

The following result relates the rank of a matrix X with the rank of DZ (X). Although the proof is similar as for the special
case of the element-wise Frobenius automorphism (see e.g. [64]), we include it for the sake of completeness.

Lemma 3 (Rank of Row-Operator Matrix) Let n = (ni,na,...,ng) € Z o be a length partition such that Zle n;=n
and let X = (XM | X@ | ... | XO) e F&™ with XD € FO™ for all i = 1 . L. Let the vector a = (a1,az,...,as) €
Flm contain representatives from different (nontrlvml) conjugacy classes of Fgm. Then for any integer j we have that

g (D4(X)) = rhyn (X).
Proof: By the definition of the operators DJ (-) in (3) we have that
DI(X) =0/ (X) - diag(Nj(a1),. .., Nj(a1) | -+ | Nj(ae), ..., Nj(ar)).

The entries in a are representatives from different (nontrivial) conjugacy classes of F,» we have that a; # 0 for all ¢ =
..., L. Since for any b € Fgm we have that NV;(b) = 0 if and only if b = 0, the matrix diag(Nj(a1),...,Nj(a1) | --- |
Nj(ag),...,Nj(ag)) has full Fym-rank n. Hence, the rank of D/ (X) depends only on the rank of o7 (X).

Let r = rk,m (X') and denote by X the reduced row echelon form of X. Then the first 7 rows Z1,..., %, are Fym-linearly
independent, i.e. for &y, ...,& € Fgm we have that
d&xTi=0 = §=0,Vi=1,...,r (7
i=1

Note, that the matrix a()? ) is also in reduced row echelon form. Now assume that the first r rows of 0(3(: ) are F,m-linearly
dependent. Then there exist &1, ...,& € Fgm, not all zero, such that

Zgz z = — ZO‘ 61 :nl_O

ITo simplify the notation we omit the length partition n from the vector operator DZ (z) since it will be always clear from the context (i.e. as the length
partition of the vector ).



Since by the Fym-linearity of o the elements 0~/ (¢1), . ..,077(,) are also not all zero, this contradicts (7). The last d—7 rows
of X and 07(X) are zero and thus we have that rk,m (X) = rkym (07(X)) and conclude that rk,m (D% (X)) = rkym (X). ®

Definition 4 (c-Generalized Moore Matrix) For an integer d € Z~q, a length partition n = (ny,na,...,ng) € Zego such
that Zle n; = n and the vectors a = (a1, az,...,ap) € Fgm and z = (2 | 2@ | ... |z € Fiym with x® ¢ Fyin for
all i =1,...,¢, the 0-Generalized Moore matrix is defined as
D)
Pa(@) o @ (0 dxn
)‘d(m)a = : = ( ‘/d(m )111 | ‘/d(m )a2 | | ‘/d(m )az ) qum .
Dy ()

Similar as for ordinary polynomials and Vandermonde matrices, there is a relation between the generalized operator evaluation
and product with a o-Generalized Moore matrix. In particular, for a skew polynomial f(z) = Zi:ol fizt € Fgm[z, 0]« and
vectors @ = (a1, as, ..., ar) € Fl and z = (2 |2 | ... | 2()) € F2,. we have that

fl@)e = (fo, f1,- -, fim1) - Ae(T)a- (8)

Proposition 2 provides an important result on the rank of o-Generalized Moore matrices.

Proposition 2 (Rank of o-Generalized Moore Matrix) For a vector x = (zV) [z | ... | () € F.. where () € F,
foralli=1,...,0 and a vector a = (a1, aq, ..., a;), the Fqm-rank of Aq(x)q satisfies

rkgm (Ag(®)a) = min{d, n}
if and only if we have that tkq(x;) = n; for all i = 1,...,{ and the elements a1, . .., ay belong to different conjugacy classes.

The statement in Proposition 2 follows directly from [59, Theorem 4.5] and [6, Theorem 2].

Remark 2 To simplify the notation we omit the rank partition m in \j(-)q since it will be always clear from the context (i.e.
the length partition of the considered vector).

D. Linearized Reed-Solomon Codes

Linearized Reed—Solomon (LRS) codes were first defined by Martinez-Pefias in [6] and also considered by Caruso in [8].
LRS codes are a class of sum-rank-metric evaluation codes that generalize RS in the Hamming metric as well as Gabidulin
codes [10] in the rank metric. LRS receive their name from the generalized operator evaluation of skew polynomials that is
used for the code construction, which is F-linear for a fixed evaluation parameter.

There exists an isometry between the sum-rank metric and the skew metric [6] that relates LRS to SRS codes in the skew
metric. Hence, LRS codes can be seen as generalized SRS codes (see [65]).

Definition 5 (Linearized Reed-Solomon Code [6]) Ler a = (a1,a2,...,a¢) € Ff;m be a vector containing representatives
from different conjugacy classes of Fym. Let v := (n1,n2,...,n4) € Zéo be a length partition and let n = Zle n;. Let the
vectors (1) = (ﬂy),ﬂéi), ceey 7(1?) € i contain F-linearly independent elements from Fm for all i = 1,...,¢ and define
B = (ﬁ(l) | B3| .- 5(2)) € Fym. A linearized Reed—Solomon (LRS) code of length n and dimension k is defined as

LRS[B,a,:n, k] = {( f(BW)a, | F(BP)as |-+ | FBD)a, ) : f € Fymlz,0)cr} C Fim.
Each codeword ¢ € LRS[3, a, ¢; n, k| has the form
c= (cu) e® .. c<e>)

where ¢ = f(B®),, forall i = 1,...,¢ and some f € Fym [z, 0]<k. Note, that an LRS code LRS[3, a,{;n, k] can be
described by a generator matrix A\;(3)q.-

LRS codes achieve the Singleton-like bound in the sum-rank metric (see [6, Proposition 34]) with equality, i.e. the minimum
sum-rank distance equals n — k + 1, and thus are MSRD codes.

There exist efficient decoding algorithms that allow for BMD decoding errors of sum-rank weight up to ¢ < L"T’kj (see [6],
(81, [56D).

In Section III-B we construct vertically s-interleaved LRS codes by stacking s codewords of an LRS code and show that
the error-correction capability can be increased to t < 35 (n — k + 1) by either admitting a list of candidate codewords or a
small decoding failure probability. Compared to BMD decoding this is a gain of almost a factor of two, even for moderately
large values of s.




E. Cost Model

We use the big-O notation O(-) and the soft-O notation O(-), which neglects logarithmic factors in the input parameter, to
state the asymptotic cost of algorithms, which is expressed in terms of arithmetic operations (additions, multiplications and
applications of a (specific) automorphism o) in the field Fgm. For the complexity of the corresponding arithmetic operations
in the subfield I, the reader is referred to the work by Couveignes and Lercier [66].

By w we denote the matrix multiplication exponent, i.e. the infimum of values wy € [2; 3] such that there is an algorithm
for multiplying n x n matrices over Fym in O(n“°) operations in F,m. The best currently known bound is w < 2.37286 [67].

We denote by M(n) the cost of multiplying two skew polynomials with coefficients in F,m of degree n. The currently
best-known cost bound on M (n) is

M(n) e O(nmin{“’Tﬂ,l.GBE)}) 9)

operations in F;= using the algorithm in [68] (see [69], [70] for algorithms with a cost bound over FF,;). Overall, the algorithms
in [68]-[70] are faster than classical multiplication (exponent is reduced from 2 to < 1.635 in [68]), which has quadratic
complexity.

F. Known Decoding Approaches for (Interleaved) Gabidulin Codes

Gabidulin codes are a family of maximum rank distance (MRD) codes that were proposed independently in [10], [71], [72].
A Gabidulin code of length n and dimension k can be defined as the row space of a generator matrix G = Vj(b);, where
b = (b1,b2,...,b,) contains linearly independent elements from F,» (also called code locators), and has minimum rank
distance d =n — k + 1.

The construction and decoding of interleaved Gabidulin codes was first considered in [30], [55], [73]. Let C be a Gabidulin
code of length n and dimension k£ over Fym (for details see e.g. [10]). Then a (vertically) s-interleaved Gabidulin code ZC

with constituent code C is defined as
Ci1

C2
IC = . |icjecCy C FZE".

Cs

The minimum rank distance of ZC is d = n — k 4 1. Note, that by considering the relation between the vector-matrix product
with the Vandermonde-like matrix V4 (b)1 (see (8)), each component codeword c¢; is uniquely associated with a (message)
polynomial f; € Fym [z, 0]<k. In particular, we have ¢; = f;(b); forall j=1,...,s.

We now give a brief overview on two known decoding schemes for interleaved Gabidulin codes in the rank metric, namely the
Loidreau—Overbeck decoder [30], [55], [73] and the interpolation-based Wachter-Zeh—Zeh decoder [34]. We want to emphasize,
that apart from the mentioned decoding schemes, there exist also syndrome-based decoding schemes for interleaved Gabidulin
codes, which are not considered in this paper.

1) Loidreau—Overbeck Decoder: In [30], [55], [73] Loidreau and Overbeck showed, that similar as for Reed—Solomon codes
in the Hamming metric, interleaved Gabidulin codes can correct errors of rank ¢ < - jl (n — k) with high probability.

We now briefly sketch the Loidreau—Overbeck decoder for interleaved Gabidulin codes in the rank metric [30], [55], [73],
which we will later on generalized to interleaved LRS codes in the sum-rank metric (Section III-C).

Suppose we transmit a codeword C' € ZC over a rank error channel and receive R = C + E, where the error matrix has
F,-rank ¢. The main ingredient of the Loidreau—Overbeck decoder is the decoding matrix

antfl (b)l

I antf.k(rl)l eIFg(n‘?H)("_t)_Sk_l)Xn' (10)

antfk (rs)l

If the dimension of the right kernel of L is one, then any nonzero vector in the right kernel of L allows for deriving F,-
linear transformation matrices that allow for constructing a transformed received word, where the corrupted and non-corrupted
columns are aligned to the left and right, respectively. Hence, the transmitted codeword can be reconstructed by performing
(column) erasure decoding on the rightmost n — ¢ columns of the transformed received word. Overall, the decoder proceeds
as follows:

o Set up the decoding matrix L as in (10).
o If the dimension of the right kernel of L is larger than one, declare a “decoding failure”. Otherwise, find any nonzero
vector h € ker,(L).

o Compute an invertible matrix T € IFZ;X" such that the first (leftmost) ¢ entries of hT are zero.

o Then the rightmost n — ¢ columns of E (T_l)T are zero, which implies that the n — ¢ rightmost columns of R (T_l)T

are noncorrupted.



« Hence, the transmitted codeword can be reconstructed by (column) erasure decoding on the n — ¢ rightmost columns of
R (T_l)T (e.g. using Lagrange interpolation).

2) Interpolation-Based Decoder: Wachter-Zeh and Zeh proposed a Welch—Berlekamp-like interpolation-based decoder for
interleaved Gabidulin codes [34], that can be used as a probabilistic unique decoder, that returns a unique solution with high
probability, or as a (not necessarily polynomial-time) list decoder, that returns a list of codewords lying within the decoding
radius. The decoding radius for the list and probabilistic unique decoder is ¢ < (n—k+1)andt < (n—k), respectively.

The decoding scheme can be sketched as follows:

s s
s+1 s+1

« Interpolation Step: Construct a degree-restricted multivariate skew polynomial of the form

QT y1,---,¥s) = Qo(x) + Q1(x)y1 + - + Qs()ys

that vanishes on a set of interpolation points obtained from the code locators b and the received matrix R.
 Root-Finding Step: Find all f;,..., fs in Fgm [z, 0] < satisfying

Qo(z) + Q1(x) f1(x) + -+ - + Qs() fs(z) = 0.

III. DECODING OF INTERLEAVED LINEARIZED REED-SOLOMON CODES

In this section, we consider ILRS codes with respect to the sum-rank metric. In the Hamming metric, the gain from
interleaving comes from the fact, that burst errors, i.e. errors that act in a column-wise manner share the same location. This
principle can be extended to the rank metric [30], [31], [64] and as we will show in this section, to the sum-rank metric. By
fixing a basis of Fyms over Fym, each column of the interleaved matrix can be seen as an element from F,ms. Therefore,
s-interleaved codes over F,m can be seen as punctured codes over the large field IFyms, which can be decoded over F,m [74].

Interleaving was suggested in [75] as a method to decrease the overhead in lifted Gabidulin codes for error correction in
non-coherent (single-shot) network coding, at the cost of a larger packet size while preserving a low decoding complexity. It
was later shown [32], [34], [76] that it can also increase the error-correction capability of the code using suitable decoders for
interleaved Gabidulin codes at the cost of a small decoding failure probability.

After defining and analyzing ILRS codes, we propose a Loidreau—Overbeck-like decoder for ILRS codes that is capable of
correcting (burst) sum-rank errors beyond the unique decoding radius at a cost of a (very) small decoding failure probability.
We derive an upper bound on the decoding failure probability that accounts for the distribution of the error matrices. The
Loidreau—Overbeck-like decoder allows a rigorous analysis of the decoding failure probability and gives insights about the
decoding process.

We propose an interpolation-based decoding scheme for ILRS codes that can correct sum-rank errors beyond the unique
decoding radius, which can be used a (not necessarily polynomial-time) list decoder or as a probabilistic unique decoder that
either returns a unique solution or a decoding failure. For the list decoder, an upper bound on the worst-case list size is
proposed, and for the probabilistic unique decoder an upper bound on the decoding failure probability that is based on the
Loidreau—Overbeck-like decoder, is derived.

We generalize the isometry between the sum-rank metric and the skew metric (see [6]) to interleaved matrices and we define
interleaved skew Reed—Solomon (ISRS) codes, which are considered in Section III-F.

Before defining ILRS codes, we start by introducing the (burst) sum-rank error channel.

A. Sum-Rank Error Channel

As a channel model we consider the (burst) sum-rank error channel which is defined as follows. The output R =
(RM | R® | ...| RW) e F3X™ is related to the input C = (C | C@ |...| C®)) e F3X™ by

R=C+EFE. (11
The error matrix E has the form

E:(Em|Em|”¢Ew)emm

where E() ¢ Fyn" has rk,(E®) =t; forall i = 1,...,¢ and wtgr(E) = Zle t; = t. Alternatively, we may write the
sum-rank channel in (11) as

1 C1 €1
T2 C2 €2
= .|+]. 12)
Ts Cs €s
1@ ¢ " 1) (2 ¢ " @ ¢ "
where r; = (rg-) |r§-) | |r§-)) €Fpn, cj = (cg.) |c§)||c§)) € F7. and e; = (eg) |e§-) | ---|e§-)) € Fy.. for



B. Interleaved Linearized Reed—Solomon Codes

Motivated by the results on interleaved Reed—Solomon codes [14], [77] and interleaved Gabidulin codes [30], we define
ILRS codes as follows.

Definition 6 (Interleaved Linearized Reed-Solomon Code) Ler a = (ay,asg,...,a¢) € Fgm be a vector containing repre-
sentatives from different conjugacy classes of Fym. Let m := (n1,n2,...,n¢) € Zego be a length partition and let n = Zle M.
Let the vectors B3() = (ﬁ;z), Béz), ceey 7(1?) € Fgfn contain Fy-linearly independent elements from Fym foralli=1,...,¢ and

define B = (,6'(1) | B3 |-+ [3“)) € Fym. A (homogeneous) s-interleaved linearized Reed—-Solomon (ILRS) code of length n
and dimension k is defined as

F1IBM)ay | f1(BD)ay | - | [1(BD)a,

F2B)ay | 28Pas |- | 2BNa, | fi € Fym [z, 0] <,
’ Vi e [1,s]

fS(/G(l))lh fS(/G(Q))aQ R fs(ﬂ(é))lle

The ILRS codes from Definition 6 include LRS codes (see Definition 5) as a special case for s = 1. Besides that, ILRS
codes generalize several code families in the Hamming, rank and sum-rank metric. For £ = 1 we obtain interleaved Gabidulin
codes [30] with ordinary Gabidulin codes [10] for s = 1. Interleaved generalized Reed—Solomon codes are obtained by setting
o to be the identity and ¢ = n implying that n; = 1 for all ¢ = 1,...,¢. The generator matrix of an s-interleaved LRS code
ILRS[B, a, ¥, s;n, k] is the same as for a non-interleaved LRS code LRS[3, a, ¢;n, k] and is given by G = A\, (8)q.-

ILRS[B,a,t, s;n, k] = C F;ﬁ".

Remark 3 Let o be a primitive element of F¢m. Then a®, ..., a972 are representatives of all disjoint conjugacy classes (except
the trivial one). Hence, we have that { < (q — 1) and that the length is bounded by n < (q — 1)m. Further, we may choose
the vector a in Definition 6 as a = (1,c,...,a972).

Any codeword C € ILRS[3, a,/, s; n, k] has the form

C = (C(l) | c® |- C(f))
where 0 _
C%l) bil (Bzz;)al
A S B )
c® | = : e Foxm
et £s(B™)a,
for all i = 1,...,¢. To emphasize the interleaving we my write any codeword C € ILRS|3, a,?, s;n, k| as
C1
C2
C =
Cs

where each row ¢; = (65_1) | ct? | -] c§s)) is a codeword of the component code LRS[3, a, ¢; n, k]. The structure of the
codeword matrices of an ILRS code is illustrated in Figure 1.

n C2
Cgl) 052) Cgf)
1 2 L
B I £ |
RO ch) C(Sf)

n1 C(Q)

Fig. 1. Illustration of the structure a codeword matrix from an ILRS code.



To indicate the relation between codewords and the corresponding message polynomials we define f := (f1, f2,..., fs) €
Fym [z, 0] and write

C(f) =) [CO) |- | CHF)).

Proposition 3 shows that ILRS codes fulfill the Singleton-like bound in the sum-rank metric (see [6, Proposition 34]) with
equality and thus are MSRD codes.

Proposition 3 (Minimum Distance) The minimum sum-rank distance of ILRS[3, a, ¢, s; n, k| satisfies
dsr (ILRS[B,a,t,s;n,k]) =n—k + 1.

Proof: The statement follows directly by considering a codeword containing only one nonzero row corresponding to a
codeword having minimum sum-rank weight among all codewords of LRS[3, a, ¢;n, k]. By [6, Theorem 4] and the Fgm-
linearity, the minimum distance is thus n — k + 1. ]

C. Loidreau—Overbeck-like Decoder for ILRS Codes

Based on the decoder by Loidreau and Overbeck for interleaved Gabidulin codes from [30], [55], [73], we now derive a
decoding scheme for ILRS codes. This Loidreau—Overbeck-like decoding scheme allows to decoder errors beyond the BMD
radius by allowing a small decoding failure probability. The main result of this section is summarized in Theorem 1.

Theorem 1 (Loidreau-Overbeck-like Decoder for ILRS Codes) Ler R = C(f)+E € Fy." where C(f) € ILRS|[3, a, (, s;n, k]
and E € F;ﬁ" is chosen uniformly at random from the set {E € F;ﬁ" : wter(E) = t}, where

t < tmax = ﬁ(n - k)
Then, Algorithm 1 with input R returns the correct message polynomial vector f with success probability at least

Pr(success) > 1 — iif;Jrlq*m((Hl)(tm“*t)Jrl). (13)
Furthermore, the algorithm has complexity O(sn®) operations in Fym plus O(mn“~1) operations in F,,.

One benefit of the Loidreau—Overbeck-like decoding scheme is, that the failure probability can be analyzed well and upper
bounded using probabilistic arguments on the distribution of the error matrix. Although the Loidreau—Overbeck-like decoder
has a higher computational complexity than the interpolation-based decoder, which we derive in Section III-D, it plays a
central role in bounding the decoding failure probability. In particular, we will use the results from this section in Section III-D
to upper bound the decoding failure probability of the interpolation-based decoding scheme by relating the conditions for
successful decoding of the two decoding schemes. A similar approach was used for bounding the decoding failure probability
of the interpolation-based decoding scheme for interleaved Gabidulin codes in [64].

Compared to the original Loidreau—Overbeck decoder for interleaved Gabidulin codes (see Section II-F1 for a high-level
description) the main challenge for deriving a Loidreau—Overbeck-like decoder for ILRS codes is to obtain the transformation
matrices that allow for transforming the received word, such that the rank error and the non-corrupted part are aligned in
particular columns, in a block-wise manner.

Suppose we transmit a codeword C' € ILRS|[3, a, ¢, s; n, k| over a sum-rank channel (12) and receive

T1 C1 €]
T2 C2 €2
R=| |[=].]+].|=C+Ec FZSL”
T Cs es
where the error matrix E has sum-rank weight ¢ with Fg-rank partition ¢ = (¢1,t9,...,t,). Now consider the matrices
)\n—t—l (ﬁ)a
An—t—x(7r1) , ‘
- n . a c IF((](T;-’—l)(n—t)—sk—l)xn' (14)

)\nftfk(rs)a
and (slightly abusing the notation above)
)\n—t—k(el)a
Mt (E)a = : S P

)\n—t—k(es)a



Lemma 4 (Properties of Decoding Matrix) Consider the transmission of a codeword C € ILRS[8, a, ¢, s;n, k] over a sum-
rank channel (12) where the error matrix E has sum-rank weight t with Fq-rank partition t = (t1,t2,...,ts). Suppose that
Mn—t—k(E)q has Fyn-rank t. Then the decoding matrix L in (14) has the following properties:

@ = ()

2) There are invertible matrices w e FZiX"i such that Ap—i—1(E)q - diag(W(l), ce W(e)) has exactly t non-zero
columns. Moreover, these columns are Fgm -linearly independent.
3) We have tkym (L) =n — 1.

1) The Fym-linear row space of L satisfies

Proof:
e Ad 1): For the proof of first statement we use the fact, that the Fyn-row space of An—t—1(8)q forms an LRS code of
length n and dimension ¢ — 1. Since any codeword ¢; is in the row space of A\x(3)q, we have (by (5))

Di(ci) € (Me+j(B)a),

for all j. In particular,

<)\n—t—k (ci)a>q g <)\n—t—1 (/G)a>q7

so by elementary row operations, we have

)\n—t—l(ﬁ)a )\n—t—l(ﬂ)a )\n—t—l(ﬂ)a
I_ An—t—k (rl)a _ An—t—k (Cl)a + )\n—t—k(el)a row olz\e-lralions )\n—t—k(el)a _ A—t—1 (ﬁ)a
)\nftfk (E)a '
)\n—t—k(Ts)a )\n—t—k(cs)a + )\n—t—k(es)a )\n—t—k(es)a
o Ad 2): Since the F-rank partition of E is ¢, there are invertible matrices w® e FZiX”i such that the rightmost n; —t;
columns of

EOW® e Fsxm
are zero. This implies that also the rightmost n; — ¢; columns of
i i (n—t—k)sxmn;
——k >)ai w® Rl

are zero. Since the Fym-rank of A,_;_;(FE)q is ¢t and since
At—i(E)q - diag(w<1>, - W<f>)

has exactly ¢ non-zero columns, these non-zero columns are Fym-linearly independent (i.e., the ¢; leftmost columns in
each block). This implies 2).

« Ad 3): Since, by 2), Ayt (E)q - diag(WWD, ..., W®) has exactly ¢ non-zero columns, the Fm-rank of L, which,
by 1), equals the rank of

A—t-1(B)a’\ . (1) (©)
() e )

(n—t—1)xn—t
m

is given by ¢ plus the rank of the matrix B € F consisting of the columns of A,,_;_; (B)adiag(W(l), ce W(é))
in which A\, _;_,(E)q - diag(W(l), e W(e%) is non-zero (i.e., the rightmost n; — t; columns in block ¢). This can be
easily seen by permuting the columns, such that the matrix is in block-triangular form

F4-linear column op. )\n —t—1 (/3 ) a . ( (1) (0) ) column permutations * B
IF¢m -linear row op. ()\n ¢ k( E )a dlag W ) ) ) ,

where E € Fflﬁft*k)”t are the non-zero columns of A\, (E)q4 - diag(W(l), e W“)) (note that tkym (E) = t).
Since

Mncr-1(Ba - diag(WO,.., W)

is a generator matrix of an [n,n—t—1] LRS code (which is maximum distance separable (MDS) in the Hamming metric),
B has rank n — ¢t — 1. Hence, the overall rank of List+ (n—t—1)=n— 1.



Note, that by the rank-nullity theorem statement 1) in Lemma 4 also implies that also the IF»-linear right kernels of the
two matrices are the same. We now derive properties of elements in the right IF;»-kernel of the decoding matrix, that lay the
foundations for a Loidreau—Overbeck-like decoder for ILRS codes.

Lemma 5 (Properties of Right Kernel) Suppose that Ay_;_(E)q has Fym-rank t. Let h = (R | h® | ... | A1D) € Fym
be a non-zero vector in the right kernel of the decoding matrix L in (14). Then:

1) We have rkq(h(i)) =n; —t; forall i =1,...,¢ i.e, h has sum-rank weight wtxr(h) =n —t.

2) There are invertible matrices TW € Fyi>™i, for all i = 1,...,{, such that the first (leftmost) t; positions of ROT®

are zero.
. . =1\ | X X
3) For the matrices T" g™ above, define D .= (T(z) ) . Then, the rightmost n; — t; columns of E® D qre
zero. _ _ 4
4) Write 8 := 84 DO and denote by fj(zl)t the p-th entry of T;Z)D(l). Then, independently for any j = 1,...,s, the j-th
message polynomial f; can be uniquely reconstructed from the received word as the interpolation polynomial
. _ 70P
where B := {(Bﬁi),ng,ai) =1, bp=t;+1,...,n:}.
Proof:

e Ad 1): Due to 2) in Lemma 4, any vector in the right kernel of \,,—¢—x(E)q - diag(W(l), e W(e)) must be zero in
the first ¢; positions of the ¢-th block, for every 7. In particular, the leftmost ¢; positions of

A0 (W“)*l)T € .
are zero. This implies that
I‘kq (h(z)) < n; — ti.

On the other hand, h is in the right kernel of the matrix A,_;_1(8)q, Which is a generator matrix of an [n,n — ¢ — 1]
LRS code. This code is MSRD, and hence its dual code has parameters [n,t+ 1,n — ¢] (i.e., it is also MSRD). Since h
is non-zero, its sum-rank weight must therefore be at least n — ¢. This can only be the case for

I‘kq (h(l)) =nNn; — ti.

« Ad 2): Expand R into an m x n; matrix over IFy, which has F,-rank n; —t; by 1). Then, we can perform elementary
column operations on this matrix to bring it into reduced column echelon form, where the n; — ¢; non-zero columns are
the rightmost ones. The matrix T is then chosen to be the matrix that, by multiplication from the right, performs the
used sequence of elementary column operations. Note that the n; —¢; non-zero entries of ROT® are linearly independent
over .

e Ad 3): Consider the matrix

A — (A(l) | A |- A(l)) c ]Fzgnﬁ*k*t)x("*t)
and vector
b= bW |bP|...|bY) e Frot
where

A0 .= {)\n_t—k(E(i))‘“D(i)}

bl .— {hmT(i)}

)
{ti+1,...;n:}

{ti+1,...,n4}

Since h - diag(T™, ... ,T“)) is in the right kernel of \,,—;_4(E), - diag(D™, ..., D®) and the t; leftmost positions

of RDT® are zero, the vector b is in the right kernel of A. We prove that A is the zero matrix.
Let t := wtyr(A) and ¢ := rkym (A). Since Wtxgr(Ap—i—k(E)a) = rkgm (An—1—k(F)q) = t and the columns of A

are [Fy-linear combinations of the columns of An—t—k(E)a, we must have ¢ = ¢. Hence, there are invertible matrices
V@ g Flrimt)x (it gich that

A- diag(v<1>, . V“))



has exactly # non-zero columns, say A C {1,...,n — t}, which are IFgm-linearly independent. Hence, the vector

b dmg<(v<1>_1)T . (V“)_l)T)

is zero in all positions in 4. Since, by construction, the entries of b are linearly independent, we must have A = (),

t =0, and hence A = 0. This proves 3). ) ) ) )
o Ad 4): Consider the transformed and punctured received word R = (R | R®) | --. | R®)) defined by
RO .— [Ru) D(i)] 3 {Cu) DW}

}

{ti+1,...,n; {ti+1,...,n;} '

Hence, the j-th row of R() can be written as

(fg’fzﬁl FJ(?“) - [ry)D(i)}{tiﬂ,...,m}
= [cg»i)D(z)}
{ti+1,...,n:}
= [(ﬁ(ﬁ?’)ai fj( fff)ai) D(i)}{tﬁ-l,...,m}

=[00),, 8]y

where in the last equality we used the Fg-linearity of the evaluation map f;(-),, for a fixed a,. Hence, we can recover f;
by interpolation as stated in 4). Note that the Bff) are linearly independent by definition and Zle(ni —t)=n—t<k,
so the interpolation is well-defined.” [ |
The structure of the transformed received matrices R() = R(® D is illustrated in Figure 2. A qualitative illustration of

T/;gl,%. T fgl,%@ C:(l?fl-ﬁ-l U C:(ll,?rll
R = ROPD® rgl)l o ré@ C;LH o ng)n
i # | e e

YL,' n; — /,‘

Fig. 2. Tllustration of the transformed received matrices R = ROD®, The red part is corrupted by an error of rank ¢; whereas the green part corresponds
to the last (rightmost) n; — t; columns of the transformed codeword matrix C(f)D = CcW(f)D™ that is obtained by evaluating f at the transformed
code locators 3() D)

the transformed received matrix R = (R | R® | ... | R®) is illustrated in Figure 3.

/1 1)1*/1 to 712*/2 // H,(*/(

Fig. 3. Qualitative illustration of the transformed received matrix R. The red parts correspond to the corrupted columns whereas the green parts correspond
to the non-corrupted columns.

Lemma 5 provides an efficient algorithm to retrieve the message polynomial vector from a received word under the condition
that the matrix \,,—;—x(E)q has Fym-rank ¢. The method is outlined in Algorithm 1.
The complete procedure for the Loidreau—Overbeck-like decoder for ILRS codes is given in Algorithm 1.

2In fact, we only need k out of n — ¢ interpolation points, which leads to a more efficient algorithm.



Algorithm 1: LOIDREAU-OVERBECK DECODER FOR ILRS CODES

Input : A received matrix R = C(f) + E € F,." where C(f) € ILRS[3, a,(;n, k] and wtsr(E) = t.
Output: Message polynomial vector f = (f1,..., fs) € Fgm[z,0]2, or “decoding failure”

1 Set up the matrix L as in (14)
2 Compute right kernel H = ker,(L)
3 if dim(#) > 1 then
4 | return “decoding failure”
5 else
6 Compute an element h = (h(l) [+ ] h(é)) € H\ {0}
7 fori=1,...,0 do
8 Compute n; — t; < 1kq (h(i))
9 Compute full-rank matrix T € F;”X"i such that the first ¢; entries of ROT® are zero
~ N —1\ |
10 B0 — g (Tu) 1)
11 for j=1,...,sdo
" M 0) - O o' :
12 rj:(%j fj)erjdlag (T ) ,...,(T ) // r; is the j-th row of R
13 fi %Ig? where B; := {(Bff)j;fl,ai) =1, p=t+1,...,n;}

14 | return f = (fj,..., fs)

Remark 4 Since an operation in Fym costs at least X(m) operations in Fy (cf. Section 1I-E), the cost “O(sn*) operations
in Fgm” dominates the complexity of Algorithm 1.

Lemma 6 provides a condition on the I m-rank of stacked o-generalized Moore matrices that we will later on use to derive
the probability of success of Algorithm 1.

Lemma 6 Let M € Fjx' with wtyp(M) = t, where t = (t1,. .., t¢) with t; > 0 and Zle t; = t. Then, we have
I'kqm ()\n—t—k(M)a) <t (15)

if and only if
IbeF. + wtgp(b)>n—t—k and A_¢—k(D)aM ' =0 VEETF, . (16)

The proof of Lemma 6 proceeds similarly as the proof of [55, Lemma 3.14] and can be found in Appendix A.
Lemma 7 provides an upper bound on the probability that the matrix A,_;—x(FE)4 is rank deficient if the error matrix E
is chosen uniformly at random from the set of all matrices from F;ﬁ" having sum-rank weight ¢.

Lemma 7 Let t < tmay := ?Sl(n — k). Let n = (n1,na,...,n4) € Zézo be a length partition such that Zle n; = n and let

E € F;5" be chosen uniformly at random from the set
{E S F;;ﬁn : thR(E) = t} .
Then, we have
Pr(rkym (e (B)a) < £) < kg m((s#Dltmmt) 1),

The proof of Lemma 7 can be found in Appendix A.
Finally, we are now equipped with all results that are needed to proof Theorem 1 stated at the beginning or this section.
Proof: Due to Lemma 5, the algorithm returns the correct message polynomial vector if the Fgm-rank of A,,_¢_;(E)q is
at least ¢. Hence, the success probability is lower bounded by the probability that rkgm (An,—t—x(E)q) = ¢, which is given in
Lemma 7.

The lines of the algorithm have the following complexities:
((s+1)(n—t)—sk—1)xn

qm ’

o Lines 3 and 6: This can be done by solving the linear system of equations Lh'" =0.Since L F
it costs O(sn®) operations in Fym.

o Line 8 can be implemented by transforming the matrix representation of R, which is an m X n; matrix over Fy,
into column echelon form. For each ¢, this costs O(mn;“’_l) operations in [F,. In total, all ¢ calls of this line cost
O(tmy;ny™ ") C O(mn“~1) operations in F,.



e Line 9 can be implemented by transforming the matrix representation of h") into column echelon form, which was already
accomplished in Line 8.

e Line 10 is a matrix-matrix multiplication over IF,, which costs O(mn
of this line cost together O(mn“~") operations in F,.

o Line 12 requires O (>, n?) C O(n?) multiplications over Fym and thus O(sn?) operations in Fgm in total.

o Line 13 computes s interpolation polynomials of degree less than k£ < n point tuples. This costs in total 6(5M(n))
operations in Fym.

w—1
i

) operations in F, for each i. All ¢ iterations

This proves the complexity statement. u
Note, that the decoding radius t,.x defined above does not necessarily need to be an integer. The lower bound on the
probability of successful decoding in (13) corresponds to an upper bound on the decoding failure probability, i.e. we have that

Pr(failure) < ;gf;+1q—m((s+1)(tmax—t)+1)_

An execution of the Loidreau—Overbeck-like decoder is illustrated in Example 3.

Example 3 (Loidreau-Overbeck-like Decoder) Consider the finite field F3s with primitive element o defined by the primitive
polynomial x3+ 2x + 1. Consider the interleaved LRS code ILRS|B, a, {, s;n, k] over Fss with code locators 3 = ((1,a, ?) |
(1,a,?)), evaluation parameters a = (1,a), s = 2, length partition n = (3,3) and dimension k = 3. Suppose we transmit
the codeword

202 20+1 202+«
a+l oa?+a+2 0

[ 2a* 2041 2a%+a«
C(f)<a+1 202 +1 o?+1

corresponding to the message polynomials f = (f1, f2) = (202,22 + (202 + a)z + o?) over a sum-rank channel that adds

an error
B— 0 202 4+ 1 202 + 1 0 0 2
V0 &®+a+1 2+a+1]0 0 2a%2+2

> € ILRS[3, a, !, s;n, k] (17)

of sum-rank weight t = 2 and we receive

R< 202 202 +2a+4+2 aZ+a+1

a+1 a+2 202 + o + 2 (18)

202 200+ 1 202 + v + 2
a+1 a?2+a+2 202 + 2 :

Note, that a BMD decoder could only correct errors up to sum-rank weight L"T_kj = 1. According to (14) the Loidreau—
Overbeck-like decoding matrix is

1 o o? 1 o o?
1 o+ 2 a2 +a+1 « o? + 2« o+ 20+ 2
L= 1 a+1 a?+2a+1| o+ 2 2 200 + 2
202 202 +2a+2 a?+a+1 202 20+1 222 +a+2
a+1 a+2 20 +a+2| a+1l a®+a+2 202 + 2

The decoding matrix L has Fym-rank n — 1 = 5 implying the right Fss-kernel of L has dimension one. We pick
h=hY | )= (0,202 + 20+ 1,02+ a+2) | (a + 1,0% + a,0)) € ker, (L)
as non-zero element from the right kernel of L and recover the rank partition of the error as
t = (n1 —rkg(h") | ny —rks(h?)) = (1] 1).

Next, we compute the transformation matrices
01 1 0 1 1
T =1 0 1] and TP =0 1 2
1 0 0 1 2 2

such that the first entry of ROTW and RADT@ are zero, i.e. we have
ROITW = (0,0,20° +1) and RPT? = (0,0? + 20+ 1,2a% +1).

1N T 1IN T
Defining the block diagonal matrix D = diag ((T(l) ) , (T(2) ) ) we can compute the invertible transformed code
locators [3' and the transformed received word R as

B=08-D=((?a®>+2a+1,20° +a) | (&® +1,2a +2,a +2))

Zra+l a?2+2a+2 24a+l|ld+a+2 2+a+2 a2+2a+1>

RR.D<2a2+a+2 20 +a+1 o? 20 +a 2%+« a?+1




Observe, that R is the transformed codeword C(f) = C(f)D € ILRS[B,a,/,s;n,k| corresponding to the message
polynomials in f = (f1, f2) that is corrupted by the transformed error

202+1 0 0 2 0 0)

E:ED:(Q2+Q+1 0 0[22%+1 0 0

of sum-rank weight t whose n; —t; = 2 rightmost columns in each block are zero. Hence, the two rightmost columns in each
block of R are equal to the two rightmost columns in each block of C(f) which allows for recovering the message polynomials
f1(x) and fo(x) via Lagrange interpolation.

D. An Interpolation-Based Decoding Approach for ILRS Codes

In the previous subsection we derived a Loidreau—Overbeck-like probabilistic unique decoder for ILRS codes that requires
at most O(sn®) operations in Fym (see Theorem 1). We now derive a fast Wachter-Zeh—Zeh-like [34] interpolation-based
decoding scheme for ILRS codes which can either be used as a list decoder (with not necessarily polynomial-time list size)
or as probabilistic unique decoder, which either returns a unique solution (if it exists) or a decoding failure. In the course of
this section we will derive the main result which is stated in Theorem 2.

Theorem 2 (List Decoding of ILRS Codes) Consider a received word R = C+E € F;" where C € ILRS[B, a, (, s;1, k]
is a codeword of an s-interleaved ILRS code. If t = wtxr(E) satisfies

s
t<—Mm—-k+1
po (n—k+1)
then a list L of size

1] < qm(k(sfl))
containing all message polynomial vectors f € Fym|z, ] . that correspond to codewords C(f) € ILRS[B, a,!, s;n, k]
satisfying dsr(C(f), R) < 737(n —k +1) can be found requiring at most O( “ M(n)) operations in Fym

Since M(n) € O(n'3%) (see (9)) and for most applications we have that s < n, the proposed interpolation-based decoder
is subquadratic in the code length n and thus faster compare to the Loidreau—Overbeck-like decoder from Section III-C.

Suppose we transmit a codeword C(f) € ILRS[B, a, ¥, s; n, k] over a sum-rank channel (11) and receive a matrix R € F;ﬁ"
that is corrupted by an error matrix E € F;ﬁ" of sum-rank weight ¢.

1) Interpolation Step: For a multivariate skew polynomial of the form

Q(‘Ta Yty .- 7ys) = QO(‘T) + Ql(‘r)yl +-+ Qs(ff)ys (19)
where Q;(z) € Fgm[z, 0] for all [ € [0, s] define the n generalized operator evaluation maps

Fomlz,91,...,Ys, 0] X ngl — Fom
(Q (6](1 ,rllj,,..7 izz)) >—>(g“)(Q) D) s +ZQl rlj (20)

foralli=1,....,fand j=1,...,n;.
Consider the following interpolation problem in the skew polynomial ring Fym [z, o].

Problem 1 (ILRS Interpolation Problem) Given the integers D,s,l € Z>, a set
&= {é;(“ :z’:1,...,£,j:1,...,m}

containing the generalized operator evaluation maps defined in (20) and a vector w = (0,k —1,... .k —1) € S+1 , find a
nonzero polynomial of the form

Q(:Ea Y1, .- 7ys) = QO(.I') + Ql(‘r)yl + -+ Q&(:E)ys
with Qi(x) € Fym [z, 0] for all | € [0, s] that satisfies:
D EQ) =0, Vi=1l...6j=1....n
2) deg,,(Q) < D.
Defining the skew polynomials

D—-1 D—k

Qo(z) = Z g’ and  Qj(x) = Z g’

1=0 =0



a solution of Problem 1 can be found by solving the Fy=-linear system

Rig=0 Q1)
for
q =(40,0,90,15--+5,90,0-1 | 91,0, q1,15 - Q1. D~k | -+ | ¢5,0,95,1,- -, qs,D—k) (22)
where the interpolation matrix R; € IFZTED(SH)_SUC_” is given by
R;=(Ap(B)d Ap—kr1(r1)a - Ap—ks1(Ts)a) - (23)

Problem 1 can be solved using the Kétter interpolation over skew polynomial rings [78] in O(s*n?) operations in Fym. A

solution of Problem 1 can be found efficiently requiring only O(s¥M(n)) operations in Fym using a variant of the minimal
approximant bases approach from [37], which we derive in Section IV-B (cf. Corollary 1). Another approach yielding the
same computational complexity of O(s¥ M (n)) operations in F,m is given by the fast divide-and-conquer Kétter interpolation
from [79].

Lemma 8 (Existence of Solution) A nonzero solution of Problem 1 exists if

_ | nt+s(k=1)+1
D= [7“1 ]

Proof: Problem 1 corresponds to a system of n Fym -linear equations in D(s + 1) — s(k — 1) unknowns (see (21)) which
has a nonzero solution if the number of equations is less than the number of unknowns, i.e. if
n<D(s+1)—s(k—1) <= D>l (24)
| |
The F,m-linear solution space Q of Problem 1 is defined as

Q = {Q S qu[zaylv oo 7ysag] : q(Q) S kerT(RI)}

where q(Q) € ang,sﬂ)fs(k*l) is the coefficient vector of () as defined in (22). The dimension of the Fym-linear solution
space Q of Problem 1 (i.e. the dimension of the right kernel of R; in (23)) is denoted by

dy := dim(Q) = dim(ker, (Ry)).
All polynomials of the form (19) that satisfy Condition 1 of Problem 1 form a (free) left F,m [x, o]-module
K=1{QeFumlz,y....ys, 0] : £ Q) =0.¥i=1,...,0,j=1,...,n;},

which we further call the interpolation module. Note, that IC contains also polynomials that have degree larger or equal than D.
By restricting the degree of the elements in C to at most D — 1, we have that Q coincides with XN Fym [z, 41, ... ,Ys, 0l<D-

2) Root-Finding Step: The goal of the root-finding step is to recover the message polynomials fi,..., fs € Fgm |z, o)<k
from the multivariate polynomial constructed in the interpolation step. Therefore, we need the following results.

Lemma 9 (Roots of Polynomial) Let
P(z) := Qo(z) + Qi) f1(z) + - + Qs(2) fs(2).
Then there exist elements C{i), ceey g”(lii)_ti in Fgm that are Fg-linearly independent for each i = 1,...,{ such that
P(G)a; =0
foralli=1,... Land j=1,...,n; — ;.

Proof: The proof exploits the IF,-linearity of the generalized operator evaluation (per block) which allows to transform
the [Fy-rank errors (per block) into corrupted and non-corrupted columns. By definition, the sum-rank weight of E equals
t= Zle t;, where t; = rkq(E(i)). Hence, there exist nonsingular matrices T ¢ IFZ]”X"Z' such that the EMWT( has only ¢;

nonzero columns for all i = 1,. .., £. Now assume w.l.o.g. that the matrices T'") are chosen such that only the last ¢; columns
of EOT are nonzero for all i = 1,...,¢. Define ¢V = BT, Since we have that rk,(8%) = n; and T is invertible,
we have that rky(¢ (i)) =, for all i = 1,...,£. Then we have that the first n; — t; columns of R®T() are non-corrupted

and given by » o
G ar - Gt )as

s X (77,1 —ti)
€ Fan

(S 20 VRO N (e caP
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foralli =1,...,¢. By Lemma 2 and the interpolation conditions in Problem 1 we have
P(¢ e = QoG )as + Qu(1(G)a)as + -+ + Qulfel¢f)a)as = 0
foralli=1,...,fand j =1,...,n; —t; and the statement follows. [ |

Theorem 3 (Decoding Radius) Let C(f) be a codeword from ILRS[3, a, ¥, s;n, k| and let R = C(f) + E be the received
word. Further, let Q(x,y1,...,ys) # 0 fulfill the constraints in Problem 1. If t = wtsr(E) satisfies

S
t<——mn—-k+1 2
<=kt (25)
then
P(z) = Qo(z) + Q1(2) f1(z) +.. .+ Qs(x) fs(x) = 0. (26)
Proof: By Lemma 9 there exist elements di), ey §T(ji)_ti in Fgm that are IFy-linearly independent for each ¢ = 1,...,¢
such that

P e =0
foralli=1,...,fand j =1,...,n; — t;. By choosing
D<n-—t 27)

the degree of P(x) exceeds the degree bound from Proposition 1 which is possible only if P(z) = 0. Combining (24) and (27)
we get

n+sk—1)<D(s+1)<(s+1)(n—1)

S
= t<——Mm—-k+1).
por i Uity
|
Theorem 3 shows, that the message polynomials f1,..., fs € Fgm[x, 0]« satisfy (25) if the sum-rank weight of the error

lies within the decoding radius in (25). The decoding region in (25) shows a significantly improved (burst) error-correction
performance due to interleaving.

In the root-finding step, all polynomials fi,..., fs € Fgm[x, 0]« that satisfy (26) need to be found. In order minimize the
number of solutions of the root-finding problem one may use a basis of the F,m-linear solution space Q of Problem 1 instead
of only considering only a single single solution (see [34]).

In [80] it was shown that using a degree-restricted subset of a Grobner basis (of cardinality at most s) for the interpolation
module K w.r.t. <, is sufficient to achieve the minimal number of solutions of the root-finding problem. Although the results
in [80] we derived for linearized polynomial modules, they carry over to skew polynomial modules since the structure of the
corresponding problems (including the noncommutativity) is the same. For details about solving the root-finding problem using
Grobner bases the reader is referred to [80].

We now use this approach to obtain the minimal number of solutions of the root-finding problem. Let B C Fgm [z, y1, . .., ys, 0]
be a basis for the interpolation module K such that the left Fym [z, o]-span of the polynomials in the degree-restricted subset

Bep:={Q € B:deg,(Q) <D} CQ

contains Q. Examples of bases B where the degree-restricted subset B.p C Q spans Q are minimal Grobner bases w.r.t. <.,
and w-ordered weak-Popov approximant bases for the interpolation module K. Mininal Grobner bases for I w.r.t. <., can
be computed efficiently using the multivariate Kotter interpolation over skew polynomial rings from [78], [79]. An efficient
method to construct w-ordered weak-Popov approximant bases for K is given in Section IV-B.
Let the polynomials Q1) ..., Q") e B.p be given by
QM =QV +QMy + -+ QMy,

with

r D—-1 (r) 4 r D—k (r) 4 .

é )(x) =30 qé’i)x and QS )(z) =>."0 q§7i):r , Vi=1,...,s

for all r =1,...,s’. By using the same arguments as in [80, Lemma 5.4] one can show that s’ := |B.p| satisfies 1 < s’ < s.

Define the matrices
ot (1) i (1) i (1)
Q5 0 \dz s 0\ Gs

o (d) o () - o (d)

7'(Q;) =
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and the vectors

and

Defining the root-finding matrix

Qo
o1 (Q1) o= 1(Qo)
0’_2(Q1)
Qr = | = PP (Qp ) : o= =1(Qy) | € FDixsk (28)
o PHEN(Qpor) e (Qu)

o P (Qp_r)
and the vectors

T T ,
fri= (fo#’il(fﬁa---,Uf(kil)(fk—l)) GFZEn and gq, := (%,0#771(‘10,1)7---707(D71)(‘I0,D—1)) GIFq]:)"f (29)
we can write the root-finding system (26) as
Qr - fr=—q0 (30)
The root-finding step can be solved efficiently by the minimal approximant bases algorithm in [37], [81] with at most

O(s*M(n)) operations in Fgm (cf. Corollary 2). A brief description of the efficient minimal approximant bases algorithm
from [37], [81] can be found in Section IV-C.

Proposition 4 summarizes some results from [80] on solving the root-finding problem using B« p.

Proposition 4 (Root-Finding with B.p) Let the sum-rank weight of the error matrix E satisfy t < 7 (n—k+1). Let
B<p C Q\ {0} be a set of Fym [z, o]-linearly independent polynomials with distinct leading positions whose left Fqm [z, o]-
linear span contains the F gm-linear solution space Q of Problem 1. Then:

1) We have that s’ := |B<p| satisfies

1<¢ <s.
2) The rank of the root-finding matrix Qg in (28) satisfies

rkqm (QR) Z Slk.

3) The root-finding system in (26) has at most qm(k(s_s/)) solutions fi,...,fs € Fgm[x, o)<k
4) The root-finding system in (26) has a unique solution if and only if s’ = s.

A proof of Proposition 4 can be found in Appendix A.

Observe, that Proposition 4 allows to derive the actual number of solutions of the root-finding problem right after the
interpolation step by considering s’.

3) List Decoding: We now interpret the proposed interpolation-based decoding scheme for ILRS as a list decoder. In general,
the root-finding matrix Qp in (28) can be rank deficient. In this case we obtain a list £ of potential message polynomials
fi,-.+, fs- By Proposition 4 the list size |£|, i.e. the maximum number of solutions of (30), is upper bounded by gmk(s=1))
Note, that Proposition 4 provides an upper bound on the actual list size by considering the cardinality of B p right after the
interpolation step.

In general, we have that k£ < n, where n < ¢m. Hence, for m ~ n/{ we get a worst-case list size of q7 k(=) Although
Proposition 4 shows, that the worst-case list size is exponential in n, we will later see that the average list size is close to one
for most parameters of interest.

Algorithm 2 and Theorem 2 summarize the interpolation-based list decoder for ILRS codes.
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Algorithm 2: LIST DECODING OF ILRS CODES

Input : Channel output R = C + E € F;." where C € ILRS[3, a,(, s;n,k] and wtsr(E) =t < Sr(n—k+1).

Output: A list £ containing message polynomial vectors f = (f1,..., fs) € Fgm[z,0]2, that satisfy (26).

1 Find left F [z, o]-linearly independent Q) ..., Q) € Q\ {0} whose left Fym [z, o]-span contains the F,m-linear
solution space Q of Problem 1.

2 Using QU,...,Q""), find the list £ C Fym [z, 0]%, of all f = (f1,..., fs) € Fgn[z,a]%, that satisfy (26).

3 return £

4) Probabilistic Unique Decoding: We now consider the proposed interpolation-based decoder for ILRS codes as a proba-
bilistic unique decoder which either returns a unique solution (if the list size is equal to one) or a decoding failure.

Using similar arguments as in [34, Lemma 3] we can lower bound the dimension d; of the [F = -linear solution space Q of
Problem 1.

Lemma 10 (Dimension of Solution Space) Let t satisfy (25). Then the dimension d; = dim(Q) of the Fym-linear solution

space Q of Problem 1 satisfies
dr > s(D+1) — sk —t.

Proof: By F,-linear row operations and permutations and [F = -linear column operations we can bring the interpolation
matrix Ry in (23) into a matrix of the form

R, = Ap(€)a 0 0 € D+ —s(k=1)
Ap(€)g Ap—k+1(€1)g - Ap-—ky1(€s)q e
where ¢ = (¢ | ¢ | oo | ¢®) € Fit with ¢ = (¢, ¢(7,) € FN and rk,(¢?) = n; — t; for all

it =1,...,0 and €,€; € Ffzm for all j = 1,...,s. By Proposition 2 and the fact that D < n —t (see (27)) the matrix
Ap(€)) € IF;Z%)XD has F,m-rank D since the entries in ¢ are block-wise F,-linearly independent and the entries in a are
representatives from different conjugacy classes of Fgm. The last ¢ rows of R; can increase the Fgm-rank by at most ¢ and
thus rkgm (Rr) = rkgm (Rr) < D + t. Hence, the dimension d; of the Fgm-linear solution space Q of Problem 1 satisfies
d; = dim(ker,(R;)) = D(s+ 1) — s(k — 1) — tkym (R;)
>s(D+1)—sk—t.
|

The rank of the root-finding matrix Qg can be full if and only if the dimension of the solution space of the interpolation
problem d; = dim(Q) is at least s, i.e. if

dr > s <= t <sD — sk
s
t< ——(n—k). 31
— _S+1(n ) (31)

The probabilistic unique decoding region in (31) is only sightly smaller than the list decoding region in (25). Combining the
decoding condition D < n; — § and (31) we get the degree constraint for the probabilistic unique decoder (see also [80])

k
D, = | 2R
s+1
In order to get an estimate probability of successful decoding, we may use similar assumptions as in [34] to derive a heuristic

upper bound on the decoding failure probability. Under the assumption that the coefficients qyj) are uniformly distributed over
Fym (see [34, Lemma 9]) one can derive a heuristic upper bound on the decoding failure probability P; as

Pf S qufm(dzferl) S qufm(s("”sislkwfk)fﬂrl) (32)

By reducing the conditions of successful decoding of the interpolation-based decoder to the conditions of the Loidreau—
Overbeck-like decoder from Section III-C we obtain an upper bound on the decoding failure probability that takes into account
the distribution of the error matrix E. The results of the interpolation-based probabilistic unique decoder are summarized in
Algorithm 3 and Theorem 4.

Theorem 4 (Probabilistic Unique Decoding of ILRS Codes) Consider a received word R = C + E € F ;" where C €
ILRS[B, a, ¥, s;n, k] is a codeword of an s-interleaved ILRS code and E is chosen uniformly at random from all matrices
from Fo" of sum-rank weight t. If t = wtsp(E) satisfies

g Hil(n— k)
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Algorithm 3: PROBABILISTIC UNIQUE DECODING OF ILRS CODES

Input : Channel output R = C + E € F;." where C € ILRS[3, a,(, s;n, k] and wtsr(E) = t.
Output: Message polynomial vector f = (f1,..., fs) € Fgm[z,0]2, or “decoding failure”

1 Find left F [z, o]-linearly independent Q. .., Q) € Q\ {0} whose left Fym [z, o]-span contains the F,m-linear
solution space Q of Problem 1.

2 if s’ = s then

3 Use QM) ..., Q™) to find the unique vector f = (f1,...,fs) € Fym [2,0]2, that satisfies (26)

4 return Message polynomial vector f = (f1,..., fs) € Fgm |z, 0%,

5 else
6 L return “decoding failure”

then the unique message polynomial vector f € Fym|x,0]%, corresponding to the codeword C(f) € ILRS[B,a,?, s;n, k|
can be found with probability at least

1 — gD tmn—t)+D)

requiring at most 6(5”M(n)) operations in Fgm.

Proof: For the purpose of the proof (but not algorithmically), we consider the root-finding problem set up with an Fym-
basis Q1) ..., Q%) of Q. The unique decoder fails if there are at least two distinct roots f and F'. In this case, the Fm-linear
system Qg - fr = —q, in (30) set up with the [Fyn-basis Q) e Q for r =1,...,d; has at least two solutions. This means
that Qg € FP4** must have rank < sk.

The matrix Qr contains a lower block triangular matrix with matrices Qo, 0~ *(Qo), . ..,o~*~1(Qy) on the upper diagonal,
which have all Fym-rank rk,m (Qo) (see Lemma 3). Thus, if rkym (Qo) = s the matrix Qg has full Fym-rank sk. Therefore,
rkgm (Qr) < sk implies that Qo has rank < s.

Since the root-finding system (30) has at least one solution fp, there is a vector f € Fy.. such that

Qofo = *qOT,o-

Thus, the matrix .,
- s+1
QO = (QO qao) € qulnX( + )

has rank rkym (Qy) = rkom (Qo) < s. Hence, there are at least dy — s + 1 Fym-linearly independent polynomials Q9. . ..,
@(d’_sﬂ) € @ such that their zeroth coefficients @Eé), RN @Sglisﬂ) are zero for all [ =0, ..., s (obtained by suitable) I m-
linear combinations of the original basis polynomials Q). ..., Q%) such that the corresponding IFgm -linear row operations
on Q give a (d; — s+ 1) x (s + 1) zero matrix (recall that Q, has d; rows, but rank at most s — 1).

The d; — s + 1 Fm-linearly independent coefficient vectors of Q) ..., Q(41=5+1) of the form (22) are in the left kernel
of the matrix

AD (/8)0,
AD—k+1(T1)a

R}r _ ‘ c Fﬁygsﬂrl)fs(kfl)xn-

AD—k+1(Ts)a

Since the zeroth components @(g) of all é(r) are zero forall [ =0,...,sand r = 1,...,d; — s + 1, this means that the left
kernel of the matrix
Da ()\Dfl (ﬁ)a)

~ Da (Ap—k(T1)a)

=5

c FqDﬂEs-l—l)—sk—an

Da ()\ka(rs)a>
has dimension at least d; — s + 1. The maximum decoding radius tmax corresponds to the degree constraint D = n — tnax
(see (27)) and thus

dim(kerl(f%[T)) dr—s+1
(N —tmax+1) — 8k —tmax — s+ 1

>
>s
>1.
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Therefore, we have that
rkym (R} ) < D(s + 1) — sk — 1 — dim(ker;(R] ))
<D(s+1)—sk—1
=(n—tmax)(s+1)—sk—1
=n—1.
Observe, that for D = n — tax we have that _
R] =D, (L)
where L is the Loidreau—Overbeck decoding matrix from (14). By Lemma 3 the F;m-rank of L and p(L)g is the same and
thus we have that
rqun (L) = rqun (ﬁ[) <n-—1
which shows that in this case the Loidreau—Overbeck decoder fails as well. Therefore, we conclude that
Pr(rky» (Qr) < sk) < Pr(rkym (Qo) < s) < Pr(rkgm (L) <n —1)

and thus the lower bound on the probability of successful decoding follows from Theorem 1. The complexity statement follows
from Corollary 1 and Corollary 2. [ |
The lower bound on the probability of successful decoding in Theorem 4 yields also an upper bound on the decoding failure

probability Py, i.e. we have that
Py < K§+1q—m((s+1)(tmax—t)+1). (33)

The normalized decoding radius 7 := t/n for ILRS codes is 7 ~ T (1 — R). The improvement of the normalized decoding

radius upon the normalized BMD radius is illustrated in Figure 4. The simulations results in Section III-E show that the upper
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Fig. 4. Normalized decoding radius 7 of ILRS codes over the code rate R for interleaving orders s € {2,5,10}.

bound on the decoding failure probability in (33) gives a good estimate on the expected success probability of the probabilistic
unique decoder.
The interpolation-based probabilistic unique decoding scheme for ILRS codes is illustrated in Example 4.



25

Example 4 (Interpolation-Based Decoding) Consider again the code ILRS|3,a,t, s;n, k|, the codeword C(f) from (17)
and received word R from (18) considered in Example 3. The interpolation points corresponding to the n = 6 evaluation
maps & &2 he col ]

ps & 7, ...,85" are the columns of the matrix

1 « « 1 o a?

B\ _ 2 2 2 2 2

R = 2 20 +2a0+2 o +a+1 20 20+ 1 20 +a+ 2
a+1 a+2 202+ a+2|a+1 ®+a+2 202 + 2

First, we compute Fym [z, o|-linearly independent polynomials of minimal w = (0,2, 2)-weighted degree that span the solution
space of Problem 1 as

QW = ((@®+2a)2® + (20° +a+2)z+a® +a+2) + (2 +20° +2a+ 1) y1 + (20° + @) yo
QY = (22° + (20” +2a+ 1)2* + 0’2+ 2) + ((20° +2)z +20) y1 + (2 + 20> + a + 1) yo

using e.g. the skew Kotter interpolation from [78]. Since the w-weighted degree of the s = 2 polynomials Q") and Q® is
less than D = 4, our decoding problem has a unique solution (cf. Proposition 4).
Next, using the coefficients of Q) and Q? we set up the root-finding matrix Qp, as (see (28))

202 +2a +1 20% + 0 0 0 0

20 202 +a+1 0 0 0 0

1 0 202 + 2 202 + 2« 0 0

| 24 a+1 1 2a0+2 202 +2a+1 0 0
Qr = 0 0 1 0 202 4+a+1 2a2+1
0 0 2a®2+2a+1 1 20+1 202 +2

0 0 0 0 1 0

0 0 0 0 202 + 2 1

and the vector q as (see (29))
qGo=(>+a+222>+20+2 0> +2a+1,a>+2 2> +a+1,0,2) .

The unique solution of the Fym-linear root-finding system Qg - fp = —q, in (30) is

Fre= (16006707 ()0 )02 (5). 072 (157))
= (202 02,0, 20% + 20,0, 1) .
Considering the structure of fr (cf. (29)) we can recover the message polynomials
fi(z) = 20% + o (0)x + 0%(0)2? = 20°
fa(z) = a® + 0(202 4 20)x + 02 (1)2? = o + (202 + @)z + 22

which correspond to the transmitted codeword C(f).

E. Comparison to Previous Work and Simulation Results

In order to evaluate the upper bound on the decoding failure probability in (33) we performed a Monte Carlo simulation
(100 errors) of a code ILRS[B,a,¢ = 2,s = 4;n = (4,4),k = 3] over F31 over a sum-rank channel (11), where the error
matrices we chosen uniformly at random from the set of all error matrices of sum-rank ¢ € {3,4}.

The channel realization is chosen uniformly at random from all possible realizations of the sum-rank channel with exactly
this number of weight ¢ errors. For the implementation of the channel model the procedure from [4, Appendix A] was used,
which is a variant of enumerative coding [82].

The results in Figure 5 show, that the upper bound in (33) gives a good estimate of the actual decoding failure probability
of the decoder. For the same parameters a (non-interleaved) linearized Reed—Solomon code [38] (i.e. s = 1) can only correct
errors of sum-rank weight up to ¢ = 2 (BMD radius).

F. Applications to Decoding Errors in the Skew Metric

The sum-rank metric is closely related to the skew metric, also defined in [6]. In particular, there exists an isometry between
the sum-rank metric and the skew metric [6]. We now show how the isometry from [38, Theorem 9] can be modified in order
to use ILRS codes for decoding errors beyond the unique decoding radius in the skew metric.

Consider an ILRS code ILRS[3, a, ¢, s;n, k] and define the vectors

e (CRRNC O C



26

10° T
—¢— Upper bound on Py (33)
10~ H --© - Heuristic upper bound on Py (32) —
- k- Simulation

1072 = e
— 1072 | E
A
>
5 107t |
.-
fla)
2 105 | i
s 10
=
o
 10°%E e
=
=
1077 | e
an
8
3 -8 L |
S 10
o
o
B 100 b E

10710 | e

1071 = |

BMD O tmax
10712 I = L
2 3 4

Sum-rank error weight ¢

Fig. 5. Result of a Monte Carlo simulation of the code ILRS[3,a,f = 2,s = 4;n = 8,k = 3| over Fga transmitted over a sum-rank error channel with
overall ¢ € {3,4}.

and
b= (Do, (BY) | Day (B2) |-+ | Duy (BY)) - diag(B™).
Then the skew weight of a vector & = (V) | 2@ | ... | D) € F2, with ) € FJi, for all i = 1,...,¢ is defined as
(see [56])
@\ ()"
Whekew () 1= deg | lclm | 2 — D, ) (z ! ) (z ! ) ) (34)
b \ i j 940
By fixing a basis of Fyms over F,m we can consider a matrix X € F;i” as a vector & = (21,Za,...,%,) € Fyms. The

skew weight of a matrix X € F;ﬁ” with respect to B is then as the skew weight of the vector € Fi..., i.e. as (see (34))

. . —1
Whapew (X) = deg <lclm (x Dy ($§>) ($§>) ) mﬂ)) (35)
Zj

where the polynomial on the right-hand side is now from Fym-[o; z] since we have that z; € Fyms forall i =1,...,n.
Proposition 5 summarizes the isometry between the sum-rank metric and the skew metric for interleaved matrices, which
directly follows from [38, Theorem 9] and (35).

Proposition 5 (Isometry Between the Sum-Rank and the Skew Metric) Ler 3 = (B |3 |...|B®) € F". be a

g
vector with wtxr(3) = n and define the vectors

A= (B LB LB
Then for a matrix X = (X | X®) | ... | X©)) we have that
Whskew (X - diag (,6'_1)) = witnr(X).
Using the results from above we can define s-interleaved skew Reed—Solomon ISRS codes as
ISRS[b, ¢, s;n, k] := {C -diag(B871) : C € ILRS[3, a, ¢, s;n,k]} .
Now suppose we transmit a codeword C € ISRS[b, s; n, k] over a skew error channel

R=C+E
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where F € IFZE" has skew weight ¢ = Wtspew (). Then the decoding schemes from Section III-B can be used to decode
ISRS codes as follows:

1) Compute R’ = R - diag (3~"). This step requires O(sn) operations in Fm.

2) Use the list or probabilistic unique decoders from Section III to decode errors of skew weight up to ¢t <

Sil (n—k)

requiring at most O(s* M (n)) operations in Fym.

IV. FAST INTERPOLATION AND ROOT-FINDING VIA MINIMAL APPROXIMANT BASES

In this section we show how to speed up the above described decoding schemes for ILRS codes by reducing the core
computation, namely the interpolation and the root-finding problems, to a minimal approximant basis computation of matrices
over the relevant skew polynomial ring. This work continues the speed-ups obtained for several code families in the rank,
sum-rank and subspace metric in [37]. In particular, we generalize the vector operator interpolation problem [37, Problem 13]
to the generalized operator evaluation and use the ideas of [37, Algorithm 6] to derive a new interpolation algorithm to solve
it efficiently via fast minimal approximant bases computations. By using the relation between the remainder evaluation and the
generalized operator evaluation (see [6], [61]], the proposed algorithm can be used to solve the multi-dimensional generalization
of the two-dimensional vector remainder interpolation problem [37, Problem 27].

A. Preliminaries on Skew Polynomial Matrices

For a matrix B € Fym[x,0]%*? and a vector s € Z%, we define the s-shifted column degree of B to be the tuple
cdeg,(B) = (d1,....dy) € (ZU {—o0})’

where d; is the maximal shifted degree in the j-th column, i.e., d; := max;—1 . .{degB;; + s;}. We write cdeg(B) :=
cdegy(B), where 0 := (0,...,0). Analogously, for s € Z°, we define the (s-shifted) row degree of B to be

rdeg,(B) := cdeg,(B") and rdegB :=cdeg(B").
The degree of the matrix, i.e. the maximal degree among its entries, is denoted:

deg(B) := max{deg B }.
7

If v € Fym[z,0]'**\ {0} is a row vector and s = (s1,...,8,) € Z" a shift, we define the s-pivot index of v to be the largest
index ¢ with 1 < ¢ < a such that degv; + s; = rdeg,(v), and analogously for column vectors. Note, that the s-pivot index of
a vector v € Fym[x,0]'*? coincides with the leading position LP-_(V'), where V € Fym[z,91,...,Ya, 0] is the multivariate
polynomial corresponding to v. If @ > b (or a < b, respectively), then we say that B is in column (row) s-ordered weak
Popov form if the s-pivot indices of its columns (rows) are strictly increasing in the column (row) index.

Given a matrix A € Fym[x,0]%*? and an “order” d € Z>o, a left approximant basis is a matrix B € Fym [z, 0]**® such
that BA = 0 mod, z¢, and such that B is in a certain normal form while satisfying that any vector b € Fym [z, 0]**® such
that bA = 0 mod, z¢ is in the left F,m [x, o]-row space of B. An analogous definition is given for right approximant bases.

Definition 7 (Left/Right Approximant Bases [37]) Ler A € Fym |z, a]‘”b and d € Z>o.

o For s € 7Y, a right s-ordered weak-Popov approximant basis of A of order d is a full-rank matrix B € Fymz, o]*? s.t.

1) B is in s-ordered column weak Popov form.
2) The columns of B are a basis of all right approximants of A of order d.

o For s € Z°, a left s-ordered weak-Popov approximant basis of A of order d is a full-rank matrix B € Fym [z, 0

]exe s.t.

1) B is in s-ordered row weak Popov form.

2) The rows of B are a basis of all right approximants of A of order d.
We denote by owPopovApproxg(A, s,d) (right case) and owPopovApprox (A, s,d) (left case) the sets of all such bases,
respectively. If the input is not relevant, we simply write (left or right) approximant basis.

By fixing the basis {1,y1,...,ys} each multivariate skew polynomial Q € Fym [z, 41, ..., ys, o] of the form
Q(:Ea Y1, .- 7?Js) = QO(LE') + Ql(x)yl + -+ Q&(ys)
may be uniquely represented by a vector’ Q = (Qo, Q1,...,Qs) € Fym[z,o]*+! such that

1

Yy
Q(zayla"'vys):Q '

Ys
Note, that in this case we have that deg,,(Q) = rdeg,, (Q).

3We index the vector Q starting from zero to be compliant with the conventional notation used in the literature for interpolation-based decoding.
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B. Fast Interpolation via Minimal Approximant Bases

We now generalize the results on the fast (operator) interpolation algorithm based on minimal approximant bases [37,
Algorithm 6] to the generalized operator evaluation. Let

¢
U= (u0,u®,.. . u®) e [[Ep e (36)
i=1
be a tuple containing the matrices
TURT S

1
(2) (1) (2)
i Uy  Ug? U2 41 n; X (s+1)
U = ' €Fyi

ul®

(#)
U n;,s+1

n.;.,l
for each received space U() such that <U(i)>q =U" forall i =1,...,¢. Then for all j =1,...,n; and i = 1,...,¢, the
j-th row of each matrix U corresponds to the interpolation point associated with the generalized operator evaluation map
é"j(z). Similar to [37, Problem 13], we now define the generalized operator vector interpolation problem in Problem 2.

(@)
uni,2

Problem 2 (Generalized Operator Vector Interpolation) Given s,n,D € Z~o, w € Z‘;gl, ac Fgm andU € Hle IFZ;X(SH)
as defined in (36), where the rows of each U are Fy-linearly independent. Consider the Fqym-vector space Q (left scalar

multiplication) of vectors Q = (Qo, Q1, ..., Qs) € Fym [z, 0]*T! that satisfy the following two conditions:
s+1 )
> QU =0, Vi=1,...n5i=1,... 10 37)
=1
rdeg,,(Q) < D. (38)

Find left F gm [z, 0]-linearly independent QW,....Q¢) € Q\ {0} whose left Fym [z, 0]-span contains Q.
Note, that the conditions (37) and (38) are equivalent to
ENQ) =0, Vi=1,...nui=1,...1¢
deg,,(Q) < D,

respectively, where QQ € Fym [z, y1,. .., ys, 0] is the multivariate skew polynomial corresponding to Q. Hence, the interpolation
problems in the interpolation-based decoding procedures for ILRS codes (Problem 1) is an instance of the generalized operator
vector interpolation problem in Problem 2.

We now show how to speed up the interpolation step for Problem 2 (and thus also Problem 1) by computing a so-called left
approximant bases of a matrix A that is constructed from interpolation and minimal polynomials depending on the interpolation
points [37]. To construct such a matrix A, we first need to transform the interpolation points as described in Lemma 11. Since
we apply [F-linear elementary row operations on U, the interpolation conditions do not change due to the F;-linearity of
the generalized operator evaluation.

Lemma 11 Consider an instance of Problem 2 with U = (U(l), Uu®, ..., U(e)). Using F4-linear elementary row operations,
we can transform each U into a matrix of the form

o 7G1)
0,0, 0| U

o 77(4,2)
OVél)Xnél) U
(i ) ) (4,3)
U( ) — Ouél)xngl) U ,
=i o)
0,6) () Ute™)
NORUNO!

. o V) (541 —m (D . N
where 1 < 09 < s+ 1 and we have U") eFm X(st+1=ny )for alli=1,... Landr=1,...,0%, with
. 0§n§i><n§i><...<n§{,)<5+1,

. @
e 1< <nsuch that 0, y7(.z)~: n;, and
o the entries of the first column of U") are linearly independent over Fy foreachi=1,...,0andr=1,..., o,
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Each matrix U® can be obtained with O (smn‘i"*l) operations in .

We define
L4 Az = {UY)? 7751)5 ce 7775(2)}

e A=Ui A= {m,m2,...,mp} (where o = | A]
o Jr:={i:n, € Ai} (set of shot indices i that have the current pivot position 7, + 1)

o For all 7 € J, we define an r; s.t. nﬁ? = 7,. Then we have that all matrices U (>"#) have the same pivot position 7, + 1
forallie J.andr=1,...,0.

Lemma 12 Let UV ..., U©”) pe defined as in Lemma 11 for all i = 1,...,¢. Then, Q = (Qo,...,Qs) € Fym[z, o]
satisfies Condition (37) in Problem 2 if and only if there exists a vector x € Fym[x,0]? such that

(Q x)-A=0, (39)
where A € Fym [z, U](S+1+9)X9 is a matrix whose r-th column, for r =1,..., o, is of the form

0y, x1
1

(r)
R"H"‘Q

where, for all r =1,..., 0 we have
G(T) = MBT Wlﬂ’l Br - {(ﬁ,glin);az) : Z S jr; R = 17 ey V}':)}
RY) =10 with B = {(U,ﬁf{”, ﬁ,ﬁfjj{]r,ai) ieJnk=1,..., yﬁ?} . Yi=n42,...,s+1

The proof of Lemma 12 can be found in Appendix B.
Note, that the generalized operator evaluation of a skew polynomial modulo the minimal polynomial in step (a) is considered
in [79, Lemma 1].

Theorem 5 (Correctness of Algorithm 4) Algorithm 4 is correct. For the complexity, assume D € O(n). If the first column
of the input matrices UV ... UY consists of F,-linearly independent elements, it can be implemented with complexity
O(s*M(n))
operations in Fgm. Otherwise, it costs
O(s*M(n))
operations in Fom plus O (smn“’_l) operations in Ty

Proof: The correctness of the algorithm follows from Lemma 12 and [37, Lemma 21]. The annihilator polynomials G (")
and interpolation polynomials R;T) can be computed in O(M(v;)) operations in F,~. Computing all the polynomials G

and Ry) withr=1,...,0and j =7 +1,...,s+ 1 hence costs at most
O SZZM(V,E”) C O(sZM(nJ) C O(sM(n))
i=1r=1 i=1

. . . (i) i . .
operations in F,m, since Zle yﬁz) =n,; and M(-) is a convex function.

Checking whether the first column of U has F,-rank n; can be done by computing the minimal polynomial of the entries
ugz)l, ..., Unp, 1(%) and checking if the degree equals n;. This check can be done in 6(./\/1(7%)) operations in Fgn. Overall, this
requires 9] (M(n)) operations in Fym. Only if the entries are linearly independent, we need to compute the matrices UG in
Line 5. This costs O(sm S nfﬁl) C O(smn*~1) operations in F,.

By definition of G(") and RET'), we have deg A < n. Due to d < D + n, Line 16 costs O(s“M(n)) operations in Fym. R



30

Algorithm 4: FAST GENERALIZED OPERATOR INTERPOLATION ALGORITHM

Input : Instance of Problem 2: 5,4, n, D € Z~, shift vector w € Z;gl, and U € Hle IFZ&X(SH) as defined in (36),

where the rows of each U®) are IF4-linearly independent.

Output: If it exists, a solution of Problem 2. Otherwise, “no solution”.
1fori=1,...,/ do
2 if elements in first column of U are Fy-lin. ind. then
3 L UG « U®, Q(i) «~— 1, VY) — n;, n§” ~0
4 else

~ . V(i)X(SJrl,n(i)) . .

5 L Ut e Fom " forr=1,...,0" « compute as in Lemma 11

6 Define Ai = {n§1)7n§l), . ,7’];2)}, A = Ule .Al = {’[’]177727 .. .,T]Q} and ‘_77 = {’L Ny S Az}

7 Define an r; s.t. 77,(0? =, For all 7 € J,.

gforr=1,....,0do

9 G .= Mp, where B, = {(ﬁéf’fi),ai) veJ,w=1,..., u,(f)}

10 for j=n,+2,...,s+1do

11 L Ry) = IZ‘F:J with B, ; = {(ﬁg’l”), gerd 4 ) eI k=1,..., Vﬁf)}

Ry —np? O

12 A < set up matrix from the G(") and R;T) as in Lemma 12

13 Wiin ¢ ming—q . s1{w;}

14 d< D —wpin +n

15 8+ (Wi, ..., Wsi1,Wmin, - - - » Wmin) € Z‘Q‘;BHQ

16 B « left s-ordered weak-Popov approximant basis of A of order d /I solved by [37, Algorithm 4]
17 {i1,...,is } < indices of rows of B with s-shifted row degree < D

18 if s’ > 0 then

19 for j=1,...,5' do

20 L Q(j) — (Bij,la---aBij,erl)

21 return QM. ... Q1"

22 else
23 L return “no solution”

C. Fast Root-Finding via Minimal Approximant Bases

We now show how to efficiently solve the root-finding step in the interpolation-based decoding schemes for ILRS codes
efficiently by computing a right shifted minimal approximant basis for a matrix A. In contrast to the interpolation-step, the
root-finding step is independent of the skew polynomial evaluation. Hence, we can us the results from [37, Section IV-C] for
decoding interleaved Gabidulin codes directly to solve the root-finding problems for ILRS codes.

The root-finding problem for ILRS (Section III-D2) codes is an instance of the vector root-finding problem [37, Problem 14],
which can be solved by [37, Algorithm 7] requiring at most O(s“M(n)) operations in Fym. In the following, we briefly
summarize the efficient root-finding method via minimal approximant bases from [37, Section IV-C].

Problem 3 (Vector Root Finding [37]) Given s,n,k € Z~o and vectors Q... QL") ¢ Fym[z,0]5T1 \ {0} that are left
Fym [z, o]-linearly independent (this implies s' < s + 1) and fulfill deg(Q(")) < n for all r. Find a basis of the Fyn-linear
affine space (scalar multiplication from the right)
R :={(f1,-... fs) EFgmlz,0]° : (40)
§+ X Q7 fi=0vr, deg(f;) < bV}
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Now consider an instance of Problem 3 and define

Q) @ ... e
A=| : Do | €Fgm[z, 0] XCHY 41)
gs ) Qgs ) . Qgs )
s:=(k,1,...,1) € 2L (42)
— r)
d:.= IIll,E}.X {deg ( ) )} + k. 43)

Then by [37, Lemma 23] we have that the F,m=-linear root space R in (40) of Problem 3 satisfies

.
R:{(fl,...,fs) 3(f0,...,f5)T:Bv,
v € Fym [z, 0]C+)>! with cdeg,v < k and fo =1 }

where B € Fym [z, a](S“)X(S“) is a right s-ordered weak-Popov approximant basis of A of order d. Hence, the root-finding
problem can be reduced to an minimal approximant basis problem over skew polynomial rings, which can be solved efficiently
with the routines given in [37]. This results in the fast root-finding algorithm [37, Algorithm 7], which requires at most
O(s¥M(n)) operations in Fym and can be summarized as follows:

1) Given QW,..., Q") set up A as in (41), s as in (42) and d as in (43).

2) Compute a right s-ordered weak-Popov approximant basis B € Fym [z, U](S“)X(SH) of A of order d.

3) If B has a row of rdeg, < k, the compute an affine basis

g* + <g(1)7 s ag(L)>]qu,right7

for R using [37, Lemma 24], where <->1qu,right denotes the right IF,m-span. Otherwise return “no solution”.

The computational complexity is dominated by step 2, which can be solved efficiently by the routine RightSkewPMBasis(-)
from [37] requiring at most O(s“M(n)) operations in Fym.

We conclude this section with two statements that summarize the complexity of the interpolation problems and root-finding
problems for the interpolation-based decoders for ILRS from Section III-D.

Corollary 1 (Complexity of Interpolation Problems) Algorithm 4 can solve the interpolation problem Problem I in at most
O(s* M(n)) operations in F,.

Corollary 2 (Complexity of Root-Finding Problems) The root-finding problem of the interpolation-based decoder for ILRS
from Section III-D can be solved by [37, Algorithm 7] requiring at most O(s“ M (n)) operations in F gm.

V. CONCLUSION
A. Summary

We considered s-interleaved linearized Reed—Solomon (ILRS) codes and showed, that they capable of correcting errors
beyond the unique decoding radius in the sum-rank metric. We proposed an efficient interpolation-based decoding scheme for
ILRS codes, which can be used as a list decoder or as a probabilistic unique decoder and can correct errors of sum-rank up
tot < 5(n—Fk+1)andt < 25(n— k), respectively, where s is the interleaving order, n the length and & the dimension
of the code. We derived a Loidreau—Overbeck-like decoder for ILRS codes, which provides arguments to upper bound on the
decoding failure probability for the interpolation-based probabilistic unique decoder.

By using the isometry between the sum-rank an the skew metric we defined ISRS codes and showed how to use the proposed
decoding schemes for correcting errors in the skew metric.

Up to our knowledge, the proposed decoding schemes are the first being able to correct errors beyond the unique decoding
region in the sum-rank and the skew metric efficiently. The results for the decoding schemes for ILRS codes are validated via
Monte Carlo simulations.

We presented an efficient interpolation algorithm, that solves the interpolation step of the proposed interpolation-based
decoding schemes efficiently by casting the interpolation problem to a minimal approximant bases problem. Using the efficient
interpolation algorithm, the interpolation-based decoding scheme for ILRS and ISRS codes can be implemented requiring at
most O(s¥M(n)) operations in Fym, where M(n) is the cost (in operations in F ;=) of multiplying two skew-polynomials of
degree at most n and w is the matrix multiplication exponent. As a result, we obtained the currently fastest known decoding
algorithms in the sum-rank and the skew metric.
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B. Remarks on Generality

In this paper, we considered codes constructed by skew polynomials with zero derivations, i.e. polynomials from Fym [z, o],
only. The main reason for this is that for operations in Fym [z, 0] we can give complexity bounds, which are of interest in
the implementation point of view. All considered decoding algorithms (Algorithms 1-3), the fast interpolation and root-finding
algorithm (Algorithm 4 and [37]) as well as the isometry between the (burst) sum-rank and skew metric (see [6]) work as well
over Fym [z; 0, 6]. However, the complexity analysis has to be performed w.r.t. this setup (computational complexity may be
larger).

In Section III we considered decoding of homogeneous ILRS and ISRS codes, respectively, i.e. interleaved codes where the
component codes have the same code dimension. We consider these simpler code classes in order to not further complicate the
quite involved notation. All decoding schemes proposed in this paper can be generalized to heterogeneous interleaved codes,
where each component code may have a different dimension, in a straight-forward manner like e.g. in [64], [80]. Denote
by ki,...,ks the dimensions of the component codes and define k := %Zle k;. The resulting decoding regions are then

t< g7(n— k + 1) for list decoding and ¢ < (n — k) for probabilistic unique decoding.

sil
C. Outlook & Future Work

For future work it would be interesting to see how the results generalize for codes and decoder over (particular) rings.

It would also be interesting to derive a Berlekamp—Massey-like decoding algorithm for ILRS codes (in the spirit of [32],
[42] for interleaved Gabidulin codes), which could potentially be implemented efficiently using the fast multi-sequence skew-
feedback shift-register synthesis from [33].

Another interesting direction of future work could be to consider decoding of interleaved variants of the codes from [40],
which can be constructed using smaller field sizes.

So far, no results on the list-decodability of random (linear) sum-rank-metric codes like, e.g. [83], [84] in the rank metric,
are available. Once such results are available it would be interesting to compare the list-decodability of random (linear)
sum-rank-metric codes with constructive results proposed in this paper.
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APPENDIX A
PROOFS AND STATEMENTS FROM SECTION III

A. Proof of Lemma 6

Proof: First we show that if there exists a vector b satisfying (16), then (15) holds. Let b be as in (16) and denote by m;
the i-th row of M. Then we can write A,,—¢—k(b)a M T—-o0 equivalently as

Dl (b)ym; =0, Vi=1,...,s, Vj=0,....n—t—k—1. (44)
Applying D1—t=F=1=J(.) to both sides of equation (44) and using the property of the row operator from (5) we get
protmkmlpyprt=h1=i(m)T =0 Vi=1,...,s, Vji=0,....n—t—k—1. (45)
Substituting j' < n —t —k — 1 — j we may write (45) as
DIt p)DI (my)T =0, Vi=1,...,s, Vj/=0,....n—t—k—1

or equivalently in vector-matrix form as
DL () Ao (M)] = 0.

Hence, D7~ '~%~1(b) T # 0 is in the right kernel of \,,_;_ (M )q, which implies that the IF;m -rank of A,,_;_ (M )q is smaller
than ¢.
Now we show that if (15) holds, there exists a vector b satisfying (16). Let rkgm (Ap—t—x(M)qa) < t. Then there is a

- =T =T
non-zero vector b € F?,, such that b is in the right kernel of rkym (An—;—(M)q). Clearly, all Fgm-multiples of b are also
in this right kernel. Thus we have

(D) An—i—r (M) =0, VEEFm
= ¢&bDL(m;) =0, VE€Fm, Vi=1,....,s, Vj=0,....n—t—k—1 (46)
Applying D, (+) to both sides of (46) and using the property of the row operator from (5) we get
prot=h=l=i(po(n=t=k=D(¢ch)ym] =0, VEE€Fm, Vi=1,...,s, ¥j=0,....n—t—k. (47)
Substituting j' <~ n —t —k — 1 — j and using the property of the row operator from (6) we can write (47) as
DI (o~ (R (DD (B))m, =0, VEEFm, Vi=1,...,s, Vj'=0,....n—t—k (48)
Writing & < o~ ("~t=k=1)(¢) and exploiting the fact that o is an F,m-automorphism, we can write (48) as

DI (DN B))m] =0, VE €Fgm, Vi=1,...,s, Yj'=0,....n—t—k
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or equivalently in matrix form as
Mtk (€DZTTENB) )M =0, Y EFn.

Thus, b := D;(nftfkfl)(l;) # 0 satisfies the equality in (16). Is it left to show that b has sum-rank weight wtsr(b) >
n—t—k.

Suppose, towards a contradiction, that wtyxr(b) = r < n —t — k and rank partition » = (r1,...,7¢) with ; > 0 and
Zle r; = r. Then there is a block diagonal matrix T' = diag(T', ..., T¢) € F,** such that every T; € F,*" is invertible
and such that in every block i = 1,...,/¢, exactly r; entries of bT are non-zero. It is easy to see that these r; non-zero

entries are [F -linearly independent (within a block). We denote the indices of the non-zero positions of bT in the ¢-th block
by 7: € {1,...,n} and T := U{_, 7;. Note that 7 is the Hamming support of the entire vector bT.
By Proposition 2, the r columns of A,_;_x(bT') indexed by 7 have full Fym-rank, i..,

tkgm Atk (bT)] - = 7.
Due to

Mtk (BYM T = A_y_i (bT) (M (T’l)T)T —0

and due to the fact that the columns of A\,,_;—x(bT") indexed by the complement of 7 are zero, we must have that the columns
of M(T™")T indexed by 7T are zero. Hence, we have

dER(M) =dspgr (M (T_l)T)T <t—r<t,

where the first equality is true since (Tﬁl)T is a block-diagonal matrix with invertible (¢; x t;) matrices over F, on the
diagonal, and the last inequality holds since b # 0, so r > 0. This is a contradiction to the assumption dsr(M) = t.
Overall, b fulfills both properties in (16), which concludes the proof. [ |

B. Proof of Lemma 7

Proof: Let t be the rank partition of E. Then there are invertible matrices TW € [Fyyi>™ such that EOT® has exactly
t; non-zero entries. Denote by M € F;ﬁt the non-zero columns of E - diag(T(l), e ,T(e)). By construction, we have

rkgm (An—t—k(E)a) = tkgm (A—t—x(M)a) . (49)
It is readily seen that drawing E uniformly at random with a fixed rank partition ¢, i.e.,
$ t) . sxn . ...
EceW . ={Ec F2X%" : E has rank partition ¢}
results in M being drawn uniformly at random from the set
$ s
M & MDD = {M eFX : wiep(M) =t} .
By (49) and Lemma 6, with E and M drawn as above, we have

Pr(rkgm (An—t—k(E)a) < t) = Pr(rkgm (A—t—x(M)a) < t)
= Pr((16) is satisfied for M) .

We upper-bound the latter probability. First, let b € IFfIm be fixed with wtxp(b) > n —t — k. We count the number of matrices
M with

Mt—x(b)eM ' = 0. (50)

Note that \,_;_(b)a € F((;;t—k)xt

and, by Proposition 2 and wtxr(b) > n —t — k, we have
rkgm (An—t—k(b)a) =n—t — k.
Hence, the right kernel of \,,_;_j(b)q has cardinality (¢)t~("—t=k) = gm(2t=n+k) "and there are at most ¢"™*(2*="+k) many

matrices M satisfying (50). On the other hand, we have,

{M e B35t s wisp(M) =t}] = f[ (MO emit (MO =1}
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where in (x), we use [55, Lemma 3.13]. In summary, the probability that (50) is satisfied for a specific b is upper-bounded by

qms(QtfnJrk)
Pr(M satisfies (50) for a specific b) < .
( ‘{MEFqit : WtZR(M):t}‘
< ngm5(2t7n+k) qfsmt

— ngsm(t—n-l-k). (51)

We union-bound this probability over the choices of b with wtxzp > n — ¢t — k. Note that (50) is the same condition for
two b vectors for which the row space of A,,_;—(b)q is the same. Since this row space is trivially the same for two vectors
b and b’ with b = &b’ for € € Fom, we multiply (51) by the following number*

{beF.. : wixg >n—t—k}| _ame1

< _ |:t:| S quqm(tfl)
qm —1 qm—1 1 qm

Overall, we have

Pr((16) is satisfied for M) < k.t g=mE=ntk)gmli=1)
_ H(l;—l—lqm(t(s-l-l)—s(n—k)—l)

_ Hngl —m((s+1) (tmax—t)+1)

q .
Note that this expression is independent of the rank partition ¢, so it is also an upper bound for Pr(rkgm (An—t—k(E)a) < t)
with E drawn as in the lemma statement (i.e., from the set of all errors of sum-rank weight ¢, and not from the subset £ ®)
with a specific rank partition t). u

C. Proof of Proposition 4
Proof:

e Ad 1): By Lemma 8 there exists at least one nonzero polynomial @ € Q which implies that s’ > 1. Now suppose that
LP.,(Q) = 0 for some Q € Q\ {0}, i.e. we have that deg(Qo) > max{deg(Q;)+k—1}. Since t < F7(n—k+1) and
@ € Q we have that Q(z, f1,..., fs) = 0 (see Theorem 3) which is possible only if deg(Qo) < max{deg(Q,;)+k —1}.
Therefore we must have that deg,,(Q) > D and thus ) ¢ Q. Hence, there are no polynomials in Q (and so in B<p)
with leading position 0 and therefore we must have that s’ < s since by assumption the leading positions of B.p are
distinct and LP. (@) € {0, ..., s} for any Q € Fom [z, y1,...,ys,0].

e Ad 2): Let J = LP._(B.p) and suppose w.lo.g. that deg, (Q")) = D — 1 for all » = 1,...,s'. In case some
Q") have weighted degree less than D — 1 we can increase the degree to D — 1 by taking the left product with an
appropriate a € F [z, 0] without changing LP- (Q(") and the number of solutions of Q) (z, f1(x),..., fs(z)) = 0
for all » € [1, s]. Let Q(Sj) € F’;ék be the submatrix of Qg consisting of the k& columns corresponding to the unknowns

Fi000  (fi0)s e J’(k’l)(ijk,l) and k rows containing inverse automorphisms of the (leading) coefficient qj(»,%_k for

each j € J and some r € [1,s']. Then each ng) is a k x k upper triangular matrix with elements

o~ (P=F) (q§%,k) Lo~ (P=k+1) (q§%,k) o (D-D) (q](._%ik)

on the diagonal since by definition the leading positions of B.p are distinct for all Q") € B.p. Let j, forr =1,...,s
be the indices of the leading terms of the polynomials in B<p and let s’ = |B<p|. Then we can set up an upper block
triangular truncated root-finding subsystem of the form

!/

Ji.0
(J1)
QS ‘ o—(k=1) (fjl,kfl)
Q¢ s : 4
” 7
Qgs ) Js‘ 0
Q U_(k_l) (fjsl,k—l)

“4For the existing failure probability bound in the special case £ = 1, Overbeck [55] uses [i] - ¢™*=1 which is in fact a relatively tight lower

q
bound (see (1)). Hence, the result in [55] rather gives an estimate than a strict upper bound. To obtain an expression that is a strict upper bound, we use the
right-hand side of (1).
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where g, obtained by considering the corresponding entries of g,. We have rkym (Qg)) =k for all j € J and conclude

that rkgm (QRr) > rkem (Q) = 3 je 7 k where the first inequality follows because we considered only a submatrix of Q.

e Ad 3): By 1) and 2) the rank of the root-finding matrix Qg satisfies rk,m (Qr) > s'k. Hence, the dimension of the
solution space of the F,m-linear root-finding system in (26) is at most sk — s’k = k(s — &).

e Ad 4): The F n-linear root-finding system in (26) has a unique solution if and only if the rank of the root-finding matrix
Qr in (28) is full, i.e. if rkym (QR) = sk. By 2) this is satisfied if s’ = s. Now assume that the root-finding system set
up with all polynomials Q(T) € @\ {0} has a unique solution whereas the root-finding system set up with B-p has no
unique solution. Then there exists at least one Q") € Q which cannot be represented as Fym [z, o]-linear combination
of the polynomials QY . Q(S in B.p, which contradicts the assumption that the left IF [z, o]-linear span of the
polynomials in B<p contains Q. Therefore, we conclude that the root-finding system in (26) has a unique solution if and
only if s’ = s.

|

APPENDIX B
PROOFS AND STATEMENTS FROM SECTION IV

A. Proof of Lemma 12

Proof: A vector Q@ = (Qo,...,Qs) € Fym[z,0]*t! satisfies Condition (37) in Problem 2 on iinterpolation points in
U=UMUu®,. . .  U®Y)if and only if each sub block (Qnr, ..., Q,) satisfies (37) on the rows of U ("), Using G(") and
R( ) as above, we can rewrite this condition, restricted to U(%")| as

s+1

ZQj,l(U,gfg) =0 Ve=1,....n0,i=1,....0
i=1 “

s+1
> Qi 1( (fj”)m) =0 V=100 i€,

Jj=nr+1

+1
< Qn, + Z Qj- 1R(T Y mod, Mg, (z)
J=nr+2 V:G(r)
£+1
< Ixr €Fgm[z,0] : Q. + Z Qj71R§r) TG =0
Jj=nr+2
1

(r)
R, o

< Ixr € Fygmz, 0] : (Qm e Qs X,.)- : =0
R\,
G

where B, = {(ﬁéﬁ"i% ai) e J,r=1,.. z/rl)} This is equivalent to (39) since the x,’s are independent of each other,
but the ); are the same for each 7. [ |
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