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Abstract—Batched sparse (BATS) code is a network coding
solution for multi-hop wireless networks with packet loss. Achieving a
close-to-optimal rate relies on an optimal degree distribution. Technical
challenges arise from the sensitivity of this distribution to the often
empirically obtained rank distribution at the destination node. Specif-
ically, if the empirical distribution overestimates the channel, BATS
codes experience a significant rate degradation, leading to unstable
rates across different runs and hence unpredictable transmission costs.
Confronting this unresolved obstacle, we introduce a formulation for
distributionally robust optimization in degree optimization. Deploying
the resulting degree distribution resolves the instability of empirical
rank distributions, ensuring a close-to-optimal rate, and unleashing
the potential of applying BATS codes in real-world scenarios.

I. INTRODUCTION

Signifying a trend in the Internet of Things era, multi-hop
wireless networks have gained prominence. Signal fading, inference,
and many other factors can lead to packet loss in such networks.
Meanwhile, traditional strategies for wired networks may be
inadequate for wireless setups. Contemplating a scenario where
every network link has a certain packet loss rate, end-to-end
retransmission is rendered inefficient as ensuring a packet reaches
the destination node without being dropped in any network link
becomes increasingly improbable with a growing number of hops.

Manifesting as a realization of network coding [1], [2], random
linear network coding (RLNC) [3] adeptly attains the network capac-
ity in many scenarios. Instead of store-and-forward at the intermedi-
ate network nodes, store-and-compute is applied. Named recoding,
this computational process generates random linear combinations of
the received packets. Grasping this capability, a node can then create
more packets than received, thereby not conserving the packet flow.

Cognizant implementation of RLNC confronts several practical
concerns. Spearheading many chunks of packets, recoding them
takes a high computational cost. Managing all these packets at the in-
termediate node for recoding imposes demanding computational and
storage costs, particularly for typical intermediate nodes like routers
or embedding devices. Moreover, the coefficient vector attached to
each packet for recording the recoding operations can be very long
as each coefficient corresponds to a data packet. Coupling these
with supplementary mechanisms like encryption or authentication
through homomorphic signatures [4] further increases the costs.

Several meticulous codes, e.g., generation-based RLNC [5], [6],
overhead optimizations [7]–[9], etc., contemplate enhancements to
native RLNC. One variation of RLNC is known as the batched
network coding (BNC) [10]–[16]. In BNC, a batch is a small set
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Fig. 1. Illustrations of significant rate degradation when overestimating the channel
and its impact on rate fluctuation.

of coded packets within which RLNC is applied to the packets
belonging to the same batch. The formation of batches depends on an
outer code such as LDPC [15] and generalized fountain codes [16].

A. BATS Codes and the Degree Distribution Issue

Batched sparse (BATS) codes [16], [17] are a class of BNC that
have a close-to-optimal achievable rate. As a matrix generalization of
fountain codes [18], the encoding process relies on a degree distribu-
tion. Nevertheless, there is no universal degree distribution for BATS
codes [19]. To achieve the best rate of BATS codes, we need to opti-
mize the degree distribution according to information called the rank
distribution at the destination node. The degree distribution optimiza-
tion problem can be formulated as a linear programming problem.

A critical issue of BATS codes lies in their rate sensitivity to the
rank distribution provided for optimizing the degree distribution.
The rank distribution is affected by various factors, such as
channel conditions and recoding policies. It is typically derived
via estimation, e.g., using the empirical distribution. If the channel
is underestimated, too much redundancy will be transmitted,
decreasing the rate. Overestimating the channel is lethal to the rate,
as the belief propagation (BP) decoding algorithm is likely to fail.

To mitigate these issues, extra batches need to be transmitted
to enable BP decoding, significantly degrading the rate. A simple
example in Fig. 1 highlights its importance. Consider a multi-hop
network in which each link has the same independent packet loss
rate. Applying a BATS code with each batch consisting of 8 coded
packets, we aim to decode up to 98% of the data (see precode in
Section II-B), i.e., 98% of the rate in Fig. 1 is capped by the capacity.

Shown in Fig. 1(a), the exact rank distribution for a 20% packet
loss rate is employed to optimize a degree distribution. This degree
distribution is then used across scenarios with packet loss rates per
link ranging from 10% to 30%. The plotted BATS code rate at the
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5th hop reveals that underestimating the channel results in a rate
nearly identical to that of the 20%-loss-rate degree distribution. De-
spite a gap between the true and achieved rates, performance is stable.
However, an overestimated channel leads to a sharp drop in the rate.

Code rates achieved in Fig. 1(b) are recorded after applying a
BATS code with a degree distribution optimized via an empirical
rank distribution from 100 batches, where each link has a 20%
packet loss rate. The simulation is run 100 times for each network
length (the number of hops in the network). The colored region
is between the 1st and 3rd quantiles of the rate. Notably, rate
fluctuations across these runs indicate the instability of BATS codes’
performance. Consequently, the number of batches required for
transmission is unpredictable, necessitating a huge overhead of
batches to ensure reliable communication.

B. Related Works

Most works on degree optimization for BATS codes in the
literature assume the knowledge of an accurate rank distribution.
Only a few works were trying to cope with the rate degradation issue.

Optimization for all rank distributions with expectations no
smaller than a threshold has been studied. It suffices to focus solely
on the rank distributions with the lowest expectation in an equivalent
formulation [17, Ch. 6.4]. This actually explains the worse case
performance in the flat region of the red curve in Fig. 1, i.e., underes-
timating the channel. For simplicity, we call it theµ-universal degree
optimization. However, the choice of threshold from the observed
sample is not discussed. That is, it cannot resolve the rate degradation
issue if the threshold is too large, e.g., the mean of the empirical rank
distribution. More importantly, the overall rate is low as it considers
too many rank distributions “far” away from the empirical one.

Safety margin [20] is another approach. It first uses a Gaussian
distribution to estimate the empirical rank distribution and considers
a worse Gaussian distribution by scaling down the mean while
keeping the same variance. At last, the worse Gaussian distribution
is discretized to be the rank distribution for degree optimization.
However, it is unclear how to select a suitable scaling factor to
maintain a good rate, i.e., it is a trade-off between the stability of
the rate and the gap from the optimal rate. There is no theoretical
guarantee of the performance; say, this approach may not be robust,
i.e., still experiencing a significant rate degradation, when there
are only a few samples to form the empirical rank distribution.
Further, the empirical rank distribution may be totally different
from a Gaussian distribution in a general network, e.g., the variant
of binomial distributions that might have two peaks [21], so the
estimation technique can be wildly inaccurate.

Quasi-universal BATS code [19] considers optimization for
multiple rank distributions simultaneously that produces multiple
degree distributions. According to the number of batches sent,
the source node switches the degree distribution to be used. The
drawback is that if the rank distribution only slightly overestimates
the channel, we will eventually use some worse degree distributions
to finish the transmission. This can induce a big gap from the optimal
rate. However, this approach cannot be applied directly to the single-
cast scenario we considered in this paper because we do not have
multiple estimated rank distributions at the only destination node.

C. Our Contribution

Instead of mindlessly modifying the estimated rank distribution
to a worse one, we consider a distributionally robust optimization
(DRO) approach (see, e.g., [22] for its comprehensive review)
for degree optimization. By considering all rank distributions
in a probability ball centered at the empirical rank distribution,
we optimize for the worst-case performance. The radius of the
probability ball can be calculated from the number of samples that
form the empirical rank distribution to achieve an out-of-sample
guarantee, i.e., we can avoid the rate fluctuation with a high
probability. On the other hand, when more samples are observed,
the estimated rank distribution is more accurate; thus, the overall
rate is higher. This way, we can overcome the unsolved threshold
and scaling factor problems in previous works.

At the heart of DRO lies the crucial task of selecting an
appropriate probability metric. We discuss the choice of probability
metric for the DRO formulation and explain why Kullback-
Leibler (KL) divergence, a common metric in information theory,
is unsuitable for our specific problem. Motivated by the emerging
applications of optimal transport-based DRO in recent literature [23]–
[26], we construct the DRO model using the 1-Wasserstein distance,
which yields the most favorable robust rate. We also compare the
results with the total-variation distance, recently applied in some
DRO literature [27]–[29]. The results are juxtaposed with existing
non-DRO approaches for a comprehensive assessment.

II. BATS CODES

A. Notations

For any non-negative integer Q, define [Q] = {0,1, . . . ,Q}. For
any positive integer R, define JRK = {1,2, . . . ,R}. Denote by 0S
and 1S the length-S zero column vector and all-one column vector
respectively. Fix a finite field Fq of size q.

B. Encoding

To boost the performance of BATS codes, the data to be
transmitted is first encoded by an erasure code, known as a precode,
so that the data can be recovered by receiving a sufficient portion
of the precoded data. This technique was used in Raptor codes [30]
for maintaining a constant decoding complexity with respect to the
data size after belief propagation decoding has been stopped.

The precoded data is then partitioned into multiple input packets.
Each input packet is regarded as a vector over Fq of the same
length. An inappropriate input packet size can induce extra padding
overhead. We can apply an existing optimization [31] to minimize
such overhead. Next, the encoder of a BATS code generates a
sequence of batches. A freshly generated batch by the encoder
consists of M > 0 coded packets, where M is called the batch size.

To generate a batch, we first sample the predefined degree
distribution to obtain a degree. To achieve the best rate, the degree
distribution must be optimized. This degree optimization problem
will be discussed in Section II-E. The value of the degree, d, is the
number of input packets to be contributed in forming the batch. Next,
we pick d input packets uniformly. Each of the M coded packets
in the batch is formed by taking a random linear combination of the
selected input packets. Optionally, we can further apply recoding on
the M coded packets to generate more packets before transmission.



The coded packets of a batch are transmitted to the next network
node when they are ready.

C. Recoding and Ranks of Batches
Recoding of BATS codes is restricted to the packets belonging

to the same batch. A recoded packet of a batch is a random linear
combination of the received packets of the batch.

A length-M coefficient vector over Fq is attached to each packet
to store the recoding operations. Two packets in the same batch are
said to be linearly independent if and only if their coefficient vectors
are linearly independent. At the source node, the M packets in a
freshly generated batch are defined as linearly independent. This
can be achieved by properly initializing the coefficient vectors [32],
[33]. The number of linearly independent packets in a batch is called
its rank, which is a measure of information remaining in a batch.

The number of recoded packets to be generated and sent depends
on the recoding scheme. Basline recoding generates the same num-
ber of recoded packets per batch regardless of the rank of the batch.
Although it is not optimal [34], it is applied in many literature for its
simple implementation and analysis [20], [35]–[38]. Adaptive recod-
ing [39]–[45] optimizes the number of recoded packets per batch
according to its rank. This way, the expected rank of the batches at
the next node is maximized. Note that these schemes affect the rank
distribution of the batches arriving at the destination node.

D. Decoding
Belief propagation is the main decoding algorithm used by BATS

codes. After receiving a batch, the corresponding input packets
can be recovered by solving a linear system if the rank of the
batch is no smaller than the degree of the batch. The decoded input
packets are then substituted to other received batches that cannot
be decoded to reduce the number of variables in them, i.e., reducing
the effective degree of the batch. The procedure is repeated if new
input packets are being decoded. The decoding procedure can be
stopped if the portion of decoded input packets is sufficient for
the precode to recover the original data. Some other approaches,
such as inactivation decoding [30], [46], can be used to continue
the decoding procedure when belief propagation decoding stops.

For simplicity, the rank distribution of the batches arriving at
the destination node is called the rank distribution. The expected
value of this rank distribution is the theoretical upper bound on the
achievable rates [47]. In other words, the ranks of the batches form
a sufficient statistic for the performance of a BATS code.

E. Degree Optimization Framework
Maximizing the achievable rate of a BATS code requires opti-

mizing the degree distribution contingent on the rank distribution of
arriving batches at the destination node. BATS codes for M = 1 de-
generate into a fountain code with a universal degree distribution, in-
dependent of the rank distribution. However, for M ≥ 2, there is no
universal degree distribution for all rank distributions [19, Lem. 1].

In practice, the true rank distribution is uncertain, so we
need to estimate it. An inaccurate estimation can significantly
degrade the performance of the BATS code, especially when the
rank distribution is overestimated. We first introduce the degree
optimization problem that regards the empirical rank distribution
h = (h0, h1, . . . , hM)T as the true underlying rank distribution.

We aim to get a degree distribution Ψ = (Ψ1,Ψ2, . . . ,ΨD)
T for

a fixed, maximum (integer) degree D that can maximize the rate θ.
Let P be the probability simplex of all degree distributions, i.e.,

P = {Ψ = (Ψ1,Ψ2, . . . ,ΨD)
T : ∥Ψ∥1 = 1,Ψ ≥ 0D}.

If D is too small, some important degree might be ignored. By [17,
Thm. 6.2], the rate will not improve for D > ⌈ M

1−η⌉−1, where η ∈
(0,1) is the portion of the precoded data that is sufficient for the pre-
code to recover the original data. It is thus safe to setD = ⌈ M

1−η⌉−1.

Define a vector ℏℏℏ = (ℏ0,ℏ1, . . . ,ℏM)T where for every
s ∈ [M ], ℏs is the probability that a batch is decodable for the first
time when its degree is s. This vector can be obtained by applying a
linear transformation to the rank distribution. More specifically, we
can write ℏℏℏ = Zh. The matrix Z is an (M + 1)× (M + 1) upper
triangular matrix. For simplicity, we count the row and column
indices of Z from 0. The entries of Z are

(Z)s,r =

{
ζrs/q

r−s if s ≤ r,

0 otherwise,
where

ζmr =

{∏r−1
i=0 (1− q−m+i) if 0 < r ≤ M,

1 otherwise
is the probability of an r×m totally random (every entry is i.i.d. and
uniformly distributed) matrix over Fq is full rank. The difference be-
tweenℏℏℏ and h is negligible when the field size is large enough. Prac-
tically, we can approximate Z by an identity matrix I when q = 28.

The necessary and sufficient condition for decoding up to η ∈
(0,1) portion of the (precoded) data can be captured by the inequality

inf
x∈(0,η]

(ℏℏℏT℧(x)Ψ+ θ ln(1− x)) ≥ 0, (1)

where for each x, ℧(x) is an (M+1)×D matrix. Counting the row
index of ℧(x) from 0 but the column index from 1, its entries are

(℧(x))r,d =


0 if r = 0,

d if d ≤ r,

dIx(d− r, r) if d > r > 0,

where Ix(a, b) =
∫ x
0

ta−1(1−t)b−1dt∫ 1
0
ta−1(1−t)b−1dt

is the regularized incomplete
beta function. Inequality (1) can be obtained via differential
equation analysis [16] or tree analysis [48]. We omit x = 0
considered in previous works since it gives a trivial inequality.

The degree optimization problem is formulated in our notations as
max

Ψ∈P,θ∈R
θ

s.t. inf
x∈(0,η]

(hTZT℧(x)Ψ+ θ ln(1− x)) ≥ 0.

When Ψ is unknown, it is unclear how to find an x that solves the
infimum in the degree optimization problem. In the literature [16],
[17], [19], [35], [49]–[52], considering discretized x ∈ X , this
constraint is approximated by discretizing the interval (0, η] into
a finite set X with sufficiently small step size. This constraint is
expanded into |X | constraints. If we know the true rank distribution
h∗, the rate θ̃ achieved by a given degree distribution Ψ is

θ̃ = inf
x∈(0,η]

−(h∗)TZT℧(x)Ψ
ln(1− x)

.

To align with the discretization of x, we can approximate θ̃ by
taking the minimum over x ∈ X instead.



III. DISTRIBUTIONALLY ROBUST OPTIMIZATION (DRO)
The rank distribution supplied for degree optimization is usually

obtained empirically. Although this estimate achieves the lower
bound for the minimax risk up to some constant factors [53], it
makes the degree optimization problem suffer from the out-of-
sample performance. In other words, we desire a degree distribution
with a rate guarantee when the empirical rank distribution is inac-
curate. More specifically, we aim to maximize the rate for the worst
case of all possible rank distributions having a distance smaller than
some value from the empirical rank distribution, i.e., within a proba-
bility ball. At the same time, we desire an out-of-sample guarantee.

In this section, we denote the empirical rank distribution, esti-
mated from N samples, by ĥ = (ĥ0, ĥ1, . . . , ĥm). Let (ZT℧(x))r
be the rth row of ZT℧(x) where the row index counts from 0.
A. Choice of Probability Metric

For the probability distribution h and the empirical ĥ, we choose
the popular KL divergence as the distance metric. To achieve
absolute continuity, we must set a mass ofh to 0 if the corresponding
mass in ĥ is 0, or otherwise the distance is defined to be +∞. This
is unsuitable because the 0 masses in the empirical distribution can
be inaccurate, e.g., not yet received a batch of such rank.

Total variation distance is useful when no natural metric exists for
entries in the support. In our case, this can ignore whether each rank
increment should be equally important. A drawback is that the rate
achieved by the total variation DRO may not be high unless there is a
vast number of samples due to the consistent radius of the probability
ball for various confidence levels for the out-of-sample guarantee.

Wasserstein distance is another prevalent metric in stochastic
optimization. We focus on the 1-Wasserstein distance and use
the absolute value of the difference between ranks as the metric,
ensuring equal importance for each rank increment.

In this paper, we consider both the Wasserstein distance and the
total variation distance to formulate the DRO for degree distribution.
We will compare their performance in Section IV.
B. Wasserstein DRO

We apply the (1-)Wasserstein distance defined as

W(h, ĥ) =



min
γ(r1,r2)≥0,
∀r1,r2∈[M]

∑
r1,r2

|r1 − r2|γ(r1, r2)

s.t.
∑

r1∈[M]

γ(r1, r2) = ĥ, ∀r2,∑
r2∈[M]

γ(r1, r2) = h, ∀r1,

where γ(r1, r2) is a joint probability distribution such that its
marginals are h and ĥ. Define the ambiguity set W by

W = {h : W(h, ĥ) ≤ ρ,∥h∥1 = 1,h ≥ 0M+1}.
The selection of the Wasserstein ball’s radius, ρ, to achieve the
out-of-sample guarantee will be discussed later.

In the degree optimization problem, the rank distribution h
is involved in the constraint only. To include the worst case, the
inequality in the constraint must hold for all h ∈ W. So, the
Wasserstein DRO formulation for degree optimization is

max
Ψ∈P,θ∈R

θ

s.t. θ ln(1− x) + inf
h∈W

hTZT℧(x)Ψ ≥ 0,∀x ∈ X .

By applying the dual formulation to cope with the ambiguity
set [23], we have the following theorem.

Theorem 1. The Wasserstein DRO formulation for degree
optimization is equivalent to

max
Ψ∈P,θ∈R,λ≥0|X|

s∈R(M+1)×|X|

θ

s.t. θ ln(1− x)− λxρ−
M∑
r=0

ĥrsx,r ≥ 0,∀x ∈ X

sx,r ≥ −(ZT℧(x))r′Ψ− λx|r′ − r|,
∀x ∈ X ,∀r, r′ ∈ [M ].

By choosing the radius ρ properly, the ambiguity set W can be
viewed as the confidence set that contains the true (but unknown) h
with high probability, i.e., out-of-sample guarantee. In the following,
for a desired confidence level c, we aim to find a ρ such that

Pr(W(h, ĥ) ≤ ρ) > c.

Let G ∼ N (0M+1,Σ(h)) be a multivariate Gaussian random
vector whose covariance matrix Σ(h) is

(Σ(h))r1,r2 =

{
hr1(1− hr1) if r1 = r2,

−hr1hr2 otherwise.
When the number of sample N → ∞, it has been shown [54] that√
NW(h, ĥ) weakly converges to the distribution characterized by

max
u∈RM+1

G⊤u

s.t. ur1 − ur2 ≤ |r1 − r2|,∀r1, r2 ∈ [M ].
Let X denote a random variable following the above distribution.
We choose

√
Nρ as the (1− c)-quantile of the distribution of X:

Pr(W(h, ĥ) > ρ) ≈ Pr(X >
√
Nρ) ≤ 1− c.

However, X involves the information of h, which is not known
precisely. One approach to approximate X by X̂ is to replace the
covariance matrix Σ(h) by Σ(ĥ). As the probability density of X̂
is intractable, we approximate the probability by L samples of X̂.
Then, we choose ρ = x̂/

√
N , where x̂ be the ⌊L(1− c)⌋-th largest

value among the L samples. Usually, L = 100 is sufficient.

C. Total Variation DRO

The total variation distance is defined as
T(h, ĥ) =

1

2

∑
r∈[M]

|hr − ĥr|.

Define the ambiguity set
T = {h : T(h, ĥ) ≤ ρ,∥h∥1 = 1,h ≥ 0M+1}.

Similar to the Wasserstein DRO formulation, the total variation
DRO formulation for degree optimization is

max
Ψ∈P,θ∈R

θ

s.t. θ ln(1− x) + inf
h∈T

hTZT℧(x)Ψ ≥ 0,∀x ∈ X .

Following the argument similar to Theorem 1, we obtain the
following finite-dimensional reformulation for total variation DRO.

Theorem 2. The total variation DRO formulation for degree
optimization is equivalent to

max
Ψ∈P,θ∈R,
α,β∈R|X|

θ

s.t. θ ln(1− x)− 2ρβx + ĥTZT℧(x)Ψ ≥ 0,∀x ∈ X
βx ≥ |(ZT℧(x))rΨ+ αx|,∀x ∈ X ,∀r ∈ [M ].



Fig. 2. The 1st and 3rd quantiles of rate for different approaches: Approaches in literature and both DROs can significantly reduce the fluctuation of rates. The Wasserstein
DRO has a close-to-optimal rate, where its plot almost collides with the optimal curve. Also, 98% of the rate is upper-bounded by the expected rank (or capacity).

According to [55], for the desired confidence level c, we have
Pr(T(h, ĥ) ≤ ρ) ≥ c if

N ≥ max{M + 1,2 ln(2/(1− c))}
ρ2

.

The radius to ensure the coverage rate of c is therefore

ρ =

√
max{M + 1,2 ln(2/(1− c))}

N
.

We have 2 ln(2/(1− c)) ≥ M +1 if and only if c ≥ 1− 2e−
M+1

2 .
For a typical batch size, say, M = 8, the above inequality gives
c ≳ 97.778%. Therefore, the maximum term is dominant by M+1
unless we aim at a very high confidence level. To reduce the radius,
we mainly rely on a larger

√
N .

IV. NUMERICAL EVALUATIONS

We evaluate the rate of BATS codes achieved by various
approaches to obtain the degree distribution in multi-hop networks
with varying numbers of hops, where all links have the same
independent packet loss rate p. For the optimization, we use
η = 0.98, aiming to decode up to 98% of the precoded data for
effective recovery of the original data. This ensures that 98% of
the rate is capped by the capacity, thus we can see in Fig. 2 that
the optimal rate at the first hop is larger than 1− p.

To simulate practical scenarios, we obtain empirical rank
distributions from N batches for degree optimizations. In each
setup in Fig. 2, we draw the curves for the 1st and 3rd quantiles with
the region between them shaded. The top blue curve (“optimal”)
is the optimal BATS code rate achievable when the underlying rank
distribution is known, serving as an upper bound on the rate. The
red region (“direct”) below is the rate by optimizing the degree
distribution directly via the empirical rank distribution. Due to the
notable rate drop caused by channel overestimation, the rates in
different runs differ significantly, especially when the number of
samples N is small, leading to a prominent red band in the plots.

To avoid channel overestimation, we scale down the mean of the
empirical rank distribution by a factor of 0.9 for both the µ-universal

degree distribution [17] and the safety margin [20]. The rate for the
green region (“µ-universal”) is very stable, yet it is far from optimal.
The rate fluctuation for the cyan region (“safety margin”) is reduced,
though its rate is lower than the µ-universal rate when the number
of hops is small. Notably, the rate of safety margin drops at a slower
pace than that of the µ-universal one, ultimately surpassing it with
an increased number of hops in the network.

For both DROs, we choose c = 90%. The rate achieved by the
brown region (“total variation DRO”) highly depends on N . When
N = 100, the rate can be significantly lower than all the other
approaches for the considerable radius of the probability ball to cover
too many rank distributions. When N = 1000, the rate surpasses
that of µ-universal and safety margin. In both cases, the rate fluctu-
ation is very small. This suggests that not all probability metrics are
conducive to maximizing the rate in DRO of degree distribution.

Lastly, the gray region (“Wasserstein DRO”) performs best
among all schemes in each plot. Positioned at the topmost part of
the red region, it exhibits a minimal gap from the optimal rate while
maintaining remarkable rate stability.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

The rate of BATS codes is unstable due to the use of inaccurate
rank distribution for optimizing the degree distribution, which makes
the transmission overhead unpredictable. While existing approaches
have mitigated the rate fluctuation, they have concurrently led
to a significant reduction in the overall rate. We presented the
Wasserstein DRO solution to resolve the unstable rate issue of
BATS codes while simultaneously achieving a close-to-optimal
rate. We also showed that not all probability metrics are suitable for
DRO of degree distribution. For example, the total variation DRO
requires a substantial sample size to obtain a higher rate. Future
research may explore the efficiency of a more general ϕ-divergence
for DRO and compare it with Wasserstein DRO.



REFERENCES

[1] S.-Y. R. Li, R. W. Yeung, and N. Cai, “Linear network coding,” IEEE Trans.
Inf. Theory, vol. 49, no. 2, pp. 371–381, Feb. 2003.

[2] R. Ahlswede, N. Cai, S.-Y. R. Li, and R. W. Yeung, “Network information
flow,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 46, no. 4, pp. 1204–1216, Jul. 2000.

[3] T. Ho, M. Médard, R. Koetter, D. R. Karger, M. Effros, J. Shi, and B. Leong,
“A random linear network coding approach to multicast,” IEEE Trans. Inf.
Theory, vol. 52, no. 10, pp. 4413–4430, Oct. 2006.

[4] F. Chen, T. Xiang, Y. Yang, and S. S. M. Chow, “Secure cloud storage meets
with secure network coding,” IEEE Trans. Computers, vol. 65, no. 6, pp.
1936–1948, 2016.

[5] P. A. Chou, Y. Wu, and K. Jain, “Practical network coding,” in Allerton Conf.
on Communication, Control, and Computing, 2003, pp. 40–49.

[6] S. Wunderlich, F. Gabriel, S. Pandi, F. H. P. Fitzek, and M. Reisslein,
“Caterpillar RLNC (CRLNC): A practical finite sliding window RLNC
approach,” IEEE Access, vol. 5, pp. 20 183–20 197, 2017.

[7] C. de Alwis, H. Kodikara Arachchi, A. Fernando, and A. Kondoz, “Towards
minimising the coefficient vector overhead in random linear network coding,”
in ICASSP, 2013, pp. 5127–5131.

[8] D. Silva, “Minimum-overhead network coding in the short packet regime,” in
NetCod, 2012, pp. 173–178.

[9] D. Gligoroski, K. Kralevska, and H. Øverby, “Minimal header overhead for
random linear network coding,” in ICCW, 2015, pp. 680–685.

[10] D. Silva, W. Zeng, and F. R. Kschischang, “Sparse network coding with
overlapping classes,” in NetCod, 2009, pp. 74–79.

[11] A. Heidarzadeh and A. H. Banihashemi, “Overlapped chunked network
coding,” in ITW, 2010, pp. 1–5.

[12] Y. Li, E. Soljanin, and P. Spasojevic, “Effects of the generation size and overlap
on throughput and complexity in randomized linear network coding,” IEEE
Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 57, no. 2, pp. 1111–1123, Feb. 2011.

[13] B. Tang, S. Yang, Y. Yin, B. Ye, and S. Lu, “Expander graph based overlapped
chunked codes,” in ISIT, 2012, pp. 2451–2455.

[14] K. Mahdaviani, M. Ardakani, H. Bagheri, and C. Tellambura, “Gamma codes:
A low-overhead linear-complexity network coding solution,” in NetCod, 2012,
pp. 125–130.

[15] B. Tang and S. Yang, “An LDPC approach for chunked network codes,”
IEEE/ACM Trans. Netw., vol. 26, no. 1, pp. 605–617, Feb. 2018.

[16] S. Yang and R. W. Yeung, “Batched sparse codes,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory,
vol. 60, no. 9, pp. 5322–5346, Sep. 2014.

[17] ——, BATS Codes: Theory and Practice, ser. Synthesis Lectures on
Communication Networks. Morgan & Claypool Publishers, 2017.

[18] M. Luby, “LT codes,” in FOCS, 2002, pp. 271–282.
[19] X. Xu, Y. L. Guan, Y. Zeng, and C.-C. Chui, “Quasi-universal BATS code,”

IEEE Trans. Veh. Technol., vol. 66, no. 4, pp. 3497–3501, 2017.
[20] H. Zhang, K. Sun, Q. Huang, Y. Wen, and D. Wu, “FUN coding: Design and

analysis,” IEEE/ACM Trans. Netw., vol. 24, no. 6, pp. 3340–3353, Dec. 2016.
[21] H. H. F. Yin and M. Tahernia, “Multi-phase recoding for batched network

coding,” in ITW, 2022, pp. 25–30.
[22] F. Lin, X. Fang, and Z. Gao, “Distributionally robust optimization: A review

on theory and applications,” Numerical Algebra, Control and Optimization,
vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 159–212, 2022.

[23] R. Gao and A. Kleywegt, “Distributionally robust stochastic optimization with
Wasserstein distance,” Math. Oper. Res., vol. 48, no. 2, pp. 603–655, May 2023.

[24] J. Blanchet and K. Murthy, “Quantifying distributional model risk via optimal
transport,” Math. of Operations Research, vol. 44, no. 2, pp. 565–600, 2019.

[25] J. Blanchet, Y. Kang, and K. Murthy, “Robust Wasserstein profile inference
and applications to machine learning,” Journal of Applied Probability, vol. 56,
no. 3, pp. 830–857, 2019.

[26] L. Zhang, J. Yang, and R. Gao, “A simple and general duality proof for
Wasserstein distributionally robust optimization,” arXiv:2205.00362, 2022.

[27] H. Rahimian, G. Bayraksan, and T. Homem-de Mello, “Identifying effective
scenarios in distributionally robust stochastic programs with total variation
distance,” Math. Program., vol. 173, no. 1–2, pp. 393–430, Jan. 2019.

[28] F. Farokhi, “Distributionally robust optimization with noisy data for discrete
uncertainties using total variation distance,” IEEE Control Syst. Lett., vol. 7,
pp. 1494–1499, Apr. 2023.

[29] A. Dixit, M. Ahmadi, and J. W. Burdick, “Distributionally robust model
predictive control with total variation distance,” IEEE Control Systems Letters,
vol. 6, pp. 3325–3330, Jun. 2022.

[30] A. Shokrollahi, “Raptor codes,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 52, no. 6, pp.
2551–2567, Jun. 2006.

[31] H. H. F. Yin, H. W. H. Wong, M. Tahernia, and J. Qing, “Packet size
optimization for batched network coding,” in ISIT, 2022, pp. 1584–1589.

[32] S. Yang and R. W. Yeung, “Network communication protocol design from
the perspective of batched network coding,” IEEE Commun. Mag., vol. 60,
no. 1, pp. 89–93, Jan. 2022.

[33] H. H. F. Yin, R. W. Yeung, and S. Yang, “A protocol design paradigm for
batched sparse codes,” Entropy, vol. 22, no. 7, Jul. 2020, Art. no. 790.

[34] S. Yang, R. W. Yeung, J. H. F. Cheung, and H. H. F. Yin, “BATS: Network
coding in action,” in Allerton Conf., 2014, pp. 1204–1211.

[35] Q. Zhou, S. Yang, H. H. F. Yin, and B. Tang, “On BATS codes with variable
batch sizes,” IEEE Commun. Lett., vol. 21, no. 9, pp. 1917–1920, Sep. 2017.

[36] H. H. F. Yin, K. H. Ng, X. Wang, and Q. Cao, “On the minimum delay of
block interleaver for batched network codes,” in ISIT, 2019, pp. 1957–1961.

[37] H. H. F. Yin, K. H. Ng, X. Wang, Q. Cao, and L. K. L. Ng, “On the memory
requirements of block interleaver for batched network codes,” in ISIT, 2020,
pp. 1658–1663.

[38] Z. Zhou, C. Li, S. Yang, and X. Guang, “Practical inner codes for BATS codes
in multi-hop wireless networks,” IEEE Trans. Veh. Technol., vol. 68, no. 3,
pp. 2751–2762, Mar. 2019.

[39] H. H. F. Yin, S. Yang, Q. Zhou, and L. M. L. Yung, “Adaptive recoding for
BATS codes,” in ISIT, 2016, pp. 2349–2353.

[40] B. Tang, S. Yang, B. Ye, S. Guo, and S. Lu, “Near-optimal one-sided
scheduling for coded segmented network coding,” IEEE Trans. Comput.,
vol. 65, no. 3, pp. 929–939, Mar. 2016.

[41] X. Xu, Y. L. Guan, and Y. Zeng, “Batched network coding with adaptive
recoding for multi-hop erasure channels with memory,” IEEE Trans. Commun.,
vol. 66, no. 3, pp. 1042–1052, Mar. 2018.

[42] H. H. F. Yin, B. Tang, K. H. Ng, S. Yang, X. Wang, and Q. Zhou, “A unified
adaptive recoding framework for batched network coding,” IEEE J. Sel. Areas
Inf. Theory, vol. 2, no. 4, pp. 1150–1164, Dec. 2021.

[43] H. H. F. Yin, S. Yang, Q. Zhou, L. M. L. Yung, and K. H. Ng, “BAR:
Blockwise adaptive recoding for batched network coding,” Entropy, vol. 25,
no. 7, p. 1054, Jul. 2023.

[44] J. Wang, Z. Jia, H. H. F. Yin, and S. Yang, “Small-sample inferred adaptive
recoding for batched network coding,” in ISIT, 2021, pp. 1427–1432.

[45] J. Wang, T. Bozkus, Y. Xie, and U. Mitra, “Reliable adaptive recoding for
batched network coding with burst-noise channels,” in ACSSC, 2023, pp.
220–224.

[46] A. Shokrollahi and M. Luby, “Raptor codes,” Found. Trends Commun. Inf.
Theory, vol. 6, no. 3-4, pp. 213–322, 2009.

[47] S. Yang, S.-W. Ho, J. Meng, and E.-H. Yang, “Capacity analysis of linear
operator channels over finite fields,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 60, no. 8,
pp. 4880–4901, Aug. 2014.

[48] S. Yang and Q. Zhou, “Tree analysis of BATS codes,” IEEE Commun. Lett.,
vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 37–40, Jan. 2016.

[49] J. Yang, Z. Shi, C. Wang, and J. Ji, “Design of optimized sliding-window
BATS codes,” IEEE Commun. Lett., vol. 23, no. 3, pp. 410–413, Mar. 2019.

[50] X. Xu, Y. Zeng, Y. L. Guan, and L. Yuan, “Expanding-window BATS code
for scalable video multicasting over erasure networks,” IEEE Trans. Multim.,
vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 271–281, Feb. 2018.

[51] X. Xu, Y. Zeng, Y. L. Guan, and L. Yuan, “BATS code with unequal error
protection,” in ICCS, 2016.

[52] L. Mao and S. Yang, “Efficient binary batched network coding employing
partial recovery,” in ISIT, 2024.

[53] S. Singh, “Estimating probability distributions and their properties,” Ph.D.
dissertation, Carnegie Mellon University, Aug. 2019.

[54] M. Sommerfeld and A. Munk, “Inference for empirical Wasserstein distances
on finite spaces,” Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B: Statistical
Methodology, vol. 80, no. 1, pp. 219–238, Jan. 2018.

[55] C. L. Canonne, “A short note on learning discrete distributions,”
arXiv:2002.11457, Feb. 2020.



APPENDIX A
FORMULATIONS OF EXISTING ATTEMPTS

Here, we describe the formulations of existing attempts [17], [20]
to cope with the rate degradation problem, which will be applied to
compare with our models in this paper. The drawbacks and issues
of these attempts were discussed in Section I-B.

A. µ-Universal Degree Optimization
An existing attempt [17] is to optimize for all rank distributions

with an expectation no smaller than a threshold µ. It is proven
to be equivalent [17] to the problem of optimizing for all rank
distributions with an expectation equal to µ. Let Hµ be the
probability simplex of all rank distributions with expectation µ, i.e.,

Hµ = {h : ∥h∥1 = 1,h ≥ 0,EX∼h[X] = µ}.
The optimization problem is

max
Ψ∈P,θ∈R

θ s.t. inf
x∈X

(
inf
h∈H

hTZT℧(x)Ψ+ θ ln(1− x)

)
≥ 0.

The inner infimum is a linear program, so the vertices of Hµ, a
finite set, is considered [17]. For all integers i < µ and j ≥ µ, the
rank distribution h is a vertex of Hµ [17] with hr defined by:

hr =


j−µ
j−i if r = i,
µ−i
j−i if r = j,

0 otherwise.
The number of vertices is upper-bounded by ⌊M+1

2 ⌋⌈M+1
2 ⌉, allow-

ing for the expansion of infimums into multiple constraints and trans-
forming the optimization problem into a standard linear program.

B. Safety Margin
Now, we describe the previously proposed safety margin [20].

The first step is to approximate the empirical rank distribution ĥ
by a Gaussian distribution N (µ,σ2). A common approach
is the set µ = EX∼ĥ[X]. For σ2, if we do not know
the number of samples N that forms ĥ, then we set
σ2 = EX∼ĥ[X

2] − (EX∼ĥ[X])2. Otherwise, we may use
the sample variance σ2 = N

N−1(EX∼ĥ[X
2]− (EX∼ĥ[X])2).

After that, we scale the mean by a factor s ∈ (0,1) and obtain the
Gaussian distribution N (sµ,σ2). By discretizing this Gaussian dis-
tribution, we obtain the rank distribution h for the degree optimiza-
tion problem. Let X ∼ N (sµ,σ2). One possible discretization is

hr =


Pr(r− 0.5 ≤ X < r+ 0.5) if 1 ≤ r < M,

Pr(X ≥ M − 0.5) if r = M,

Pr(X < 0.5) if r = 0.

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

To obtain a tractable reformulation, we need to transform the
infimum in the constraint into a supremum so that the supremum
can be merged with the maximum of the whole optimization
problem. Now, fix an x ∈ X and we focus on the infimum part

inf
h∈W

hTZT℧(x)Ψ.

By applying the dual formulation [23], we obtain

sup
λx≥0

−λxρ−
1

N

N∑
j=1

sup
r′∈[M]

(−(ZT℧(x))r′Ψ− λx|r′ − r̂j|)

,

where N is the number of samples, and r̂j is the j-th sample,
i.e., the rank of the j-th batch arriving at the destination node. By
counting the occurrences of the ranks of the samples, we have

sup
λx≥0

(
−λxρ−

M∑
r=0

ĥr sup
r′∈[M]

(−(ZT℧(x))r′Ψ− λx|r′ − r|)

)
.

The outer supremum can then be merged with the maximum of the
whole optimization problem. By considering all x ∈ X , we have

max
Ψ∈P,θ∈R,λ≥0|X|

θ

s.t. −
M∑
r=0

ĥr sup
r′∈[M]

(−(ZT℧(x))r′Ψ− λx|r′ − r|)

+ θ ln(1− x)− λxρ ≥ 0,∀x ∈ X ,

This formulation is equivalent to
max

Ψ∈P,θ∈R,λ≥0|X|

s∈R(M+1)×|X|

θ

s.t. θ ln(1− x)− λxρ−
M∑
r=0

ĥrsx,r ≥ 0,∀x ∈ X

sx,r ≥ −(ZT℧(x))r′Ψ− λx|r′ − r|,
∀x ∈ X ,∀r, r′ ∈ [M ].

The proof is completed.

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Similar to the proof of Theorem 1, we want to transform the
infimum in the constraint into a supremum. Fix an x ∈ X and
consider the infimum part

inf
h∈T

hTZT℧(x)Ψ.

This problem is equivalent to
inf

h,s∈RM+1
hTZT℧(x)Ψ

s.t.
1

2

M∑
r=0

sr = ρ,

M∑
r=0

hr = 1

−sr ≤ hr − ĥr ≤ sr, hr ≥ 0, ∀r ∈ [M ].
The Lagrangian function is

hTZT℧(x)Ψ−
M∑
r=0

λx,rhr + αx

(
M∑
r=0

hr − 1

)

+βx

(
1

2

M∑
r=0

sr − ρ

)
+

M∑
r=0

µx,r(hr − ĥr − sr)

−
M∑
r=0

νx,r(hr − ĥr + sr)

=

M∑
r=0

((ZT℧(x))rΨ− λx,r + αx + µx,r − νx,r)hr

+

M∑
r=0

(
1

2
βx − µx,r − νx,r

)
sr − αx − βxρ

+

M∑
r=0

ĥr(νx,r − µx,r).



That is, the dual formulation is

sup
λx,µx,νx≥0M+1

αx,βx∈R

−αx − βxρ+

M∑
r=0

ĥr(νx,r − µx,r)

s.t. (ZT℧(x))rΨ− λx,r + αx + µx,r − νx,r = 0,∀r ∈ [M ]
1

2
βx − µx,r − νx,r = 0,∀r ∈ [M ].

We now simplify the dual formulation. The first constraint gives
νx,r − µx,r = (ZT℧(x))rΨ− λx,r + αx,∀r ∈ [M ],

which we can substitute for the objective. Together with the second
constraint, we have

µx,r =
1

2

(
(ZT℧(x))rΨ− λx,r + αx +

1

2
βx

)
≥ 0,

νx,r =
1

2

(
−(ZT℧(x))rΨ+ λx,r − αx +

1

2
βx

)
≥ 0

for all r ∈ [M ]. This means that
1

2
βx ≥ |(ZT℧(x))rΨ− λx,r + αx|,∀r ∈ [M ].

Equivalently, we have
βx ≥ 2 sup

r∈[M]

|(ZT℧(x))rΨ− λx,r + αx| ≥ 0.

Therefore, the dual formulation becomes
sup

λx≥0M+1

αx,βx∈R

−βxρ+ ĥ
T
(ZT℧(x)Ψ−λx)

s.t. βx ≥ 2 sup
r∈[M]

|(ZT℧(x))rΨ− λx,r + αx|.

Note that λx,r ≥ 0. If (ZT℧(x))rΨ− λx,r + αx ≥ 0, then we
need λx = 0M+1 to achieve the supreme in the constraint. That
is, the problem becomes

sup
λx≥0M+1

αx,βx∈R

−βxρ+ ĥ
T
(ZT℧(x)Ψ−λx)

s.t. βx ≥ 2 sup
r∈[M]

max{(ZT℧(x))rΨ+ αx,

λx,r − (ZT℧(x))rΨ− αx}.
In the objective, βx ≥ 0 must be as small as possible to achieve

the optimal value, thus we must have λx = 0M+1 again, so we
can further simplify the dual formulation into

sup
αx∈R

(
−2ρ sup

r∈[M]

|(ZT℧(x))rΨ+ αx|+ ĥ
T
ZT℧(x)Ψ

)
.

The last step is to merge the supremum with the maximum of
the whole optimization problem. This gives

max
Ψ∈P,θ∈R
α,β∈R|X|

θ

s.t. θ ln(1− x)− 2ρβx + ĥTZT℧(x)Ψ ≥ 0,∀x ∈ X
βx ≥ |(ZT℧(x))rΨ+ αx|,∀x ∈ X ,∀r ∈ [M ].

The proof is completed.
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