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Abstract

The classical problem of reliable point-to-point digitalnemunication is to achieve a low probability of error
while keeping the rate high and thetal power consumption small. Traditional information-theoretic analysis
uses explicit models for the communication channel to sthéypower spent in transmission. The resulting bounds
are expressed using ‘waterfall’ curves that convey thelatamary idea that unboundedly low probabilities of bit-
error are attainable using only finite transmit power. Hosrepractitioners have long observed that the decoder
complexity, and hence the total power consumption, goeshgnvattempting to use sophisticated codes that operate
close to the waterfall curve.

This paper gives an explicit model for power consumption ratidealized decoder that allows for extreme
parallelism in implementation. The decoder architectgreithe spirit of message passing and iterative decoding
for sparse-graph codes, but is further idealized in thdtdte for more computational power than is currently known
to be implementable. Generalized sphere-packing arguaeatused to derive lower bounds on the decoding power
needed for any possible code given only the gap from the Sfmatimit and the desired probability of error. As
the gap goes to zero, tlemergy per bitspent in decoding is shown to go to infinity. This suggests tihaptimize
total power, the transmitter should operate at a power thatrictly above the minimum demanded by the Shannon
capacity.

The lower bound is plotted to show an unavoidable tradedfféen the average bit-error probability and the total
power used in transmission and decoding. In the spirit ofsentional waterfall curves, we call these ‘waterslide’
curves. The bound is shown to be order optimal by showing xistence of codes that can achieve similarly shaped
waterslide curves under the proposed idealized model aidieg.
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The price of certainty: “waterslide curves” and the
gap to capacity

Note: A preliminary version of this work with weaker boundssveubmitted to ITW 2008 in Porto [1].

. INTRODUCTION

As digital circuit technology advances and we pass into tlaeod billion-transistor chips, it is clear that the
fundamental limit on practical codes is not any nebuloussesf “complexity” but the concrete issue of power
consumption. At the same time, the proposed applicationsfior-correcting codes continue to shrink in the
distances involved. Whereas earlier “deep space comntigritdnelped stimulate the development of information
and coding theory [2], [3], there is now an increasing irgene communication over much shorter distances ranging
from a few meters [4] to even a few millimeters in the case ¢érirchip and on-chip communication [5].

The implications of power-consumption beyond transmit ohave begun to be studied by the community. The
common thread in [6]-[10] is that the power consumed in pgsirg the signals can be a substantial fraction of the
total power. In [11], it is observed that within communicatinetworks, it is worth developing cross-layer schemes
to reduce the time that devices spend being active. In [9]infarmation-theoretic formulation is considered.
When the transmitter is in the ‘on’ state, its circuit is medkeas consuming some fixed power in addition to
the power radiated in the transmission itself. Therefdreydakes sense to shorten the overall duration of a packet
transmission and to satisfy an average transmit-powerti@nsby bursty signalling that does not use all available
degrees of freedom. In [7], the authors take into accounia&-pewer constraint as well, as they study the optimal
constellation size for uncoded transmission. A large ailation requires a smaller ‘on’ time, and hence less
circuit power. However, a larger constellation requireghler power to maintain the same spacing of constellation
points. An optimal constellation has to balance betweenrioe but overall this argues for the use of higher rates.
However, none of these really tackle the role of the decodmmplexity itself.

In [12], the authors take a more receiver-centric view arali$oon how to limit the power spent in sampling the
signal at the receiver. They point out that empirically féirawideband systems aiming for moderate probabilities
of error, this sampling cost can be larger than the decodisg dhey introduce the ingenious idea of adaptively
puncturing the code at the receiver rather than at the tristesnThey implicitly argue for the use of longer codes
whose rates are further from the Shannon capacity so thatebeder has the flexibility to adaptively puncture as
needed and thereby save on total power consumption.

In [4], the authors study the impact of decoding complexiging the metric of coding gain. They take an
empirical point of view using power-consumption numbensdertain decoder implementations at moderately low
probabilities of error. They observe that it is often betteuse no coding at all if the communication range is low
enough.

In this paper, we take an asymptotic approach to see if cernegl decoding power has any fundamental
implications as the average probability of bit error temmizéro. In Sectiofill, we give an asymptotic formulation
of what it should mean to approach capacity when we must densfie power spent in decoding in addition to that
spent in transmission. We next consider whether classgaloaches to encoding/decoding such as dense linear
block codes and convolutional codes can satisfy our stritndard of approaching capacity and argue that they
cannot. Sectiof Il then focuses our attention on iteratieeoding by message passing and defines the system
model for the rest of the paper.

Sectior 1V derives general lower bounds to the complexititeriitive decoders for BSC and AWGN channels in
terms of the number of iterations required to achieve a ddgirobability of error at a given transmit power. These
bounds can be considered iterative-decoding counterpartse classical sphere-packing bounds (see e.g. [13],
[14]) and are derived by generalizing the delay-orientemiarents of [15], [16] to the decoding neighborhoods in
iterative decoding. These bounds are then used to showt tisaini principle possible for iterative decoders to be a
part of a weakly capacity-achieving communication systeiowever, the power spent by our model of an iterative
decoder must go to infinity as the probability of error tenmizero and so this style of decoding rules out a strong
sense of capacity-achieving communication systems.



We discuss related work in the sparse-graph-code conteReation[\V and make precise the notion of gap to
capacity before evaluating our lower-bounds on the numb#er@tions as the gap to capacity closes. We conclude
in Section’V] with some speculation and point out some irstiing questions for future investigation.

Il. CERTAINTY-ACHIEVING CODES

Consider a classical point-to-point AWGN channel with ndif. For uncoded transmission with BPSK sig-
naling, the probability of bit-error is an exponentiallycdeasing function of the transmitted energy per symbol.
To approach certainty (make the probability of bit-errorywemall), the transmitted energy per symbol must go to
infinity. If the symbols each carry a small number of bits,nthkis implies that the transmfoweris also going
to infinity since the number of symbols per second is a nonzenstant determined by the desired ratefobits
per second.

Shannon’s genius in [17] was to recognize that while there m@way to avoid having the transmittedergy
go to infinity and still approach certainty, this energy abbk amortized over many bits of information. This meant
that the transmittegpowercould be kept finite and certainty could be approached bynggfgr it using end-to-end
delay (see [16] for a review) and whatever implementatiomgexity is required for the encoding and decoding.
For a given channel and transmit powey, there is a maximum rat€'( Pr) that can be supported. Turned around,
this classical result is traditionally expressed by fixitng tesired rate? and looking at the required transmit
power. The resulting “waterfall curves” are shaovin Figure[1. These sharp curves are distinguished from the
more gradual “waterslide curves” of uncoded transmission.
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Fig. 1. The Shannon waterfalls: plots bifg((P.)) vs required SNR (in dB) for a fixed ratet3 code transmitted using BPSK over an
AWGN channel with hard decisions at the detector. A comparis made with the raté/3 repetition code: uncoded transmission with the
same bit repeated three times. Also shown is the waterfallecfor the average power constrained AWGN channel.

Traditionally, a family of codes was considered capacityieang if it could support arbitrarily low probabilities
of error at transmit powers arbitrarily close to that preelicby capacity. The complexity of the encoding and
decoding steps was considered to be a separate and quelltatistinct performance metric. This makes sense

!since the focus of this paper is on average bit error proiyhihese curves combine the results of [17], [18] and adjbe required
capacity by a factor of the relevant rate-distortion fuoieti — h, ({P.)).



when the communication is long-range, since the “exchaatg between transmitter power and the power that
ends up being delivered to the receiver is very poor due t@amte-induced attenuation.

In light of the advances in digital circuits and the need fboger-range communication, we propose a new way
of formalizing what it means for a coding approach to be “caity achieving” using the single natural metric:
power.

A. Definitions

Assume the traditional information-theoretic model (seg [.3], [19]) of fixed-rate discrete-time communication
with £ total information bits;n channel uses, and the rate Bf= % bits per channel use. As is traditional, the
rate R is held constant whilé andm are allowed to become asymptotically larg€. ;) is the average probability
of bit error on thei-th message bit and.) = + 3", (P. ;) is used to denote the overall average probability of bit
error. No restrictions are assumed on the codebooks asidetfrose required by the channel model. The channel
model is assumed to be indexed by the power used in tranemisBhe encoder and decoder are assumed to be
physical entities that consume power according to some hibdecan be different for different codes.

Let & Pr be the actual power used in transmission anddetand P, be the power consumed in the operation
of the encoder and decoder respectivély.is the exchange rate (total path-loss) that connects thepspent at
the transmitter to the received powBy that shows up at the receiver. In the spirit of [10], we asstina¢ the
goal of the system designer is to minimize some weighted awaibn P,y = &7 Pr + £ Po + £p Pp where the
vectoré > 0. The weights can be different depending on the applicataod &7 is tied to the distance between
the transmitter and receiver as well as the propagatiorramvient.

For any rateR and average probability of bit errgPe> > 0, we assume that the system designer will minimize the

— —

weighted combination above to get optimizBg:., (¢, (F%), 1) as well as constituedtr (€, (Fe), R), Po (€, (Fe), R),
and Pp (&, (P.), R).
Definition 1: The certainty of a particular encoding and decoding system is the recgro€ the average

probability of bit error.

Definition 2: An encoding and decoding system at rdtebits per second isveakly certainty achievingf

—

liminf py_,0 Pr(§, (Pe), R) < oo for all weights¢{ > 0.

If an encoder/decoder system is not weakly certainty aatggvthen this means that it does not deliver on the
revolutionary promise of the Shannon waterfall curve frdma perspective of transmit power. Instead, such codes
encourage system designers to pay for certainty using untdsalitransmission power.

Definition 3: An encoding and decoding system at rdtebits per second istrongly certainty achievingf
liminfp,y o Protar (€, (P.), R) # oo for all weightsé > 0.

A strongly certainty-achieving system would deliver on fioé spirit of Shannon’s vision: that certainty can
be approached at finite total power just by accepting longei-te-end delays and amortizing the total energy
expenditure over many bits. The general distinction betwstong and weak certainty-achieving systems relates to

—

how the decoding powePp (¢, (P.), R) varies with the probability of bit-errofP.) for a fixed rateR. Does
it have waterfall or waterslide behavior? For example, itcisar that uncoded transmission has very simple

—

encoding/decodir{ﬁ;and soPp (¢, (P.), R) has a waterfall behavior.
Definition 4: A {weaklystrongly} certainty-achieving system at rakebits per second is alspveaklystrongly}
capacity achievingf
lim inf liminf Pr (€, (B,), R) = C~Y(R) (1)
€c,p—0 (Pe)—0

whereC~1(R) is the minimum transmission power that is predicted by than®bn capacity of the channel model.

2For example, in an RFID application, the power used by theigaartually supplied wirelessly by the reader. If the taghis tlecoder,
then it is natural to maké&p even larger thargr in order to account for the inefficiency of the power trandiem the reader to the
tag. One-to-many transmission of multicast data is anotitample of an application that can incregse The £p in that case should be
increased in proportion to the number of receivers that iaterling to the message.

3All that is required is the minimum power needed to samplertioeived signal and threshold the result.



This sense of capacity achieving makes explicit the sensghinoh we should consider encoding and decoding
to be asymptotically fregbut not actually free. The traditional approach of modglencoding and decoding as
being actually free can be recovered by swapping the ordéreofimits in [(1).

Definition 5: An encoding and decoding system is considdraditionally capacity achievingf

liminf liminf Pp(¢, (P.),R) = C~Y(R). )
<Pe>_>0 50,51)—)6

whereC~1(R) is the minimum transmission power that is predicted by than®bn capacity of the channel model.

By taking the limit (¢c,&{p) — 0 for a fixed probability of error, this traditional approactakes it impossible
to capture any fundamental tradeoff with complexity in apnagtotic sense.

The conceptual distinction between the ndéw (1) and bld (2ksee of capacity-achieving systems parallels
Shannon’s distinction between zero-error capacity andlaegapacity [20]. IfC(e, d) is the maximum rate that
can be supported over a channel using end-to-end délagd average probability of erraf, then traditional
capacityC' = lim_,0limgy_,~ C(€,d) while zero-error capacity’y = limg,co limco C(¢,d). When the limits
are taken together in some balanced way, then we get condep@nytime capacity [16], [21]. It is known that
Cy < Cany < C in general and so it is natural to wonder whether any codesapacity achieving in the new
stricter sense of Definitionl 4.

B. Are classical codes capacity achieving?

1) Dense linear block codes with nearest-neighbor decodibgnse linear fixed-block-length codes are tradi-
tionally capacity achieving under ML decoding [13]. To uratand whether they are weakly certainty achieving, we
need a model for the encoding and decoding powersnt.éte the block length of the code. Each codeword symbol
requiresm R operations to encode and it is reasonable to assume thabpaddtion consumes some energy. Thus,
the encoding power i$)(m). Meanwhile, a straightforward implementation of ML (nestreeighbor) decoding
has complexity exponential in the block-length and thus ftelasonable to assume that it consumes an exponential
amount of power as well.

The probability of error for ML decoding drops exponengiallith m with an exponent that is bounded above by
the sphere-packing exponefit, (R) [13]. An exponential reduction in the probability of errerthus paid for using
an exponential increase in decoding power. Consequenityeasy to see that the certainty return on investments in
decoding power is only polynomial. Meanwhile, the certaimturn on investments in transmit power is exponential
even for uncoded transmission. So no matter what the valee®eép > 0, in the high-certainty limit of very low
probabilities of error, an optimized communication systemilt using dense linear block codes will be investing
ever increasing amounts in transmit power.

A plot of the resulting waterslide curves for both transmitver and decoding power are given in Figlie 2.
Following tradition, the horizontal axes in the plots areegi in normalized SNR units for power. Notice how the
optimizing system invests heavily in additional transmotver to approach low probabilities of error.

2) Convolutional codes under Viterbi decodingor convolutional codes, there are two decoding algoritrang
hence two different analyses. (See [22], [23] for details) Witerbi decoding, the complexity per-bit is exponential
in the constraint lengttR L, bits. The error exponents with the constraint lengthLgfchannel uses are upper-
bounded in [24], and this bound is given parametrically by

E()(p, PT)
— 3)

where Ej is the Gallager function [13] and > 0. The important thing here is that just as in dense linearkbloc
codes, the certainty return on investments in decoding pa@svenly polynomial, albeit with a better polynomial
than linear block-codes sincg.,,.,(R, Pr) is higher than the sphere-packing bound for block codes. [IB{s,
an optimized communication system built using Viterbi dding will also be investing ever increasing amounts in
transmit power. Viterbi decoding is not weakly certainthiawing.

A plot of the resulting waterslide curves for both transmiwer and decoding power is given in Figure 3.
Notice that the performance in Figuré 3 is better than thatigtire[2. This reflects the superior error exponents
of convolutional codes with respect to their computatigmaameter — the constraint length.

Econv(R7 PT) = EO(Pa PT) ; R=



‘-‘ . - - - Total power
| AR —— Optimal transmit power|
Y « | Decoding power
\ . —— Shannon waterfall
\

80

Power

Fig. 2. The waterslide curves for transmit power, decodiog/gr, and the total power for dense linear block-codes & Fat= 1/3
under brute-force ML decoding. It is assumed that the ndemdlenergy required per operation at the decodd? is 0.3 and that it takes
2™« mR operations per channel output to decode using nearestbwigearch for a block length ef channel uses.

3) Convolutional codes under magical sequential decodifRgr convolutional codes with sequential decoding,
it is shown in [25] that the average number of guesses mustase to infinity if the message rate exceeds the
cut-off rate Ey(1). However, below the cut-off rate, the average number of seess finite. Each guess at the
decoder costd..R multiply-accumulates and we assume that this means thaageelecoding power also scales
asO(L.) since at least one guess is made for each received sample.

For simplicity, let us ignore the issue of the cut-off rateddarther assume that the decoder magically makes
just one guess and always gets the ML answer. The convoait@ding error exponent](3) still applies, and so
the system’s certainty gets an exponential return for itmeests in decoding power. It is now no longer obvious
how the optimized-system will behave in terms of transmiveo

For the magical system, the encoder power and decoder powdyagh linear in the constraint-length. Group
them together with the path-loss and normalize units to g@igle effective termy L. The goal how is to minimize

Pr+~L, (4)

over Pr and L subject to the probability of error constraint tﬁlﬁtﬁ = Feonv(R, PT)%. Since we are interested
in the limit of In 2~

7 — 00, it is useful to turn this around and use Lagrange multipliér little calculation reveals
that the optimizing values aPr and L. must satisfy the balance condition

aEconv Ra P
Econv(R7 PT) = ’YLC#

5
0P, (6)
and so (neglecting integer-effects) the optimizing canstrlength is eithed (uncoded transmission) or
1 aEconv(ARa PT)
L. =—FEcom(R, Pr)) —F—=. 6
5 (R, Pr)/ aPr (6)

To get ever lower values ofP.), the transmit powe’; must therefore increase unboundedly unless the ratio
Econv(R, PT)/E)EC%W approaches infinity for some finitBy. Since the convolutional coding error exponent
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Fig. 3. The waterslide curves for transmit power, decodioggr, and the total power for convolutional codes of r&te- 1/3 used with
Viterbi decoding. It is assumed that the normalized eneegyired per operation at the decoderfis= 0.3 and that it take@Z<® x L.R
operations per channel output to decode using Viterbi kefamca constraint length of.. channel uses.

(3) does not go to infinity at a finite power, this requi%"g}%ﬂ to approach zero. For AWGN style channels,
this only occuré as Pr approaches infinity and thus the gap betwé&and the capacity gets large.

The resulting plots for the waterslide curves for both tragower and encoding/decoding power are given in
Figure[4. Although these plots are much better than thoseigar&[3, the surprise is that even such a magical
system that attains an error-exponent with investmenteaoding power is unable to be weakly certainty achieving
at any rate. Instead, the optimizing transmit power goesfiaify.

4) Dense linear block codes with magical syndrome decodihig: well known that linear codes can be decoded
by looking at the syndrome of the received codeword [13].f8ge that we had a magical syndrome decoder that
could use a free lookup table to translate the syndrome r@dviL corrections to apply to the received codeword.
The complexity of the decoding would just be the complexitycomputing the syndrome. For a dense random
linear block code, the parity-check matrix is itself tygigadense and so the per-channel-output complexity of
computing each bit of the syndrome is linear in the bloclgtan This gives rise to behavior like that of magical
sequential decoding above and is illustrated in Figure 5.

From the above discussion, it seems that in order to haveawesrakly certainty-achieving system, the certainty-
return for investments in encoding/decoding power mustastef than exponential!

Il1. PARALLEL ITERATIVE DECODING: A NEW HOPE

The unrealistic magical syndrome decoder suggests a wasafdr If the parity-check matrix were sparse, then
it would be possible to compute the syndrome using a constamber of operations per received symbol. If the
probability of error dropped with block-length, that wowddre rise to an infinite-return on investments in decoder

“There is a slightly subtle issue here. Consider random ctmtea moment. The convolutional random-coding error exporie flat at
Ey(1, Pr) for ratesR below the computational cutoff rate. However, that flatneshk rate R is not relevant here. For any fixed constellation,
the Eo(1, Pr) is a strictly monotonically increasing function &f-, even though it asymptotes at a non-infinite value. This tsemmugh
since the derivative with transmit power still tends to zendy as Pr goes to infinity.
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Fig. 4. The waterslide curves for transmit power, decodiower, and the total power for convolutional codes of r&e= 1/3 used
with “magical” sequential decoding. It is assumed that themalized energy required per operation at the decodér 4s0.3 and that the
decoding requires juskt.R operations per channel output.

power. This suggests looking in the direction of LDPC cod.[While magical syndrome decoding is unrealistic,
many have observed that message-passing decoding givdsrgmdts for such codes while being implementable
[27].

Upon reflection, it is clear that parallel iterative decaflmased on message passing holds out the potential for
super-exponentidmprovements in probability of error with decoding powehi§ is because messages can reach
an exponential-sized neighborhood in only a small numbeitesétions, and large-deviations thinking suggests
that there is the possibility for an exponential reductioriie probability of error with neighborhood size. In fact,
exactly this sort of double-exponential reduction in thelyability of error under iterative decoding has been shown
to be possible for regular LDPCs [28, Theorem 5].

To make all this precise, we need to fix our model of the probdemd of an implementable decoder. Consider
a point-to-point communication link. An information seaquee B¥ is encoded int@™# codeword symbol&X?,
using a possibly randomized encoder. The observed chaotmitdasY7*. The information sequences are assumed
to consist of iid fair coin tosses and hence the rate of theeded? = k/m. Following tradition, botht andm
are considered to be very large. We ignore the complexityoirigithe encoding under the hope that encoding is
simpler than decodir@

Two channel models are considered: the BSC and the powstragred AWGN channel. The true channel is
always denoted”. The underlying AWGN channel has noise variangeand the average received power is denoted
Pr so the received SNR |§— Similarly, we assume that the BSC has crossover probabilitWe consider the
BSC to have resulted from 'BPSK modulation followed by haedision detection on the AWGN channel and so
p=0(y/%)

For maximum generality, we do not impose amyriori structure on the code itself. Instead, inspired by [30]-

SFor certain LDPC-codes, it is shown in [29] that encoding barmade to have complexity linear in the block-length for d@aie model
of encoding. In our context, linear complexity means that¢bmplexity per data bit is constant and thus this does mpline power at the
encoder that grows with either the block length or the nuntdfetecoder iterations. We have not yet verified if the comipyeaf encoding
is linear under our computational model.
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Fig. 5. The waterslide curves for transmit power, decodiaggr, and the total power for dense linear block-codes & Rat 1/3 under
magical syndrome decoding. It is assumed that the norntkérergy required per operation at the decodéf is 0.3 and that the decoding
requires just1 — R)mR operations per channel output to compute the syndrome.

[33], we focus on the parallelism of the decoder and the gneogisumed within it. We assume that the decoder
is physically made of computational nodes that pass mesdageach other in parallel along physical (and hence
unchanging) wires. A subset of nodes are designated ‘messages’ in that each is responsible for decoding
the value of a particular message bit. Another subset of s\¢det necessarily disjoint) has members that are
each initialized with at most one observation of the reagighannel-output symbols. There may be additional
computational nodes that are just there to help decode.

The implementation technology is assumed to dictate theh e@mputational node is connected to at most
a+1 > 2 other node$with bidirectional wires. No other restriction is assumetitoe topology of the decoder. In
each iteration, each node sends (possibly different) ngess@ all its neighboring nodeo restriction is placed
on the size or content of these messages except for the facatithey must depend on the information that
has reached the computational node in previous iterationdf a node wants to communicate with a more distant
node, it has to have its message relayed through other nbldeassumptions are made regarding the presence
or absence of cycles in this graph. The neighborhood sizkeaend ofl iterations is denoted by < o/t!. We
assumen > n. Each computational node is assumed to consume a fixgg joules of energy at each iteration.

Let the average probability of bit error of a code be denoted/ ), when it is used over channél. The goal
is to derive a lower bound on the neighborhood sizas a function of(F.), and R. This then translates to a
lower bound on the number of iterations which can in turn bedus lower bound the required decoding power.

Throughout this paper, we allow the encoding and decodingetodandomized with all computational nodes
allowed to share a common pool of common randomness. We eseitm ‘average probability of error’ to refer
to the probability of bit error averaged over the channelizatons, the messages, the encoding, and the decoding.

®In practice, this limit could come from the number of metaldes on a chipa = 1 would just correspond to a big ring of nodes and is
uninteresting for that reason.



IV. LOWER BOUNDS ON DECODING COMPLEXITY ITERATIONS AND POWER

In this section, lower bounds are stated on the computdttmmaplexity for iterative decoding as a function of the
gap from capacity. These bounds reveal that the decodiggineihoods must grow unboundedly as the system tries
to approach capacity. We assume the decoding algorithmgkeimented using the iterative technology described in
SectionTll. The resulting bounds are then optimized nucadisi to give plots of the optimizing transmission and
decoding powers as the average probability of bit error goeero. For transmit power, it is possible to evaluate
the limiting value as the system approaches certainty. Mewelecoding power is shown to diverge to infinity for
the same limit. This shows that the lower bound does not rutene@akly capacity-achieving schemes, but strongly
capacity-achieving schemes are impossible using Sediisnmiodel of iterative decoding.

A. Lower bounds on the probability of error in terms of decadheighborhoods

The main bounds are given by theorems that capture a locarejacking effect. These can be turned around
to give a family of lower bounds on the neighborhood sizas a function of P.) . This family is indexed by the
choice of a hypothetical channél and the bounds can be optimized numerically for any deseedfsparameters.

Theorem 1: Consider a BSC with crossover probabiljy< % Let n be the maximum size of the decoding
neighborhood of any individual bit. The following lower bmdi holds on the average probability of bit error.

N by (5(G)) o gl <p(1 —9) ) o

P, > sup
Fele C-1(R)<g< 2 9(1 =p)

()

1
2

where hy(+) is the usual binary entropy functiod)(g||p) = glog, (%) + (1 — g)log, (}:—g) is the usual KL-
divergence, and

(G = 1-— @ (8)
whereC(G) = 1—hy(g)
1 2
ande = J m log2 (W) (9)
where K(g) = 0<7171<1f1_g W. (10)
Proof: See AppendiXl|. [

Theorem 2: For the AWGN channel and the decoder model in Sedtidn lllnldte the maximum size of the
decoding neighborhood of any individual message bit. Thieviing lower bound holds on the average probability
of bit error.

hyt (6(@)) 3 2 ol
P)p> sup biexp —nD(cZ|le%) — vol=4+2ln | ———— <_G _ > 11
(Felp o%: C(G)<R 2 (Gllor) 2 hy M (6(G)) o ()
where §(G) = 1 — C(G)/R, the capacityC(G) = 1log, (1 - f—g) and the KL divergenceD(c%||o}) =

5 [% —1—In (@
he following lower bound also holds on the average proliglof bit error

ht (0(@)) 1 _ 02
Popz e (~nD(2le3) - g0t (5G) (i 1)), @
where
1 1 AT (n) + 2
w) = S0t Ty Tt T a £ 1) (13)
whereT(n) = —Wrg(—exp(—1)(1/4)"™) (14)
and Wiy (x) solvesz = Wiy (x)exp(Wr(x)) (15)

while satisfyingiWy(z) < —1Vz € [—exp(—1),0],
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and .
oln,y) = —n(Wy, (—exp(-1)($)?) +1). (16)

The W (z) is the transcendental Lambéit function [34] that is defined implicitly by the relatioh_(18pove.
Proof: See Appendix]l. [ |
The expressior (12) is better for plotting bounds when weeeip to be moderate whild(11) is more easily
amenable to asymptotic analysis/agets large.

B. Joint optimization of the weighted total power

Consider the total energy spent in transmission. For trétisgnk bits at rateR, the number of channel uses is
m = k/R. If each transmission has powgr Pr, the total energy used in transmissior¢isPrm.

At the decoder, let the number of iterations beAssume that each node consunigs,. joules of energy in
each iteration. The number of computational nodes can berlbounded by the numben of received channel
outputs.

Edec > Enode xm x L. (17)

This gives a lower bound oPp > F,, 4.l for decoder power. There is no lower bound on the encoder ity
and so the encoder is considered free. This results in thenfolg bound for the weighted total power

Ptotal > gTPT + gDEnode x 1. (18)

Using!l > {g?gzg as the natural lower bound on the number of iterations giveesared maximum neighborhood
size,
E logs (n
Ptotal Z gTPT + §D node 1089 ( )
log, ()
Pr
X  —5 +ylogy (n) (19)
op
wherey = 2B s 3 constant that summarizes all the technology and envieoital terms. The neighborhood

. ! opérlog,(a . : i )
sizen itself can be l)ower bounded by plugging the desired averageability of error into Theoremls| 1 and 2.

It is clear from [19) that for a given rat bits per channel use, if the transmit power is extremely close to that
predicted by the channel capacity, then the value @fould have to be extremely large. This in turn implies that
there are a large number of iterations and thus it would redugh power consumption at the decoder. Therefore,
the optimized encoder has to transmit at a power larger tinatrpredicted by the Shannon limit in order to decrease
the power consumed at the decoder. Also, fréin (7){As — 0, the required neighborhood size— co. This
implies that for any fixed value of transmit power, the powensumed at the decoder diverges to infinity as the
probability of error converges to zero. Hence the total pogasumed must diverge to infinity as the probability
of error converges to zero. This immediately rules out thesfimlity of having a strongly certainty-achieving code
using this model of iterative decoding. The price of cettaiis infinite power. The only question that remains is
whether the optimal transmitter power can remain boundeabar

The optimization can be performed numerically once the amgp ratef is fixed, along with the technology
parameter€’,,,q., o, {o, Ep. Figures 6 anf]7 show the total-power waterslide curveséoative decoding assuming
the lower boundd. These plots show the effect of changing the relative costezioding. The waterslide curves
become steeper as decoding becomes cheaper and the plodatediss chosen to clearly illustrate the double-
exponential relationship between decoder power and piiiigatif error.

Figure[8 fixes the technology parameters and breaks out ttiiping transmit power and decoder power as
two separate curves. It is important to note that only thegiteid total power curve is a true bound on what a real
system could achieve. The constitudit and Pp curves are merely indicators of what the qualitative betavi

"The order-of-magnitude choice of = 0.3 was made using the following numbers. The energy cost of teration at one node
E,0de = 1pJ (optimistic extrapolation from the reported values ih [42]), path-loss{r ~ 86dB corresponding to a range in the tens of
meters, thermal noise energy per sampe~ 4 x 10~21J from kT with T around room temperature, and computational node conitgctiv
a=4.
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Fig. 6. The BSC Waterslides: plots bfg({P.)) vs bounds on required total power for any fixed raf@-code transmitted over an AWGN
channel using BPSK modulation and hard decisions: £p Enod./(E70% log, (o)) denotes the normalized energy per node per iteration
in SNR units. Total power takes into account the transmitgroas well as the power consumed in the decoder. The Sharmmdanidia
universal lower bound for al.

would be if the true tradeoff behaved like the lower bofrEhe optimal transmit power approaches a finite limit
as the probability of error approachesThis limit can be calculated directly by examinirid (7) fbletBSC and
(1) for the AWGN case.

To compute this limit, recall that the goal is to optimige + vlog, (n) over Pr so as to satisfy a probability
of error constraint P.), where the probability of error is t?ending to zero. Insteddt@nstraining the probability
of error to be small, it is just as valid to constrajiog logp% to be large. Now, take the logarithm of both
sides of [¥) (or similarly for[(11)). It is immediately cleénat the only ordem term is the one that multiplies
the divergence. Since — oo as (P.) — 0, this term will dominate when a second logarithm is takenuslh
we know that the bound on the double logarithm of the Ce&a*in]bglogﬁ — vylogsy (n) + vlog f(R, f—%)

where f(R, f—%) = D(G||P) is the divergence expression involving the details of thanctel. It turns out tha@

approacheg’~!(R) when (P.) — 0 since the divergence is maximized there.
Optimizing for { = f—; by taking derivatives and setting to zero gives:

Of (R,
F(r,0 T (20)
¢
It turns out that this has a unique ra¢tR, ) for all ratesR and technology factors for both the BSC and the
AWGN channel.

The key difference betweehl(5) arid{20) is that no term tha¢leted to the neighborhood-size or number of
iterations has survived in_(R0). This is a consequence ofd'dr@le—exponentiBlreduction in the probability of

8This doesn’t mean that the bound is useless however. A lowend on the transmit power can be computed once any implelent
scheme exists. Simply look up where the bounded total povadchmes the implementable scheme. This will immediatelg gise to lower
bounds on the optimal transmit and decoding powers.

®In fact, it is easy to verify that anything faster than doulgonential will also work.
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Fig. 7. The AWGN Waterslides: plots dfg({P.)) vs bounds on required total power for any fixed raf8-code transmitted over an AWGN
channel. The initial segment where all the waterslide cualenost coincide illustrates the looseness of the bounzk gimat corresponds to
the case of. = 1 or when the bound suggests that uncoded transmission cewgtbmal. However, the probability of error is too optinist
for uncoded transmission.

error with the number of iterations and the fact that the dnaibh power shows up in the outer and not the inner
exponential.

To see if iterative decoding allows weakly capacity-acimgwcodes, we take the limit afp — 0 which implies
v — 0. (20) then suggests that we need to SO, C)/%}E’O = 0 which implies that either the numerator is
zero or the denominator becomes infinite. For AWGN or BSC obk#) the slope of the error exponefitR, ¢) is
monotonically decreasing as the SR~ oo and so the unique solution is wheféR, () = D(C~'(R)||Pr) = 0.
This occurs atPr = C~!(R) and so the lower bounds of this section do not rule out weaipacity-achieving
codes.

In the other direction, as the term gets large, thé’r(R,~) increases. This matches the intuition that as the
relative cost of decoding increases, more power should loeatbd to the transmitter. This effect is plotted in
Figure[9. Notice that it becomes insignificant whens very small (long-range communication) but becomes
non-negligible whenever the exceedd).1.

Figure[10 illustrates how the effect varies with the deshate R. The penalty for using low-rate codes is quite
significant and this gives further support to the lessonsdraom [7], [9] with some additional intuition regarding
why it is fundamental. The error exponent governing the pbality of error as a function of the neighborhood
size is limited by the sphere-packing bound at f@&te this is finite and the only way to increase it is to pay more
transmit power. However, the decoding power is proporiiomahe number of received samples and this is larger
at lower rates.

Finally, the plots were all made assuming that the neightmmthsizen could be chosen arbitrarily and the
number of iterations could be a real number rather than begagicted to integer values. This is fine when the
desired probability of error is low, but it turns out thatghinteger effect cannot be neglected when the tolerable
probability of error is high. This is particularly signifisewhen~ is large. To see this, it is useful to consider
the boundary between when uncoded transmission is optinthlwaen coding might be competitive. This is done
in Figure[11 where the minimumlog, () power required for the first decoder iteration is insteacegito the
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Fig. 8. The BSC Waterslide curve for= 0.3, R = 1/3. An upper bound (from Sectidn TVIC) that is parallel to thevéw bound is also
shown along with the heuristically optimal transmit powEhis transmit power is larger than that predicted by the 8barimit for small

probabilities of error. This suggests that the transmiti@s to make accommodations for the decoder complexity ierdi minimize the
total power consumption.

transmitter. Oncey > 10, it is hard to beat uncoded transmission unless the desimghpility of error is very low
indeed.

C. Upper bounds on complexity

It is unclear how tight the lower bounds given earlier in théxtion are. The most shocking aspect of the lower
bounds is that they predict a double exponential improvenmeprobability of error with the number of iterations.
This is what is leading to the potential for weakly capaeithieving codes. To see the order-optimality of the
bound in principle, we will “cheat” and exploit the fact thatir model for iterative decoding in Sectiénl Il does
not limit either the size of the messages or the computdtipoaer of each node in the decoder. This allows us
to give upper bounds on the number of iterations requiredafgiven performance.

Theorem 3: There exists a code of rafeé < C' such that the required neighborhood size to achié¥¢ average
probability of error is upper bounded by

lo .
- 25) <<pe>>

S =)

whereFE,.(R) is the random-coding error exponent for the channel [13¢ fEguired number of iterations to achieve
this neighborhood size is bounded above by

log, (1)

[—2<2 . (22)
~ logy ()
Proof: This “code” is basically an abuse of the deﬁr%itions. We simme a ratek? random code of length
from [13] where each code symbol is drawn iid. Such randonmesdfidecoded using ML decoding satisfy

<Pe>p < <P8>block < exp(—nE.(R)). (23)
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the Shannon prediction in a factor sense.

The decoder for each bit needs at mesthannel-output symbols to decode the block (and hence amigyar
bit).

Now it is enough to show an upper bound on the number of itarafi. Consider a regular tree structure imposed
on the code with a branching factor afand thus overall degree+ 1. Since the tree would have? nodes in it at
depthd, a required depth of = 10?( % + 1 is sufficient to guarantee that everything within a block anmected.

Designate some subset of computatlonal nodes as respofaildecoding the individual message bits. At each
iteration, the “message” transmitted by a node is just thepdete list of its own observation plus all the messages
that node has received so far. Because the diameter of astnee more than twice its depth, at the end2df
iterations, all the nodes will have received all the valuesegeived symbols in the neighborhood. They can then
each ML decode the whole block, with average error prolgliiiven by [23). The result follows. [ |

For both the AWGN channel and BSC, this bound recovers théc b@shavior that is needed to have the
probability of error drop doubly-exponentially in the nuemlof iterations. For the BSC, it is also clear that since
E.(R) = D(C~Y(R)||p) for ratesR in the neighborhood of capacity, the upper and lower bousdsrgially agree
on the asymptotic neighborhood size whdf) — 0. The only difference comes in the number of iterations. This
is at most a factor of and so has the same effect as a slightly diffeigntin terms of the shape of the curves
and optimizing transmit power.

We note here that this upper bound points to the fact that @@ding model of Section ]Il is too powerful
rather than being overly constraining. It allows free comagians at each node and unboundedly large messages.
This suggests that the lower bounds are relevant, but it ¢dean whether they are actually attainable with any
implementable code. We delve further into this in Secfioh VI

V. THE GAP TO CAPACITY AND RELATED WORK

Looking back at our bounds of Theoremk 1 did 2, they seem tgestighat a certain minimum number
(log,, f(R, Pr)) of iterations are required and after that, the probabitityerror can drop doubly exponentially
with additional iterations. This parallels the result o8]2Zrheorem 5] for regular LDPCs that essentially implies
that regular LDPCs can be considered weatdytainty-achievingcodes. However, our bounds above indicate that
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iterative decoding might be compatible with weaklgpacity-achievingodes as well. Thus, it is interesting to ask
how the complexity behaves if we operate very close to capdllowing tradition, denote the difference between
the channel capacit¢'(P) and the rateR as thegap = C(P) — R.

Since our bounds are general, it is interesting to compama thith the existing specialized bounds in the vicinity
of capacity. After first reviewing a trivial bound in SectibBA]to establish a baseline, we review some key results
in the literature in Sectioh VIB. Before we can give our résulve take another look at the waterfall curve in
Figure[1 and notice that there are a number of ways to appriec&hannon limit. We discuss our approach in
Section ' V-C before giving our lower bounds to the number efations in Sectioh V-D.

A. The trivial bound for the BSC

Given a crossover probability, it is important to note that there exists a semi-trivial bdwn the neighborhood
size that only depends on th&,). Since there is at least one configuration of the neighbathbat will decode
to an incorrect value for this bit, it is clear that

(Pe) 2 p". (24)
This implies that the number of computational iterationsdaode with maximum decoding degree- 1 is lower

log log =~ —log log % . .
bounded by o808 T aog % This trivial bound does not have any dependence on the itp@acd so does not

capture the fact that the complexity should increase imhgras a function ojap as well.

B. Prior work

There is a large literature relating to codes that are spelcify sparse graphs. The asymptotic behavior as these
codes attempt to approach Shannon capacity is a centrai@uesthat literature. For regular LDPC codes, a result
in Gallager’s Ph.D. thesis [26, Pg. 40] shows that the awedegree of the graph (and hence the average number
of operations per iteration) must diverge to infinity in arder these codes to approach capacity even under ML
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Fig. 11. The probability of error below which coding couldt@atially be useful. This plot assumes an AWGN channel usid BPSK
signaling and hard-decision detection, target messageRat % and an underlying iterative-decoding architecture with= 3. This plot
shows what probability of error would be achieved by uncodladsmission (repetition coding) if the transmitter isegivextra power beyond
that predicted by Shannon capacity. This extra power cooreds to that required to run one iteration of the decodeceOngets large,
there is effectively no point in doing coding.

decoding. It turns out that it is not hard to specialize ouedrem1 to regular LDPC codes and have it become
tighter along the way. Such a modified bound would show thahagapfrom Gallager’s rate bounaonverges to
zero, the number of iterations must diverge to infinity. Heare it would permit double-exponential improvements
in the probability of error as the number of iterations irased.

More recently, in [35, Pg. 69] and [36], Khandekar and Mcégieconjectured that for all sparse-graph codes,
the number of iterations must scale either multiplicativas

(o () )

(oo ()

in the near neighborhood of capacity. Here we use(theotation to denote lower-bounds in the order sense of
[37]. This conjecture is based on a graphical argument ferntessage-passing decoding of sparse-graph codes
over the BEC. The intuition was that the bound should alsd i general memoryless channels, since the BEC
is the channel with the simplest decoding.

Recently, the authors in [38] were able to formalize and eravpart of the Khandekar-McEliece conjecture
for three important families of sparse-graph codes, narttedyLDPC codes, the Accumulate-Repeat-Accumulate
(ARA) codes, and the Irregular-Repeat Accumulate (IRA)edJsing some remarkably simple bounds, the authors
demonstrate that the number of iterations usually scalél{gg%) for Binary Erasure Channels (BECs). If, however,
the fraction of degre@-nodes for these codes converges to zero, then the bound3]ingBome trivial. The authors
note that all the known traditionally capacity-achieviregsences of these code families have a non-zero fraction
of degree2 nodes.

or additively as
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In addition, the bounds in [38] do not imply that the numberdafcoding iterations must go to infinity as
(P.) — 0. So the conjecture is not yet fully resolved. We can obseoweeler that both of the conjectured bounds
on the number of decoding iterations have only a singly-eeptial dependence of the probability of error on
the number of iterations. The multiplicative bound](26) &ets like a block or convolutional code with an error-
exponent ofK’ x gap and so, by the arguments of Section II-B.3, is not compatibte such codes being weakly
capacity achieving in our sense. However, it turns out thatadditive bound_(25% compatible with being weakly
capacity achieving. This is because the main role of the igeetkponential in our derivation is to allow a second
logarithm to be taken that decoupled the term depending erirémsmit power from the one that depends on the
probability of error. The conjectured additive bound] (2% hhat form already.

C. '‘Gap’ to capacity

In the vicinity of capacity, the complication is that for afigite probability of bit-error, it is in principle possible
to communicate at ratembove the channel capacity. Before transmission, thbkits could be lossily compressed
using a source code to (1 — hy((P.)))k bits. The channel code could then be used to protect theseditl the
resulting codeword transmitted over the channel. Afterodéty the channel code, the receiver could in principle
use the source decoder to recover the message bits with eptable average probability of bit error. Therefore,

. . . . C

for fixed (P.), the maximum achievable rate 57 (P))

Consequently, the appropriatetal gapis %W — R, which can be broken down as sum of two ‘gap’s
C C

————R={—————-C:+{C—-R 27

T Rl P B R CRY @)

The first term goes to zero d#.) — 0 and the second term is the intuitive idea of gap to capacity.

The traditional approach of error exponents is to study #teabior as the gap is fixed anéf,) — 0. Considering
the error exponent as a function of the gap reveals somedtiagt how difficult it is to approach capacity. However,
as we have seen in the previous section, our bounds preditietexponential improvements in the probability
of error with the number of iterations. In that way, our bosirsthare a qualitative feature with the trivial bound of
Section V-A.

It turns out that the bounds of Theorefs 1 ahd 2 do not give irggyresting results if we fiX?.) > 0 and
let R — C. We need(F.) — 0 alongsideR — C'. To capture the intuitive idea of gap, which is just the secon
term in [27), we want to be able to assume that the effect osdwmnd term dominates the first. This way, we
can argue that the decoding complexity increases to infastyap — 0 and not just becausg’.) — 0. For this,
it suffices to considetP,) = gap® for > 1. Our proof actually gives a result fdiP,) = gap® for any 8 > 0.

D. Lower bound on iterations for regular decoding in the mity of capacity

Theoremd 1 and]2 can be expanded asymptotically in the sjcofi capacity to see the order scaling of the
required neighborhood size with the gap to capacity. Egdbnihis shows that the neighborhood size must grow
at least proportional togal—p2 unless the average probability of bit error is dropping sawBl with gap that the

dominant gap is actually thé% — C) term in [27).

Theorem 4: For the problem as stated in Sectiod Ill, we obtain the follgviower bounds on the required
neighborhood size for (P.) = gap® and gap — 0.

For the BSC,

° F0r5<1,n:Q % .
« FOrg>1,n=0 (el/gar))
For the AWGN channel,

gap?
_ 1

e FOrg>1,n=0(-1

gap® )"
Proof: We give the proof here in the case of the BSC with some detaiegated to the Appendix. The
AWGN case follows analogously, with some small modificasidinat are detailed in Appendix]V.
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Let the code for the given BS@ have rateR. Consider BSC channe(s, chosen so that'(G) < R < C(P),
whereC(-) maps a BSC to its capacity in bits per channel use. Takigg(-) on both sides of_(7) (for a fixedl),

2 ((P2) ) = o (1 (3(G)) = 1= nD () - evitogs (47 =13 ). (28)
Rewriting [28),
7mD<ng>+—evﬁnog2(igijjzi)-+1og2«fz>p>—»ogz(h;1<6«?»>+—1zzo. (29)

This equation is quadratic iR/n. The LHS potentially has two roots. If both the roots are reslrthen the
expression is always positive, and we get a trivial lowerrabof \/n > 0. Therefore, the cases of interest are
when the two roots are real. The larger of the two roots is a&tdwound ony/n.

Denoting the coefficient ofi by a = D (g||p), that of \/n by b = elog, (9(1_”)>, and the constant terms by

p(1-9)
¢ =logy ((P.)p) —logy (b ' (6(G))) + 1 in (29), the quadratic formula then reveals

—b+Vb? — 4dac
2a '

Vvn >

Since the lower bound holds for gl satisfyingC(G) < R = C — gap, we substitutey* = p + gap”, for some
r < 1 and smallgap. This choice is motivated by examining Figurel 12. The camstr < 1 is imposed because
it ensure’(¢*) < R for small enoughyap.

Lemma 1: In the limit of gap — 0, for g* = p + gap™ to satisfyC(¢g*) < R, it suffices that- be less than 1.

(30)

Proof:
C(g*) = C(p+gap")
= C(p) + gap” x C'(p) + o(gap")
< C(p) —gap =R,

for small enoughyap andr < 1. The final inequality holds sinc€'(p) is a monotonically-decreasing concave-
function for a BSC withp < % whereasgap” increases faster than any linear functiongap when gap is small
enough. [ |

In steps, we now Taylor-expand the terms on the LHY of (29uBbe-= p.
Lemma 2 (Bounds onh,(p) and hy *(p) from [39]): For alld > 1, and for allz € [0, sl andy € [0,1]

hp(z) > 2z (31)
ho(z) < 227 Y4d/In(2) (32)
_ _a_ (In(2 e
w0 (57 33
_ 1
hy, "y) < 5V (34)
Proof: See AppendixIIl-A. [ |
Lemma 3:
d r logy (gap) — 1 + K1 4 o(1) < log, (h; 1 (6(g%))) < log, (gap) — 1 + Ko + o(1) (35)
d—1 b
where K, = - §0g2 (’g)((;’)) : + log, (#)) whered > 1 is arbitrary andi, = logz(}g’((g))).
Proof: See Appendi : [ |
Lemma 4: )
* ap™”
D(g*|lp) = 5= (1+0(1)). (36)

2p(1 — p)In(2
Proof: See AppendixII-C. ( ) 1n(2) [ |
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Fig. 12. The behavior of*, the optimizing value ofy for the bound in Theorefl 1, withap. We plotlog(gopt — p) Vs log(gap). The
resulting straight lines inspired the substitutiongdf= p + gap”.

Lemma 5:
g (1 — p)> gap”
lo = ) =———(1+0(1)).
. &2 <p(1 - 9%) p(1—p) ln(2)( )
Proof: See AppendixII-D. [
Lemma 6:

rd 1
i1 (g )1 o0 = S\/(d—nK(Mlog?(ng)(”O“”

where K (p) is from (10).
Proof See AppendixTI-E. [
If ¢ <0, then the bound(30) is guaranteed to be positive. (0} » = gap”, the conditionc < 0 is equivalent
to
Blog, (gap) —logy (b, (8(97))) +1 <0 (37)

Since we want((37) to be satisfied for all small enough valdeg:p, we can use the approximations in Lemmal3—6
and ignore constants to immediately arrive at the followsndficient condition

d
Blogy (gap) — ——rlogy (9ap) < 0
Bd—1)

e.r < —=
d )
whered can be made arbitrarily large. Now, using the approximationLemmd 8 and Lemnid 5, and substituting
them into [[30), we can evaluate the solution of the quadeiication.

As shown in Appendix1ll-F, this gives us the following lowbound onn.

log, (1/gap)
nz o) 39
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for any r < min{3, 1}. Theoren{# follows. [

The lower bound on neighborhood sizecan immediately be converted into a lower bound on the mimmu
number of computational iterations by just takilg,,(-). Note that this is not a comment about the degree of a
potential sparse graph that defines the code. This is justtabe maximum degree of the decoder’s computational
nodes and is a bound on the number of computational itesatiequired to hit the desired average probability of
error.

It turns out to be easy to show that the upper bound of Thebleyives rise to the samgalpﬁ scaling on the
neighborhood size. This is because the random-coding exponent in the vicinity of the capacity agrees with
the sphere-packing error exponent which just has the gtiadeam coming from the KL divergence. However,
when we translate it from neighborhoods to iterations, the bounds asymptotically differ by a factor @fthat
comes from[(2R).

The lower bounds are plotted in Figure] 13 for various difficrealues of3 and reveal dog % scaling to the
required number of iterations when the decoder has boundgced for message passing. This is much larger

than the trivial lower bound ofog log ﬁ but is much smaller than the Khandekar-McEliece conjedt%% or

ﬁ logy (ﬁ) scaling for the number of iterations required to traversehguaths toward certainty at capacity.
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Fig. 13. Lower bounds for nelghborhood size vs the gap toagpéor (P.) = gap® for various values of. The curve titled “balanced”

gaps shows the behavior fqri C = C — R, that is, the two ‘gaps’ are equal. The curves are plottedriogekforce optimization
of (@), but reveal slopes that are as predlcted in Theddem 4.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

In this work, we use the inherently local nature of messaagsing decoding algorithms to derive lower bounds
on the number of iterations. It is interesting to note thahvgo few assumptions on the decoding algorithm and
the code structure, the number of iterations still diverge#finity as gap — 0. As compared to [40] where a
similar approach is adopted, the bounds here are strongeindeed tight in an order-sense for the decoding model
considered. To show the tightness (in order) of these bqoumesierived corresponding upper bounds that behave
similar to the lower bounds, but these exploit a loophole un complexity model. Our model only considers the
limitations induced by the internal communication struetof the decoder — it does not restrict the computational
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power of the nodes within the decoder. Even so, there isassignificant gap between our upper and lower bounds
in terms of the constants and we suspect this is largelyekkat the known looseness of the sphere-packing bound
[41], as well as our coarse bounding of the required grapmeliar. Our model also does not address the power
requirements of encoding.

Because we assume little about the code structure, the bdwerd are much more optimistic than those in [38].
However, it is unclear to what extent the optimism of our bibis an artifact. After all, [28] does get double-
exponential reductions in probability of error with addital iterations, but for a family of codes that does not
seem to approach capacity. This suggests that an invéstigato expander codes might help resolve this question
since expander codes can approach capacity, be decodedausircuit of logarithmic depth (like our iterations),
and achieve error exponents with respect to the overalkblexgth [42]. It may very well be that expanders or
expander-like codes can be shown to be weakly capacity \dngién our sense.

For any kind of capacity-achieving code, we conjecture thatoptimizing transmit power will be the sum of
three terms . .

P; = C7YR) + Tech§, o, Epode, R) £ A((P.), R, €, @, Enoge)-

o C7!(R) is the prediction from Shannon’s capacity.

. Teck(f, a, B4, R) IS the minimum extra transmit power that needs to be used pisyically to help reduce
the difficulty of encoding and decoding for the given apgiiwa and implementation technology. Solvirig{(20)
and subtracting” ~!(R) gives a heuristic target value to aim for, but it remains aeroproblem to get a tight
estimate for this term.

o A((P.),R,E, o, Enoqe) is an amount by which we should increase or reduce the transmier because we
are willing to tolerate some finite probability of error argthon-asymptotic behavior is still significant. This
term should go to zero a.) — 0.

Understanding the second term T@Em, E,.q, R) above is what is needed to give principled answers regarding
how close to capacity should the transmitter operate.

The results here indicate that strongly capacity-achgwioding systems are not possible if we use the given
model of iterative decoding. There are a few possibilitiesttv exploring.

1) Our model of iterative decoding left out some real-wortdnputational capability that could be exploited to
dramatically reduce the required power consumption. Theeethree natural candidates here.

« Selective and adaptive sledp:the current model, all computational nodes are activelyscming power
for all the iterations. If there was a way for computationatles to adaptively turn themselves off and
useno power while sleeping, then the results might change. We suspattibunding the performance
of such systems will require some sort of neighborhoodrtei@ analogies to the bounds for variable-
block-length coding [43], [44].

« Dynamically reconfigurable circuitstn the current model, the connectivity structure of compatel
nodes is fixed and considered as unchanging wiring. If thems s way for computational nodes to
dynamically rewire who their neighbors are (for example byving themselves in the combined spirit
of [12], [45], [46]), this might change the results.

« Feedbackin [16], a general scheme is presented that achieves anténfinimputational error exponent
by exploiting noiseless channel-output feedback as welraifinite amount of common randomness.
If such a scheme could be implemented, it would presumablsttomgly capacity achieving as both the
transmission and processing power could remain finite wiigeing arbitrarily low average probability
of bit error. However, we are unaware if either this schemaror of the encoding strategies that claim
to deliver “linear-time” encoding and decoding with an erexponent (e.g. [42], [47]) are actually
implementable in a way that uses finite total power.

2) Strong or even weakly capacity-achieving communicasigstems may be possible using infallible compu-
tational entities but may be impossible to achieve usingliatsle computational nodes that must burn more
power (i.e. raise the voltages) to be more reliable [48].

3) Either strongly or weakly capacity-achieving commutima systems might be impossible on thermodynamic
grounds. Decoding in some abstract sense is related to ¢laeaficooling a part of a system [49]. Since an
implementation can be considered a collection of MaxwekiDans, this might be useful to rule out certain
models of computation as being aphysical.
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Finally, the approach here should be interesting if extdridea multiuser context where the prospect of causing
interference makes it less easy to improve reliability bst jincreasing the transmit power. There, it might give
some interesting answers as to what kind of computatiori@iezicy is needed to make it asymptotically worth
using multiterminal coding theory.

APPENDIXI
PROOF OFTHEOREMI[I: LOWER BOUND ON(FP,), FOR THEBSC

The idea of the proof is to first show that the average prolakif error for any code must be significant if
the channel were a much worse BSC. Then, a mapping is givénrhgps the probability of an individual error
event under the worse channel to a lower-bound on its prbtyabnder the true channel. This mapping is shown
to be convexd in the probability of error and this allows us to use this sanapping to get a lower-bound to the
average probability of error under the true channel. We gegddn steps, with the lemmas proved after the main
argument is complete.

Proof: Suppose we ran the given encoder and decoder over a testetifamstead.

Lemma 7 (Lower bound on (P.) under test channelG.): If a rateR? code is used over a chann@l with

C(G) < R, then the average probability of bit error satisfies

(Pe)g = Iy (5(G)) (39)
whered(G) =1 — @. This holds for any channel modél, not just BSCs.
Proof: See AppendiXT-A. [

Let bY denote the entire message, and %t be the corresponding codeword. Let the common randomness
available to the encoder and decoder be denoted by the ramdeable U, and its realizations by.

Consider the-th message biB;. Its decoding is performed by observing a particular deu@dieighborhoﬂ
of channel outputgy,,;. The corresponding channel inputs are denotesty;, and the relevant channel noise by
Znpd; = Xnbd; D Ynba; Whereo is used to denote modulbaddition. The decoder just checks whether the observed
Yioa: € Dy.i(0,u) to decode taB; = 0 or whethery?,,; € Dy.;(1,u) to decode taB; = 1.

For givenxy,q;, the error event is equivalent iy, falling in a decoding regiomz,i(xﬁbdi,b’f,u) =Dy(1®
bi, u) & Xppq;- Thus by the linearity of expectation§, {39) can be rewnrits:

1 1 n n -
Z > o > Pr(U =) Pr(Zppq; € D, i(Xfpa; (BY, u), b}, u)) > byt (8(G)) . (40)
) b’f u

The following lemma gives a lower bound to the probabilityawf event under channét given a lower bound
to its probability under channé}.
Lemma 8: Let A be a set of BSC channel-noise realizatiafissuch thatPr(A) = 6. Then

Pr(4) 2 f (6) (41)
where

(42)

iS a convexd increasing function of: and

0=y (2), 3

Proof: See AppendiXI-B. [
Applying Lemma8 in the style of (40) tells us that:

For any given decoder implementation, the size of the degodeighborhood might be different for different bitsHowever, to avoid
unnecessary complex notation, we assume that the neightmstare all the same sizecorresponding to the largest possible neighborhood
size. This can be assumed without loss of generality sincdlendecoding neighborhoods can be supplemented withtiadal channel
outputs that are ignored by the decoder.
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(Pp = 70 50 30 S P = w) Pr (Zigs € Dailxfas (b, ), b))

% by u
1 1 n n
> E 5 2_k 5 § PI”(U = u)f(%r <and,z' € Dz,i(xnbdi(blf> u)v blfa ’LL)) ) (44)
7 bF u

But the increasing functiorf(-) is also convexJ and thus[(44) and_(40) imply that

(P)p 2 130 5 30 ST PrU = ) Pr (Zing, € Deslfau(b ), b))
i bt u

> fhy ' (5(G))).
This proves Theorer] 1. [ |

At the cost of slightly more complicated notation, by foliog the techniques in [16], similar results can be
proved for decoding across any discrete memoryless chagneling Hoeffding’s inequality in place of the Chernoff
bounds used here in the proof of Lemfda 7. In place of the Klemdignce termD(g||p), for a general DMC the
arguments give rise to a termax, D(G.||P,) that picks out the channel input letter that maximizes tierdience
between the two channels’ outputs. For output-symmetrannohkls, the combination of these terms and the outer
maximization over channel§ with capacity less thai® will mean that the divergence term will behave like the
standard sphere-packing bound wheis large. When the channel is not output symmetric (in thesseai [13]),
the resulting divergence term will behave like the Haroigorbound for fixed block-length coding over DMCs
with feedback [50].

A. Proof of Lemmal7: A lower bound d#.) .
Proof:

H(BY) - H(BY[YT") = IB};Y{) < I(X:YT) < mO(G).

Since theBer(3) message bits are iid(BY) = k. Therefore,

1 m c(G
Ly =1 - S 45)
Suppose the message bit sequence was decodedﬁcﬁ.t@enote the error sequence E}f Then,
BY = B ¢ B, (46)

where the additiors is modulo 2. The only complication is the possible randomzaof both the encoder and
decoder. However, note that even with randomization, the messag®} is independent oB% conditioned on
Y. Thus,

H(BYYT) = H(BfY o BiYD)

H(BY @ BY[Y?) + 1(BY; BY| YD)
H(Bf @ BY YD) — H(BY[YT, BY) + H(BYYD)
= I(BY @ BY;BY|YD) + H(BYD)

> H(BJ|YT)
C(G)
> k(1= =57
This implies
k
%ZH(E[Y}”) > 1——055). (47)
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Since conditioning reduces entropy,(B;) > H(B;|Y'™). Therefore,

SN C(G)
;H<Bi> > 1= (48)

| =

Since B; are binary random variableg/ (B;) = hy((Pe,i):), Wherehy(-) is the binary entropy function. Since
hy(+) is a concaven function, h;'(+) is convexe) when restricted to output values frojiy 1]. Thus, [@8) together
with Jensen’s inequality implies the desired redulf (39). [ |

B. Proof of Lemmal8: a lower bound di. ;) , as a function of( P ;) ..
Proof: First, consider a stronglg—typical set ofzp,;, given by

7;0 = {Zrll s.t. ZZZ' —ng S 6\/5} (49)
i=1

In words, 7. ¢ is the set of noise sequences with weights smaller #han- e,/n. The probability of an eventl
can be bounded using

0 = ].:ér(zl c A)

= PGr(Z’f cANTea) + Fc’;r(Z? € ANTq)
< Pr(Zi € AnTeq) +Pr(Zi € Te)-
Consequently,
%r(Z’f €cANTeg) > 6 — %r(ﬁfg). (50)
Lemma 9: The probability of the atypical set of Bernoudlichannel nois€ Z;} is bounded above by
Pr (M > e> < 9~ Klg)e (51)
G vn
where K (g) = inf 2lotalle)
0<n<l—g "
Proof: See Appendix]-C. [ |
Chooser such that
2 0
—-K(gee _ 2
2 2
1 2
: 2
le. e = ——lo - . 52
ity 2

Thus [50) becomes
(53)

N

%T(Z? cANTeq) >
Let n,» denote the number of ones #}. Then,

Pr(Zi = zy) = g™ (1 — g)" ™. (54)
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This allows us to lower bound the probability df under channel lawP as follows:

PrZ} € A) > PrZ}cANT.g)

sy, Fre#) @
Y e
ST pen ()
e )"
> g nD<gp< i)

This results in the desired expression:

T p(l _ g) e(z)vn
z) = 2 9—nD(gllp) ( _> . 55
wheree(z) = IS0 )log2 ( ) To see the convexity of (x), it is useful to apply some substitutions. Lat =

2- nD(ng)

> 0 and let¢ =, /K( o ln(%_g;). Notice that¢ < 0 since the term inside thia is less thanl. Then

flx ) =cjzexp({VIn2 —Inx).

Differentiating f(x) once results in

f'(z) = crexp ({ In(2) + ln(l)> (1+ ¢ ) (56)
r 2,/In(2) + In(2)

By inspection,f’(z) > 0 for all 0 < x < 1 and thusf(x) is a monotonically increasing function. Differentiating
f(x) twice with respect tac gives

@) =—=¢ i (g ne* ID(%)) 1 ! : (57)
xr) = — + _ )

In(2) +In(L) 2(In(2) +1n(3)) 9, /in(2) + In(L)
Since¢ < 0, it is evident that all the terms i (57) are strictly postivi herefore f(-) is convext. ]

C. Proof of Lemm&l9: Bernoulli Chernoff bound
Proof: Recall thatZ; are iid Bernoulli random variables with megn< 1/2.
pr(2ilZim9) L ) _pp (2ilZim9) S ¢ (58)
Vn n
wheree = \/n¢ and son = ¢2/¢2. Therefore,
Pr(% >¢€) <[((1 —g)+gexp(s)) x exp(—s(g+¢€))]" forall s>0. (59)

Chooses satisfying

__9 LI
(-9 =l < (1) ©0)
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It is safe to assume that+€ < 1 since otherwise, the relevant probabilityignd any bound will work. Substituting

(€0) into [59) gives
(2ilZizg) o,
: < NI >

This bound holds under the constragét: n. To obtain a bound that holds uniformly for all we fix ¢, and take
the supremum over all the possitdesalues.

(Z; — D €
(2T = e St

_ D(g+ellg) €2
2

IA

: D(g +¢llg)
< I 2 = =7
exp(— In(2)e 0<g<1€—g = )

giving us the desired bound. [ |

APPENDIX I
PROOF OFTHEOREMI[Z: LOWER BOUND ON(F,) , FORAWGN CHANNELS

The AWGN case can be proved using an argument almost idetditlae BSC case. Once again, the focus is on
the channel nois¢ in the decoding neighborhoods [51]. Notice that Lenfirha 7aalyeapplies to this channel even
if the power constraint only has to hold on average over aflebmoks and messages. Thus, all that is required is
a counterpart to Lemma 8 giving a convexmapping from the probability of a set of channel-noise edions
under a Gaussian channel with noise variangeback to their probability under the original channel withiseo
varianceo?.

Lemma 10: Let A be a set of Gaussian channel-noise realizatidhsuch thatPrg(A) = §. Then

Pr(4) > £ (9) (61)

where
5 2 ) 3 2 O'é
(6) = 2 exp(—nD(0%|lo?) — va(s +2In (%)) (& 1)) (62)
2 2 0 op
Furthermore f(z) is a convexs increasing function iry for all values ofc? > o%.
In addition, the following bound is also convex whenewgr > o%u(n) with u(n) as defined in[{13).

§ 1 2
710) = 3 expl-nDlo3|lo?) - 50(n.8) (% ~1)) 69
op
where¢(n,0) is as defined in[(16).
Proof: See AppendiX1l-A. [ |

With Lemma( 10 playing the role of Lemnia 8, the proof for Theoi2 proceeds identically to that of Theoréim 1.

It should be clear that similar arguments can be used to psiaidar results for any additive-noise models for
continuous output communication channels. However, we atobelieve that this will result in the best possible
bounds. Instead, even the bounds for the AWGN case seemtsubbpecause we are ignoring the possibility of
a large deviation in the noise that happens to be locallynatigto the codeword itself.

A. Proof of Lemma_10: a lower bound d®. ;) , as a function of( P, ;)
Proof: Consider the length- set of G-typical additive noise given by
ni|2 _ 2
TG = {z{‘ : —Hzl I - "¢ < e}. (64)

With this definition, [5E0) continues to hold in the Gaussiase:
There are two different Gaussian counterparts to Lefmma 8y Hne both expressed in the following lemma.
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Lemma 11: For Gaussian noisg; with varianceo—g,

1< Z2 € € € 2
Pr(— L >S14+ )< | (14+ —= - . 65
G 2gz> # o) < (0 et ) (69)
Furthermore
Z €
Z—z +—3) < exp(- C) (66)
- %G el el
for all € > 3"G
Proof: See AppendixII-B. [ |

To havePr(75;) < 5, it suffices to pick any(d,n) large enough.
So

Pr(A) > / fp(z})dz?
ZIGAQTG

P B
_ / fp(z1)
ameAnT..e J6(21)

Consider the ratio of the two pdf’s faf € 7. ¢

fr(z!) o2\ w2 (1 1
fG(Z?) = < g> exp <_H21 ” (ﬁ - %))
1

= e (—6(5’2)" (@— ) - npictlioh) (69

where D(c%||0%) is the KL-divergence between two Gaussian distributionsasfancess?, ando?% respectively.
Substitute [(68) back il (67) to get

fa(z))dzy. (67)

=3

e(d,n)n (o2 s
Pr(A) > exp <_ (3.n) <_g_1> _np(gg”a}%)>/ (2 dz!
P 206 \op 2z €ANT..

) 51 o, €&n)n (o
 exp (—nD<aG||ap> S (%) (69)
At this point, it is necessary to make a choicee®f, n). If we are interested in studying the asymptoticsnas

gets large, we can usg_(66). This reveals that it is suffidierhooses > o2 max (- 3 4%). A safe bet

\/_7
iS €= 3;3*‘““( 2) or ne(d,n) = v/n(3 + 41n(2))oZ. Thus [53) holds as well with this choice eff, n).

Substituting into[(€9) gives

be() >  exp (—nDlolioh) - V(s + 2 (2 )% - 1).

60) op
This establishes the desiregfd-) function from [62). To see that this functiof{x) is convex< and increasing
in x, definec, = exp(—nD(0%]jo) — V(2 + 21n(2)) (g—c - ) —In(2)) and¢ = 2/n (— - ) > 0. Then
f(8) = c16exp(€1n(d)) = c16¢ which is clearly monotonlcally increasing and conuey inspection.
Attempting to useS) is a little more involved. Lét= 5 for notational convenience. Then we must solve
(1 4+ €)exp(—¢) = ( )=. Substituteu = 1 + ¢ to getuexp( u+1) = ( )u. Th|s |mmed|ately simplifies to

—uexp(—u) = —exp(— 1)(—)n At this point, we can immediately ver|fy tha(t% = € [0,1] and hence by the
definition of the Lambert W function in [34], we get= —Wp(—exp(— 1)( )). Thus

\%

v

€(d,n) = =W (—exp(—1)(

N >

)w) — 1. (70)
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Substituting this intd(69) immediately gives the desirggression[(63). All that remains is to verify the convexity.

Letv = 3 (% - ) As above,f1(d) = dco exp(—nve(d,n)). The derivatives can be taken using very tedious
manipulations involving the relationshiy; (z) = WVXLT% from [34] and can be verified using computer-aided

symbolic calculation. In our caseé(d,n) = (W (z)+ 1) and so this allows the expressions to be simplified.

f1.(8) = ca exp(—nve)(2v + 1 + 2%}) (71)

Notice that all the terms above are positive and so the firstate/e is always positive and the function is increasing
in 0. Taking another derivative gives

1(6) = 20(1 + €) exp(—nwve) v 4 2

l+dv+———-——|. 72

5e Tt T T (72)
Recall from [70) and the properties of the LambB#t function thate is a monotonically decreasing function of
0 that is+oo whend = 0 and goes down t0 at§ = 2. Look at the term in brackets above and multiply it by the
positive né2. This gives the quadratic expression

(4v + 1)ne® 4 4(vn — 1)€ — 2. (73)

This (73) is clearly convexs in € and negative af = 0. Thus it must have a single zero-crossing for positive
and be strictly increasing there. This also means that tla@lmgtic expression is implicitly a strictlglecreasing
function of §. It thus suffices to just check the quadratic expressian-atl and make sure that it is non-negative.
Evaluating [(70) ab = 1 givesé(1,n) = T'(n) whereT'(n) is defined in[(14).

It is also clear thatl(73) is a strictly increasing linear dtion of v and so we can find the minimum value for
v above which[(7B) is guaranteed to be non-negative. This guirantee that the functiofy, is convexw. The
condition turns out to be > % and hencer?, = 02(2v +1) > Z2(1 + 791 T ntirin)- This matches up
with (I3) and hence the Lemma is proved. |

B. Proof of Lemm& 11: Chernoff bound for Gaussian noise
Proof: The sum)_" f—g is a standard¢® random variables witm degrees of freedom.

ZZ
H@Z—>HE

n O'
zlG

exp
é(a) inf
s>0 1 — 28

<) < / 1+ eXp (74)
_ <<1+ (Y ) (75)
G G

where (a) follows using standard moment generating funstifor y2 random variables and Chernoff bounding
arguments and (b) results from the substitutios 5—— +6 . This establishes (65).
For tractability, the goal is to replacé _(74) Wlth a expomadnof an affine function of-%-. For notational

convenience, let = —-. The idea |s to bound the polynomial terfil + ¢ with an exponentlal as long as> ¢*
Let e = \5’_ and Itk = :— 4\/5. Then it is clear that
V1+4¢€ < exp(Ke) (76)

as long as > ¢*. First, notice that the two agree at= 0 and that the slope of the concawvefunction v/1 + €
there is3. Meanwhile, the slope of the convexfunctionexp(K¢) at0 is K < 1. This means thatxp(K¢) starts
out below+/1 + €. However, it has crossed to the other sidecby ¢*. This can be verified by taking the logs
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of both sides of[(76) and multiplying them both By Consider the LHS evaluated &t and lower-bound it by a
third-order power-series expansion

e Sy < 39,9
vl T o 2n 0 nd/?
meanwhile the RHS of (76) can be dealt with exactly:
1 3
2K = (1— ——)——
¢ ( 2 n)\/ﬁ
_ 2 _3
yn 20’
Forn > 9, the above immediately establish&sl(76) sigte- = = 3 > ni\/@ The cases = 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8

can be verified by direct computation. Usingl(76), for ¢* we have:
1
Pr(T5q) < [exp(Ke) exp(~50)]"

— (-, (77)

APPENDIX III
APPROXIMATION ANALYSIS FOR THEBSC

A. LemmdR

Proof: (31) and [(34) are obvious from the concaverature of the binary entropy function and its values at
0 and 3.
2

hy(z) = wlogy(1/x)+ (1 —x)logy (1/(1 — x))
<(a) 2wlogy(1/z)=2xIn(1/z)/In(2)
<w 2rd(—— —1)/In(2) Vd>1

zl/d
22 714q/ In(2).

IN

Inequality (a) follows from the fact that:” < (1 — z)!=% for z € (0, 1). For inequality(b), observe thatn(z) <
z — 1. This impliesln(z'/¢) < z'/? — 1. Therefore In(z) < d(z/¢ — 1) for all = > 0 since <1 for d > 1.

The bound orhb‘l(a:) follows immediately by identical arguments. [ |
B. LemmdDR
Proof:
First, we investigate the small gap asymptotics f¢5*), whereg* = p + gap” andr < 1.
. Clg”
élg") = 1- %
_ 1 Cltgwp)
C(p) — gap
_ 1 Cp) —gap"hiy(p) + o(gap”)
C(p)(1 — gap/C(p))
hl
= 1-(1- ci’((g))gapr +o(gap")) x (1 + gap/C(p) + o(gap))
hl
= 1Dt ofgar). (78)

C(p)



Plugging [(78) into[(34) and using Lemrha 2 gives
oz (1 6(57))) < 1oes 2

oy

hy(p)
)’
};))> + rlogsy (gap) + o(1)

ap” + o(gap” )>

= rlog, (gap) — 1 + log, <hb(p)> +o(1)

C(p)

and this establishes the upper half [of](35).
To see the lower half, we use (33):

log, (b (5(7))) = d%dl <log2 (0(g")) + log, (%))

B d hy,(p) . , In?2
= 73 <logz <C(p) gap” + o(gap )) + logy (g

d

I In 2
= T (r log, (gap) + log, ( b(p)> + o(1) + log, (;—d

C(p)
d
= r logy (gap) — 1+ K7 + o(1)

where K7 = % <log2 ( ) + log, ( )) andd > 1 is arbitrary.

C. Lemmdl4
Proof:

D(g*|lp) = D(p+ gap"|p)
2r

L gap 2
= 0+0xgap” + =————— + 0o(gap™
21 -pm T

))

)
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(79)
(80)

(81)

sinceD(p||p) = 0 and the first derivative is also zero. Simple calculus shbasthe second derivative é&f(p+z||p)

i i log, (e)
with respect taz is 4=

D. Lemmdb
Proof:

+logy (p + gap”) —logy (1 —p — gap”)

)

—> +logy (9%) —logy (1 — g%)
)
)

+ log, (p) + log, (

P 1 pym) )

a T
gpp ) —logy (1 —p) — log, <1 -
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E. Lemmdb
Proof: Expand[(9):

= n(2 n(h; !
= \/ Rl amy V@) — n(h6(@)

> MO \/ln —rln(gap) + In(2) — K3 1n(2) + o(1)
1

= \/ln Ko g )\/rln(pr)—l-(Q—Kg)ln@)—l-o(l)
1

= \/ln Ko+ gar) rln(pr)(l—I—o(l)).

and similarly
¢ = ¢ SERD oV ) — ()
d 1
< \/ln( K (p T gap") \/(2 — K3)In(2) + - 1rln <ﬁ> +o(1)

rd 1
- \/ln(2)(d — DK (p + gap") \/111 <m7p> (el

All that remains is to show thak'(p + gap”) converges toK (p) as gap — 0. Examine [(AD). The continuity of
Dlgtnllg) js clear in the interiom € (0,1 — ¢g) and forg € (0, 1) All that remains is to check the two boundaries.

limy, 0 D(g;””g) = by the Taonr expansion ab(g + n||g) as done in the proof of Lemnia 4. Similarly,

g(1- 9)1 2
lim,, 14 W = D(1]|g) = logy . Since K is a minimization of a continuous function over a compact
set, it is itself continuous and thus the Imhntngap% K(p+ gap") = K(p).
Converting from natural logarithms to base 2 completes tioefp [ |

F. Approximating the solution to the quadratic formula
In (30), forg = g* = p + gap”,
a = D(g"[lp)
g(1- p))
b elo -
. <p<1 — )

¢ = logy ((P)p) —logy (hy '(6(9%))) + 1.

The first term,a, is approximated by Lemmnid 4 so

1

1= ) o

a = gap”(



Applying Lemmab and Lemmia 6 reveals

rd 1 gap”
"= \/m %0& (g@) o= p) gy 4 o)
1 rd 1
~ pI-p)In(2) \/(d —1)K(p) \/gap2 log, <ﬁ> (1+0(1))

1 T )
b2 s (2 )0+ o)

The third term,c, can be bounded similarly using Lemima 3 as follows,
c = Blogy (gap) —logy (hy ' (5(g%))) +1
d 1
< — _—
< (hgr - pons (o) + Ka+ol)

> (r—B)log, (ﬁ) + Ky +o(1).

Bld—1)
d

for a pair of constanté(s, K4. Thus, forgap small enough and < , we know thatc < 0.

The lower bound on/n is thus

Vb2 —4ac—b

Vno >
2a

Plugging in the bound$ (82) anld {84) reveals that

b 1/10g2 gap 1
2— 1/ +0

Similarly, using [(82),[(84),[(85), we get
dac  _ 4gap®” (p(lTl)ln(g)> X [(%7’ — ) log, (Qap) + K3] (1+0(1))
— < - -
’ (o) wigpoan™ loga (g5) (1+0(1)

— - pEE)E) |75 - 2| o)

This tends to a negative constant since @.

Plugging [(88) and[(89) intd (87) gives:

n [

K(p) gap” r od—1

log, <gap) 1 Td 9
= | gap” ]QK(p) <w+4p(1—p)1n(2)K(p) [B—d_l] _\/;> (1+ o(1))

_ g ((10g2 (1/gap))2>

gap27’

for all r < mm{ 1} By taking d arbitrarily large, we arrive at Theorelm 4 for the BSC.

oss (am) o) <\/ L ap(t - @ KG) |2 - 70|t - 1)12
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(83)

(84)

(85)

(86)

(87)

(88)

(89)

(90)
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APPENDIX IV
APPROXIMATION ANALYSIS FOR THEAWGN CHANNEL

Taking logs on both sides df (IL1) for a fixed test char@el

0.2
(P2} p) > In(h; HB(G)) ~ In(2) ~nD(allo}) — Vil +2In2 - 2mn(h; 0(6) (%5 ~1). @)

Rewriting this in the standard quadratic form using

a = D(ci.||o%), ) (92)
b = (g+21n2—2ln(hb_1(5(G)))) <Z_§Cj_ > (93)
¢ = W((P)p) —In(hy 1(5(G))) + In(2). (94)

it suffices to show that the terms exhibit behaviorgag — 0 similar to their BSC counterparts.
For Taylor approximations, we use the chan@&| with corresponding noise varianeg.. = % + (, where

201%(PT + 0'123)> . (95)

¢ = gap < Pr

Lemma 12: For small enouglyap, for ¢ as in [95), ifr < 1 thenC(G*) < R.
Proof: SinceC(P) — gap = R > C(G*), we must satisfy

1 Pr 1 Pr
ap < =lo 1+— | —=lo 1+
9= 3 g2< P) 2 g2< P+<>

So the goal is to lower bound the RHS above to show thdt (95pa& genough to guarantee that this is bigger

than the gap. So
¢ ¢
1 1+—=) -1 14 —5——
(o +a§3> on +a%+PT>>

1
2
1 . o2 r0'2
= 3 <log2 (1 + 2gap” (1 + P_;)> — log, (1 + 2gap P_I;>>
1
2

c o2 1 o2
> —52 (1 Py _ -9 r“ P
> <1 0 gap” (1 + PT) n(2) 29 PT>
o1 0%
= gap m <Cs - (1 - CS)P_T> . (96)

For small enouglyap, this is a valid lower bound as long as < 1. Choosec; so thatl < ¢; < Y + . For( as
in (@8), the LHS isgap” K and thus clearly having < 1 suffices for satisfying[(96) for small enougphp This
is because the derivative gtip” tends to infinity agjap — 0. |

In the next Lemma, we perform the approximation analysisttierterms inside[ (92)[(93) and (94).
Lemma 13: Assume that?. = 0% + ¢ where( is defined in [(9b).

@ 2 2(Pr +o})
Ui}%* —1=gap" <7TPT = > : (97)
(b)
In(6(G*)) = rIn(gap) + o(1) — In(C(P)). (98)
(©)

d
In(hy *(5(G*))) > — 1rln(gap) + ¢, (99)
for some constant, that is a function ofd.

In(h, 1(6(G*))) < rln(gap) + c3, (100)



34

for some constants.
(d) )
D(0%.||0%) = (PTP%P)gap?"(l +o(1)). (101)
Proof: (a) Immediately follows from the definitionjé and (95).
(b) We start with simplifyingd(G*)

c(G*
s - 1-€19)
C—gap—%log2 (1—1—0%7;)
a C — gap
B %logz (1—1—5—1{) —%logQ <1+%> — gap
a C — gap
PP P
 dog, (B () ) — gap
a C — gap
%logz (1 + %) — %logz (1 + PT#JW?) — gap
N C — gap
1 1
3 aper () — gap
a C — gap
1 ¢Pr
(it ) —ew
a C — gap
1,1 »20%(Pr + 0%) Pr . gap
= —(= _ 1 - 228
a5 (gap P AP0 +o(gap”) | —gap)(1 = ===+ o(gap))
gap”
= 221+ 0(1))

TakingIn(-) on both sides, the result is evident.

(c) follows from (b) and LemmdR.

(d) comes from the definition oD(c2.||c%) followed immediately by the expansidn(ag;*/a%) = In(1 +
(/o2) = % — 3(5)? + o(gap?). All the constant and first-order igap” terms cancel sincs- = 1+ 5. This

gives the result immediately. |

Now, we can use Lemnfa 13 to approximaitel (92)] (93) (94).

a = (PT;#gap%(l +0(1)) (102)
T
b = (g +2In2 — 2In(hy* (5(G)))> gaprﬂpjﬂpi—;_a%)
2d(Pr —|-0'2) 1 .
< (d_il)Plen(mTp)gap (1+0(1)) (103)
o2

b > %PTpi%jjlg)rln(ﬁ)gapr(l +0(1)) (104)
¢ < (d_lr—ﬁ)ln(w%p)(l—ko(l)) (105)

e > (r—ﬁ)ln(g%p)(uou)). (106)
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Therefore, in parallel td_(88), we have for the AWGN bound

— > 1 1)). 107
2a—<PT+al%><gapr (o) (on
Similarly, in parallel to [(8P), we have for the AWGN bound
dac 1, d 1
— < —(——r - pB)———.
b2 — (1+0(1))T2(d—1r B)ln( 1 )
gap

This is negative as long as< @, and so for everyg < % for small enoughyap, we know that

4ac 1 d 1
1—ﬁ—1 > Csﬁ(ﬁ_ﬁr)@(l‘i‘O(l))
Combining this with [(107) gives the bound:
1 d 1 rpp (I()),
L S i mm Y ( el | (108)
B Pr _d 1\
— U ollegrs (= 7570 (o )P (109)

Since this holds for alD < ¢, < 1 and allr < min(1, B(dd_l)) for all d > 1, Theorem# for AWGN channels
follows.
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