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ON THE HARDNESS OF CODE EQUIVALENCE PROBLEMS IN

RANK METRIC

by

Alain Couvreur, Thomas Debris–Alazard & Philippe Gaborit

Abstract. — In the recent years, the notion of rank metric in the context of coding theory has
known many interesting developments in terms of applications such as space time coding, network
coding or public key cryptography. These applications raised the interest of the community for
theoretical properties of this type of codes, such as the hardness of decoding in rank metric. Among
classical problems associated to codes for a given metric, the notion of code equivalence (to decide if
two codes are isometric) has always been of the greatest interest, for its cryptographic applications
or its deep connexions to the graph isomorphism problem.

In this article, we discuss the hardness of the code equivalence problem in rank metric for Fqm–
linear and general rank metric codes. In the Fqm–linear case, we reduce the underlying problem to
another one called Matrix Codes Right Equivalence Problem. We prove the latter problem to be
either in P or in ZPP depending of the ground field size. This is obtained by designing an algorithm
whose principal routines are linear algebra and factoring polynomials over finite fields. It turns out
that the most difficult instances involve codes with non trivial stabilizer algebras. The resolution
of the latter case will involve tools related to finite dimensional algebras and Wedderburn–Artin
theory. It is interesting to note that 30 years ago, an important trend in theoretical computer science
consisted to design algorithms making effective major results of this theory. These algorithmic results
turn out to be particularly useful in the present article.

Finally, for general matrix codes, we prove that the equivalence problem (both left and right)
is at least as hard as the well–studied Monomial Equivalence Problem for codes endowed with the
Hamming metric.
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Introduction

The code equivalence problem. — Given two codes over a finite field, the Code Equivalence
problem (CE) asks if they are isometric when embedded with the Hamming metric, namely if
they are image of each other by a permutation. Code equivalence is a longstanding problem in
computer science with many applications to cryptography and strong connections with theoretical
computer science problems such as the graph isomorphism problem. In particular, it has been
proved in [PR97] that the graph isomorphism problem reduces to the permutation equivalence
problem. Therefore any solver of CE in polynomial time would show that the graph isomorphism
problem lies in P , statement for which we do not know if it is true or not despite many efforts.
This result tends to show that we cannot hope to get a polynomial time algorithm for solving the
code equivalence problem. On the other hand, [PR97] also proved that this problem is not NP–
complete unless the polynomial-time hierarchy collapses. Therefore CE lies in an intermediary
situation for which its hardness is not clear.

In another line of works, algorithms have been considered to solve the code equivalence problem.
The first one, proposed by Leon [Leo82], computes a list of minimum weight codewords of both
codes and try to match them (usually with graph techniques) to recover the permutation. However
such approach leads to an exponential time algorithm in average over the inputs. Latter Sendrier
[Sen00] proposed a new approach based on the computation of the hulls (the intersection of a
code and its dual) of both codes. Interestingly enough Sendrier gave an algorithm (when codes
are over the binary field) whose “practical” complexity is exponential in the dimension of the hull
but since their average dimension for random codes is very low [Sen97] it shows that, in average
(and not in the worst case), that for binary codes (and also over F3 and F4), equivalence is easy
to decide. On the other hand, the code equivalence problem remains difficult for q > 5 [SS13].
We emphasize that the efficiency of the aforementioned algorithms rests on heuristics. They may
require an exponential time in some rare worst cases.

Our contribution in this article is to look at the difficulty of the code equivalence problem but
when codes are embedded with the rank metric instead of the Hamming weight. Note that these
kind of equivalence problem exists also with the Euclidean metric where there is a notion of lattice
isomorphism. It has been studied by Haviv and Regev in [HR14].

Rank metric and its applications. — Besides the well known notions of Hamming distance for
error-correcting codes and Euclidean distance for lattices, there is also the concept of rank metric
which was introduced in 1951 by Loo-Keng Hu [Hua51] as “arithmetic distance” for matrices over
a field Fq. Given two n × n matrices A and B over a finite field Fq, the rank distance between
A and B is defined as |A − B| = Rank(A − B). Later, in 1978, Delsarte defined [Del78] the
notion of rank distance on the space of bilinear forms and proposed a construction of optimal
matrix codes in bilinear form representation. A matrix code over Fq is defined as an Fq–linear
subspace of the space of m × n matrices over Fq endowed with the rank metric. Later, in 1985,
Gabidulin introduced in [Gab85] the notion of rank metric codes in vector representation (as
opposed to the matrix representation) over a finite extension field Fqm of Fq. These codes are
known as Fqm-linear codes and they form a particular subclass of matrix codes. In the same
paper, Gabidulin also introduced an optimal class of Fqm -linear codes: the so-called Gabidulin
codes, which can be regarded as analogues of Reed-Solomon codes but in a rank metric context,
where polynomials are replaced by so–called linearized polynomials as introduced by Ore in 1933 in
[Ore33]. Interestingly, Gabidulin codes are almost the only matrix codes for which we known an
efficient decoding algorithm. All matrix codes with an efficient decoding algorithm are Fqm-linear
[Gab85, GMRZ13] (there is also simple codes [SKK10] which are not Fqm-linear but they have
a trivial structure).

The rank metric and the code equivalence problem. — The notion of code equivalence
with the rank metric has been introduced by Berger in [Ber03] (see also [Mor14]) and invariants
with respect to this code equivalence are considered in [NPHT20]. However, contrary to the
Hamming metric case, to our knowledge, neither the algorithmic resolution of the code equivalence
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problem in rank metric nor its theoretical hardness have ever been discussed in the literature. This
is the purpose of the present paper.

Our contributions. — In this article, we discuss the code equivalence problems in rank metric
from a theoretical and algorithmic perspective. Our contributions in this article are three–fold

1◦) We show that the right equivalence problem is easy in the worst case. Interestingly, this proof
involves many theoretical and algorithmic developments from Wedderburn-Artin theory,

2◦) The Fqm-linear case is proved to be reduced to the previous case and hence is easy in the
worst case,

3◦) Finally, the general case is proved to be harder than the code equivalence problem in Hamming
metric by providing a polynomial time reduction.

It is striking to observe that in rank metric we can get worst case polynomial-time algorithms
(possibly Las Vegas) to solve some set of sub-instances of the equivalence problem (points 1 and
2) while no such Hamming counterpart seems reachable. In addition these sub-instances are the
most considered one in the rank metric based literature.

Outline of the article. — The present article is organised as follows. Section 1 recalls main
objects and tools that we consider. Section 2 gives background on the code equivalence problem
in Hamming metric and established various code equivalence problems in rank metric. Our main
results are stated in Section 3 and their proofs are sketched; detailed on proofs are given in the
following sections. In Section 4, we show how to solve the right equivalence problem. Section 5
considers the code equivalence problem for Fqm-linear codes and finally, in Section 6, we present
a polynomial–time reduction from the code equivalence problem in Hamming metric to the (both
left and right) equivalence problem in rank metric.

Acknowledgements. — The authors express their deep gratitude to Hugues Randriambololona
for his very relevant remarks and to Xavier Caruso for pointing out references from representation
theory.

1. Basic objects and tools

Before explaining the main ideas behind our results, we need to recall basic objects and tools
that we consider. In all the article, we will consider two different kinds of objects which we will
refer to codes. Namely:

– vector codes are usual codes, i.e. vector subspaces of Fnq . Such codes are usually endowed
with the Hamming metric. These codes are denoted with calligraphic letter and with the
subscript “Vec” such as CVec;

– matrix codes, are subspaces of Mm,n(Fq) (m × n matrices whose coefficients belong to Fq)
endowed with the rank metric. They are denoted as CMat.

Nevertheless, there is class of vector codes that we can equip with the rank distance. There
are subspaces of Fnqm . Such codes are referred to as rank metric Fqm–linear codes and there are a
particular class of matrix codes which turn out to be the most commonly studied in the literature.
Let us describe them more precisely. Given a vector v ∈ Fnqm its rank weight is defined as

(1) |v|
def
= Span

Fq
{λ1v1 + · · ·+ λnvn : λi ∈ Fq} .

In other words, |v| is the dimension of the Fq–linear subspace of Fqm spanned by the entries of
v. It is well–known that any Fqm–linear code is isometric to a matrix code as follows. Choose an
Fq–basis B = (b1, . . . , bm) of Fqm , then consider the map

(2) MB :







Fnqm −→ Mm,n(Fq)

(v1, . . . , vn) 7−→






v11 · · · v1n
...

...
vm1 · · · vmn
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where for any j, v1j , . . . , vmj ∈ Fq denote the coefficients of vj in the basis B. That is : vj =
v1jb1 + · · ·+ vmjbm. One can easily prove that for any choice of Fq–basis of Fqm , the above map
preserves the metric.

An Fqm-linear code of dimension k is through MB a km–dimensional matrix code ofMm,n(Fq).
However, it requires only k vectors in Fnqm or equivalently k matrices in Mm,n(Fq) to be rep-
resented while a general km–dimensional matrix code of Mm,n(Fq) is represented by a basis of
km matrices of size m× n. Thus, the representation of an Fqm–linear code requires m times less
memory size compared to that of a general matrix code of the same Fq–dimension. This gain
is particularly interesting for cryptographic applications. This is basically what explains why in
general McEliece cryptosystems based on rank metric matrix codes have a smaller key size than
McEliece cryptosystems based on the Hamming metric. All of these proposals (see for instance
[GPT91, GO01, Gab08, GMRZ13, GRSZ14, ABD+19, AAB+17, ABG+19]) are actually
built from matrix codes over Fq obtained from Fqm-linear codes.

On the other hand, vector codes which are Fqm -linear can be viewed as structured matrix codes
with some “extra” algebraic structure in the same way as, for instance, cyclic linear codes can be
viewed as structured versions of linear codes. In the latter case, the code is globally invariant by
a linear isometric transform on the codewords corresponding to shifts of a certain length.

Let P =
∑m−1

i=0 aiX
i+Xm ∈ Fq[X ] be a monic irreducible polynomial of degree m and x ∈ Fqm

be a root of P . Then B
def
= (1, x, . . . , xm−1) is an Fq–basis of Fqm . Let CVec be an Fqm -linear code.

The Fqm-linearity with the definition of B means that:

∀c ∈ CVec, ∀Q ∈ Fq[X ], Q(x) · c ∈ CVec.

In terms of matrices this stability can be expressed as follows. It is readily seen that (see (2) for
the meaning of MB(·))

MB(P (x)c) = P (Cx)MB(c) where Cx
def
=












0 0 · · · · · · −a0

1
. . . · · · · · · −a1

0
. . .

. . .
...

...
. . .

. . .
...

0 · · · · · · 1 −am−1












∈ Fm×m
q

i.e. Cx is the companion matrix of P which represents the multiplication by x in the basis B. In

other words, the matrix code MB(CVec)
def
= {MB(c) : c ∈ CVec} associated to CVec is stable by left

multiplication by an element of the algebra generated by the companion matrix Cx of x.
This property of Fqm -linear codes make them as special a case of matrix codes: they have a

large left stabilizer algebra (see Definition 9). As we will see in Section 5, the easiness of code
equivalence problems for Fqm -linear codes comes, roughly speaking, from the fact that they have
a particular stabilizer algebra.

2. About the code equivalence problem

We arrive now to the core of our paper: the code equivalence problem. We first recall here the
definition of this problem (and some of its variants) for vector codes endowed with the Hamming
metric.

2.1. In Hamming Metric. —

2.1.1. Statement of the problems. — In Hamming metric, the group of linear isometries of Fnq is
the subgroup of GLn(Fq) (invertible n×n matrices over Fq) spanned by permutation matrices and
nonsingular diagonal matrices. Any element of this group can be represented as a product DP

where D is diagonal and P is a permutation matrix. Such a matrix is usually called a monomial
matrix. It is a matrix having exactly one non-zero entry per row and per column.

In Hamming metric, one usually considers two code equivalence problems. Given two codes
endowed with the Hamming metric, there are two natural questions:
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– are they permutation equivalent (image by each other under a permutation)?
– are they monomially equivalent (image by each other under a monomial matrix)?

Some comments. —

1. Note that we only consider linear isometries here. Some references in the literature discuss
semi-linear isometries, i.e. the composition of a monomial transform and some iteration of
a component wise Frobenius map (assuming that the ground field Fq is not prime). This
would lead to an alternative problem but that can be solved from any solver of the monomial
equivalence problem in essentially the same time. Indeed if one can solve this problem in
polynomial time, then it is enough to brute–force any iterate of the Frobenius.

2. Note that MacWilliams equivalence theorem [Mac62, HP03] asserts that if there is a linear
map CVec → DVec which is an isometry, then it extends to the whole ambient space. There-
fore, solving the monomial equivalence problem is equivalent to decide whether two codes
are image of each other by a linear isometry with respect to the Hamming distance.

2.1.2. Algorithms. — Several algorithms appeared in the literature to solve these problems.

– The first work is probably due to Leon [Leo82]. His algorithm computes the full list of
minimum weight codewords of both codes, which requires an exponential running time for
almost any code.

– Later, Sendrier [Sen00] introduced the so–called support–splitting algorithm to decide if
two codes CVec and DVec are permutation equivalent. Its approach consists in comparing
the weight enumerators of the hulls of the codes, i.e. the codes CVec ∩ CVec

⊥ and DVec ∩

DVec
⊥. The cost of this algorithm is heuristically O(2dimCVec∩CVec

⊥

nω) where ω denotes the
complexity exponent of linear algebraic operations. In particular, the algorithm solves easily
the problem if the hulls of the codes have small dimensions, which typically holds [Sen97].
However Sendrier’s algorithm does not extend to solve the monomial equivalence unless q = 3
and q = 4 if one replaces the hull by its counterpart with respect to the Hermitian inner
product.

– In [Feu09] is proposed a notion of normal form of a class of codes under the action of the
monomial group. No mention of complexity appears in this reference but the computation
of this normal form seems to require an exponential running time. In addition, a signifi-
cant speed-up is possible for some input codes using tree–cutting dynamical programming
methods.

– More recently, [ST17, §3.2.4] proposed to decide if two codes are permutation equivalent to
solve a polynomial system with Gröbner bases techniques. Actually this approach can be
extended to the resolution of the monomial equivalence. However, with this use of Gröbner
bases, the average-time complexity analysis is unknown.

2.1.3. Theoretical hardness and known reductions. — From a more theoretical point of view,
what can we say about the hardness of these problems? Their hardness is not so clear, here is
what is known:

– It has been proved in [PR97] that the graph isomorphism problem reduces polynomially
to the permutation equivalence problem. It is also proved in the same reference that this
problem is not NP–complete unless the polynomial-time hierarchy collapses;

– Recently, it was proved [BOS19] that deciding if two codes with zero hull are permutation
equivalent reduces to the graph isomorphism problem;

– Finally, from [SS13], the monomial equivalence problem reduces polynomially to the per-
mutation equivalence problem when the field cardinality q is polynomial in n. However, it
should be noticed that the reduction sends any instance into an instance with a large hull,
hence in the set of instances which seem to be the hardest ones.

The reductions are summarized in Figure 1.

2.2. In Rank Metric. — In rank metric, the following linear automorphisms ofMm,n(Fq) are
well–known to preserve the rank:

– left multiplication by an element P of GLm(Fq) : X 7→ PX;
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Permutation

Equivalence

Graph

Isomorphism

Permutation

Equivalence

with zero

Hull

Monomial

Equivalence

If q = nO(1)

Figure 1. Reductions between various problems. The notation “A −→ B” means that
“Problem A reduces to Problem B in polynomial time”. It can be translated as “If one
can solve Problem B in polynomial time, then one can solve Problem A in polynomial

time.

– right multiplication by an element Q of GLn(Fq) : X 7→ XQ;
– the transposition map X 7→ X⊤ (only when m = n).

A classical result [Hua51] of linear algebra asserts that any rank–preserving linear automorphism
of Mm,n(Fq) is a composition of these three kinds of maps.

Definition 1. — Two matrix codes CMat,DMat ⊆ Mm,n(Fq) are said to be equivalent if there
are matrices P ∈ GLm(Fq) and Q ∈ GLn(Fq) such that CMat = PDMatQ. When P = Im (resp.
Q = Im) codes are said right (resp. left) equivalent.

Remark 2. — Note that the previous definition does not involve the possibility of a transposition.
Hence two square matrix codes CMat,DMat ⊆ Mn(Fq) are equivalent according to our definition
if and only if CMat is the image by a rank preserving linear map of either DMat or D⊤

Mat. In
practice, if we benefit from an algorithm which decides whether two square matrix codes are
equivalent (according to our definition), then by applying the algorithm successively on the pairs
(CMat,DMat) and (CMat,D

⊤
Mat), we can decide whether the codes are image of each other by a

rank preserving automorphism. In short, considering a possible transposition will only multiply
by 2 the algorithm complexity.

Remark 3. — Contrary to the Hamming case there does not seem to exist a rank metric
McWilliams equivalence theorem [BG13, Ex. 2.9]. Two codes may be image of each other by
a linear isometry without being equivalent.

In this way, the code equivalence problem for matrix codes endowed with the rank metric can
be stated as follows.

Problem 1 (Matrix Code Equivalence Problem (MCE)). —

– Instance: two matrix codes CMat,DMat ⊆Mm,n(Fq);
– Decision: there exist matrices P ∈ GLm(Fq) and Q ∈ GLm(Fq) such that

CMat = PDMatQ.

In addition to this problem, one can be interested in the equivalence of the most commonly
used rank metric codes, namely Fqm–linear codes. If codes are represented with vectors, there
is no longer equivalence by left multiplying by a non singular matrix but right multiplication
is still possible. Therefore, when regarding vector codes as matrix codes, using the expansion
operation MB(·) defined in (2), equivalence of Fqm -linear codes can be regarded as a restriction of
the following problem to instances corresponding to matrix representations of Fqm–linear codes.
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Problem 2 (Matrix Codes Right Equivalence Problem (MCRE))

– Instance: two matrix codes CMat,DMat ⊆Mm,n(Fq);
– Decision: there exists a matrix Q ∈ GLm(Fq) such that

CMat = DMatQ.

Finally, let us introduce a last problem which could be more of cryptographic nature. Suppose
given two vector codes CVec,DVec ⊆ Fnqm and two Fq–bases B,B′ of Fqm and consider the matrix
codes MB(CVec) and MB′(DVec). From the data of these matrix codes and without knowing the
bases B,B′, is deciding equivalence easier? This leads to the following problem which is nothing
but a restriction of MCE to the subset of instances of matrix codes arising from Fqm–linear codes.

Problem 3 (Hidden Vector Matrix Code Equivalence Problem (HV-MCE))

– Instance: CMat,DMat ⊆Mm,n(Fq) be two spaces of matrices representing Fqm–linear codes
– Decision: It exists (S,P) ∈ GLk(Fq)×GLn(Fq) such that

CMat = SDMatP.

3. Main results

Our contributions in this article are three–fold

1◦) We propose a polynomial time algorithm to solve MCRE. This algorithm is deterministic if q
is polynomial in mn and Las Vegas for a larger q.

2◦) We prove that HV-MCE is easier than MCE and in particular that it naturally reduces to
MCRE in polynomial time when q is polynomial in mn and via a Las Vegas algorithm for
larger q.

3◦) Finally, we prove that the general problem MCE is at least as hard as ME in Hamming metric
by providing a polynomial time reduction.

This leads to the following statements.

Theorem 4. — MCRE and HV-MCE are in P if q = mnO(1) and in ZPP in the general case.

Theorem 5. — The monomial equivalence problem reduces in polynomial time to MCE.

The why of P v.s. ZPP. — In the sequel, we first propose an algorithm to solve MCRE. Then,
we give a second algorithm which proves that HV-MCE reduces to MCRE. The major tools of these
algorithms are the resolution of linear systems and factorization of univariate polynomials over a
finite field. Linear systems are solvable in polynomial time while for factorization of univariate
polynomials, Berlekamp algorithm [Ber68] is deterministic polynomial only when the ground field
cardinality q is polynomial in the degree. For larger q, one should use a Las Vegas algorithm such
as Cantor Zassenhaus algorithm [Ber70, CZ81]. This is the reason why, for a large q, we cannot
assert that the problem is in P but it is in ZPP.

In order to avoid statements making every time this difference between small and large q we
introduce the notion of F–algorithm.

Definition 6. — An F–algorithm is an algorithm which uses an oracle (subroutine) to factor
polynomials over finite fields. The cost of a call of this oracle is the length of the input of the call.

In the sequel we sketch the proofs of these theorems. The detailed proofs appear in the following
sections as follows. In Section 4 we show how to solve MCRE efficiently. Section 5 gives an efficient
algorithm which reduces HV-MCE to MCRE and therefore proves Theorem 4. Finally, Section 6 is
devoted to our reduction, namely the proof of Theorem 5.
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3.1. A polynomial–time algorithm to solve MCRE. — The resolution of this problem starts
with the computation of an object called the conductor of CMat into DMat and

Definition 7 (Conductor of matrix codes). — Let CMat,DMat ⊆ Mm,n(Fq) and suppose

they have the same Fq–dimension(1) and define the conductor of CMat into DMat as the n × n
matrix space:

Cond(CMat,DMat)
def
= {M ∈Mn(Fq) | CMatM ⊆ DMat}.

Proposition 8. — If CMatQ = DMat for some Q ∈ GLn(Fq), that is to say, if CMat and DMat

are right equivalent, then Q ∈ Cond(CMat,DMat). Conversely, if Cond(CMat,DMat) contains a
nonsingular matrix Q, then CMat and DMat are right equivalent.

The conductor can be computed by solving a linear system with n2 unknowns and K(mn −
K) equations, where K = dim(CMat) = dim(DMat). Indeed, our unknowns are matrices M ∈
Cond(CMat,DMat) whose entries provide n2 unknowns in Fq. For the equations, let C1, . . . ,CK

be a basis of CMat and D1, . . . ,Dmn−K be a basis of the space

{M ∈Mm,n(Fq) | ∀N ∈ DMat, Tr(MN⊤) = 0}.

Then, our equations with unknown M are

Tr(CiMD⊤
j ) = 0, i ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, j ∈ {1, . . . , N −K}.

In many classical situations, m ≈ n, K is linear in mn and then the number of equations is of
O(n4) while that of variables is of O(n2). Thus, the system is over constraint and one can expect
that one of the two following situations appear:

– either Cond(CMat,DMat) = {0} and one can assert that the codes are not right equivalent;
– or dim(Cond(CMat,DMat)) = 1 and, it suffices to pick out one non-zero matrix M in the

conductor and check if it is nonsingular. If it is non singular, we conclude that they are right
equivalent, and provide a matrix M which realizes the equivalence. If M is singular, since
the conductor has dimension 1, any other element of the conductor will be singular too and
we conclude that the two codes are not equivalent.

In both situations, which are the ones that will “typically” happen, MCRE can be solved in poly-
nomial time.

There remains to treat the case where Cond(CMat,DMat) has a larger dimension and may con-
tain both singular and non singular elements. In this situation, how to find non singular elements?
In the other direction, how to assert that any element in this space is singular? Answering these
questions requires the introduction of a fundamental notion: the stabilizer algebras of a matrix
code.

Definition 9 (Stabilizer Algebra). — Let CMat ⊆ Mm,n(Fq) be a matrix code. Its right
stabilizer algebra is defined as:

Stabright(CMat)
def
= {M ∈Mn(Fq) | CMatM ⊆ CMat}

while its left stabilizer algebra is defined as:

Stableft(CMat)
def
= {M ∈ Mm(Fq) | MCMat ⊆ CMat}.

Remark 10. — In terms of terminology, these algebra are also referred to as idealisers or nuclei.
See for instance [LN16, LTZ17].

Remark 11. — The right stabilizer algebra is nothing but the conductor of CMat into itself,
namely Cond(CMat,CMat). In particular, it can be computed by solving a system of linear equa-
tions.

(1)if they do not, then they cannot be equivalent.
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It is easily verified that Stableft(CMat) and Stabright(CMat) are sub-algebras of Mm(Fq) and
Mn(Fq) respectively. In particular, for a given code CMat, its right stabilizer algebra contains
scalar matrices, i.e. matrices of the form λIn. If the stabilizer does not contain other matrices,
it is said to be trivial. Note that most of the matrix codes have trivial stabilizer algebras. The
following statement gives a first motivation for the introduction of these algebras.

Proposition 12. — Let CMat,DMat ⊆Mm,n(Fq) be two right equivalent codes; i.e. there exists
Q ∈ GLn(Fq) such that CMatQ = DMat. Suppose also that dim(Cond(CMat,DMat)) > 2. Then,
CMat and DMat have non trivial right stabilizer algebra.

Proof. — By assumption, there exists M ∈ Cond(CMat,DMat) which is not a scalar multiple of Q
and MQ−1 ∈ Stabright(CMat)r{λIn | λ ∈ Fq} and Q−1M ∈ Stabright(DMat)r{λIn | λ ∈ Fq}.

While we observed that, when the conductor has dimension 6 1, then solving MCRE is easy to
solve. The previous statement asserts that, the cases where the conductor has a higher dimension
while the codes are right equivalent are precisely the cases where stabilizer algebras are non-trivial

In such case, the problem is more technical to prove and requires a further study of the stabilizer
algebra using Wedderburn–Artin Theory. We refer the reader to [DK94] for the mathematical
aspects of this theory and to the works of Friedl and Rónyai [FR85, Rón90] for the computational
aspects. The results of the previous references assert the existence of decompositions

CMat = CMatE1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ CMatEs, DMat = CMatF1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ CMatFt

where the Ei’s (resp. the Fi’s) are projectors matrices onto subspaces in direct sum. Moreover,
these decompositions are unique up to conjugation and deciding the right equivalence reduces to
decide equivalences of these small pieces as detailed in Section 4.2.3.

3.2. Equivalence of Fqm–linear codes. — Clearly, an instance of V-MCE is a particular in-
stance of MCRE and hence, according to the previous discussion, can be solved in polynomial time.
On the other hand, instances of HV-MCE are particular instances of MCE. Thus, solving HV-MCE

requires à priori to look for left and right equivalence at the same time. However, it turns out,
that the Fqm–linear structure permits to treat these problems separately.

Basically, we proceed as follows. We start from a pair of matrix codes CMat,DMat ⊆Mm,n(Fq)
obtained by expanding vector codes CVec,DVec ⊆ Fnqm in (possibly distinct) Fq–bases of Fqm .
The left stabilizer algebras of these codes can be computed and both are either isomorphic to
Fqm or contain a subalgebra isomorphic to Fqm . The latter case is rather more technical to
study (see Section 5.3), thus let us suppose we are in the former case. Classical results of linear
algebra permit to prove that two sub-algebras Stableft(CMat), Stableft(DMat) ⊆Mm(Fq) which are
both isomorphic to Fqm are conjugated and that a matrix P ∈ GLm(Fq), that can be efficiently
computed, such that

Stableft(DMat) = P−1Stableft(CMat)P.

Next, replacing DMat by PDMat, the two codes turn out to have the same left stabilizer matrix
and then, up to some technical details related to the action of the Frobenius map (see Section 5.2),
we are then reduced to decide right equivalence on the two codes.

3.3. Reduction from MCE to ME. — We prove that the general equivalence problem for
matrix codes, MCE, is at least as hard as the monomial equivalence problem ME. We obtain
such a statement by providing a polynomial time reduction from ME to MCE. This reduction was
suggested by Hugues Randriambololona. Another reduction for the search versions of the problems
is given in Section 6.

Consider the map

(3) Φ :







Fnq −→ Mn(Fq)

(x1, . . . , xn) 7−→






x1

. . .

xn




 .
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An important feature of this map is that it sends vectors with Hamming weight t on matrices with
rank t, hence it is an isometry. The reduction rests on the following statement.

Proposition 13. — The map Φ of (3) sends positive (resp. negative) instances of ME into
positive (resp. negative) instances of MCE.

Proof. — Suppose two vector codes CVec,DVec ⊆ Fnq are monomially equivalent, i.e. CVecDP =
DVec where D is a nonsingular diagonal matrix and P is a permutation matrix. Then the codes

CMat
def
= Φ(CVec) and DMat

def
= Φ(DVec) satisfy

P−1
CMatDP = DMat.

Hence, the matrix codes are equivalent.
Conversely, suppose that CVec,DVec are not monomially equivalent while CMat,DMat are equiv-

alent. This entails that CMat,DMat are isometric with respect to the rank metric, and, since Φ
is an isometry too, the codes CVec,DVec are isometric with respect to the Hamming metric. But
from McWilliams equivalence theorem [Mac62, HP03], this entails the monomial equivalence, a
contradiction.

***
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4. Solving the Matrix Codes Right Equivalence Problem (MCRE)

This section is devoted to the resolution of MCRE. As we already noticed in Section 3.1, most
of the time, the resolution of the problem is simple since the conductor Cond(CMat,DMat) has
typically dimension 6 1. If it does not, while the codes are right equivalent, then, according
to Proposition 12, the codes CMat and DMat should have non trivial stabilizer algebras. The
following statements provide further relations between the structure of the conductor with that of
the stabilizer algebras, which will be helpful in what follows.

Proposition 14. — If two codes CMat and DMat are right equivalent, i.e. CMatQ = DMat for
some Q ∈ GLn(Fq), then their right stabilizer algebras are conjugated under Q:

Stabright(CMat) = Q · Stabright(DMat) ·Q
−1.

Proof. — Let D ∈ Stabright(DMat). By definition we have the following computation,

CMatQDQ−1 = DMatDQ−1 ⊆ DMatQ
−1 = CMat

which shows that QDQ−1 ∈ Stabright(CMat) and easily concludes the proof.

This proposition enables to relate the conductor of right equivalent codes to their stabilizer
algebras. It asserts in particular that Cond(CMat,DMat) is a left module on Stabright(CMat) and
a right module on Stabright(DMat).

Proposition 15. — Let CMat,DMat ⊆ Mm,n(Fq) be matrix codes and Q ∈ GLn(Fq) such that
CMatQ = DMat. Then,

Cond(CMat,DMat) = Stabright(CMat) ·Q = Q · Stabright(DMat).

Proof. — Let S ∈ Stabright(CMat), then

CMatSQ ⊆ CMatQ = DMat.

Therefore, SQ ∈ Cond(CMat,DMat) and hence Stabright(CMat)Q ⊆ Cond(CMat,DMat). Con-
versely, let C ∈ Cond(CMat,DMat), then

CMatCQ−1 ⊆ DMatQ
−1 = CMat.

Therefore, CQ−1 ∈ Stabright(CMat) or equivalently C ∈ Stabright(CMat)Q. This yields

Cond(CMat,DMat) ⊆ Stabright(CMat)Q.

The equality Cond(CMat,DMat) = QStabright(DMat) is a consequence of the previous equality
together with Proposition 14.

4.1. Finite dimensional algebras. — As said earlier, the general resolution of MCRE involves
results on finite dimensional algebras and the Artin–Wedderburn theory. Here we recall some
known results in the literature that we will apply to the right stabilizer algebra of our codes. We
refer the reader to [DK94] for further details on the theoretical notions and to [FR85, Rón90]
for the algorithmic aspects.

A finite dimensional algebra A is finite dimensional vector space over Fq which is also a ring
(possibly non commutative) with unit. A way to represent such an algebra is to use a basis
a1, . . . , aℓ together with the collection of so–called structure constants with respect to this basis,
which are a sequence (λijk)i,j,k∈{1,...,ℓ} such that:

∀i, j ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ}, aiaj =

ℓ∑

k=1

λijkak.

Any such algebra can be represented as a subring ofMℓ(Fq) ([DK94, Thm. 1.3.1]).
A finite dimensional algebra is simple if its only two–sided ideals are {0} and the whole algebra

itself. Artin–Wedderburn theory asserts that any simple algebra over a finite field Fq is isomorphic
to Mr(Fqℓ) for some positive r, ℓ (see [DK94, Cor. 2.4.5 & Thm. 5.2.4]). A semi–simple algebra
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is a cartesian product of simple algebras. Another fundamental object is the Jacobson radical of
an algebra A which is defined as:

Rad(A)
def
= {x ∈ A : ∀y ∈ A, xy is nilpotent} .

This is a two–sided ideal and, from [DK94, Thm. 3.1.1], A/RadA is semi–simple. If this last
quotient is a field, A is said to be local.

Finally, another fundamental notion is that of idempotents. An element e ∈ A is idempotent if
e2 = e. In matrix algebras, idempotent are nothing but projection matrices. Two idempotents e1
and e2 are said to be orthogonal if e1e2 = e2e1 = 0. An idempotent e is said to be minimal if e
cannot be decomposed as a sum of two non zero orthogonal idempotents e = e1 + e2. An algebra
is local if and only if its only idempotent is the unit.

4.2. General resolution of MCRE. —

4.2.1. Context. — Let CMat,DMat ⊆ Mm,n(Fq) be two matrix codes. Once Cond(CMat,DMat)
is computed, our aim is to decide, and find if exists, a matrix Q ∈ GLn(Fq) such that

Cond(CMat,DMat) = Stabright(CMat) ·Q = Q · Stabright(DMat).

To solve this problem, we first treat the case where Stabright(CMat) is local. Then, we show how
to reduce to that case using idempotents of the stabilizer algebra.

4.2.2. When the stabilizer algebras are local. — It is easy to decide if CMat and DMat are right
equivalent when Stabright(CMat) is a local algebra. Basically it relies on the following lemma.

Lemma 16. — Let CMat,DMat ⊆ Mm,n(Fq) be two matrix codes that are right equivalent and

such that Stabright(CMat) is local. Let R
def
= Rad(Stabright(CMat)). Then any element of

Cond(CMat,DMat)r (RCond(CMat,DMat))

is nonsingular.

Proof. — By hypothesis, CMatQ = DMat for some Q ∈ GLn(Fq). From Proposition 15,
Cond(CMat,DMat) = Stabright(CMat)Q and hence any element of Cond(CMat,DMat) can be
written CQ where C ∈ Stabright(CMat). Since Q is nonsingular, CQ is singular if and only if C is
singular. Finally, since Stabright(CMat) is local, by [DK94, Thm. 3.2.2], C is singular if and only
if it is in R.

This situation yields Algorithm 1 which decides the right-equivalence problem in polynomial
time when right stabilizer algebras are local.

Algorithm 1: An algorithm to decide the right equivalence problem when stabilizer alge-
bras are local
Input : Two codes CMat,DMat ⊆ Matm,n (Fq)
Output: Codes are right-equivalent or not

Compute Cond(CMat,DMat), R
def
= Rad(Stabright(CMat)) and RCond(CMat,DMat)

Pick A ∈ Cond(CMat,DMat)rRCond(CMat,DMat)

if A non singular then
return Codes are right-equivalent

else
return Codes are not right-equivalent

Theorem 17. — Let CMat,DMat be matrix codes with local stabilizer algebras. Algorithm 1
succeeds to decide if they are right equivalent in polynomial time.
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Proof. — The correctness of the algorithm is a direct consequence of Lemma 16. For the complex-
ity, the computation of the conductor reduces to the resolution of a linear system. The computation
of the radical can be done in polynomial time thanks to [FR85].

4.2.3. The general case. — In the general case, we aim to reduce the case where stabilizer algebras
of codes are local. For this sake, we are going “to decompose” the unit of the right stabilizer algebras
thanks to the following proposition.

Proposition 18. — Let A be a n-dimensional algebra over Fq. Then, there exists a polynomial
time F–algorithm computing a decomposition of the identity of A as a sum of minimal orthogonal
idempotents:

1A = a1 + · · ·+ as.

Furthermore this conjugation is unique to conjugation, namely if:

1A = b1 + · · ·+ bt

we have s = t and there exists g ∈ A× such that, up to re-indexing the bi’s, we have ai = gbig
−1

for any i ∈ {1, . . . , s}.

Proof. — We proceed as follows.

Step 1. Using Frield–Rónyai algorithm [FR85, Thm 5.7], compute the Jacobson Radical Rad(A)
of A. This is done in polynomial time;

Step 2. Compute the semi–simple algebra S
def
= A/Rad(A). From [Rón90, Theorem 3.1] there is a

polynomial time F–algorithm computing bases of simple algebras Si such that

S = S1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ Sr.

This permits to compute the canonical decomposition of the identity into central idempotents:

1S = 1S1
+ · · ·+ 1Sr

,

but these idempotents are not always minimal (unless the Si’s are all fields) and should be de-
composed into minimal ones. As mentioned in Section 4.1, since the Si’s are simple, they are
isomorphic to Mui

(Fqvi ) for some positive ui, vi. Moreover, [Rón90, Sec. 5.1] provides a poly-
nomial time F–algorithm to compute these isomorphisms. In the algebra Mui

(Fqvi ) a minimal
decomposition of the identity is obtained as the sum of the matrices with only one non-zero ele-
ment which is on the diagonal. Using our explicit isomorphism between Si andMui

(Fqvi ), we get
a decomposition of of 1Si

as a sum of minimal orthogonal idempotents and deduce such a minimal
decomposition for S:

1S = e1 + · · ·+ es where s > r.

Step 3. Since the ground field is finite, from Wedderburn–Malcev Theorem [DK94, Thm. 6.2.1],
there exists an injective morphism of algebras S →֒ A and the image of this morphism is unique
up to conjugation. Moreover, such a lift of S can be computed by linear algebra as explained
in [Bre11, § 1.12]. Using this lift, we deduce a decomposition of the identity of A by minimal
orthogonal idempotents:

1A = a1 + · · ·+ as.

According to [DK94, Thm 3.4.1], this decomposition is unique up to conjugation.

In order to decide the right equivalence of two given matrix codes CMat,DMat, we start by
computing their right stabilizer algebras Stabright(CMat) and Stabright(DMat). Thanks to Propo-
sition 18, one can compute minimal idempotent decompositions of the identity of these algebras

(4) In = E1 + · · ·+Eℓ and In = F1 + · · ·+ Fℓ′ .

From Proposition 18 the stabilizer algebras are conjugated if an only if ℓ = ℓ′ and after a suitable
re-indexing, there is a matrix Q such that for any i, QEiQ

−1 = Fi. In particular, if ℓ 6= ℓ′ one can
stop the process, the codes are not equivalent. Hence, from now on, we suppose ℓ = ℓ′. The idea
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of the general case is to apply “piecewise” the algorithm designed for codes with local algebras to
the terms of the following codes decompositions:

CMat = CMatE1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ CMatEℓ and DMat = DMatF1 ⊕ · · · ⊕DMatFℓ.

One technical difficulty to tackle is that terms of the decompositions, are matrix codes whose span
of row spaces are not the full space Fnq . Indeed, considering for instance the case of CMat, the
matrices Ei’s are projectors whose images are in direct sum and any matrix in the space CMatEi

has a row space contained in that of Ei.
To circumvent this issue, we will use the following statement whose proof is left to the reader.

Lemma 19. — Let E ∈ Mn(Fq) be a projector of rank r then there exist two full–rank matrices
A,B ∈Mn,r(Fq) such that

E = AB⊤ and B⊤A = Ir.

Using this lemma, we decompose the Ei’s into AiB
⊤
i and the Fi’s into UiV

⊤
i and will fo-

cus on the matrix codes CMatAi (resp. DMatUi) which are contained in Mn,Rk(Ai)(Fq) (resp.
Mn,Rk(Ui)(Fq)).

Remark 20. — Note that replacing CMat be a right equivalent code CMatQ0 for some Q0 ∈
GLn(Fq) and the Ei’s by their conjugates under Q0, one could get Ei’s of the form

Ei =




















0
. . .

0 (0)
1

. . .

(0) 1
0

. . .

0




















and the code CMatA1 would be the code CMat but keeping only the Rk(E1) first columns of each
element, the code CMatA2 would be CMat but only keeping the Rk(E2) next columns of each
element, and so on.

Toward the computation of a “picewise” right equivalence, we need the following crucial state-
ments. The first one shows that right equivalence entails picewise right equivalence.

Proposition 21. — Let CMat,DMat be two matrix codes in Mm,n(Fq) such that CMatQ = DMat

for some Q ∈ GLn(Fq). Let E1, . . . ,Eℓ and F1, . . . ,Fℓ be minimal idempotents of their stabiliser

algebras as in (4) together with their respective decompositions AiBi
⊤ and UiVi

⊤ according to
Lemma 19. Then, after a suitable re-indexing, for any i the codes CMatAi and DMatAi are right
equivalent.

Proof. — Since the Fi’s are unique up to conjugation, after possibly replacing Q by QS for some
S ∈ Stabright(DMat) one may assume that for any i, Fi = Q−1EiQ. Therefore,

(5) ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ}, CMatEiQ = CMatQQ−1EiQ = DMatFi.

Next, recall that Ei = AiBi
⊤, Fi = UiV

⊤
i with V⊤

i Ui = B⊤
i Ai = 0 and consider (5) again

∀i, CMatAiB
⊤
i Q = DMatUiV

⊤
i =⇒ CMatAi

(
B⊤

i QUi

)
= DMatUi V

⊤
i Ui

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=Iri

= DMatUi,

where ri denotes the rank of Ei.
There remains to prove that B⊤

i QUi ∈ Mri(Fq) is nonsingular. First, note that

Rk(B⊤
i QUi) > Rk(AiB

⊤
i QUiV

⊤
i ) = Rk(EiQFi).
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Since Fi = Q−1EiQ, the right hand side becomes Rk(E2
iQ) = Rk(EiQ) = ri. Therefore B⊤

i QUi

is a square matrix with full rank, it is invertible.

Conversely, the following statement asserts that picewise right equivalence entails right equiv-
alence.

Proposition 22. — Let CMat,DMat and the Ei = AiB
⊤
i and Fi = UiV

⊤
i as in Proposition 21.

Suppose that for any i ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ} there exists Qi ∈ GLri(Fq), where ri = Rk(Ei), such that
CMatAiQi = DMatUi. Then CMat and DMat are right equivalent. In particular,

CMatQ = DMat where Q
def
=

ℓ∑

i=1

AiQiV
⊤
i

and the latter matrix Q is nonsingular.

Proof. — We have,

CMatQ =

ℓ∑

i=1

CMatAiQiV
⊤
i =

ℓ∑

i=1

DMatUiV
⊤
i = DMat

ℓ∑

i=1

Fi = DMat.

There remains to prove that Q is nonsingular. For this, we will prove that

Q′ def=
ℓ∑

i=1

UiQ
−1
i B⊤

i

is its inverse. Indeed, consider their product:

(6) QQ′ =

ℓ∑

i=1

AiQiV
⊤
i UiQ

−1
i B⊤

i +
∑

i6=j

AiQiV
⊤
i UjQ

−1
j B⊤

j .

From Lemma 19, the left–hand sum of (6) is

ℓ∑

i=1

AiB
⊤
i =

ℓ∑

i=1

Ei = In.

For the right–hand sum of (6), note that, again from Lemma 19,

∀i 6= j, V⊤
i Uj = V⊤

i UiV
⊤
i

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=Ei

UjV
⊤
j

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=Ej

Uj = 0.

Hence, all the terms of the right–hand sum of (6) are zero. This concludes the proof.

Finally, we prove that “pieces” CMatAi have local right stabiliser algebras. Hence, equivalence
can be decided using Algorithm 1.

Proposition 23. — Let CMat, Ei = AiB
⊤
i as in Proposition 21. Then, the code CMatAi has a

local right stabiliser algebra.

Proof. — Suppose that Stabright(CMatAi) is not local, then, there is a decomposition of its unit
by orthogonal idempotents Iri = Ei1 +Ei2 , where Ei1 ,Ei2 ∈ Stabright(CMatAi) Then,

∀j ∈ {1, 2}, CMatAiEijB
⊤
i ⊆ CMatAiB

⊤
i = CMatEi ⊆ CMat.

Therefore, AiEi1B
⊤
i and AiEi2B

⊤
i both lie in Stabright(CMat). Next, using Lemma 19, one can

prove that they are orthogonal idempotents whose sum equals Ei, which contradicts the minimality
of Ei as an idempotent of Stabright(CMat).

The previous material permits to solve MCRE with Algorithm 2.

Theorem 24. — Algorithm 2 is a polynomial time F–algorithm solving MCRE.
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Algorithm 2: An algorithm to solve MCRE

Input : Two codes CMat,DMat ⊆ Matm,n (Fq)
Output: Codes are right-equivalent or not

Compute their right stabiliser algebras and minimal decompositions of their units by
orthogonal idempotents:

In = E1 + · · ·+Eℓ and In = F1 + · · ·+ Fℓ′ .

if ℓ 6= ℓ′ then
return Codes are not right equivalent

else
Find a permutation σ ∈ Sℓ such that ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ} it exists a non-singular Qi with
CMatAiQi = DMatUσ(i) (using notation of Proposition 21 ).

if Computation fails then
return Codes are not right equivalent

else
return Codes are right Equivalent

Proof. — The computation of right stabilizer algebras is done in polynomial time. According to
Proposition 18 the computation of minimal decompositions of their units by orthogonal idempo-
tents can be done with a polynomial time F–algorithm.

Next step (clearly if ℓ 6= ℓ′ codes are not right equivalent) of the computation can be done in
polynomial time using a search version of Algorithm 1. Furthermore, if there was a permutation
σ ∈ Sℓ and nonsingular matrices Qi such that

∀i, CMatAiQi = DMatUσ(i),

then according to Proposition 22 the codes are equivalent (and reciprocally) and the equivalence

is asserted by the matrix Q
def
=

∑

iAiQiV
⊤
i which concludes the proof.

5. The Code Equivalence Problem for Fqm–linear codes : an Easy Problem

When described as matrix codes, Fqm–linear codes are nothing but codes CMat ⊆Mm,n(Fqm)
whose left stabilizer algebra Stableft(CMat) ⊆ Mm(Fq) contains a subalgebra isomorphic to Fqm
as in the following definition.

Definition 25 (Representation of Fqm). — A sub-algebra F ⊆ Mm(Fq) is a representation
of Fqm if it satisfies one of the following equivalent conditions:

– It is isomorphic to Fqm as an Fq–algebra;
– It spanned (as an algebra) by a matrix A ∈ Mm(Fq) whose characteristic polynomial is
Fq–irreducible.

In particular, taking any monic irreducible polynomial P ∈ Fq[X ] and CP be its companion
matrix, then Fq[CP ] is a representation of Fqm .

5.1. Statement of equivalence problems for Fqm–linear codes. — Consider an instance
of Problem 3 (HV-MCE) i.e., two matrix codes CMat,DMat ⊆Mm,n(Fq) of which are known to be
matrix representations of Fqm–linear codes but possibly represented in two distinct and unknown
bases. To reduce to an instance of MCRE, our objective is to find a matrix P ∈ GLm(Fq) such that
PCMat is right equivalent to DMat. Such a P will be deduced from the left stabilizer algebras of
the codes. Recall that these left stabilizer algebras Stableft(CMat), Stableft(DMat) can be computed
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by solving a linear system in a very similar manner as the computation of right stabilizer algebras
detailed in Section 4 (see Remark 11). In addition, similarly to Proposition 14, we have that

Stableft(CMat) = P−1Stableft(DMat)P.

Thus our objective is, from the knowledge of the stabilizer algebras Stableft(CMat) and
Stableft(DMat), to solve an algebra conjugacy problem. It will be possible since these al-
gebras contain a representation of Fqm , and hence are non-trivial We treat the problem by
considering separately two cases:

(i) The left stabilizer algebras of CMat,DMat are representations of Fqm ;
(ii) The left stabilizer algebras of CMat,DMat contain representations of Fqm as proper sub-

algebras

5.2. When the left stabilizer algebras are representations of Fqm . — In the sequel, we
need some very classical results in linear algebra and representations of Fqm which are summarized
in the following technical statement.

Lemma 26. — Let A ∈ Mm(Fq) be a matrix whose characteristic polynomial χA is irreducible
(for instance the companion matrix of any monic irreducible polynomial of degree m). Then
Fq[A] ≃ Fqm and

(i) a matrix C ∈ Mm(Fq) commutes with any element of Fq[A] if and only if it is an element
of Fq[A];

(ii) for any x,y ∈ Fmq \ {0} there exists P (A) ∈ Fq[A] such that P (A)x⊤ = y⊤;
(iii) There exists Θ ∈ GLm(Fq) such that

Θm = Im and ∀P (A) ∈ Fq[A], ΘP (A)Θ−1 = P (A)q .

(iv) Any matrix Γ ∈ GLm(Fq) satisfying ΓFq[A]Γ−1 = Fq[A] is of the form Γ = ΘjP (A) for
some P (A) ∈ Fq[A]× and some j ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1}.

(v) any matrix B ∈ Mm(Fq) with the same characteristic polynomial as A, then A and B are
conjugated, i.e. there exists P ∈ GLm(Fq) such that A = P−1BP and P can be computed
in polynomial time.

Proof. — Clearly Fq[A] is commutative. Conversely, if C commutes with any element of Fq[A]
then it commutes with A. Since the characteristic polynomial χA of A is irreducible and Fq is
perfect, then A has distinct eigenvalues and it is a well–known fact in linear algebra that this
latter features entails that C should be a polynomial in A. This proves (i).

Consider the space F
def
= {P (A)x⊤ | P ∈ Fq[X ]} ⊆ Fmq . This space is isomorphic to Fq[X]/(πA,x)

where πA,x is the monic polynomial P of lowest degree satisfying P (A)x⊤ = 0. This polynomial
divides the minimal polynomial of A which itself is known to divide χA. Since, by hypothesis
χA is irreducible, then πA,x = χA and dimFq

F = dimFq
Fq[X]/(χA) = m. Therefore, F = Fmq and

hence contains y, which proves (ii).

Using the fact that Fmq is isomorphic as a vector space with Fqm , the matrices in Fq[A] represent
the multiplications by elements of Fqm in some given basis. The matrix Θ is nothing but a matrix
representation of the Frobenius map x 7→ xq in this basis. This proves (iii).

Let Γ be a matrix such that Fq[A] is globally invariant by conjugation under Γ. This conjugation
map induces a non-trivial automorphism of the field Fq[A] = Fqm , which is nothing but an iterate
of the Frobenius. Therefore,

∀P (A) ∈ Fq[A], ΓP (A)Γ−1 = P (A)q
j

for some j ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1}. Now, Γ−1Θj commutes with any element of Fq[A] and then (iv) can
be deduced from (i).

Let x ∈ Fmq \ {0}, reasoning as in the proof of (ii) we see that (x⊤,Ax⊤, . . . ,Am−1x⊤) is a
basis of Fmq . Let P0 be the transition matrix from the canonical basis to this basis. This matrix

can be computed in polynomial time and Then, P−1
0 AP0 is nothing but the companion matrix of
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χA. Similarly, one can compute P1 such that P−1
1 BP1 equals this companion matrix of χA. The

matrix P
def
= P1P

−1
0 yields (v).

This technical lemma has the following consequence on the matrix representations of Fqm .

Corollary 27. — Let S1,S2 ⊆ Mm(Fq) be two matrix representations of Fqm . Then there
exists a matrix P ∈ GLm(Fq) such that S1 = P−1S2P. In addition, P can be computed using a
polynomial time F–algorithm.

Proof. — First, compute matrices A1,A2 ∈ Mm(Fq) such that S1 = Fq[A1] and S2 = Fq[A2].
Such matrices can be computed in polynomial time. Denoting by χA1

, χA2
their respective char-

acteristic polynomials we have

S1 = Fq[A1] ≃ Fq [X]/(χA1
) and S2 = Fq[A2] ≃ Fq[X]/(χA2

).

Using an F–algorithm, one can compute a root of χA2
in Fq[A1] ≃ Fq [X]/χA1

, and denote it by
P (A1). Then P (A1) has the same characteristic polynomial as A2 and, from Lemma 26(v), there
is a matrix P which can be computed in polynomial time such that, A2 = P−1P (A1)P. Moreover,
for dimensional reasons, Fq[A1] = Fq[P (A1)] and hence

S2 = Fq[A2] = P−1Fq[A1]P = P−1S1P.

So, the first part of our algorithm will consist in computing the left stabilizer algebras of CMat

and DMat (which are assumed to be representations of Fqm). Next, according to Corollary 27, the

stabilizer algebras are conjugated and one can compute (in polynomial time if q = mO(1) otherwise
with a Las Vegas method) P ∈ GLm(Fq) such that:

Stableft(DMat) = P−1Stableft(CMat)P.

Replacing DMat by the left equivalent code PDMat, then the codes turn out to have the same
left stabilizer algebra. Once we are reduced to the case where the two codes have the same
left stabilizer algebra, the following statement asserts that we are almost reduced to solving and
instance of MCRE.

Proposition 28. — Let CMat,DMat ⊆Mm,n(Fq) be two left equivalent matrix codes codes whose
left stabilizer algebras are equal and are representations of Fqm , then there exists j ∈ {0, . . . ,m−1}
such that

CMat = Θj
DMat

where Θ is a matrix defined in 26 (iii).

Proof. — The codes are suppose to be left equivalent, then CMat = SDMat for some S ∈ GLn(Fq).
In addition, if they have the same left stabilizer algebra S, which is supposed to be of the form
Fq[A] ≃ Fqm for some A ∈ Mm(Fq) with an irreducible characteristic polynomial. Then, from a
“left version” of Proposition 14, S is stable by conjugation by S. Thus, from Lemma 26(iv), we
have

S = ΘjP (A)

for some j ∈ {0, . . . ,m − 1} and P (A) ∈ Fq[A]×. Therefore, since P (A) ∈ S = Stableft(DMat),
then SDMat = ΘjDMat, which concludes the proof.

Corollary 29. — Let CMat,DMat ⊆ Mm,n(Fq) which are equivalent, i.e. there exists S ∈
GLm(Fq) and T ∈ GLn(Fq) such that CMat = SDMatT. Suppose that the two codes have the
same left stabilizer algebra which is a representation of Fqm . Then, denoting by Θ the matrix of
Lemma 26 (iii), CMat is right equivalent to ΘjDMat for some j ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1}.

Proof. — Apply Proposition 28 to the pair (CMat,DMatT).

These results yield to Algorithm 3 which decides HV-MCE in polynomial efficiently when left
stabilizer algebras are equal to Fqm .
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Algorithm 3: An algorithm to decide the equivalence problem for Fqm-linear code with
left stabilizer algebras equal to Fqm .

Input : Two codes CMat,DMat ⊆ Matm,n (Fq)
Output: Codes are equivalent or not

Compute the left stabilizer algebras of CMat,DMat and P such that they are conjugated
under P;

DMat ← PDMat

Compute a matrix Θ as in Lemma 26(iii)

for j ∈ {1, · · · ,m} do
Compute ΘjDMat

if CMat and ΘtDMat are right equivalent then
return Codes are equivalent

return Codes are not equivalent

Theorem 30. — Let CMat,DMat be two spaces of matrices representing Fqm-linear codes and
whose left stabilizer algebra is a representation of Fqm . Algorithm 3 is a polynomial time F–
algorithm which succeeds to decide if they are equivalent.

Proof. — The for loop is made at most m times, which is polynomial in the size of the input.
According to Proposition 27, there is a polynomial time F–algorithm computing P. Next, using
the polynomial time F–algorithm described in Section 4.2 one can decide the right equivalence of
CMat and ΘtDMat.

5.3. When the left stabilizer algebras strictly contain representations of Fqm . — In
the general case, it is possible that the left stabilizer algebras contain representations of Fqm as
proper subspaces. To understand the way to proceed, we first have to classify sub-algebras of
Mm(Fq) containing a representation of Fqm , which is the point of the next statement.

Proposition 31. — Let S ⊆Mm(Fq) be an algebra such that

Fq[A] ≃ Fqm  S ⊆Mm(Fq),

then, S is isomorphic to a matrix algebra of the formMm
ℓ
(Fqℓ) for some ℓ dividing m. In addition,

any C ∈ Mm(Fq) which commutes with any element of the centre of S, then C ∈ S.

Proof. — First, let us prove that S is semi-simple, namely that its Jacobson radical is trivial.
Indeed, let N ∈ S \{0} be such that for any M ∈ S, NM is nilpotent. Then, there exists x ∈ Fqm
such that Nx⊤ 6= 0 and, from Lemma 26 (ii), there exists P (A) ∈ Fq[A] such that P (A)Nx⊤ =
x⊤. Thus, P (A)N ∈ S and has a non-zero fixed point which contradicts its nilpotence. Therefore,
Rad(S) = {0} and hence S is semi-simple.

Now let us prove that S is simple. For that, using [DK94, Cor. 1.7.8], we only need to prove
that its centre is simple. But, since S contains Fq[A], from Lemma 26 (i), its centre is contained
in Fq[A] ≃ Fqm and hence is isomorphic to Fqℓ for some ℓ dividing m. In particular, it is simple
and so is S. Therefore, S is isomorphic toMr(Fqℓ) for some positive r and there remains to prove
that r = m

ℓ
.

From Lemma 26(i) any element Fq[A] ≃ Fqm in S commuting with any element of Fq[A] is in
Fq[A]. Using [DK94, Thm. 4.4.6(3)] we deduce that the Fqℓ–dimension of S is (m

ℓ
)2. This proves

that r = m
ℓ
. The former reference permits also to prove that a matrix in Mm(Fq) commuting

with any element of S is in S.

Before describing our algorithm to decide equivalence when the left stabilizer algebras strictly
contain a representation of Fqm , we need the following statement, which is an analogue of 29 in
the current situation. Note that the current situation is in some sense more favorable since we no
longer need to take care of a possible action of the Frobenius morphism.
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Proposition 32. — Let CMat,DMat ⊆ Mm,n(Fq) be two left equalvalent matrix codes, i.e. such
that

∃P ∈ GLm(Fq), PCMat = DMat.

Suppose also that

Stableft(CMat) = Stableft(DMat) ≃Mm
ℓ
(Fqℓ),

for some positive ℓ dividing m. Then, CMat = DMat.

Proof. — Let S
def
= Stableft(CMat) = Stableft(DMat) Using a left version of 14, we deduce that S

is stable by conjugation by P. Since S is a central simple algebra over Fqℓ , from Skolem–Noether
Theorem [DK94, Cor. 4.4.3], its automorphisms are inner and hence there exists R ∈ S such that

∀S ∈ S, P−1SP = R−1SR.

Therefore, the matrix RP−1 is in the centraliser of S inMm(Fq), (i.e. the subalgebra ofMm(Fq)
of matrices commuting with any element of S). The centraliser contains the centre of S, which is
isomorphic to Fqℓ . Using [DK94, Thm. 4.4.6(3)], we deduce that the centraliser and the centre

have the same dimension and hence are equal. Consequently RP−1 is in S = Stableft(CMat) and
hence so is P. Thus, CMat = PCMat = DMat.

With Proposition 31 in hand, we can deduce an algorithm for solving this general case. We
describe it as follows.

1. Compute the left stabilizer algebras Stableft(CMat), Stableft(DMat);
2. Compute their centres Z(Stableft(CMat)), Z(Stableft(DMat)) which are isometric to a same
Fqℓ for some ℓ > 0, otherwise codes are not equivalent;

3. These algebras are respectively isomorphic to Fq[A1],Fq[A2] for some A1,A2 ∈ Mm(Fq)
whose minimal polynomial is irreducible of degree ℓ. A very similar argument as Corollary 29
permits to assert that the algebras are conjugated and one can compute a matrix P ∈
GLm(Fq) such that Fq[A1] = PFq[A2]P

−1.
4. Replacing DMat by PDMat so that the stabilizer algebras of the codes have the same centre

Z. But, from Proposition 31, the stabilizer algebras are then the same since they both equal
to the commutator of Z in Mm(Fq).

5. Now, since the two codes have the same left stabiliser algebra, from Proposition 32, they are
equivalent if and only if they are right equivalent and we can decide this right equivalence
using the algorithm of Section 4.

This enables to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 33. — HV-MCE is in P if q = (mn)O(1) and in ZPP in the general case.

6. Reduction from the Code Equivalence Problem in Hamming Metric

The objective of the present section is to prove that the Matrix Code Equivalence Problem
MCE (Problem 1) for rank metric codes is at least as hard as the Monomial Equivalence Problem.
Compared to the reduction presented in Section 3.3, the following one treats search versions of
the problem and is somehow more explicit.

From the generator matrices point of view, to decide if two codes are monomially equivalent
may be formulated as:

– Instance : Two matrices A,B ∈ Mk,n(Fq).
– Decision : it exists S ∈ GLk(Fq), P ∈ Mn(Fq) be a permutation matrix and a diagonal

matrix D ∈ GLn(Fq) such that:

A = SBDP.

Without loss of generality we can assume that the columns of A (resp. B) are pairwise linearly
independent. If not, we can remove the redundant columns without changing the answer of the
problem.
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Let a⊤1 , · · · , a
⊤
n ,b

⊤
1 , · · · ,b

⊤
n ∈ F

k
q denote the columns of A and B respectively. Similarly to

the previous section, we keep on considering that vectors are row matrices, which explains why
we apply the transposition operator to these column vectors. For any vector x ∈ Fkq and any
1 6 i 6 n, we define the n× k matrix Rowi(x) over Fq whose only non-zero row is the i–th one
which equals x:

Rowi(x)
def
=





0 · · · 0
x

0 · · · 0



 i.

We now build in polynomial time in the size of A and B the following matrix codes ofMk+n,k(Fq):

CMat
def
=

{
n∑

i=1

λi

(
a⊤i ai

Rowi(ai)

)

: λi ∈ Fq

}

,

DMat
def
=

{
n∑

i=1

λi

(
b⊤
i bi

Rowi(bi)

)

: λi ∈ Fq

}

.

The following lemma is crucial for our reduction, it justifies our construction of CMat and DMat.

Lemma 34. — Let U ∈ GLk+n(Fq) and V ∈ GLk(Fq) which verify:

CMat = UDMatV.

Then, there exists a permutation σ ∈ Sn and α1, . . . , αn ∈ F×q such that:
(

a⊤i ai
Rowi(ai)

)

= ασ(i)U

(
b⊤
σ(i)bσ(i)

Rowσ(i)(bσ(i))

)

V.

Proof. — By definition, for any 1 6 i 6 n there exist α1, . . . , αn ∈ Fq such that:

(
a⊤i ai

Rowi(ai)

)

=
n∑

j=1

αjU

(
b⊤
j bj

Rowj(bj)

)

V = U





n∑

j=1

αj

(
b⊤
j bj

Rowj(bj)

)


V.

But now, since U and V are non-singular,

Rk



U





n∑

j=1

αj

(
b⊤
i bi

Rowi(bi)

)


V



 = Rk





n∑

j=1

αj

(
b⊤
j bj

Rowj(bj)

)


 .

Recall that the rows of Rowj(bj) are all zero but the j–th one which equals bj . Here, by
hypothesis, the bj ’s are pairwise linearly independent. Therefore, if there were at least two non
zero αj ’s, then we would have:

Rk





n∑

j=1

αj

(
bjb

⊤
j

Rowj(b
⊤
j )

)


 > 2.

Indeed, the considered matrix would have two independent rows in its lower part. A contradiction

since

(
aia

⊤
i

Rowi(a
⊤
i )

)

has rank 1, which proves the first part of the lemma.

There remains to prove that the map i 7→ j is a permutation of {1, . . . , n}. Suppose that
(

a⊤i ai
Rowi(ai)

)

= αuU

(
b⊤
u bu

Rowu(bu)

)

V = αvU

(
b⊤
v bv

Rowv(bv)

)

V

for two distinct non-zero αu and αv. Since U and V are non-singular, the previous equality implies
that:

αu

(
b⊤
u bu

Rowu(bu)

)

= αv

(
b⊤
v bv

Rowv(bv)

)

.

This contradicts the definition of Rowu(bu) and Rowv(bv)
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Let us now prove that (CVec,DVec) (codes of generator matrices A and B) is a positive instance
of the monomial equivalence problem if and only if (CMat,DMat) is a positive instance of MCE.

6.1. If (CVec,DVec) is a positive instance of the monomial equivalence problem then
(CMat,DMat) is a positive instance of MCE.. — It exists S ∈ GLk(Fq), P ∈ GLn(Fq) a
permutation matrix and D ∈ GLn(Fq) a diagonal matrix such that:

A = SBDP.

Denote by α1, . . . , αn ∈ F×q the diagonal entries of D. Then, for any 1 6 i 6 n, it exists 1 6 j 6 n
(image of i by the permutation given by P) such that,

a⊤i = αjSb
⊤
j and a⊤i ai = α2

jSb
⊤
j bjS

⊤

This gives:
CMat = UDMatV,

where

U
def
=

(
S 0

0 P

)

∈ Mk+n(Fq) and V
def
= S⊤ ∈ Mk(Fq),

which are nonsingular matrices. Therefore, (CMat,DMat) is a positive instance of MCE.

6.2. If (CVec,DVec) is a positive instance of MCE then (CMat,DMat) is a positive in-
stance of the monomial equivalence problem. — By definition, there exist two non-singular
matrices U and V such that:

CMat = UDMatV.

By Lemma 34, for any 1 6 i 6 n, it exists 1 6 σ(i) 6 n and ασ(i) ∈ F
×
q such that:

(
a⊤i ai

Rowi(ai)

)

= ασ(i)U

(
b⊤
σ(i)bσ(i)

Rowσ(i)(bσ(i))

)

V

= ασ(i)U

(
b⊤
σ(i)bσ(i)V

Rowσ(i)(bσ(i)V)

)

.(7)

The above matrices are of rank 1 and their row spaces are generated by ai and bi. Therefore as
they are equal, ai and bσ(i)V are collinear. This yields the monomial equivalence of CVec and
DVec.

Conclusion

This work has presented the equivalence problem of matrix codes endowed with the rank
metric as well as some of its natural variants. Our contribution is threefold. First, as summarized
in Figure 2, we have shown that the code equivalence problem for matrix codes (MCE) is harder
than the monomial equivalence problem. This last problem has been pursued for many years and
works on it tend to show its hardness. Thus, the equivalence problem for matrix codes is not
likely to be easy and could for instance be considered for cryptographic applications. On the other
hand, if one restricts instances in the equivalence problem to Fqm-linear codes (particular matrix
codes that are appealing for cryptographic applications) or only considers the right-equivalence
then it leads to an easy problem in the worst case. Using algorithms from the mathematical field
of algebras we have shown that these problems fall down in P or ZPP depending of the ground
field size q. To our opinion, this work may have extensions that are of interest.

Classification of matrix codes. Our algorithm to decide if two matrix codes are right equivalent
takes advantage of the fact that right-equivalence only shifts (multiplicatively) right stabilizer
algebras of codes by a non-singular matrix. In this way, stabilizer algebras share, roughly speaking,
the same algebraic structure and as we have shown, by decomposing them we can decide if two
codes are right equivalent. Interestingly, our algorithm decomposes right stabilizer algebras as
“minimal atoms”. Then it punctures each code according to these atoms and tries to put them in
correspondence.



ON THE HARDNESS OF CODE EQUIVALENCE PROBLEMS IN RANK METRIC 23

Permutation

Equivalence

Graph

Isomorphism

Permutation

Equivalence

with zero

Hull

Monomial
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Matrix Code
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This work

Figure 2. Reductions around the code equivalence problem with our contribution where
notation “A −→ B” means that “Problem A reduces to Problem B in polynomial time”.

This may remind techniques that are used in Support Splitting approaches [Leo82, Sen00]. It
consists for two codes endowed with the Hamming metric to puncture them and to look if they
both satisfy the same “invariants”. In [Leo82] is proposed to look at the weight distribution of the
punctured codes while in [Sen00] it is this distribution but for hulls. In this light, decomposition
of right stabilizer algebras can be seen as a good invariant for matrix codes. By good we mean that
it is an efficient tool to solve equivalence problems. On the other hand, such invariant remains
weakly discriminant since for arbitrary codes, the stabilizer algebra will be trivial.

This decomposition of stabilizer algebras could for instance be used to classify matrix codes.
Furthermore, stabilizer algebras may help us to identify some properties that could be useful for
decoding algorithms. This would be particularly interesting as we know very few families of matrix
codes that we can decode efficiently. Except simple codes [SKK10] (that have a trivial structure),
all matrix codes with an efficient decoding algorithm are Fqm-linear [Gab85, GMRZ13] which
exactly corresponds to the case where codes have a rich left stabilizer algebraic structure (that we
use to decide the equivalence of these codes).

Finally, it should be emphasized that in the present article, we made the choice to work only
over finite fields, which permits a simpler treatment since any central simple algebra is isomorphic
to a matrix algebra in this setting (trivial Brauer group). However, some literature exists on codes
over infinite fields [Aug14, ALR13, ALR18, ACLN20] and the similar question of solving code
equivalence over arbitrary fields makes sense and is left as an open question. Such a treatment
will probably represent a slightly harder task while involving non trivial central simple algebras.

Our Reduction. We can deduce from our reduction that any algorithm solving a “particular”
instance of the matrix code equivalence problem (codes are generated by matrices of rank one)
provides an algorithm solving the monomial equivalence problem. Therefore, this reduction gives
a new manner to solve the monomial equivalence problem. For instance we could model the matrix
equivalence problem into a system of polynomial equations that we would solve with Gröbner bases
techniques. This approach, thanks to our reduction, would give a new modelling of the monomial
equivalence problem. It may be interesting to study the complexity of this approach as Gröbner
and to compare with the results of [ST17] where permutation equivalence of codes is treating by
solving a system of polynomial equations.
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