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Abstract— We consider the problem of single-round private
information retrieval (PIR) from N replicated databases. We con-
sider the case when B databases are outdated (unsynchro-
nized), or even worse, adversarial (Byzantine), and therefore, can
return incorrect answers. In the PIR problem with Byzantine
databases (BPIR), a user wishes to retrieve a specific message
from a set of M messages with zero-error, irrespective of the
actions performed by the Byzantine databases. We consider
the T -privacy constraint in this paper, where any T databases
can collude, and exchange the queries submitted by the user.
We derive the information-theoretic capacity of this problem,
which is the maximum number of correct symbols that can be
retrieved privately (under the T -privacy constraint) for every
symbol of the downloaded data. We determine the exact BPIR
capacity to be C = (N −2B)/N · (1− T/(N −2B))/(1− (T/(N −
2B))M ), if 2B + T < N. This capacity expression shows that the
effect of Byzantine databases on the retrieval rate is equivalent
to removing 2B databases from the system, with a penalty factor
of (N − 2B)/N, which signifies that even though the number of
databases needed for PIR is effectively N − 2B, the user still
needs to access the entire N databases. The result shows that
for the unsynchronized PIR problem, if the user does not have
any knowledge about the fraction of the messages that are mis-
synchronized, the single-round capacity is the same as the BPIR
capacity. Our achievable scheme extends the optimal achievable
scheme for the robust PIR (RPIR) problem to correct the errors
introduced by the Byzantine databases as opposed to erasures in
the RPIR problem. Our converse proof uses the idea of the cut-set
bound in the network coding problem against adversarial nodes.

Index Terms— Private information retrieval, Byzantine data-
bases, unsynchronized databases, error correction, capacity,
cut-set bound.

I. INTRODUCTION

THE problem of preserving the privacy of the contents
downloaded from open-access databases has been a major

area of research within the computer science community
[1]–[5]. Many practical applications are related to the private
retrieval problem, such as: protecting the identity of stock
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market records reviewed by an investor, as showing interest
in a specific record may undesirably affect its value; and
protecting the nature of restricted content browsed by activists
on the internet in oppressive regimes. In the seminal paper [1],
Chor et. al. introduced the problem of private information
retrieval (PIR). In the classical PIR setting, a user wishes to
retrieve a certain message (or file) out of M distinct messages
from N non-colluding and replicated databases without leak-
ing any information about the identity of the desired message.
To that end, the user prepares N queries, one for each database,
in a single round, such that the queries do not reveal the
user’s interest in the desired message. Each database responds
truthfully with an answering string. The user needs to be
able to reconstruct the entire message by decoding the answer
strings from all databases. A straightforward solution for the
PIR problem is for the user to download the entire database.
This solution, however, is highly inefficient. The efficiency of
PIR systems is assessed by the PIR rate, which is the ratio
between the desired message size and the total downloaded
symbols.

The computer science formulation of the PIR problem
assumes that the message is of length 1. The formula-
tion considers optimizing two performance metrics, namely,
the download cost, which is the sum of the lengths of the
answer strings, and the upload cost, which is the sum of
the lengths of the queries. Most of this work adopts com-
putational guarantees as a privacy constraint, in which the
databases cannot infer any information about the identity of
the desired message unless they solve certain computationally
hard problems [5], [3]. Recently, the PIR problem is revisited
by information theorists [6]–[9]. The problem is re-formulated
such that: the size of the message can be arbitrarily large,
the upload cost is ignored, and privacy is guaranteed in the
information-theoretic sense. This formulation gives rise to the
PIR capacity notion, which is the supremum of PIR rates over
all achievable retrieval schemes. In the pioneering paper [9],
Sun and Jafar determine the capacity of the classical PIR
model, and propose a greedy algorithm which is based on
three principles: message symmetry, database symmetry, and
exploitation of side information through interference alignment
as observed earlier in [10].

Several interesting extensions for the classical PIR prob-
lem are investigated following the information-theoretic refor-
mulation in [9], such as: PIR with T colluding databases
(TPIR) [11], where the privacy constraint should be maintained
against any T databases; robust PIR (RPIR) [11], where
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some databases fail to respond to the user; symmetric PIR
(SPIR) [12], where the privacy of the remaining messages
should be maintained against the user in addition to the
usual user’s privacy; MDS-coded PIR (CPIR) [8], [13], where
the contents of the databases are not replicated, but coded
via an (N, K ) MDS code; multi-message PIR (MPIR) [14],
where the user wishes to jointly retrieve P messages; PIR
under message size constraint L (LPIR) [15]; multi-round
PIR, where the queries are permitted to be a function of
the answer strings collected in previous rounds [16]; MDS-
coded symmetric PIR [17]; MDS-coded PIR with colluding
databases [18]–[20], and its multi-message version [21].

A common assumption in these works is that the databases
respond truthfully with the correct answer strings. Since the
answers are correct, the user can use the undesired symbols
downloaded from one database as side information at other
databases. Furthermore, this enables the user to distribute the
requests for the desired symbols among the N databases.
This poses an interesting question, how can we manage to
reconstruct the desired message with no errors even if B
databases respond with incorrect answer strings? This question
has practical implications. Returning to the examples presented
earlier: The databases storing the stock market records may
not be updated simultaneously, therefore some of the databases
may store outdated versions of the messages and can introduce
errors to the answering strings, which in turn leads to failure
to reconstruct the desired message. This scenario is referred
to in the literature as the unsynchronized PIR problem [22].
For the oppressive regime example, some databases can be
controlled by the regime, and these databases may return
incorrect answer strings on purpose to confuse the user.
This scenario is referred to in the literature as the PIR with
adversarial databases problem [23], [24]. This motivates our
interest in characterizing the exact capacity of the PIR problem
with Byzantine databases (BPIR). In BPIR, there exist B
databases, which are called Byzantine databases, that respond
with erroneous answer strings. The errors introduced by the
Byzantine databases can be unintentional (as in the case of
databases storing a different copy of the message set), or even
worse, can be intentional (as in the case of maliciously
controlled databases). In both cases, the user needs to be able
to reconstruct the desired message with no error, irrespective
of the actions performed by the Byzantine databases.

The BPIR problem was introduced in [23]. They propose
a generic transformation from schemes of RPIR to robust
protocols that tolerate Byzantine servers, and give an explicit
Byzantine robust scheme when B ≤ T ≤ N

3 . [25] presents a
fault-tolerant PIR scheme that can cope with malicious failures
for B ≤ T ≤ N

2 . Reference [24] observes that allowing
for list decoding instead of unique decoding enlarges the
feasible set up to B < N − T − 1. Their achievable scheme
allows for a small failure probability. The scheme depends on
Shamir’s secret sharing algorithm [26] and Guruswami-Sudan
decoding algorithm [27]. The unsynchronized PIR problem
is investigated in [22], where they propose a two-round
retrieval scheme. The scheme returns the desired record by
first identifying which records are mis-synchronized, and then

by constructing a PIR scheme that avoids these problematic
records.

In this paper, we consider the single-round BPIR problem
from N replicated databases in the presence of B Byzantine
databases that can introduce errors to the returned answer
strings. Other than the Byzantine databases, the remaining
storage nodes store the exact copy of the message set which
contains M different messages, and respond truthfully with the
correct answer strings. We consider the T -privacy constraint,
which permits colluding between any T databases to exchange
the queries submitted by the user. Our goal is to characterize
the single-round capacity of the BPIR problem under the zero-
error reliability constraint and the T -privacy constraint. To that
end, we propose an achievable scheme that is resilient to the
worst-case errors that result from the Byzantine databases.
Our achievable scheme extends the optimal scheme for the
RPIR problem to correct the errors resulted from the Byzan-
tine databases, in contrast to the erasures introduced by the
unresponsive databases in RPIR. The new ingredients to the
achievable scheme are: encoding the undesired symbols via
a punctured MDS code, successive interference cancellation
of the side information, and encoding the desired symbols by
an outer-layer MDS code. For the converse, we extend the
converse arguments developed for the network coding problem
in [28] and distributed storage systems in [29] to the PIR
problem. This cut-set upper bound can be thought of as a
network version of the Singleton bound [30]. The upper bound
intuitively implies that a redundancy of 2B nodes is needed
in order to mitigate the errors introduced by the B Byzantine
databases.

We determine the exact capacity of the BPIR problem to be

C = N−2B
N · 1− T

N−2B

1−
(

T
N−2B

)M , if 2B +T < N . The capacity expres-

sion shows the severe degradation of the retrieval rate due to
the presence of Byzantine databases. The capacity expression
is equivalent the TPIR capacity with N − 2B databases with
a multiplicative factor of N−2B

N , which signifies the ignorance
of the user as to which N − 2B databases are honest. Note
that our Byzantine formulation includes the special case of
the single-round unsynchronized PIR problem, if the user has
no knowledge about the number of mis-synchronized mes-
sages, and only knows that the entirety of some B databases
may be unsynchronized. This formulation differs from the
unsynchronized PIR setting in [22], where a small number
of records S � M are mis-synchronized, and they allow for
multi-round schemes. Under the assumptions of small number
of mis-synchronized records and utilizing multiple rounds of
querying (assuming no further mis-synchronization between
the rounds) higher PIR rates may be achieved [22]. However,
under our assumptions of up to the entire database being mis-
synchronized and allowing only a single-round of querying,
the single-round capacity of the unsynchronized PIR problem
and the BPIR problem are the same.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider a single-round PIR setting with N replicated
databases storing M messages (or files). The messages
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W = {W1, · · · , WM } are independent and uniformly dis-
tributed over a large enough finite field Fq . Each message
Wi ∈ F

L
q is a vector of length L (q-ary symbols),

H (Wi) = L, i = 1, · · · , M (1)

H (W) = H (W1, · · · , WM ) = M L (2)

Each database stores a copy from the complete set of messages
W , i.e., this distributed storage system applies an (N, 1)
repetition code [13]. Denote the contents of the nth database
by �n . Ideally, �n = W for all n ∈ {1, · · · , N}.

In the PIR problem, a user wishes to retrieve a message
Wi ∈ W without revealing any information about the message
index i . The user submits a single-round query Q[i]

n to the
nth database. The user does not know the stored messages
in advance, therefore, the message set W and the queries are
statistically independent,

I
(
W; Q[i]

1:N
)

= I
(

W1, · · · , WM ; Q[i]
1:N
)

= 0 (3)

where Q[i]
1:N = {Q[i]

1 , Q[i]
2 , · · · , Q[i]

N } is the set of all queries
to the N databases for message i .

Ideally, the classical PIR formulation assumes that all
databases store the correct database contents (i.e., up-to-date
contents), and respond truthfully with the correct answering
strings A[i]

1:N = {A[i]
1 , · · · , A[i]

N }. In the BPIR setting, on the
other hand, there exists a set B of databases, that is unknown
to the user, such that |B| = B , which are called Byzantine
databases. These databases can respond arbitrarily to the user
by introducing errors to the answer strings A[i]

B = {A[i]
j :

j ∈ B}, i.e.,

H
(

A[i]
n |Q[i]

n ,W
)

> 0, n ∈ B, |B| = B (4)

We assume that these Byzantine databases can coordinate upon
submitting the answers. In this paper, we do not assume a
specific pattern to the errors. The remaining set of databases
B̄ = {1, · · · , N} \ B respond truthfully to the user, i.e., the
answer strings of B̄ are a deterministic function of the queries
and the correct contents of the databases W ,

H
(

A[i]
n |Q[i]

n ,W
)

= 0, n ∈ B̄, |B̄| = N − B (5)

We consider a T -privacy constraint as in the TPIR problem
in [11], where any T databases can communicate and exchange
the queries submitted by the user. To ensure the T -privacy
constraint, the queries to any set T ⊂ {1, · · · , N} of databases,
such that |T | = T , need to be statistically independent of the
desired message index i , i.e.,

I
(

i ; Q[i]
T

)
= 0, for all T ⊂ {1, · · · , N}, |T | = T (6)

where Q[i]
T are the queries submitted to the set T of databases.

We remark here to differentiate the actions of colluding
between the databases which is done to figure out the desired
message, and coordination between the Byzantine databases
which is done to introduce errors in the answer strings. In addi-
tion to the difference in their purposes, these two actions differ
in the manner they are performed: colluding between any T
databases occurs upon receiving the queries from the user,
while coordination between the B Byzantine databases occurs

upon submitting the answers to the user. We do not assume
any specific relation between the T colluding databases and
the B Byzantine databases. This is a more general formulation
of the problem; the user in this case has the knowledge that
there are B Byzantine databases and T colluding databases,
but does not know anything further. In general, these two sets
may be identical, one may be a subset of the other, they may
be disjoint, or they may have a non-trivial intersection.1

The user should be able to reconstruct the desired mes-
sage Wi , no matter what the Byzantine databases do, i.e., if
there exists a set of databases B̄, that is unknown to the user,
such that (5) holds, then the reliability constraint is given by,

H (Wi |A[i]
1:N , Q[i]

1:N ) = 0 (7)

We define the resilient PIR rate R for the BPIR problem as
the ratio between the message size L and the total download
cost under the reliability constraint in (7) for any possible
action of the Byzantine databases, and the T -privacy constraint
in (6), i.e.,

R = L∑N
n=1 H (A[i]

n )
(8)

The capacity of BPIR is C = sup R over all possible
single-round retrieval schemes.

In this paper, we follow the information-theoretic assump-
tions of large enough message size, large enough field size,
and ignore the upload cost as in [7], [11], and [13]. A formal
treatment of the capacity under message size constraints can
be found in [15]. The BPIR with colluding databases reduces
to the TPIR problem in [11] if B = 0.

Some scenarios that fit our formulation include:
• Unsynchronized setting [22]: In this case, there exists a

set B of databases, such that |B| = B , in which they store
different versions of the database contents, i.e.,

�n �= W, n ∈ B, |B| = B (9)

Note that unlike [22], we assume that the user has no
knowledge about the fraction of the messages that are
mis-synchronized. Hence, our achievable schemes must
be resilient against the worst-case that the entirety of the
database is mis-synchronized. Furthermore, the scheme
in [22] is a two-round scheme, hence we cannot com-
pare our rates with the rates in [22]; we consider only
single-round schemes here.

• Adversarial attacks [23]–[25]: In this case, the databases
in B intend to preclude the retrieval process at the user by
introducing a carefully-designed error sequence. This can

1For instance, they may be disjoint if the intentions of these databases
are different, e.g., if the T colluding databases are only curious to learn the
interests of the user without disrupting the retrieval process, while the B
Byzantine databases do not care about the identity of the desired message but
just want to block the retrieval process itself. An example where Byzantine
behavior may not require collusion, or even communication, is when B
databases become outdated (unsynchronized) with the same outdated content.
This happens without a communication between the databases, but results
in errors at the user’s side as if these B databases are coordinating, as they
have the same wrong content. This discussion clarifies that collusion (which
requires communication between databases) and Byzantine behavior (which
may or may not require communication or coordination between databases)
can be completely different.
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be done by altering the contents of the databases to an
erroneous version as in the unsynchronized setting; or by
altering the answering strings themselves, i.e., the nth
database returns the answer string Ã[i]

n such that,

Ã[i]
n �= A[i]

n , n ∈ B, |B| = B (10)

or by doing both.

III. MAIN RESULT AND DISCUSSIONS

The main result of this paper is to characterize the capacity
of the BPIR problem under T -privacy constraint, where B
databases are adversarial (Byzantine) and can return malicious
answers, and at the same time the privacy should be kept
against any T colluding databases.

Theorem 1: For the single-round BPIR problem with B
Byzantine databases, and T colluding databases, such that
2B + T < N, the capacity is given by,

C = N − 2B

N
· 1− T

N−2B

1 −
(

T
N−2B

)M
(11)

= N − 2B

N
·
(

1 + T

N − 2B
+ T 2

(N − 2B)2 + · · ·

+ T M−1

(N − 2B)M−1

)−1

(12)

On the other hand, if 2B + 1 ≤ N ≤ 2B + T , then the user
is forced to download the entire database from at least from
(2B + 1) different databases, hence C = 1

(2B+1)M , which is
the trivial rate in the BPIR problem. Otherwise, the problem
is infeasible and C = 0.

The achievability proof for Theorem 1 is given in
Section IV, and the converse proof is given in Section V.
We have a few remarks.

Remark 1: The BPIR capacity in (11) is the same as the
capacity of PIR with T colluding databases if the number
of databases is N − 2B with a penalty factor of N−2B

N . This
means that the harm introduced by the B Byzantine databases
is equivalent to removing a part from the storage system of size
2B, but the user still needs to download from all N databases,
as it does not know which N − 2B databases are honest. This
results in the penalty term N−2B

N . If B = 0, the expression
in (11) reduces to

Ccolluded = 1 − T
N

1 − ( T
N

)M
(13)

which is the capacity expression in [11] as expected. Fig. 1
shows the severe effect of the Byzantine databases on the
retrieval rate for fixed T = 2 and M = 3 as a function of N.

Remark 2: Comparing the BPIR capacity in Theorem 1
with the robust capacity Crobust in [11], where U databases
are merely unresponsive,

Crobust = 1 − T
N−U

1 −
(

T
N−U

)M
(14)

we note that the number of redundant databases, which are
needed to correct the errors introduced by the Byzantine

Fig. 1. The effect of Byzantine databases on the BPIR capacity as a function
of N for fixed T = 2, M = 3.

databases, is twice the number of redundant databases needed
to correct the erasures introduced in the case of unresponsive
databases. We also note that the penalty factor is missing
in the RPIR problem, since in the RPIR problem, the user
does not get the chance to download from the unresponsive
databases, in contrast to the BPIR problem, in which the user
downloads answer strings from all databases. This is due to
the fact that the user cannot identify the Byzantine databases
before decoding the entire answer strings in the BPIR setting,
while in the RPIR setting, the user identifies the unresponsive
databases as they simply do not return answer strings.

Remark 3: The trivial rate for the BPIR problem is
1

(2B+1)M , which is much less than the trivial rate without the

Byzantine databases, 1
M . The reason for this is that the user

cannot download the entire database only once in BPIR, but
it must download (2B + 1) different copies of the database in
order to decode the desired message via majority decoding.
If N < 2B + 1, the capacity is C = 0, as the Byzantine
databases can always confuse the user to decode the desired
message incorrectly.

Remark 4: When the number of messages is large, i.e., as
M → ∞, the BPIR capacity C → ( N−2B

N )(1 − T
N−2B ) = 1 −

2B+T
N , i.e., for large enough number of messages, the capacity

expression acts as if there are no Byzantine databases and
2B + T databases are colluding.

Remark 5: If T and B are fixed and do not scale with N,
i.e., T = B = o(N), then the capacity is a strictly increasing
function in N and C → 1 as N → ∞. If the number of
the Byzantine databases scales with N, i.e., B = γ N, where
γ ∈ [0, 1

2 (1 − T
N )
)
, then C → 1 − 2γ as N → ∞. If 2γ +

1
N ≤ 1 ≤ 2γ + T

N , then the only possible rate is the trivial
rate 1

(2B+1)M . As N → ∞, then γ → 1
2 , and C → 0. This

entails that the asymptotic behaviour of the BPIR capacity is
a linear function with a slope of −2 as in Fig. 2, i.e., the
asymptotic rate as N → ∞ is decreased by twice the ratio of
the Byzantine databases. A similar behaviour is observed for
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Fig. 2. The asymptotic BPIR capacity C as N → ∞ as a function of γ = B
N .

secure distributed storage systems against Byzantine attacks
in [29]. The problem is infeasible if γ > 1

2 , i.e., C = 0. This
feasibility result conforms with the best result of a uniquely
decodable BPIR scheme in [25] which needs B < N

2 .
Remark 6: Surprisingly, our retrieval scheme in Section IV

is a linear scheme in contrast to the network coding prob-
lem in [28] that states that linear coding schemes are not
sufficient. We note that although the retrieval process is itself
linear, the decoding process employs a successive interference
cancellation decoder, which is non-linear.

Remark 7: The capacity expression in Theorem 1 is also
the capacity result for the unsychronized PIR problem [22].
This occurs under the restriction to single-round schemes and
the assumption that the user only knows that there exist B
databases that are unsynchronized, but does not know the
fraction of messages that are mis-synchronized. The achiev-
ability scheme in Section IV is a valid achievable scheme
for the unsynchronized PIR problem, since the adversary in
the Byzantine setting is stronger. For the converse proof,
we restricted the actions of the adversarial databases to
changing the contents of the stored messages, i.e., altering �n

from W to W̃, which is the same setting as the unsynchronized
PIR with no restriction on the fraction of messages that can
be mis-synchronized.

IV. ACHIEVABILITY PROOF

In this section, we present an achievable scheme that is
resilient to the errors introduced by the Byzantine databases.
The achievable scheme does not assume any specific error
pattern. Hence, our achievable scheme enables correct decod-
ing of any desired message if any B databases become
outdated, or even worse, intentionally commit an adversarial
attack to confuse the user. The achievable scheme generalizes
the RPIR scheme presented in [11]. Our scheme has two
new ingredients, namely, correcting errors in the side infor-
mation using punctured MDS codes, and correcting errors
in the desired message by an outer layer of MDS code.

Error correction in both cases is performed via a nearest-
codeword decoder.

A. Preliminaries

We start by presenting some preliminary results that will
be needed. The following lemma states that if an MDS code
is punctured by a puncture pattern whose length is smaller
than the minimum distance of the original MDS code, then it
remains an MDS code [31].

Lemma 1 (MDS code puncturing [31]): If C is an (n, k)
MDS code, then by puncturing the code by a sequence of
length z, i.e., deleting a sequence of size z from output
codewords of C, such that z < n − k, the resulting punctured
code Cz is an (n − z, k) MDS code.

The second lemma is regarding the statistical effect of
operating on a random matrix by a deterministic full-rank
matrix. The proof of this lemma can be found in [11].

Lemma 2 (Statistical effect of full-rank matrices [11]):
Let S1, S2, · · · , SM ∈ F

α×α
q be M random matrices, drawn

independently and uniformly from all α ×α full-rank matrices
over Fq . Let G1, G2, · · · , GM ∈ F

β×β
q be M invertible square

matrices of dimension β × β over Fq . Let I1, · · · ,IM ∈ N
β

be M index vectors, each containing β distinct indices from
{1, · · · , α}, then

{G1S1(I1, :), · · · , GM SM (IM , :)}
∼ {(S1([1 : β], :), · · · , SM ([1 : β], :)} (15)

where ∼ denotes statistical equivalence, Si (Ii , :), Si ([1 :
β], :) denote β × α matrices with rows indexed by Ii and
{1, 2, · · · , β}, respectively.

The next lemma summarizes the code capabilities of han-
dling errors and erasures for linear block codes [32, Th. 1.7].

Lemma 3 (Code capabilities [32]): Let C be an [n, k, d]
linear block code over Fq . Let ρ be the number of erasures
introduced by the channel. Let τ ∈ N, such that 2τ+ρ ≤ d−1,
then there exists a nearest-codeword decoder that recovers
all errors and erasures if the number or errors (excluding
erasures) is τ or less.

Lemma 3 implies that in the case of no erasures, the max-
imum number of errors τ ≤ ⌊ d−1

2

⌋
.

B. Motivating Example: M = 2 Messages, N = 5, T = 2,
B = 1 Databases

Assume without loss of generality that W1 is the desired
message. Let ai and bi be the i th symbol mixture of messages
W1 and W2, respectively. The specific construction of these
mixtures will be presented shortly. We begin the retrieval
process by downloading T M−1 = 2 symbols from W1, which
are a1, a2 as in [11]. By message symmetry, we download 2
symbols from W2, which are b1, b2. By database symmetry,
we download 2 symbols from W1 and 2 symbols from W2
from all other databases.

Now, we want to generate the maximum number of side
information equations in order to maximize the retrieval rate.
From Lemma 3, we see that the number of errors that can be
corrected increases with d . We know that MDS codes meet
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TABLE I

THE QUERY TABLE FOR THE CASE M = 2, N = 5, T = 2, B = 1

the Singleton bound [30] with equality, hence encoding both
desired and undesired messages by MDS codes is desirable.
In addition, Lemma 3 implies a doubling effect, which suggests
that in order to correct the errors introduced by the Byzan-
tine database, we should effectively consider N − 2B = 3
honest databases. Consequently, considering any 3 databases,
the number of undesired symbols is 6. We note that any T = 2
of them can collude, therefore, we are left with 2 undesired
symbols that can be used to generate side information among
the 2 colluding databases. Hence, each database should get
1 side information equation b[11:15]. These side-information
symbols can be added to new desired symbols a[11:15]. The
complete query structure is shown in Table I.

Now, we specialize the query structure in Table I, and
identify the specific construction of the mixtures a[1:15]
and b[1:15]. For the desired message W1, considering any
N − 2B = 3 honest databases, we see 9 distinct symbols.
Therefore, the length of W1 is L = 9, and we use S1, which is
a 9×9 random mixing matrix picked uniformly from the full-
rank matrices over F

9×9
q . These 9 mixed symbols are further

mapped to a[1:15] by a (15, 9) MDS code generator matrix
MDS15×9, therefore,

a[1:15] = MDS15×9S1W1 (16)

For the undesired message W2, considering again any
N − 2B = 3 honest databases, we have 6 individual symbols
from W2 in round 1. We should be able to reconstruct the side
information equations b[11:15] in round 2 from any 6 individual
symbols, hence we get 6 random symbols from W2. This can
be done by considering the first 6 rows of the random mixing
matrix S2 ∈ F

9×9
q . These randomly mixed symbols are further

mapped to b[1:15] via and MDS code with generator matrix
MDS15×6, i.e.,

b[1:15] = MDS15×6S2([1 : 6], :)W2 (17)

To see the decodability: the worst-case scenario is that the
Byzantine database commits errors in all the symbols returned
to the user. This means that the database commits 2 errors in
the individual symbols from W1, 2 errors in the individual
symbols from W2, and 1 extra error in the sum of a + b.

Consider the codeword b[1:10]: this codeword belongs to
(15, 6) MDS code with a sequence of length z = 5 removed.
Hence, this codeword belongs to (10, 6) punctured MDS code.
Since z = 5 < 15 − 6 = 9, the (10, 6) punctured MDS
code is still an MDS code. Denote the minimum distance of
the (10, 6) punctured MDS code that results in b[1:10] by db

p.

Then, db
p = 10 − 6 + 1 = 5. Consequently, from Lemma 3,

the (10, 6) punctured MDS code can tolerate errors up to τb,
such that

τb ≤
⌊

db
p − 1

2

⌋
= 2 (18)

Therefore, this code can correct all errors that can be intro-
duced to the individual undesired symbols b[1:10]. Let b∗[1:10]
be the correct codeword of b[1:10]. Choose any 6 symbols from
b∗[1:10]. Now, since MDS15×6 matrix has the property that any
6 × 6 matrix is an invertible matrix, then from any 6 symbols
from b∗[1:10], the correct side information equations b∗[11:15] are
determined and canceled from the sums of a and b in round 2.

For the desired message W1: after removing the interference
from W2, we are left with ã[1:15]. Note that this is not exactly
a[1:15], because we canceled the correct side information and
not b[1:15]. However, the total errors in ã[1:15] still is upper
bounded by 3, since ã[1:15] can differ from a[1:15] only in
the positions that correspond to Byzantine databases. The
desired message W1 is coded via (15, 9) MDS code. Then,
the minimum distance for this code is da = 15 − 9 + 1 = 7.
Consequently, this code can tolerate errors up to τa , such that

τa ≤
⌊

da − 1

2

⌋
= 3 (19)

Hence, all the errors in ã[1:15] can be corrected, and we can
obtain true a∗[1:15]. Consider the first 9 symbols from a∗[1:15],
without loss of generality, then

W1 = (MDS15×9([1 : 9], :)S1)
−1a∗[1:9] (20)

since MDS15×9([1 : 9], :)S1 is a 9 × 9 invertible matrix.
Therefore, despite Byzantine behaviour of B = 1 database,

we decode the desired message correctly. In addition, our
achievable scheme can identify the Byzantine database as does
the scheme in [22] by comparing a∗[1:10] with a[1:10], and b∗[1:10]
with b[1:10] and see which database has introduced errors.

To see the privacy: we note that from any T = 2 databases,
our achievable scheme collects 6 symbols from a[1:15] and
6 symbols from b[1:15] indexed by I such that |I| = 6. For
the undesired message, we collect bI ,

bI = MDS15×6(I, :)S2([1 : 6], :)W2 (21)

∼ S2([1 : 6], :)W2 (22)

where (22) follows from Lemma 2 as any 6 × 6 matrix in
MDS15×6 matrix is full-rank. Therefore, the symbols bI are
independent and uniformly distributed. For aI , we have

aI = MDS15×9(I, :)S1W1 (23)

= �6×9W1 (24)

where � = MDS15×9(I, :)S1 is a full row-rank matrix as any
6 rows in MDS15×9 are linearly independent. Consequently,
the symbols aI are also independent and uniformly distributed,
and aI ∼ bI for every 2 databases, where ∼ means that
the involved random vectors are statistically identical. Thus,
the proposed scheme is 2-private; that is, despite colluding
behaviour of T = 2 databases, we have privacy.



1212 IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON INFORMATION THEORY, VOL. 65, NO. 2, FEBRUARY 2019

Finally, the achievable resilient retrieval rate is R = 9
25 =

N−2B
N · 1− T

N−2B

1−
(

T
N−2B

)M = C . In comparison, the trivial rate for this

system is 1
(2B+1)M = 1

6 , as the user must download the entire
database from 3 different databases for correct decoding.

C. General Achievable Scheme

The general achievable scheme is performed in M rounds.
The i th round includes all the

(M
i

)
combinations of the sums of

any i messages. In our construction,2 we use L = (N −2B)M .
The construction resembles the optimal scheme for RPIR
in [11]. The new key ingredient in our achievable scheme is the
decoding procedure, which includes correcting the undesired
symbols by punctured MDS codes, successive interference
cancellation to cancel the interfering messages, and correcting
the errors in the desired message by an outer layer MDS code.

1) General Description for the Scheme:
1) Initialization: The scheme starts with downloading

T M−1 mixed symbols from the desired message from
the first database. The specific construction of the mix-
ture will be specified shortly. The scheme sets the round
index i = 1.

2) Message symmetry: To satisfy the privacy constraint,
the user downloads the same number of mixed sym-
bols from the undesired messages with all the possible
combinations, i.e., in the i th round, the user downloads(M−1

i

)
(N − 2B − T )i−1T M−i mixed symbols from the

remaining M −1 messages. The specific construction of
the undesired mixture will be specified shortly.

3) Database symmetry: The user repeats the same steps
at all the databases. Specifically, the user downloads(M−1

i−1

)
(N − 2B − T )i−1T M−i equations in the form

of a desired message mixture symbol and i − 1
mixed symbols from the undesired messages, and

(M−1
i

)
(N − 2B − T )i−1T M−i mixed symbols from the unde-
sired messages only, from each database.

4) Exploiting side information: The specific construction
of the undesired mixtures should be done such that in
the (i + 1)th round, the user should be able to generate
N−2B−T

T side information equations for each undesired
symbol in the i th round. This fraction is a consequence
of considering Ñ = N − 2B honest databases only, and
dividing the undesired symbols from the Ñ−T databases
among the T colluding databases. The side information
generated is added to a new mixed symbol from the
desired message.

5) Repeat steps 2, 3, 4 after setting i = i+1 until i = M−1.
2) Specific Construction of the Symbol Mixtures: Let Wm ∈

F
(N−2B)M

q , m ∈ {1, · · · , M} be the message vectors, and
Sm , m ∈ {1, · · · , M} be random mixing matrices picked
independently and uniformly from the full-rank matrices

in F
(N−2B)M ×(N−2B)M

q . From the general description of the

2We note that we do not claim that L = (N − 2B)M is the minimum
message length needed to achieve the capacity. The reason we choose this
specific L is that it enables us to realize our achievable scheme for general
N , B , T , M. The problem of obtaining the minimum capacity-achieving L
is an interesting open problem.

scheme, we note that at the i th round, the user downloads all
possible combinations of the sums of any i messages. In the
following specific construction, we enumerate all the sets that
contain a symbol from the desired message and assign them
labels L1, · · · ,Lδ . For each undesired message, we further
enumerate also all the sets that contain symbols from this
undesired message and do not include any desired symbols
and assign them labels K1, · · · ,K
. These sets construct
the undesired symbol mixtures and the corresponding side
information.

For the desired message: Assume that the desired message is
W�. Let δ be the number of the distinct subsets of {1, · · · , M}
that contain �, then δ = 2M−1. Let Li , i ∈ {1, · · · , δ}
be the i th subset that contains �. Assume without loss of
generality, that these sets are arranged in ascending order in
the sizes of the sets |Li |. According to this order, we note
that L1 = {�} and belongs to round 1. Round 2 contains sets

L2, · · · ,L(M−1
1 )+1, and so on. Let X [�] ∈ F

N(N−2B)M

q be the
vector of mixtures that should be obtained from the desired
message W�. Divide X [�] into δ partitions denoted by x [�]

Li
,

each corresponds to a distinct set Li . Now, encode the desired
message by a

(
N(N − 2B)M−1, (N − 2B)M

)
MDS code as,

X [�] =

⎡
⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

x [�]
L1

x [�]
L2

...

x [�]
Lδ

⎤
⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

= MDSN(N−2B)M−1×(N−2B)M S�Wl (25)

where x [�]
Li

is a vector of length N(N −2B − T )|Li |−1T M−|Li |
in Fq .

For any other undesired message: Consider the undesired
message Wk , k ∈ {1, · · · , M} \ {�}. Let 
 = 2M−2 be the
number of distinct subsets that contain k and do not contain �.
Let Ki , i ∈ {1, · · · ,
} be the i th subset that contains k and
does not contain � with indices in ascending order in the size
of set |Ki |. Define u[k]

Ki
to be the undesired symbol mixtures in

the |Ki |th round corresponding to message k among the Ki set.
Define σ [k]

Ki
to be the side information symbols from message

k among the Ki subset of undesired messages. These side
information equations are added to a desired message symbol
in the (|Ki | + 1)th round. For each subset Ki , the undesired
symbols and side information symbols are related via,
[

u[k]
Ki

σ [k]
Ki

]
= MDS N

T αi×αi
Sk

⎛
⎝
⎡
⎣

i−1∑
j=1

α j + 1 :
i∑

j=1

α j

⎤
⎦ , :

⎞
⎠Wk

(26)

where αi = (N − 2B)(N − 2B − T )|Ki |−1T M−|Ki |, u[k]
Ki

is

a vector of length N
N−2B αi , and σ [k]

Ki
is a vector of length

N−2B−T
T · N

N−2B αi . This implies that the side information

σ [k]
Ki

in the (|Ki | + 1)th round is completely determined

by u[k]
Ki

in the |Ki |th round. We note that these choices of
the dimensions ensure that the same number of desired and
undesired symbols exist in the |Ki |th round, and they are both
equal to N(N−2B−T )|Ki |−1T M−|Ki |. We further note that the



BANAWAN AND ULUKUS: CAPACITY OF PIR FROM BYZANTINE AND COLLUDING DATABASES 1213

X [k] =

⎡
⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

u[k]
K1

σ
[k]
K1

u[k]
K2

σ [k]
K2

...

u[k]
K


σ
[k]
K


⎤
⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

=

⎡
⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

MDS N
T α1×α1

0 · · · 0

0 MDS N
T α2×α2

· · · 0
...

...
...

...
0 0 0 MDS N

T α
×α


⎤
⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

Sk([1 : T (N − 2B)M−1], :)Wk (27)

N−2B−T
T factor in the length of σ [k]

Ki
, implies that we generate

N−2B−T
T side information symbols for each undesired symbol.

We note that the same MDS matrix is used for all messages
k �= � that belong to the same subset Ki . This is critical to
enable interference alignment, and joint error correction. Let
X [k] ∈ F

N(N−2B)M−1

q be the vector of mixtures corresponding
to message k �= �. Then, X [k] can be written in an explicit
form as in (27), as shown at the top of this page.

Now, we are ready to specify the queries. For every non-
empty set M ⊆ {1, · · · , M}, define Q[�]

M to be all queries
related to set M,

Q[�]
M =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

x [�]
L1

, M = L1 = {�}
x [�]
L j

+
∑
k∈Ki

σ [k]
Ki

∃i, j : M = Ki ∪ {�} = L j

∑
k∈Ki

u[k]
Ki

∃i : M = Ki

(28)

We distribute the queries randomly and evenly among the
N databases for each subset M, and the construction is now
complete.

D. Decodability, Privacy, and the Achievable Rate

First, we show how the decoding is performed. The first
step is to correct the errors in the undesired symbols in the
Ki set in the |Ki |th round, so that we can generate the correct
side information in the (|Ki |+ 1)th round. Consider again the
encoding,

[
u[k]
Ki

σ
[k]
Ki

]
= MDS N

T αi×αi
Sk (Ji , :) Wk (29)

where Ji =
[∑i−1

j=1 α j + 1 :∑i
j=1 α j

]
. Since the sum of

linear codes is also a linear code, for the every set Ki ,
i ∈ {1, · · · ,
}, we have

⎡
⎢⎢⎣

∑
k∈Ki

u[k]
Ki

∑
k∈Ki

σ
[k]
Ki

⎤
⎥⎥⎦ = MDS N

T αi×αi

∑
k∈Ki

Sk (Ji , :) Wk (30)

This enables joint error correction on the aligned sum. The
minimum distance of this MDS code is dKi = N

T αi −αi +1 =
N−T

T αi + 1.

Now, in the |Ki |th round, the user downloads
∑

k∈Ki
u[k]
Ki

which is a vector of length N
N−2B αi from all databases. The

vector
∑

k∈Ki
u[k]
Ki

belongs to
(

N
N−2B αi , αi

)
punctured MDS

code with a puncturing sequence corresponding to the side
information symbols, i.e., with a puncturing sequence of length
z = |σ [k]

Ki
| = N−2B−T

T · N
N−2B αi . Therefore,

dKi − z − 1 = N − T

T
αi − N − 2B − T

T
· N

N − 2B
αi (31)

= 2B

N − 2B
αi (32)

= 2B(N − 2B − T )|Ki |−1T M−|Ki | > 0 (33)

Thus, the
(

N
N−2B αi , αi

)
punctured MDS code remains an

MDS code with a minimum distance dui , such that

dui = N

N − 2B
αi − αi + 1 (34)

= 2B

N − 2B
αi + 1 (35)

Hence, the punctured code can correct upto τui errors, such
that

τui ≤
⌊

dui − 1

2

⌋
= B

N − 2B
αi (36)

Each database contributes 1
N−2B αi symbols from

∑
k∈Ki

u[k]
Ki

,

hence the Byzantine databases can introduce at most B
N−2B αi

errors. Consequently, the punctured MDS code can correct
all errors in

∑
k∈Ki

u[k]
Ki

. This results in a corrected undesired

message vector
(∑

k∈Ki
u[k]
Ki

)∗
. Choose any αi symbols from(∑

k∈Ki
u[k]
Ki

)∗
. By the MDS property of the ( N

T αi , αi ) MDS
code, any αi × αi submatrix is invertible, hence a correct
version of the side information vector, which is used in the
(|Ki | + 1)th round, can be generated. Denote this correct

version by
(∑

k∈Ki
σ [k]
Ki

)∗
.

Now, we cancel the correct side information successively
from each set Ki . Note that the successive correction of side
information gives rise to non-linearity in the decoding. After
interference cancellation, we are left with X̃ [�], which is not
exactly X [�], as we cancelled the correct side information
from the sum and not the side information provided by the
Byzantine databases. This is not a problem, because X̃ [�]
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and X [�] differ in codeword positions if and only if these
positions belong to the Byzantine databases, hence the worst-
case number of errors in X̃ [�] cannot increase. The desired
message is encoded by (N(N − 2B)M−1, (N − 2B)M) MDS
code with minimum distance dx , such that

dx = N(N − 2B)M−1 − (N − 2B)M + 1 (37)

= 2B(N − 2B)M−1 + 1 (38)

Each database returns (N −2B)M−1 symbols from the desired
message. The B Byzantine databases can at most introduce
B(N − 2B)M−1 errors. The outer MDS code can correct up
to τx errors, such that

τx ≤
⌊

dx − 1

2

⌋
= B(N − 2B)M−1 (39)

Thus, the user can correct all the errors introduced by
the Byzantine databases to get a correct vector

(
X [�])∗ ∈

F
N(N−2B)M−1

q . Consider any (N−2B)M symbols from
(
X [�])∗.

Denote these symbols by x∗
� , and index them by Ix . Then,

the user can decode W� with zero error via

W� = (MDSN(N−2B)M−1×(N−2B)M (Ix , :)S1)
−1x∗

� (40)

This is true as matrix MDSN(N−2B)M−1×(N−2B)M (Ix , :)S1 is
invertible by the MDS property.

In addition, the user can identify the Byzantine databases
by comparing the correct versions of the undesired symbols at
each cancellation step (

∑
k∈Ki

u[k]
Ki

)∗, and the desired symbols(
X [�])∗ by their counterparts from the retrieval process. Any

change between the correct vector and the retrieved vector
implies that this database is a Byzantine database (or unsyn-
chronized). The user can expurgate the malicious nodes in this
case as in [22], [28], and [29].

Next, we show how the privacy is achieved. The queries for
any T colluding databases are comprised of T (N − 2B)M−1

mixed symbols from each message Wi , i ∈ {1, · · · , M}. Let
these symbols be indexed by I. Denote the kth message
symbols by x [k]

I . For the desired symbols, we have

x [�]
I = MDSN(N−2B)M−1×(N−2B)M (I, :)S�Wl (41)

Since |I| = T (N − 2B)M−1 < (N − 2B)M as 2B + T < N
by construction, and due to the MDS property, the symbols
x [�]
I have full-rank. Hence, they are independent and uniformly

distributed. Furthermore, for any undesired message Wk ,
k �= �, we have,

x [k]
I = Sk([1 : T (N −2B)M−1], :)Wk (42)

where I = ⋃

j=1 I j , and |I j | = α j , and  =

diag
(

MDS N
T α1×α1

(I1, :), · · · , MDS N
T α
×α


(I
, :)
)

. There-
fore, each submatrix in  is an αi ×αi invertible matrix by the
MDS property. Hence,  is also an invertible matrix because
it is a block-diagonal matrix. By Lemma 2, we have

x [k]
I ∼ Sk([1 : T (N −2B)M−1], :)Wk (43)

Thus, symbols x [k]
I are independent and uniformly distributed,

and the privacy is guaranteed.

We next calculate the achievable resilient rate. We note that
the scheme operates in M rounds. At the i th round, the scheme
downloads

(M−1
i−1

)
(N − 2B − T )i−1T M−i equations in the

form of one desired symbol added to i − 1 symbols from
the undesired messages, and

(M−1
i

)
(N − 2B − T )i−1T M−i

undesired symbols only. Then, the total download in the i th
round is

(M
i

)
(N−2B−T )i−1T M−i from each database, i.e., the

total download of the scheme, D, is D = N
∑M

i=1

(M
i

)
(N −

2B − T )i−1T M−i . The scheme decodes correctly the desired
message, which has length L = (N−2B)M . Thus, the resilient
retrieval rate is,

R = L

D
(44)

= (N − 2B)M

N
∑M

i=1

(M
i

)
(N − 2B − T )i−1T M−i

(45)

= N − 2B

N
· (N − 2B)M−1

∑M
i=1

(M
i

)
(N − 2B − T )i−1T M−i

(46)

= N − 2B

N
· (N − 2B)M−1

1
N−2B−T

∑M
i=1

(M
i

)
(N − 2B − T )i T M−i

(47)

= N − 2B

N
· (N − 2B)M−1

1
N−2B−T

(
(N − 2B)M − T M

) (48)

= N − 2B

N
· (N − 2B)M − T (N − 2B)M−1

(N − 2B)M − T M
(49)

= N − 2B

N
· 1 − T

N−2B

1 −
(

T
N−2B

)M
(50)

which is the expression in Theorem 1. We have some addi-
tional remarks about the achievable scheme.

Remark 8: We note that our achievable scheme is capable
of identifying the Byzantine databases by observing discrepan-
cies between the corrected codewords of desired and undesired
messages and their counterparts from the retrieval process.
Therefore, if multiple-rounds are allowed in the achievable
scheme, we can remove the databases that introduce errors
at each retrieval round, and achieve larger retrieval rates in
future rounds. For instance, assume that B̃ ≤ B databases
commit errors and are identified to be Byzantine in the kth
retrieval round, then removing these databases from the system
and downloading only from the remaining (N − B̃) databases,
we can achieve the following retrieval rate in the (k + 1)th
round

R(k+1) = N − B̃ − 2(B − B̃)

N − B̃
·

1 − T
N−B̃−2(B−B̃)

1 − ( T
N−B̃−2(B−B̃)

)M
(51)

= N + B̃ − 2B

N − B̃
·

1 − T
N+B̃−2B

1 − ( T
N+B̃−2B

)M
(52)

In particular, if all B Byzantine databases act maliciously in
the kth retrieval round and get identified, i.e., B̃ = B, then we
can achieve the following retrieval rate in the (k + 1)th round

R(k+1) = 1 − T
N−B

1 − ( T
N−B )M

(53)

which is the retrieval rate if B databases are just unresponsive.
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TABLE II

THE QUERY TABLE FOR THE CASE M = 3, N = 6, T = 1, B = 2

Remark 9: Our achievable scheme can be seamlessly
extended to the case of BPIR with U unresponsive databases
(as in the case of RPIR [11]) – also known in the literature
as T -private B-Byzantine (N − U)-out-of-N PIR as in [24].
The construction of the achievable scheme can be done by
replacing every N − 2B with N − 2B − U in the general
achievable scheme. Using Lemma 3, that states that correct
decoding is possible if 2τ + ρ ≤ d − 1, and considering the
effect of the unresponsive databases as erasures, i.e., via ρ,
the decodability holds for the BPIR problem with unresponsive
databases. The retrieval rate in this case is,

R = N − 2B − U

N − U
· 1 − T

N−2B−U

1 − ( T
N−2B−U )M

(54)

The retrieval expression is the same as the BPIR capacity in
(11) if the number of databases is N −U. This in turn implies
that the expression in (54) is the capacity of the BPIR problem
with unresponsive databases. The details of the construction
and the analysis are omitted to avoid repetition.

E. Further Examples

In this section, we present some further simple examples
with tractable parameters of M , N , T , B for better understand-
ing of the achievable scheme. Here, we use increased number
of messages (M = 3) and databases (N = 6) compared to
the selections M = 2, N = 5 in the motivating example in
Section IV-B. In the following two subsections, we choose
T = 1, B = 2 and T = 2, B = 1, respectively, to show
the different effects of colluding and Byzantine behavior.
We assume without loss of generality that the desired message
is W1.

1) M = 3 Messages, N = 6, T = 1, B = 2 Databases:
We denote the mixed symbols of messages W1, W2, W3 by
a, b, c, respectively. In this example L = (N − 2B)M = 8,
hence we use 8 × 8 random mixing matrices denoted by
S1, S2, S3. We have L1 = {1},L2 = {1, 2},L3 = {1, 3},L4 =
{1, 2, 3}. Also, for the undesired message W2, we have K1 =
{2},K2 = {2, 3}, and similarly for W3. The scheme starts
with downloading T M−1 = 1 symbol from each message from
each database. Therefore, in round 1, the scheme downloads
x [1]
L1

= a[1:6], u[2]
K1

= b[1:6], and u[3]
K1

= c[1:6]; see Table II. For

every undesired symbol in round 1, we generate N−2B−T
T = 1

side information symbols to be used in round 2. The scheme

constructs the side information symbols σ
[2]
K1

= b[7:12] based on

the downloaded symbols b[1:6], and similarly for σ [3]
K1

= c[7:12].
Round 2 contains all combinations of the sums of 2 messages.
Round 2 adds one new symbol from the desired message with
one symbol of the generated side information from b, c. This
results in the sums x [1]

L2
+ σ [2]

K1
= a[7:12] + b[7:12], and the

sums x [1]
L3

+ σ
[3]
K1

= a[13:18] + c[7:12]. By message symmetry,

we must include the undesired symbol sum
∑

k∈K2
u[k]
K2

=
b[13:18] + c[13:18]; see Table II. We note that these undesired
information equation is in the form of aligned sums. The
undesired symbols in round 2 generate the side information
equations

∑
k∈K2

σ
[k]
K2

= b[19:24] + c[19:24]. These side infor-
mation equations are added to new symbols from the desired
message to have x [1]

L4
+∑k∈K2

σ [k]
K2

= a[19:24]+b[19:24]+c[19:24].
The query table is shown in Table II.

The specific construction of the symbol mixtures are,

a[1:24] = MDS24×8S1 W1 (55)

b[1:24] =

⎡
⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

u[2]
K1

σ
[2]
K1

u[2]
K2

σ [2]
K2

⎤
⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

=
[

MDS12×2 0
0 MDS12×2

]
S2([1 : 4], :)W2

(56)

c[1:24] =

⎡
⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

u[3]
K1

σ
[3]
K1

u[3]
K2

σ [3]
K2

⎤
⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

=
[

MDS12×2 0
0 MDS12×2

]
S3([1 : 4], :)W3

(57)

For the decodability, we note that B = 2 Byzantine
databases can introduce at most 2 errors in b[1:6], 2 errors
in c[1:6], 2 errors in b[13:18] + c[13:18], and 8 errors in a[1:24].
We note that b[1:6] is encoded via (6, 2) punctured MDS code,
which still is an MDS code because z = 6 < 12−2 = 10. The
(6, 2) punctured MDS code can correct errors up to � 6−2

2 � = 2
errors. Then, the 2 errors in b[1:6] can be corrected. The same
argument holds for c[1:6]. For b[13:18]+c[13:18], since the same
generator matrix is used for b[13:18], c[13:18], and because of
the linearity of the code, the aligned sum is a codeword from
(6, 2) punctured MDS code as well. Thus, we can correct
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TABLE III

THE QUERY TABLE FOR THE CASE M = 3, N = 6, T = 2, B = 1

all the errors in the aligned sum b[13:18] + c[13:18]. Knowing
the correct undesired symbols results in decoding the correct
side information symbols b[7:12], c[7:12] and b[19:24] + c[19:24],
respectively, by the MDS property. Cancelling these side
information from the answer strings, we are left with ã[1:24],
which are coded with an outer (24, 8) MDS code, which is
capable of correcting � 24−8

2 � = 8 errors. Hence, the user can
correct all the errors introduced by the Byzantine databases
and W1 is decodable.

For the privacy, from any individual database, the user asks
for 4 mixed symbols from each message. Because of the MDS
property, the symbols from all messages are full-rank, and
hence they are independent and uniformly distributed. Thus,
the scheme is private.

The resilient achievable rate is R = 8
42 = 4

21 = 1
3 · 4

7 =
N−2B

N · 1− T
N−2B

1−
(

T
N−2B

)M = C .

2) M = 3 Messages, N = 6, T = 2, B = 1 Databases:
In this case L = (N − 2B)M = 64, and we use random
mixing matrices S1, S2, S3 of size 64 × 64. The scheme starts
by downloading T M−1 = 4 symbols from each message from
each database, namely, a[1:24], b[1:24], c[1:24]; see Table III. The
undesired symbols from b[1:24] and c[1:24] create N−2B−T

T = 1
side information symbol for each undesired symbol in a single
database. Therefore, the scheme generates the side informa-
tion b[25:48], c[25:48]. In round 2, these side information are
added to a[25:48], a[49:72], respectively. Round 2 concludes by
applying message symmetry, and downloads b[49:72] + c[49:72].
These undesired symbols produce b[73:96] + c[73:96] as side
information symbols for round 3. The query table is shown
in Table III.

The specific construction of the symbol mixtures are,

a[1:96] = MDS96×64S1 W1 (58)

b[1:96] =
[

MDS48×16 0
0 MDS48×16

]
S2([1 : 32], :)W2 (59)

c[1:96] =
[

MDS48×16 0
0 MDS48×16

]
S3([1 : 32], :)W3 (60)

For the decodability, the Byzantine database can commit 4
errors in b[1:24], 4 errors in c[1:24], 4 errors in b[49:72]+c[49:72],
and 16 errors in a[1:96]. All layers of the undesired symbols are
encoded via (24, 16) punctured MDS code, which is still MDS
code, and can correct up to � 24−16

2 � = 4 errors. Therefore, all
the undesired symbols can be corrected, which in turn generate
the correct side information in all layers. By canceling the
side information, we are left with ã[1:96], which is encoded
by (96, 64) outer MDS code. This code can correct up to
� 96−64

2 � = 16 errors. Hence, the user can decode W1 reliably.
For the privacy, from any 2 databases, the user asks for

16 symbols from each message. By the MDS property and
Lemma 2, all these symbols are full-rank, and hence they are
independent and uniformly distributed. Therefore, the scheme
is 2-private.

The resilient achievable rate is R = 64
168 = 8

21 = 4
6 · 4

7 =
N−2B

N · 1− T
N−2B

1−
(

T
N−2B

)M = C .

Note that, for the same M , N , the achievable rate with
T = 1, B = 2 in the previous subsection, 4

21 , is smaller
than the achievable rate with T = 2, B = 1 in this
subsection, 8

21 , which signifies that Byzantine behavior is a
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more severe adversarial behavior to cope with compared to
colluding behavior.

V. CONVERSE PROOF

In this section, we develop an upper bound for the
BPIR problem. We adapt the cut-set upper bound proof
in [28] and [29] to the PIR setting. The upper bound can be
thought of as a network version of the Singleton bound [30].
The upper bound intuitively asserts that the effect of the
Byzantine databases on the retrieval rate is harmful as if
2B databases are removed from the retrieval process, but
the user still needs to access them. The settings of PIR and
network coding problem in [28] share that they are both planar
networks, and they both lack backward edges, as we consider
here a single-round retrieval, and hence the answer strings
from the honest databases are not affected by the answers of
the Byzantine databases. However, some technical differences
arise in the PIR setting:

1) Unlike the adversarial nodes in [28] and [29], the Byzan-
tine databases in PIR are not fully omniscient, since they
do not know which message the user wishes to retrieve
(by definition of PIR). Consequently, we assume in the
following that the Byzantine databases alter the contents
of the entire database.

2) In the PIR setting, the user does not know the entire
codebook in advance, in contrast to the network coding
problem in [28].

For sake of deriving an upper bound, we make the following
simplifications:

1) We assume that the actions of the Byzantine databases
are restricted to altering the contents of the entire
database, i.e., the nth Byzantine database changes its
contents �n from W to W̃, where W̃ �= W . This
restriction is valid from the converse point of view, since
it potentially results in a weaker adversary, which in
turn results in a higher rate. Note that, in this sense
the Byzantine databases are reduced to being unsyn-
chronized databases (with unknown number of mis-
synchronized messages).

2) We further restrict the answering string from the nth
database to be a deterministic function fn(·), i.e., A[i]

n =
fn(�n, Q[i]

n ), of the altered database �n . This restriction
also limits the capabilities of the Byzantine databases.
This results in a further upper bound on rate. Since we
restrict the actions of the Byzantine databases to altering
�n only, we signify this dependence on �n by writing
the answering string A[i]

n as A[i]
n (�n).

3) We can assume that the retrieval scheme is sym-
metric. This is without loss of generality, since any
asymmetric PIR scheme can be made symmetric by
proper time sharing without changing the retrieval rate
[9], [13], [14], i.e.,

H (A[i]
1 |Q) = H (A[i]

2 |Q) = · · · = H (A[i]
N |Q) (61)

This assumption remains true in the BPIR problem,
because if the nth Byzantine database returned an
answering string which has H (A[i]

n |Q) �= H (A[i]
j |Q) for

some honest database j , i.e., the answering string has a
different length as a response to a symmetric retrieval
scheme, this database will be identified as a Byzantine
database. Hence, the errors introduced by the Byzantine
databases can be mitigated and these databases will
be removed from the system afterwards. In addition,
the restrictions in assumptions 1 and 2 above imply that
the Byzantine databases answer truthfully to the queries
based on their own (altered) �n . Therefore, the lengths
of the answer strings will be symmetric in response to
a symmetric scheme.

The main argument of the converse proof is summarized in
the following lemma.

Lemma 4: Fix a set of honest databases U ⊂ {1, · · · , N}
such that |U | = N − 2B, and �n = W , for every n ∈ U .
Then, for correct decoding of Wi , the answer strings A[i]

U (W)
is unique for every realization of W , i.e., there cannot exist
two realizations of the message set W, W̃ , such that W �= W̃ ,
and A[i]

U (W) = A[i]
U (W̃).

We have this following remark about Lemma 4 first, before
we give its proof next.

Remark 10: Lemma 4 implies that the answer strings from
any N − 2B honest databases are enough to reconstruct
the desired message, since every realization of the message
set produces different answering strings from any N − 2B
databases. This argument was previously used by [28, Th. 1]
and [29, Th. 6], as they show that the capacity of the
adversarial network coding problem and the adversarial dis-
tributed storage problem, respectively, is upper bounded by
the capacity of the edges of any cut in the network after
removing 2B edges from this cut. These edges correspond to
the set U in our problem. The proof in [28] and [29] relies
on the fact that in the presence of an adversary controlling B
nodes, and for any distinct messages w1 �= w2, a necessary
condition for the receiver to not make a decoding error is to
have XU (w1) �= XU (w2).

Proof: Divide the set Ū = {1, · · · , N}\U into two sets B1,
B2 such that |B1| = |B2| = B . In the BPIR problem, we must
guarantee correct decoding if the Byzantine databases are any
subset B ⊂ {1, · · · , N}, such that |B| = B , in particular, if the
Byzantine databases are either B1 or B2.

Now, assume for sake of contradiction, that there exists a
valid retrieval scheme that achieves correct decoding of Wi ,
and there exist two realizations of the message set W, W̃ such
that W �= W̃, and

A[i]
U (W) = A[i]

U (W̃) (62)

Two scenarios can arise:
1) The true realization of the database contents is W .

In this case, if the adversarial nodes are the data-
bases indexed by B2, and they flip their contents
�B2 into W̃ , the user collects the answer strings(

A[i]
B1

(W), A[i]
B2

(W̃), A[i]
U (W)

)
.

2) The true realization of the database contents is W̃ .
In this case, if the adversarial nodes are the data-
bases indexed by B1, and they flip their contents
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�B1 into W , the user collects the answer strings(
A[i]
B1

(W), A[i]
B2

(W̃), A[i]
U (W̃)

)
.

Since A[i]
U (W) = A[i]

U (W̃), there is no way for the user
to differentiate between the two scenarios. Hence, the user
commits an error either directly (if W and W̃ differ in
Wi ) or indirectly (if W and W̃ differ in any message other
than Wi , as the user fails in canceling the interference from
the answer strings). This is a contradiction to the reliability
constraint H (Wi |A[i]

1:N , Q[i]
1:N ) = 0.

Now, we continue with the main body of the converse proof.
From Lemma 4, the answers A[i]

U (W) are unique for every
W , hence restricting the decoding function to these answers
uniquely determine Wi , i.e., there exists no further confusion
about the correct database contents W , and the answering
strings are designed to retrieve Wi from this W . Consequently,
if the true realization of the database is W , we can write

R = L∑N
n=1 H (A[i]

n )
(63)

≤ L∑N
n=1 H (A[i]

n |Q)
(64)

= N − 2B

N
· L

(N − 2B)H (A[i]
1 |Q)

(65)

= N − 2B

N
· L∑

n∈U H (A[i]
n (W)|Q)

(66)

≤ N − 2B

N
· CT (|U |) (67)

= N − 2B

N
· CT (N − 2B) (68)

= N − 2B

N
· 1 − T

N−2B

1 −
(

T
N−2B

)M
(69)

where CT (·) is the capacity of the PIR problem with T collud-
ing databases as a function of the number of databases. Here,
(65) follows from the symmetry assumption, (66) follows
from the fact that A[i]

U (W) can decode Wi correctly and then
L∑

n∈U H(A[i]
n (W)|Q)

is a valid upper bound on the retrieval rate

under the T -privacy constraint if the accessed databases are
restricted to U , which is further upper bounded by the TPIR
capacity CT (|U |) in (67) as CT (|U |) is the supremum of all
rates that can be achieved using the set of databases U under
the T -privacy constraint, and (69) follows from the capacity
expression in [11].

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

In this paper, we investigated the PIR problem from N
replicated databases in the presence of B Byzantine databases,
and T -colluding databases from an information-theoretic per-
spective. We determined the exact capacity of the BPIR

problem to be C = N−2B
N · 1− T

N−2B

1−( T
N−2B )M . The capacity expression

shows the severe degradation in the retrieval rate in the
presence of Byzantine databases. The expression shows that in
order to correct the errors introduced by the adversarial data-
bases, the system needs to have 2B redundant storage nodes.
The retrieval rate is further penalized by the factor N−2B

N ,

which reflects the ignorance of the user which N − 2B data-
bases are honest. The BPIR capacity converges to C → 1−2γ
as B, N → ∞, B = γ N , where γ is the fraction of Byzantine
databases. For large enough number of messages, the BPIR
capacity approaches C → 1− 2B+T

N . We extended the optimal
scheme for the RPIR problem to permit error correction of
any error pattern introduced by the Byzantine databases. The
new key ingredients in the achievable scheme are: encoding
the undesired messages via a punctured MDS code, successive
interference cancellation to remove the interfering messages,
and encoding the desired message by an outer-layer MDS
code. For the converse, we adapted the cut-set bound, which
was originally derived for the network coding problem against
adversarial nodes, for the PIR setting.

The BPIR problem can be extended in several interesting
directions. According to our formulation here, the capaci-
ties of unsynchronized and Byzantine PIR problems are the
same. However, in the unsynchronized PIR problem, if the
user knows in advance that at most S messages are mis-
synchronized, and if S is small with respect to M , the user
can potentially achieve higher rates than our formulation here,
in particular, if it uses a multi-round scheme as in [22]. In addi-
tion, in modeling the mis-synchronization, if we consider some
specific attack/error patterns (e.g., during mis-synchronization
the stored data goes through a noisy channel with a known
model), then the user can tailor an error mitigation procedure
that fits these attack/error models explicitly, in contrast to our
formulation here, where we assumed that the user is prepared
for the worst-case errors of any structure. Finally, while we
assumed that the B Byzantine databases can be any one of
the
(N

B

)
possible subsets, the problem can be extended to the

case where only a certain subset of all possible
(N

B

)
Byzantine

configurations is possible as in [33] which considered a limited
collusion model.

REFERENCES

[1] B. Chor, E. Kushilevitz, O. Goldreich, and M. Sudan, “Private informa-
tion retrieval,” J. ACM, vol. 45, no. 6, pp. 965–981, 1998.

[2] W. Gasarch, “A survey on private information retrieval,” Bull. EATCS,
vol. 82, no. 1, pp. 72–101, 2004.

[3] C. Cachin, S. Micali, and M. Stadler, “Computationally private informa-
tion retrieval with polylogarithmic communication,” in Proc. Int. Conf.
Theory Appl. Cryptograph. Techn., Prague, Czech Republic. Berlin,
Germany: Springer, 1999, pp. 402–414.

[4] R. Ostrovsky and W. E. Skeith, III, “A survey of single-database
private information retrieval: Techniques and applications,” in Proc.
Int. Workshop Public Key Cryptogr., Beijing, China. Berlin, Germany:
Springer, 2007, pp. 393–411.

[5] S. Yekhanin, “Private information retrieval,” Commun. ACM, vol. 53,
no. 4, pp. 68–73, Apr. 2010.

[6] N. B. Shah, K. V. Rashmi, and K. Ramchandran, “One extra bit of
download ensures perfectly private information retrieval,” in Proc. IEEE
ISIT, Jun. 2014, pp. 856–860.

[7] T. H. Chan, S.-W. Ho, and H. Yamamoto, “Private information retrieval
for coded storage,” in Proc. IEEE ISIT, Jun. 2015, pp. 2842–2846.

[8] R. Tajeddine and S. El Rouayheb, “Private information retrieval from
MDS coded data in distributed storage systems,” in Proc. IEEE ISIT,
Jul. 2016, pp. 1411–1415.

[9] H. Sun and S. A. Jafar, “The capacity of private information retrieval,”
IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 63, no. 7, pp. 4075–4088, Jul. 2017.

[10] H. Sun and S. A. Jafar. (2016). “Blind interference alignment for private
information retrieval.” [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/1601.
07885



BANAWAN AND ULUKUS: CAPACITY OF PIR FROM BYZANTINE AND COLLUDING DATABASES 1219

[11] H. Sun and S. A. Jafar, “The capacity of robust private information
retrieval with colluding databases,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 64,
no. 4, pp. 2361–2370, Apr. 2018.

[12] H. Sun and S. A. Jafar. (2016). “The capacity of symmetric private infor-
mation retrieval.” [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/1606.08828

[13] K. Banawan and S. Ulukus, “The capacity of private information
retrieval from coded databases,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 64, no. 3,
pp. 1945–1956, Mar. 2018.

[14] K. Banawan and S. Ulukus, “Multi-message private information
retrieval: Capacity results and near-optimal schemes,” IEEE Trans. Inf.
Theory, vol. 64, no. 10, pp. 6842–6862, Oct. 2018.

[15] H. Sun and S. A. Jafar, “Optimal download cost of private information
retrieval for arbitrary message length,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Forensics
Security, vol. 12, no. 12, pp. 2920–2932, Dec. 2017.

[16] H. Sun and S. A. Jafar, “Multiround private information retrieval:
Capacity and storage overhead,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 64, no. 8,
pp. 5743–5754, Aug. 2018.

[17] Q. Wang and M. Skoglund. (2016). “Symmetric private information
retrieval for MDS coded distributed storage.” [Online]. Available: https://
arxiv.org/abs/1610.04530

[18] R. Freij-Hollanti, O. W. Gnilke, C. Hollanti, and D. A. Karpuk, “Private
information retrieval from coded databases with colluding servers,”
SIAM J. Appl. Algebra Geometry, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 647–664, 2017.

[19] H. Sun and S. A. Jafar, “Private information retrieval from MDS coded
data with colluding servers: Settling a conjecture by Freij-Hollanti
et al.,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 64, no. 2, pp. 1000–1022, Feb. 2018.

[20] Y. Zhang and G. Ge. (2017). “A general private information retrieval
scheme for MDS coded databases with colluding servers.” [Online].
Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/1704.06785

[21] Y. Zhang and G. Ge. (2017). “Multi-file private information retrieval
from MDS coded databases with colluding servers.” [Online]. Available:
https://arxiv.org/abs/1705.03186

[22] G. Fanti and K. Ramchandran, “Efficient private information retrieval
over unsynchronized databases,” IEEE J. Sel. Topics Signal Process.,
vol. 9, no. 7, pp. 1229–1239, Oct. 2015.

[23] A. Beimel and Y. Stahl, “Robust information-theoretic private informa-
tion retrieval,” in Proc. Int. Conf. Secur. Commun. Netw., Amalfi, Italy.
Berlin, Germany: Springer, 2002, pp. 326–341.

[24] C. Devet, I. Goldberg, and N. Heninger, “Optimally robust private infor-
mation retrieval,” in Proc. USENIX Secur. Symp., 2012, pp. 269–283.

[25] E. Y. Yang, J. Xu, and K. H. Bennett, “Private information retrieval in
the presence of malicious failures,” in Proc. 26th Annu. Int. Comput.
Softw. Appl., Aug. 2002, pp. 805–810.

[26] A. Shamir, “How to share a secret,” Commun. ACM, vol. 22, no. 11,
pp. 612–613, Nov. 1979.

[27] V. Guruswami and M. Sudan, “Improved decoding of Reed–Solomon
and algebraic-geometric codes,” in Proc. 39th Annu. Symp. Found.
Comput. Sci., Nov. 1998, pp. 28–37.

[28] O. Kosut, L. Tong, and D. N. C. Tse, “Polytope codes against adversaries
in networks,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 60, no. 6, pp. 3308–3344,
Jun. 2014.

[29] S. Pawar, S. El Rouayheb, and K. Ramchandran, “Securing dynamic dis-
tributed storage systems against eavesdropping and adversarial attacks,”
IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 57, no. 10, pp. 6734–6753, Oct. 2011.

[30] R. C. Singleton, “Maximum distance q-nary codes,” IEEE Trans. Inf.
Theory, vol. IT-10, no. 2, pp. 116–118, Apr. 1964.

[31] C. Feyling, “Punctured maximum distance separable codes,” Electron.
Lett., vol. 29, no. 5, pp. 470–471, Mar. 1993.

[32] R. Roth, Introduction to Coding Theory. Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge
Univ. Press, 2006.

[33] R. Tajeddine, O. W. Gnilke, D. Karpuk, R. Freij-Hollanti, C. Hollanti,
and S. El Rouayheb. (2017). “Private information retrieval schemes for
coded data with arbitrary collusion patterns.” [Online]. Available: https://
arxiv.org/abs/1701.07636

Karim Banawan (S’13) received the B.Sc. and M.Sc. degrees (Highest
Hons.) in electrical engineering from Alexandria University, Alexandria,
Egypt, in 2008, 2012, respectively, M.Sc. degree in electrical engineering
from University of Maryland, College Park, MD, USA in 2017. He is
currently pursuing the Ph.D. degree at the Department of Electrical and
Computer Engineering, University of Maryland, College Park, MD, USA.
He was the recipient of the Distinguished Dissertation Fellowship from the
Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, at the University of
Maryland College Park, for his Ph.D. thesis work. His research interests
include information theory, wireless communications, physical layer security
and private information retrieval.

Sennur Ulukus (S’90–M’98–SM’15–F’16) is a Professor of Electrical and
Computer Engineering at the University of Maryland at College Park,
where she also holds a joint appointment with the Institute for Systems
Research (ISR). Prior to joining UMD, she was a Senior Technical Staff
Member at AT&T Labs-Research. She received her Ph.D. degree in Electrical
and Computer Engineering from Wireless Information Network Laboratory
(WINLAB), Rutgers University, and B.S. and M.S. degrees in Electrical and
Electronics Engineering from Bilkent University. Her research interests are in
wireless communications, information theory, signal processing, and networks,
with recent focus on private information retrieval, timely status updates over
networks, energy harvesting communications, information theoretic physical
layer security, and wireless energy and information transfer.

Dr. Ulukus is a fellow of the IEEE, and a Distinguished Scholar-Teacher
of the University of Maryland. She received the 2003 IEEE Marconi Prize
Paper Award in Wireless Communications, an 2005 NSF CAREER Award,
the 2010-2011 ISR Outstanding Systems Engineering Faculty Award, and
the 2012 ECE George Corcoran Education Award. She is a Distinguished
Lecturer of the Information Theory Society for 2018-2019. She is on the
Editorial Board of the IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON GREEN COMMUNICATIONS

AND NETWORKING since 2016. She was an Editor for the IEEE sc Journal
on Selected Areas in Communications Series on Green Communications
and Networking (2015-2016), IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON INFORMATION

THEORY (2007-2010), and IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON COMMUNICATIONS

(2003-2007). She was a Guest Editor for the IEEE JOURNAL ON SELECTED
AREAS IN COMMUNICATIONS (2015 and 2008), Journal of Communications
and Networks (2012), and IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON INFORMATION THEORY

(2011). She was a general TPC co-chair of 2017 IEEE ISIT, 2016 IEEE
Globecom, 2014 IEEE PIMRC, and 2011 IEEE CTW.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Gautami
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Haettenschweiler
    /Impact
    /Kartika
    /Latha
    /LetterGothicMT
    /LetterGothicMT-Bold
    /LetterGothicMT-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothicMT-Oblique
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Mangal-Regular
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /MVBoli
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Raavi
    /Shruti
    /Sylfaen
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Tunga-Regular
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /Vrinda
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 600
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 600
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 400
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDFs that match the "Required"  settings for PDF Specification 4.0)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


