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Abstract—Phased burst errors (PBEs) are bursts of errors
occurring at one or more known locations. The correction of
PBEs is a classical topic in coding theory, with prominent
applications such as the design of array codes for memory
systems or distributed storage. We propose a general yet fine-
grained approach to this problem, accounting not only for the
number of bursts but also the error structure in each burst. By
modeling PBEs as an error set in an adversarial channel, we
investigate bounds on the maximal size of codes that can correct
them. The PBE-correction capability of generalized concatenated
codes is analyzed, and asymptotically good PBE-correcting codes
are constructed, recovering a classical construction in a specific
problem instance.

I. INTRODUCTION

A classic topic in coding theory is the correction of bursts

of errors with a known start location and maximal duration,

which arise in various contexts, such as non-volatile memory

systems [4]. In mathematical terms, given an array X ∈ F
n×m
q ,

the goal is to correct errors restricted to an unknown subset

of the columns of X. Such error patterns, known as Phased

Burst Errors (PBE), were first studied in [7] (single PBE) and

[2] (multiple PBEs), and inspired major applications [1].

This work. We consider PBEs as an error set in the context

of adversarial channels [12]. Let E1 ⊆ E2 be arbitrary subsets

of F
n
q , and let 0 ≤ w ≤ m. We say an array X ∈ F

n×m
q is

an (E1, E2, w)-PBE if it has at most w columns in E2, and

the remaining columns belong E1. A code correcting all such

patterns is an (E1, E2, w)-PBE correcting code, or (E1, E2, w)-
PBECC for short; we address the following

Question 1. Given n, m, E1 ⊆ E2, w, what is the maximum

size Aq(n,m, E1, E2, w) of a (E1, E2, w)-PBECC in F
n×m
q ?

More precisely, we examine the asymptotic behavior for m
growing linearly in n and |E1|, |E2| scaling exponentially with

n. Analyzing these error bursts as an arbitrary error set [9],

we derive upper and lower bounds on the size of a maximal

code correcting them. As an application of our results, we

will consider the case where E1 = {0} and E2 is the Hamming

balls centered around zero in F
n
q , see Fig. 1. In this framework,

we compare our new bounds with the classical Hamming and

Gilbert-Varshamov bounds, demonstrating that the structure of

the PBEs enables an asymptotic improvement in code rate for

the same overall error weight.

The structure of generalized concatenated codes aligns

naturally with the structure of phased burst errors, making

them a suitable candidate for code constructions. We provide
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Fig. 1: Two possible Hamming PBEs with n = 5, t = 2,

m = 6, and w = 2. That is, E1 = {0} ⊂ E2 = B2(5, 2).

general guarantees on the PBE-correction capability, which

gives rise to explicit constructions. Our analysis demonstrates

that the constructed codes are asymptotically good, offering

positive rates for all channel parameters with positive GV

bound. For Hamming-metric bursts, we recover the classical

construction of [16] and improve it in particular cases.

Related work. Although the interest in PBEs traces back to

[2], [7], [13] (and [1] as a prominent application), many recent

works have revisited this topic, sometimes under different

terminologies. Most of the literature concerns PBEs in the

Hamming metric: in [6], [14], phased bursts are considered,

where the error columns can have either high or low Hamming

weight. More recently, LDPC codes for correcting phased

bursts of erasures were studied in [17], [8]. The performance

of a PBEC code under random bursts of errors is investigated

in [11]. For cryptographic applications of PBEs and generic

error sets, see [3], [10].

Structure. Section II introduces the necessary terminology

on adversarial channels and arbitrary error sets, and formally

state the problem we are going to study. In Section III,

we derive bounds on the one-shot capacity of the channels

introduced in Section II using the approach of [9] to the study

of arbitrary error sets. In Section IV, we investigate the PBE-

correction capability of generalized concatenated codes. Based

on this analysis, general PBEC codes are constructed, and their

performance is compared with the derived bounds.

Artifacts. The scripts to generate the figures are available

at https://github.com/sebastianbitzer/pbe.

II. THE PBE ADVERSARIAL CHANNEL

A. Notation

For a set A, let |A| denote its cardinality and 2A its power

set. Let V be a vector space, A,B ⊆ V , then the difference

http://arxiv.org/abs/2501.12280v1


set of A and B is the set ∆(A,B) = {a− b : a ∈ A, b ∈ B};

∆(A) = ∆(A,A) is the difference set of A. For an integer s,

[s] = {1, . . . , s}.

For q a prime power and an array X ∈ F
n×m
q , let col(X)

denote the multiset of its columns. For a set A, let |A| denote

its cardinality and 2A its power set. For x ∈ F
n
q , we denote by

wtH(x) its Hamming weight. For 0 ≤ t ≤ n, we denote the

Hamming-metric ball as Bq(n, t) = {x ∈ F
n
q : wtH(x) ≤ t}.

For T = t/n, it holds that

qFq(T )n−o(n) ≤ |Bq(n, t)| ≤ qFq(T )n , (1)

where Fq(T ) = Hq(max{T, q−1
q

}) with Hq(x) the q-ary

entropy function.

B. Problem Statement

We consider the following general communication framework.

Definition 1. Let V be a vector space over the finite field Fq .

An additive adversarial channel on V with error set E ⊆ V is

a function Ω : V 7→ 2V associating to each X ∈ V its fan-out

set Ω(X) = {X+E : E ∈ E} = X+ E .

All mentioned channels will respect this definition, and we

will simply say that Ω is a channel over V throughout the

paper. This and some of the following definitions also work

in more general frameworks, see [12]. A code in V is a subset

C ⊆ V ; if C is a linear subspace, then we say it is a linear

code. A code C is a one-shot code for Ω if for any two distinct

X,X ′ ∈ C we have Ω(X) ∩ Ω(X′) = ∅. For a linear code,

this is equivalent to C ∩∆(E) = {0}, see [9].

Example 2. Let t ≤ n ∈ N; a ubiquitous example of an ad-

ditive adversarial channel is the Hamming Channel HC(n, t),
where V = F

n
q and E = {X ∈ F

n
q : wtH(X) ≤ t} = Bq(n, t)

is the Hamming ball of radius t. One-shot codes for this

channel are precisely the t-error correcting codes in F
n
q .

The one-shot capacity of a channel Ω is defined as

C1(Ω) := max

{

logq(|C|)

dim(V)
: C is a one-shot code for Ω

}

. (2)

C1(Ω) is the normalized maximum amount of information that

can be transmitted using the channel one time and with zero

error probability, since by sending an element of a one-shot

code through the channel we ensure that the output will be

uniquely decodable. This notion is distinct from the zero error

capacity of a channel C0(Ω), which is the maximum rate at

which error-free communication can happen using the channel

multiple times [15], [12].

Bounds on the one-shot capacity of a channel Ω are derived

by closely examining its error set [9]. In particular, for a code

C ⊆ V with |C||E| > |V|, the pigeonhole principle implies that

if there exist distinct elements X,X′ ∈ C such that Ω(X) ∩
Ω(X′) 6= ∅. Then, C cannot be a one-shot code for Ω, yielding

the following upper bound on C1(Ω).

Lemma 3 (Proposition 1, [9]). For any channel Ω over V ,

C1(Ω) ≤ 1−
logq(|E|)

dim(V)
.

A lower bound for the one-shot capacity can be established

via an existence result for linear codes. This is achieved by

considering families of codes with random-like behavior.

Definition 4. A nonempty set F of linear codes is balanced

if every X ∈ V \{0} belongs an equal number of codes in F .

Balancedness is the combinatorial equivalence of random-

ness, in the sense that a random linear code contains any

nonzero element with the same probability, just like a code

sampled uniformly at random from a balanced family. Notice

that the family of all linear codes in V of a given dimension,

Fk = {C ⊆ V : dim(C) = k} is balanced. The following

result gives a sufficient condition for the existence of a linear

one-shot code for a channel Ω.

Theorem 5 (Theorem 1, [9]). Let Ω be a channel over V
with error set E containing the zero vector, and let F be a

balanced family of codes in V . If |∆(E)| ≤ qn−k then F
contains a one-shot code for Ω. It follows that

C1(Ω) ≥ 1−
logq |∆(E)|

dim(V)
.

Example 6. Applying Lemma 3 and Theorem 5 to the channel

HC(n, t) of Ex. 2, we get the classical Hamming and Gilbert-

Varshamov bounds for the rate of block codes respectively. In

fact, when E = Bq(n, t), the difference set is simply ∆(E) =
Bq(n, τ), where τ = min(n, 2t). The asymptotic versions of

the bounds are recovered by applying Eq. (1): we get

1− Fq(τ/n) ≤ C1(HC(n, t)) ≤ 1− Fq(t/n) + o(1) (3)

Given the link to the classical counterparts, we will refer to

Lemma 3 and Theorem 5 as generic Hamming and Gilbert-

Varshamov bounds. In this work, we consider a class of

channels over V = F
n×m
q , where the error set models the

phased bursts mentioned in Section I. For an array X ∈ F
n×m
q ,

let col(X) denote the multiset of its columns.

Definition 7. Let q be a prime power, n,m,w ∈ Z≥0 with

w ≤ m, and E1 ⊆ E2 be arbitrary subsets of Fn
q s.t. 0 ∈ E1.

The set of (E1, E2, w) Phased Burst Errors (PBEs) in F
n×m
q

is the set E = E(n,m, E1, E2, w), where

E = {X ∈ F
n×m
q : ∀x ∈ col(X),x ∈ E2 and

|{x ∈ col(X) : x ∈ E1}| ≥ m− w}.

The Phased Burst Channel (PBC) PBC(n,m, E1, E2, w) is

the channel on F
n×m
q with error set E . A (E1, E2, w)-PBE

Correcting Code ((E1, E2, w)-PBECC) is a one-shot code for

this channel.

The second condition in the set definition implies that at

most w columns of a PBE are in E2 \E1 (bad columns), while

the others are from E1 (good columns). The condition that 0 ∈
E1 allows for error-free uses of the channel and is, therefore,

natural. The case where E1 = {0} (the bursts of error affect

up to w columns, while the good columns are free of errors)

is included in the definition. No constraint on the position of

the bad columns is assumed.



For the setting of Definition 7, dim(V) = nm in Eq. (2), and

C1(PBC(n,m, E1, E2, w)) = logq(A(n,m, E1, E2, w))/nm.

Hence, Question 1 can be equivalently stated as

Question 2. Given n, m, {0} ⊆ E1 ⊆ E2 ⊆ F
n
q and w, what is

the one-shot capacity C1(PBC(n,m, E1, E2, w)) of the Phased

Burst Channel?

While the two questions are equivalent, Question 2 shifts

the focus from the code size to the channel itself, and thus to

the error set. Similar to Ex. 6, we are also interested in the

asymptotic behavior of C1(PBC(n,m, E1, E2, w)).

Definition 8. Let M > 0,W ∈ [0, 1] be fixed constants, then

a sequence of PBEC is a sequence PBC(n,M, E1, E2,W ) =
(PBC(n,m, E1(n), E2(n), w))n∈N such that for any n we have

m = Mn and w = Wm. The associated sequence of PBE sets

of these channels is denoted by E(n) = E(n,M, E1, E2,W ).
We write PBC(n) = PBC(n,M, E1, E2,W ), E(n) =
E(n,M, E1, E2,W ) to highlight the dependence on n when

everything else is clear from the context.

Studying the size of a sequence of error sets as n → ∞, we

can give asymptotic bounds on the one-shot capacity PBCs,

similarly to the ones in Ex. 6 for the Hamming channel.

To illustrate the behavior of our general results, we consider

Hamming-metric bursts as a particular case of Definition 8.

Definition 9 (Hamming PBEs). Let t ≤ n. Then, the Hamming

Phased Burst Channel is the channel H-PBC(n,m, t, w) =
PBC(n,m,Bq(n, 0), Bq(n, t), w). The associated error set is

denoted as H-E(n,m, t, w).

A graphical representation of two elements of a Hamming

PBE channel is given in Fig. 1, error columns are highlighted

in light blue, and blanks are zeros. Coding problems related to

this channel are widely studied in the literature; see [6], [14].

Unlike other authors, we formulate our problem more gen-

erally, studying fundamental bounds and constructions while

also considering the asymptotic setting where the number of

errors is a fraction of the length.

III. BOUNDS ON THE MAXIMAL CODE SIZE

This section analyzes the asymptotic size of sequences of

PBE sets E(n) = E(n,M, E1, E2,W ) (and their corresponding

difference sets) to derive bounds on the one-shot capacity of

the associated channel sequence PBC(n,M, E1, E2,W ).

Definition 10 (Admissible sequences of PBEs and channels).

Let M > 0, and W, c1, c2, c11, c12, c21, c22 ∈ [0, 1] be fixed

constants. A sequence of PBE sets E(n,M, E1, E2,W ) is

admissible if |Ej(n)| = qcjn−o(n) and |Eij(n)| = qcijn−o(n),

where Eij(n) = ∆(Ei(n), Ej(n)), i, j = 1, 2. The sequence of

channels associated with such a sequence of error sets is an

admissible sequence of PBCs. For brevity, the parameter n is

omitted when clear from the context.

We begin by estimating the asymptotic size of E(n).

Theorem 11 (PBE Hamming bound). For an admissible

sequence of error sets E(n) = E(n,M, E1, E2,W ), we have

(1−W )c1+Wc2−o(1) ≤
logq(|E(n)|)

M · n2
≤ (1−W )c1+Wc2

and the one-shot capacity of the corresponding sequence of

channels PBC(n) = PBC(n,M, E1, E2,W ) is bounded as

C1(PBC(n)) ≤ RH + o(1),

where RH = 1− (1−W )c1 −Wc2.

Proof. Looking at the structure of E(n) we find that

|E1(n)|
m−w|E2(n)|

w ≤ |E(n)| ≤

(

m

w

)

|E1(n)|
m−w|E2(n)|

w.

Using m = W · n, w = W ·m, we obtain

(1−W )c1+Wc2−o(1) ≤
logq(|E(n)|)

mn
≤ (1−W )c1+Wc2

and the bound on the one-shot capacity follows from the first

inequality and Lemma 3.

Example 12. Let M > 0, W ∈ [0, 1], and for all n ∈ N let

0 ≤ tn ≤ n be such that limn→∞
tn
n

= T ∈ [0, 1]. Then,

the sequence of Hamming PBE sets H-E(n,Mn, Tn,Wm)
(Def. 9) is admissible according to Def. 10. Since the difference

set of two Hamming balls is a Hamming ball, c1 = 0, c2 =
Fq(T ), c11 = 0, c12 = c21 = Fq(T ), and c22 = Fq(2T ).

Corollary 13 (Hamming PBE Hamming bound). Let E1 =
{0}, E2 = Bq(n, t) with t = T ·n. Then, RH = 1−W ·Fq(T ).

Having found an upper bound on |E(n)| and the maxi-

mum possible code rate in the associated channels (Hamming

bound), we now analyze |∆(E(n))| to obtain a lower (Gilbert-

Varshamov) bound on on the maximal code rate.

Theorem 14 (PBE GV bound). For an admissible sequence

of error sets E(n) = E(n,M, E1, E2,W ), it holds that

logq(|∆(E(n))|) ≤ αMn2 + o(n),

where, if c11 + c22 ≤ 2c12, we have

α =

{

(1− 2W )c11 + 2Wc12, if 2W ≤ 1,

2(1−W )c12 + (2W − 1)c22, if 2W > 1,

and otherwise α = (1 − W )c11 + Wc22. In all cases, let

RGV = 1 − α; then the one-shot capacity of the associated

sequence of channels is bounded as

C1(PBC(n)) ≥ RGV − o(1).

Proof. Any element of ∆(E(n)) is of the form X −Y with

X,Y ∈ E(n). Let X have x ≤ w columns in E2 and m− x
columns in E1. Let Y have y ≤ w columns in E2 and m− y
columns in E1. Then, X−Y with z columns in E22 has x− z
columns in E12, y−z columns in E21, and m−x−y−z columns



in E11. Due to |E12| = |E21|, counting possible column vectors

and their permutations, we bound |∆(E(n))| from above as

∑

x,y,z

(

m

y − z, x− z, z

)

|E22|
z|E12|

x+y−2z|E11|
m−x−y+z

=2O(n) max
x,y,z

|E22|
z |E12|

x+y−2z|E11|
m−x−y+z,

for max{0, 2w−m} ≤ z ≤ min{x, y}. Since |E11| ≤ |E12| ≤
|E22|, the expression is maximized for x = y = w and we get

|∆(E(n))| ≤ 2O(n)|E11|
m−2w · |E12|

2w max
z

|E11|z · |E22|z

|E12|2z
.

If |E11| · |E22| ≤ |E12|2, the maximum is obtained for the

minimal z; that is z = max{0, 2w−m}. For 2w ≤ m, we get

logq(|∆(E(n))|)

n ·m
≤ (1− 2W )c11 + 2Wc12 + o(1) ,

and for 2w > m the result is

logq(|∆(E(n))|)

n ·m
≤ 2(1−W )c12 + (2W − 1)c22 + o(1) .

In case of |E11| · |E22| > |E12|2, the maximum is obtained for

the maximum possible z; that is z = w which results in

logq(|∆(E(n))|)

n ·m
≤ (1−W )c11 +Wc22 + o(1) .

The bound on the one-shot capacity follows from Thm. 5.

Remark 15. In Theorem 14, |E11| · |E22| ≤ |E12|2 can be

considered the standard case, with many choices of E1 ⊂ E2
falling into this category:

• Max-norm: E1 = {−a, ..., a}n, E2 = {−b, ..., b}n, a ≤ b,
• Hamming metric: E1 = Bq(n, t1), E2 = Bq(n, t2), t1 ≤ t2,

• Lin. subspaces: E1 = 〈e1, ..., er〉, E2 = 〈e1, ..., es〉, r ≤ s.

However, there are also cases where the opposite is true. Let

E1 = {0, 3, 7}n ⊂ E2 = {−4, 0, 3, 7, 10}n.

Then, for q sufficiently large, |E11| = 7n, |E12| = 9n, and

|E22| = 13n. Hence, |E11| · |E22| = 91n and |E12| = 81n.

For Hamming PBEs, c11c22 ≤ c12 is satisfied, and we obtain

the following expressions.

Corollary 16 (Hamming PBE GV bound). Let E1 = {0}, and

E2 = Bq(n, t) with t = T · n. For 2W ≤ 1, the rate of any

(t, w)-PBECC is lower bounded by RGV = 1− 2W · Fq(T );
else, RGV = 1− 2(1−W )Fq(T )− (2W − 1)Fq(2T ).

Every (w · t)-error-correcting code in F
nm
q is trivially (t,w)-

PBEC, and these codes are subject to the Hamming and GV

bounds in Ex. 6. It is natural to ask how these rates compare

with the presented bounds for Hamming-metric PBEs.

Comparison 17. Let RH and RGV be the quantities defined

in Corollaries 13 and 16. Comparing with the asymptotic

Hamming and GV bounds for block codes (Ex. 6) we find

RH ≥ 1− Fq(WT ) and RGV ≥ 1− Fq(2WT ),

implying that the upper and lower bounds on the rate increase

asymptotically when accounting for the structure of the PBEs,

instead of blindly correcting any tw = TW · nm errors.

Finally, we note that there are instances where the rate RGV

of Cor. 16 cannot be achieved by a (t·w)-error-correcting code.

Example 18. Let q = 2, T = 1
5 , and W = 1

12 . Then, by the

classical Hamming bound, every code correcting a fraction of

W ·T = 1
60 errors has a rate of at most 0.878. For Hamming

PBEs, Corollary 16 implies that rate 0.880 is achievable.

IV. CODE CONSTRUCTION

It is natural to align the structure of a code construction with

the structure of the errors it is required to correct. Generalized

Concatenated Codes (GCCs) follow this principle, coding both

within and over different blocks [18]. For particular cases, the

correction of burst error was studied in [19], [20]. We refer to

[5] for a comprehensive introduction.

In the following, [n, k,∆(E)]q denotes a k-dimensional

linear code in F
n
q that can correct all error patterns E . For

E = Bq(n, t), we simply write [n, k, 2t+ 1]q as is common.

Construction 19 (GCC [18]). Let inner codes Bs ⊂ . . . ⊂ B1

be given with Bj = [n, kj , dj ]q . Let outer codes A1, . . . ,As

be given with Aj = [m,Kj , Dj]q(kj−kj+1) for j < s and

As = [m,Ks, Dj ]qks . Denote as ⊕ the direct sum and as ⊗
the (tensor) concatenation. Then, a s-level GCC is defined as

C(A[s],B[s]) :=

s−1
⊕

j=1

(

Aj⊗(Bj/Bj+1)
)

⊕(As ⊗ Bs) ⊂ F
n×m
q .

Example 20. Pick B1 = [4, 3, 2]2 ⊂ B2 = [4, 1, 4]2 and A1 =
〈(1, 1)〉F4 , A2 = F

2
2. Then, B1/B1 = 〈(1 1 0 0), (1 0 1 0)〉 and

C(A[2],B[2]) =

〈









1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0









,









0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1









,









0 0
1 1
0 0
1 1









,









0 0
0 0
1 1
1 1









〉

.

Similar to the well-known lower bound on the minimum

distance, we can make the following general observation about

when Constr. 19 is (E1, E2, w)-PBEC.

Property 1. The code C(A[s],B[s]) constructed in Constr. 19

has dimension
∑s

j=1 kjKj . C(A[s],B[s]) is (E1, E2, w)-PBEC

if for each level j ∈ [s]

Dj > 2w and Bj ∩ E11 = {0},

or Dj > w and Bj ∩ E12 = {0},

or Bj ∩ E22 = {0}.

Proof. The dimension is computed as usual. C(A[s],B[s]) is

(E1, E2, w)-PBEC iff ∆E ∪ C(A[s],B[s]) = {0}. This is the

case if ∆E ∪
(

Aj ⊗ (Bj/Bj+1)
)

= {0} ∀j ∈ [s − 1] and

∆E ∪
(

As ⊗ Bs

)

= {0}. Let C be nonzero codeword of
(

Aj⊗(Bj/Bj+1)
)

. Then, C has at least Dj nonzero columns.

Bj ∩ E22 = {0}: Since no element of ∆(E) has a column in

F
n
q \E22, Dj > 0 is sufficient to guarantee that C /∈ ∆(E).



Bj ∩ E12 = {0}: At most w columns of an element in ∆(E)
are in F

n
q \ (E12 ∪ E21). As Bj is linear, Bj ∩ E12 =

{0} ⇐⇒ Bj ∩ (E12 ∪E21) = {0}. Hence, each nonzero

column of C is in F
n
q \ (E12 ∪E21), and Dj > w implies

C /∈ ∆(E).
Bj ∩ E11 = {0}: At most 2w columns of an element in ∆(E)

are in F
n
q \ E11. Since each nonzero column of C is in

F
n
q \ E11, Dj > 2w guarantees that C /∈ ∆(E).

The case c ∈
(

As ⊗ Bs

)

\ {0} follows in the same way.

In the following, Property 1 is illustrated via the specific

case of Hamming PBEs.

Corollary 21. C(A[s],B[s]) is (t, w)-PBEC if ∀j ∈ [s]

Dj > 2w,

or Dj > w and dj > t,

or dj > 2t.

Example 22. Applying Corollary 21, we observe that the code

C(A[2],B[2]) constructed in Ex. 20 is (1, 1)-PBEC.

Inspired by Property 1 and the construction of [16], we

systematically construct (E1, E2,w)-PBECCs via the following

choice of inner and outer codes.

Construction 23 (2-level code). Select B1 = [n, k1, E11]q ,

B2 = [n, k2, E22]q as inner, and A1 = [m,K1, 2w+ 1]qk1−k2 ,

A2 = F
m
qk2

as outer codes. By Property 1, C(A[2],B[2]) is

(E1, E2, w)-PBEC. We select B1,B2 on the GV bound and, for

sufficiently1 large n, A1 MDS. Let |E11| = qc11·n+o(n), and

|E22| = qc22·n+o(n). Then, the overall rate is R2lvl−o(1) with

R2lvl = 1− c22 + (c22 − c11)max{1− 2W, 0} − o(1).

Indeed, Hamming phased bursts recover the code of [16].

Corollary 24 (2-level Hamming PBE code). Let t = T · n,

w = W · n. For E1 = {0}, E2 = Bq
H(n, t), Constr. 23 yields

a (t, w)-PBECC of rate R2lvl = 1 − min{1, 2W} · Fq(2T ),
which is equivalent to the construction in [16].

Example 25. Let q = 2, n = m, T = 0.1, and W = 0.2.

Then, the GV bound is RGV = 0.81. Construction 23 achieves

R2lvl = 0.71 for B2 on the GV bound and A1 MDS.

Constr. 23 utilizes only two out of three conditions of Prop-

erty 1, which allow a direct guarantee on the error-correction

capability. This motivates the following generalization.

Construction 26 (3-level code). Select B1 = [n, k1, E11]q ,

B2 = [n, k2, E12]q, B3 = [n, k3, E22]q as inner codes, and

A1 = [m,K1, 2w + 1]qk1−k2 , A2 = [m,K2, w + 1]qk2−k3 ,

A3 = F
m
qk3

as outer codes. By Property 1, C(A[3],B[3]) is

(E1, E2, w)-PBEC. For sufficiently2 large n, select the inner

codes on the GV bound and the outer codes MDS. Let |E11| =

1|E22| · q−o(n) ≥ m|E11| is sufficient, and often holds for moderate n.
2Here, |E22| ·q−o(n) ≥ |E12|m and |E12| ·q−o(n) ≥ |E11|m is sufficient.
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Fig. 2: Comparison of the rates achieved by Constr. 23 and

Constr. 26 with the GV and Hamming bound for q = 2.

qc11·n+o(n), |E12| = qc12·n+o(n), and |E22| = qc22·n+o(n).

Then, the total rate is R3lvl − o(1) with

R3lvl =

{

1−W (c12 + c22)− c11(1 − 2W ), if 2W ≤ 1,

1− c12(1−W )− c22W, otherwise.

For Hamming PBEs, the following corollary is obtained.

Corollary 27 (3-level Hamming PBE code). For w = Wn,

t = Tn, E1 = {0}, E2 = Bq
H(n, t), Constr. 26 yields a (t, w)-

PBECC of rate R3lvl = 1−WFq(2T )−min{W, 1−W}Fq(T ).

Example 28. For q = 2, n = m, T = 0.1, and W = 0.2,

Constr. 26 achieves R3lvl = 0.76 using inner codes on the GV

bound and outer codes MDS. This represents a significant rate

improvement compared to the 2-level construction (Ex. 25).

The achievable rates of Constructions 23 and 26 are plotted

in Fig. 2 for further parametrizations of the Hamming PBE

channel. Constr. 26 improves over Constr. 23 for all shown

values of W,T . Next, a general formal comparison is provided.

Comparison 29. The rates of Constr. 23 and Constr. 26 satisfy

R3lvl = R2lvl + min{W, 1 − W}(c22 − c12). Similarly, a

comparison with the GV bound (Theorem 14) yields

RGV −R3lvl

min{W, 1−W}
=

{

c22 − c12, if c11 · c22 ≤ c212,

c12 − c11, otherwise.

That is, the GV bound is achieved for c11 = c12, c12 = c22.

Comparison 29 shows that the presented code constructions

generally do not achieve the GV bound. On the other hand, ef-

ficient decoding of the constructed GCCs is feasible, provided

that efficient decoders for the component codes are available.
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APPENDIX

A. Proofs Related to the Proposed Bounds

a) More admissible sequences of error sets and channels:

Thoughout this paper, the behavior of our general bounds

and constructions is illustrated via Hamming PBEs. In the

following, we demonstrate that plenty of other error sets that

appear naturally are admissible according to Definition 10,

expanding upon Remark 15.

Max-norm error sets. Let E1(n) = {−a,−a+1 . . . ,−a}n

and E2(n) = {−b,−b + 1 . . . , b}n with fixed a ≤ b ≤ q−1
2 .

The coefficients for the sizes of E1 and E2 are computed

as c1 = logq(2a + 1) and c2 = logq(2b + 1). The corre-

sponding difference sets are E11 = {−2a, . . . , 2a}n, E12 =
E21 = {−a− b, . . . , a+ b}n and E22 = {−2b, . . . , 2b}n with

c11 = logq(max{q, 4a+1}), c12 = logq(max{q, 2a+2b+1})
and c11 = logq(max{q, 4b+ 1}).

More generally, any error set sequences of the form E1(n) =
(Ẽ1)n, E2(n) = (Ẽ2)n with fixed 0 ∈ Ẽ1 ⊆ Ẽ2 ⊆ Fq are

admissible according to Definition 10.

Linear subspaces. For s = S · n, t = T · n and S ≤ T ,

let e1, . . . , es, . . .et ∈ F
n
q be linearly independent. We set

E1(n) = 〈e1, . . . es〉 and E2(n) = 〈e1, . . . , es, . . . , et〉. The

coefficients for the sizes of E1 and E2 are computed as c1 = S
and c2 = T . The corresponding difference sets are E11 = E1,

E12 = E21 = E22 = E2. Hence, cardinality coefficients are

c11 = S and c12 = c21 = c22 = T .

b) Proof of Corollaries 13 and 16: Let E1 = {0} and

E2 = Bq(n, t) with t = T · n. Then, according to Eq. (1),

c1 = 0 and c2 = Fq(T ). E1 = {0} implies ∆(E1, E1) =
{0} and ∆(E1, E2) = ∆(E2, E1) = E2. Further, ∆(E2, E2) =
Bq(n,min{2t, n}) because any vector of weight at most 2t
can be represented as the sum of two vectors of weight at most

t. Hence, c11 = 0, c12 = Fq(T ), and c22 = Fq(2T ). Then,

Corollaries 13 and 16 follow from Theorems 11 and 14.

c) Proof of Comparison 17: Define EH := {E ∈ F
n×m
q :

wtH(E) ≤ w · t} Then, EH ⊃ E(n,m,Bq(n, 0), Bq(n, t), w),
which implies the statement on the corresponding Hamming

bounds. The comparison of the GV bounds follows from

∆(E)H ⊃ ∆(E).

B. Proofs Related to the Code Construction

a) Properties of Constr. 23: For the given choice of

codes, C(A[2],B[2]) as given in Constr. 23 is (E1, E2, w)-
PBEC according to Property 1. For |E11| = qc11·n+o(n),

|E22| = qc22·n+o(n), the inner codes B1,B2 on the GV bound

have dimensions

k1 = n− n · c11 − o(n),

k2 = n− n · c22 − o(n).

The code A1 can be chosen MDS for m ≤ qk1−k2 . Due to

qk1−k2 ≥ qn·c22q−n·c11−o(n) = |E22|q
o(n)|E11|

−1,

|E22| ·q−o(n) ≥ |E11| ·m is sufficient. Then, A1 has dimension

K1 = max{m − 2w, 0}. The dimension of C(A[2],B[2]) is

computed as max{m − 2w, 0}(k1 − k2) + m · k2. Writing

W = w/n, we obtain

nm · (max{1− 2W, 0}(c22 − c11) + (1− c22))−m · o(n),

and the statement on the rate follows by dividing by n ·m.



b) Properties of Constr. 26: For the given choice of

codes, C(A[3],B[3]) as given in Constr. 26 is (E1, E2, w)-
PBEC according to Property 1. For |E11| = qc11·n+o(n),

|E12| = qc12·n+o(n), |E22| = qc22·n+o(n), the inner codes

B1,B2,B3 on the GV bound have dimensions

k1 = n− n · c11 − o(n),

k2 = n− n · c12 − o(n),

k3 = n− n · c22 − o(n),

The code A1 can be chosen MDS for m ≤ qk1−k2 . Due to

qk1−k2 ≥ qn·c12q−n·c11−o(n) = |E12|q
o(n)|E11|

−1,

|E12|·q−o(n) ≥ |E11|·m is sufficient. Similarly, A2 can be MDS

for |E22|·q−o(n) ≥ |E12|·m. Then, A1 and A2 have dimensions

K1 = max{m − 2w, 0}, K2 = m − w. The dimension of

C(A[2],B[2]) is computed as

max{m− 2w, 0}(k1 − k2) + (m− w)(k2 − k3) +m · k3.

Writing W = w/n, we obtain

nm · (max{1− 2W, 0}(c12 − c11)

+ (1−W )(c22 − c11) + (1 − c22))−m · o(n),

and the statement on the rate follows by dividing by n ·m.

c) Proof of Comparison 29: The proof follows by con-

sidering each case individually.

c11c22 ≥ c212, 2W ≤ 1 : RGV −R3lvl = (c12 − c11)W,

c11c22 ≥ c212, 2W ≥ 1 : RGV −R3lvl = (c12 − c11)(1−W ),

c11c22 ≤ c212, 2W ≤ 1 : RGV −R3lvl = (c22 − c12)W,

c11c22 ≤ c212, 2W ≥ 1 : RGV −R3lvl = (c22 − c12)(1−W ).


