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Abstract

We study two families of error-correcting codes defined in terms of very sparse matrices.
‘MN’ (MacKay-Neal) codes are recently invented, and ‘Gallager codes’ were first investigated
in 1962, but appear to have been largely forgotten, in spite of their excellent properties. The
decoding of both codes can be tackled with a practical sum—product algorithm.

We prove that these codes are ‘very good’, in that sequences of codes exist which, when
optimally decoded, achieve information rates up to the Shannon limit. This result holds not
only for the binary symmetric channel but also for any channel with symmetric stationary
ergodic noise.

We give experimental results for binary symmetric channels and Gaussian channels demon-
strating that practical performance substantially better than that of standard convolutional and
concatenated codes can be achieved; indeed the performance of Gallager codes is almost as close
to the Shannon limit as that of Turbo codes.
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1 Introduction

For a glossary of symbols used in this paper, please see appendix A.

1.1 Background

In 1948, Shannon [58] proved that for any channel there exist families of block codes that achieve
arbitrarily small probability of error at any communication rate up to the capacity of the channel.
We will refer to such code families as ‘very good’ codes. By ‘good’ codes we mean code families that
achieve arbitrarily small probability of error at non-zero communication rates up to some maximum
rate that may be less than the capacity of the given channel. By ‘bad’ codes we mean code families
that can only achieve arbitrarily small probability of error by decreasing the information rate to
zero. (Bad codes are not necessarily useless for practical purposes.) By ‘practical’ codes we mean
code families which can be encoded and decoded in time and space polynomial in the block length.

Shannon’s proof was non-constructive and employed random codes for which there is no practical
encoding or decoding algorithm. Since 1948, it has been proved that there exist very good cyclic
codes (non-constructively) [45], and that very good codes with a short description in terms of
permutations can be produced [1]; and an explicit algebraic construction of very good codes for



certain channels was given in 1982 [19]. But no practical decoding algorithm is known for any of
these codes, and it is known that the general linear decoding problem (find the maximum likelihood
source vector s in the equation G"'s+n = rmod 2, where G is a generator matrix, n is a noise vector,
and r is the received vector) is NP—complete [10]. Convolutional codes (which can be viewed as block
codes with memory) can approach the Shannon limit as their constraint length increases but the
complexity of their best known decoding algorithms grows exponentially with the constraint length.
For a long time a generally held view was that for practical purposes a channel’s effective capacity
was a rate ‘Ry’ which is smaller than the Shannon capacity, if convolutional codes were used;
and many believed this conjecture applied to all codes, speculating that practical communication
beyond Ry was impossible. Forney proved that there do exist very good ‘concatenated’ codes that
are practical [23]; but the proof was also non-constructive [45].

When it comes to practical, constructive codes, constructions have been demonstrated of codes
based on concatenation that are good, though not very good, but most known practical codes
are asymptotically bad [45]. Goppa’s algebraic geometry codes, reviewed in [66], appear to be
both practical and good (with practical decoding proven possible up to the Gilbert bound), but
we believe that the literature has not established whether they are very good. The best practical
decoding algorithm that is known for these codes [22] appears to be prohibitively costly (N?3) to
implement, and algebraic geometry codes do not appear to be destined for practical use.

Thus the conventional view is that there are few known constructive codes that are good, fewer
still that are practical, and none at all that are both practical and very good. It seems to be
widely believed that while almost any random linear code is good, codes with structure that allows
practical coding are likely to be bad [45], [15]. Battail expresses an alternative view, however, that
‘we can think of good codes, and we can decode them’ [6]. This statement is supported by the
results of the present paper.

In this paper we study the theoretical and practical properties of two code families. Gallager’s
low-density parity-check codes are defined in terms of a very sparse random parity check matrix
[26, 27, 41]. ‘MN codes’ are also defined in terms of very sparse random matrices, and were first pre-
sented in [40]. (MN stands for MacKay—Neal; MacKay and Neal generalized MN codes to Gallager
codes, then realised that they had rediscovered Gallager’s work.) MN codes are unconventional in
that redundancy can be incorporated in the transmitted codewords not only by using a K X N
generator matrix with transmitted block length N greater than the source block length K, but also
by using a source that is itself redundant.

These code families both have two important properties. First, because the codes are con-
structed from sparse matrices, they have simple and practical decoding algorithms which work,
empirically, at good communication rates. Second, we prove that in spite of their simple construc-
tion these codes are very good — that is, sequences of codes exist which, when optimally decoded,
achieve information rates up to the Shannon limit of the binary symmetric channel. We further
prove that the same codes are in fact good for any ergodic symmetric channel. Our proof may be
viewed as a semi—constructive proof of Shannon’s noisy channel coding theorem (semi—constructive
in the sense that, while the proof still relies on an average over a set of codes, the set of codes in
question is unusually small). It is indeed easy to think of good codes.

1.2 Definitions

A binary variable will be termed a bit. The unit of information content of a random bit with
po = p1 = 0.5 will be termed the shannon. The input and output alphabets of the binary symmetric
channel (BSC) will be denoted {0,1}. We will denote the error probability of the binary symmetric
channel by f,, where f, < 0.5.

Definition 1 The binary entropy functions Ha(f) and H5(f) are
Hy(f) = [flogy(1/f) + (1 — f)logy(1/(1 = f)) (1)



Hy(f) = [loge(1/f) + (1 — f)log.(1/(1 = f)). (2)

We will write natural logarithms as log(z) = log, ().

Definition 2 The weight of a binary vector or matriz is the number of 1s in it. The overlap
between two wvectors is the number of 1s in common between them. The density of a source of
random bits is the expected fraction of 1 bits. A source is sparse if its density is less than 0.5.
A wvector v is very sparse if its density vanishes as its length increases, for example, if a constant
number t of its bits are 1s.

Definition 3 A code with blocklength N and rate R satisfies the Gilbert—Varshamov minimum
distance bound if the minimum distance d between its codewords satisfies

R =1— Hy(d/N). (3)

Definition 4 The capacity C(fn) of a binary symmetric channel with noise density fy is, in shan-
nons per channel use,

C(fn) = 1= Ha(fn)- (4)
The computational cutoff rate Ry(fy) is

Ro(fa) = 1~ log, [1 PN fn>] . (5)

This is the rate beyond which the expected computational cost of decoding a convolutional code with
vanishing error probability using sequential decoding becomes infinite.
The Gilbert bound GV (fy) is

vty ={ LR fasilt )

This is the mazimum rate at which one can communicate with a code which satisfies the Gilbert—
Varshamov minimum distance bound, assuming bounded distance decoding [43].

Definition 5 A model that defines a probability distribution over strings x of any length N,
P(x|N), has mean entropy Hy if for any € > 0 and > 0 there exists an N* such that for all
N > N*,
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For example, a memoryless binary symmetric channel’s noise has mean entropy H, = H(fn),
where f; is the density of the noise; the proof of this statement, by the law of large numbers, is
well known [16]. We will prove that the codes presented in this paper are good codes not only for
the binary symmetric channel but also for a wide class of channels with memory.

Definition 6 A binary channel with symmetric stationary ergodic noise is a binary—input, binary—
output channel whose output in response to a transmitted binary vector t is given by r = t+nmod?2,
where n, the noise vector, has a probability distribution that is (a) independent of t and (b) sta-
tionary and ergodic.

For example, burst noise might be modelled by a stationary and ergodic Markov process. Such
a process has a mean entropy, though the evaluation of this quantity may be challenging. The
standard Gaussian channel with binary inputs is also equivalent to a binary channel with stationary
ergodic noise.

We will concentrate on the case of a binary channel with symmetric noise (see definition 6) in
the body of this paper. Channels like the Gaussian channel whose inputs are binary and whose
outputs are in some more general alphabet are addressed in appendix B.



1.2.1 Linear codes

A linear error correcting code can be represented by an N by K binary matrix G" (the generator
matrix), such that a K-bit binary message s is encoded as the N-bit vector t = G'smod 2. (Note
that we have chosen to use column vectors so the generator matrices act to the right rather than
the left.) The generator matrix is in systematic form if it can be written as

T Ix
a-| %] ®

where I is the K X K identity matrix, and P is a binary matrix. The channel adds noise n to the
vector t with the resulting received signal r being given by:

r = (G's +n)mod 2. 9)

The decoder’s task is to infer s given the received message r, and the assumed noise properties of
the channel. The optimal decoder returns the message s that maximizes the posterior probability

P(r]s, G)P(s)

P(s|r,G) = P|G)

(10)
It is often not practical to implement the optimal decoder; indeed the general decoding problem is
known to be NP—complete [10].

If the prior probability of s is assumed uniform, and the probability of n is assumed to be
independent of s (c.f. definition 6), then it is convenient to introduce the (N — K) x N parity
check matrix, H, which in systematic form is [P|Iy_x]. The parity check matrix has the property
HG™ = 0mod 2, so that, applying H to equation (9),

Hn = Hrmod 2. (11)

Any other (N — K) x N matrix A whose rows span the same space as H is a valid parity check
matrix.

The decoding problem thus reduces, given the above assumptions, to the task of finding the
most probable noise vector n such that

Hnmod?2 = z, (12)

where the syndrome vector z = Hr mod 2.

1.3 Description of the two code families

We define two code families. We explain the more conventional Gallager codes first.

1.3.1 Construction of Gallager codes

A Gallager code is a code which has a very sparse random parity check matrix. (Very sparse,
but not systematic.) The parity check matrix A can be constructed as follows. We will describe
variations on this construction later.

A transmitted block length N and a source block length K are selected. We define M = N — K
to be the number of parity checks. We select a column weight t, which will initially be an integer
greater than or equal to 3. We create a rectangular M x N matrix [M rows and N columns] A
at random with exactly weight ¢ per column and a weight per row as uniform as possible. If N/M
is chosen to be an appropriate ratio of integers then the number per row can be constrained to be



exactly tN/M; in this case we call the resulting code a regular Gallager code because the bipartite
graph defined by the parity check matrix is regular.

We then use Gaussian elimination and reordering of columns to derive an equivalent parity check
matrix in systematic form H = [P|I5s]. There is a possibility that the rows of the original matrix
A are not independent (though for odd ¢, this has small probability); in this case, A is a parity
check matrix for a code with the same N and with smaller M, that is, a code with greater rate
than assumed in the following sections. Redefining A to be the original matrix with its columns
reordered as in the Gaussian elimination, we have the following situation.

The matrix A = [C;1|Cq] is composed of two very sparse matrices C; and Cs as follows.

The matrix C, is a square M x M matrix that is very sparse and invertible. The inverse C5 !
of this matrix in modulo 2 arithmetic has been computed during the Gaussian elimination which
produced the matrix P = C,'Cy. [The expression P = C, 'C; is the product (modulo 2) of the
two matrices C; L'and C;.] The inversion takes order M2N time and is performed once only.

The matrix C; is a rectangular M x K matrix that is very sparse.

Encoding. We define the generator matrix of the Gallager code to be

o[-t

where I is the K x K identity matrix.

1.3.2 Variations

1. When generating the matrix A, one can constrain all pairs of columns in the matrix to have
an overlap < 1. This is expected to improve the properties of the ensemble of codes, for
reasons that will become apparent in section 2.3.

2. One can further constrain the matrix A so that the topology of the corresponding bipartite
graph does not contain short cycles. This is discussed further in section 4.3.

1.3.3 The decoding problem for Gallager codes

A source vector s of length K is encoded into a transmitted vector t defined by: t = G's mod 2.
If a systematic generator matrix has been computed explicitly (which takes M2N time) then the
transmitted vector can be computed by explicit multiplication in M K time. However, encoding
might be possible in less time using sparse matrix methods.

The received vector is r = t + nmod 2, where the noise is n. In the case of a binary symmetric
channel, n is assumed to be a sparse random vector with independent, identically—distributed bits
of density f,. We will discuss more general channels later.

By construction, A is a parity check matrix for G — that is, AG" = 0mod 2 — so the decoding
problem is to recover t by finding the most probable n that satisfies the equation:

An =zmod?2, (14)

where z is the syndrome vector: z = Armod 2, computation of which takes time of order Nt, if
the sparseness of A is exploited.

The optimal decoder, in the case of a binary symmetric channel, is an algorithm that finds the
sparsest vector n that satisfies A = zmod2. From fi we obtain our guess for the transmitted
signal t = r + imod 2, the first K bits of which are the optimal guess § for the original message.



Both the matrix A and the unknown vector n are sparse. One might therefore hope that it is
practical to solve this decoding problem (though perhaps not right up to the theoretical limits of
the optimal decoder). We will demonstrate a practical decoder later.

1.3.4 Construction of MN codes

Having created the matrices C5 L 'and C1, we can define the generator matrix G of an MN code by
the non-systematic matrix G' = C, LC;. The novel idea behind MN codes is that we can constrain
the source vectors to be sparse and exploit this unconventional form of redundancy in the decoder
[40]. We will discuss properties and possible applications of MN codes in section 6. As explained in
that section, the decoding of these codes involves a problem similar to the Gallager codes’ decoding
problem (14).

1.3.5 Overview

The theoretical effectiveness of Gallager and MN codes as error correcting codes depends on the
properties of very sparse matrices A in relation to the solvability of the decoding problem (14).
We address the question, ‘how well would these codes work if we had the best possible algorithm
for solving the decoding problem?’

The practical effectiveness of Gallager and MN codes depends on our finding a practical al-
gorithm for solving equation (14) that is close enough to the optimal decoder that the desirable
theoretical properties are not lost.

We show theoretically in section 2 that there exist Gallager and MN codes for which the optimal
decoder would achieve information rates arbitrarily close to the Shannon limit for a wide variety of
channels. In section 3 we present a ‘sum—product’ decoding algorithm for Gallager codes and MN
codes, first used by Gallager [26]. We give an analysis of the decoding algorithm in section 3.3.
These results lead us to conjecture that there exist Gallager and MN codes which are not only good
but which also achieve error rates approaching zero at a non-zero information rate when decoded
using a practical algorithm. In section 4 we describe empirical results of computer experiments
using the sum—product algorithm to decode Gallager codes. Our experiments show that practical
performance significantly superior to that of textbook codes can be achieved by these codes on both
binary symmetric channels and Gaussian channels. In section 5 we give a pictorial demonstration
of the iterative decoding algorithm for a couple of Gallager codes. In section 6 we present MN
codes and give theoretical and experimental results for them.

2 Limits of Optimal Decoding

We prove properties of Gallager and MN codes by studying properties of the decoding problem
Ax = zmod 2 where the unknown vector x is sparse and A is very sparse. We make use of two
standard tools: we prove properties of the optimal decoder by proving properties of a slightly sub-
optimal ‘typical set decoder’ which is easier to analyse; and we average the performance of this
decoder over an ensemble of very sparse matrices A. A ‘good’ average performance proves that
there exist ‘good’ matrices A — indeed that any random matrix A from the ensemble is likely to
be ‘good’. As in all proofs of goodness of coding systems, we employ a block length that can be
increased to a sufficiently large value that an error probability smaller than a desired e is achieved.
To prove that Gallager and MN codes are very good we will also increase the weight per column,
t, of the matrix A, but only in such a way as to keep the matrix very sparse, i.e., t/M — 0.
Previous work on low density parity check codes has already established some good properties
of Gallager codes. Gallager [26, 27] proved that his codes have good distance properties. Zyablov
and Pinsker [73] proved that Gallager codes are good and gave a practical decoder, but only for
communication rates substantially below the Gilbert bound. Our approach in terms of an ideal



decoder allows us to prove that the codes are good not only for the binary symmetric channel but
also for arbitrary ergodic symmetric channel models; we also prove that Gallager codes are very
good, a result not explicitly proven in [26, 27, 73].

2.1 Ensembles of very sparse matrices

The properties that we prove depend on the ensemble of matrices A that is averaged over. We
find it easiest to prove the desired properties by weakening the ensemble of matrices from that
described in section 1.3. We introduce the following ensembles which we believe are ordered such
that the later ensembles define Gallager and MN codes that have smaller average probability of
error, though we do not have a proof of this statement.

1. Matrix A generated by starting from an all-zero matrix and randomly flipping ¢ not necessarily
distinct bits in each column.

2. Matrix A generated by randomly creating weight ¢ columns.

3. Matrix A generated with weight ¢ per column and (as near as possible) uniform weight per
row.

4. Matrix A generated with weight ¢ per column and uniform weight per row, and no two
columns having overlap greater than 1.

5. Matrix A further constrained so that its bipartite graph has large girth.

6. Matrix A = [C;|Cgq] further constrained or slightly modified so that Cs is an invertible
matrix.

Our proofs use the first ensemble. Our demonstrations use matrices from ensembles 4, 5 and 6.

The properties of the decoding problem Ax = zmod 2 also depend on the assumed noise model.
We will give theoretical results for three cases. First, we give a general theorem for a broad class of
symmetric noise models with memory (definition 6). Second, we discuss a popular special case, the
memoryless binary symmetric channel, corresponding, in the case of Gallager codes, to a vector x
of uniform density f. Third, the generalization to channels with continuous outputs is discussed in
appendix B.

2.2 Decodability for arbitrary P(x)

To avoid confusion between Gallager and MN codes when discussing their common decoding prob-
lem Ax = zmod2, we refer to the number of columns in A as L and the number of rows as M.
[For a glossary of all symbols used in this paper, see appendix A.] In the case of Gallager codes, x
is a sample from the noise model, x = n. In the case of MN codes, x is the concatenation of the
vectors s and n, and the probability of x is separable into P(x) = Ps(s)FP,(n).

Let the ratio of the length of x to the length of z be A = L/M. The decoding problem is
equivalent to playing a game in which a vector x is drawn from a probability distribution P(x),
and the vector z = Ax mod 2 is revealed; the player’s task is then to identify the original vector x,
given the ‘encoding’ z, the matrix A, and the known distribution P. The optimal decoder is an
algorithm that identifies the vector x that maximizes P(x) subject to the constraint z = Ax mod 2.

There is a Shannon limit for this game beyond which we cannot hope to recover x from z reliably.
The maximum information content of z is clearly M shannons. We assume that the probability
distribution of the noise is stationary and ergodic so that a mean entropy H, can be defined for
the distribution P(x). Then the Shannon limit says reliable recovery of x from z is only possible
if LH, < M, i.e.:

AH, < 1. (15)



If there are matrices A for which we can play the decoding game well at a value of AH,, close to
this limit, then there exist Gallager codes which can communicate correspondingly close to the
Shannon limit of a noisy channel whose noise distribution is given by P(x).

For brevity we introduce the following definition.

Definition 7 A satisfactory (M, \,t,€) matrix A for the distribution P(x) is a matriz A having
M rows and L > AM columns with weight t or less per column, with the following property: if x
is generated from P(x), the optimal decoder from z = Axmod2 back to X achieves a probability of
block error less than e.

The following theorems will be proved.

Theorem 1 — Good codes. Given an integer t > 3 and a ratio A > 1, there exists an entropy
H,(\,t) > 0 such that, for any P(x) of mean entropy H, < Hz(\t), and any desired block
error probability € > 0, there exists an integer M and a satisfactory (M, \,t,€) matriz A for the
distribution P(x).

Theorem 2 — Very good codes. Given a distribution P(x) of mean entropy H, < 1 and
a desired A < 1/H,, there ezxists an integer t(H,,A) > 3 such that for any desired block error
probability € > 0, there is an integer My, such that for any M > My, there is a satisfactory
(M, X\, t(Hy, \),€) matriz A for the distribution P(x).

Implications of theorems 1 and 2 for Gallager codes. The first theorem effectively states
that Gallager codes with any value of ¢t > 3 are good, i.e., for any channel with appropriate entropy,
there are Gallager codes which can achieve virtually error-free transmission at rates up to some
non-zero rate 1 — 1/), if the block length L is made sufficiently large.

The second theorem effectively states that Gallager codes are very good — if we are allowed to
choose t, then we can get arbitrarily close to capacity, still using very sparse matrices with ¢/M
arbitrarily small.

In section 2.3 we prove these theorems, that is, we derive expressions for a function H,(A,t) > 0
satisfying theorem 1, and a function ¢(Hj, \) satisfying theorem 2. We also give numerical results
relating to these theorems. Let the largest function for which the first theorem is true be HI***(, t).
In section 2.4 we evaluate a tighter numerical lower bound for H"*(\,t). These are worst case
results, true for any source of mean entropy H,. In section 2.5 we give numerical results for the
case of the binary symmetric channel, where considerably more optimistic bounds can be derived.

We also prove the following minimum distance theorem for Gallager codes which uses the
function Hy(A,t) of theorem 1. [This result was proved by Gallager [27] using a different, stronger
ensemble of codes.]

Theorem 3 — Good distance properties. Given an integer t > 3, a fraction § < 0.5, and
a X\ such that Ho(8) < Hg(\,t), there exist integers M and L > AM and a matriz A having M
rows and L columns with weight t or less per column, such that the Gallager code with parity check
matriz A has minimum distance at least 0L.

We can also prove that the Gilbert minimum distance bound can be attained as ¢ — oo, still
with A very sparse. [This result was first proved by Gallager [27].]

Theorem 4 — Gilbert minimum distance bound attainable. Given a fraction 6 < 0.5, and
a X such that Hy(8) < 1/, there exists a t and an Mpyin such that for any M > Mpyin there is
a matrix A having M rows and L > XM columns with weight t or less per column, such that the
Gallager code with parity check matriz A has minimum distance at least §L.



Implication of theorem 3 contrasted with theorem 1. If one only aims to decode noise
patterns of weight up to half of the minimum distance d = §L (as is conventional in much of coding
theory), then one can only handle noise levels up to (d/L)/2. But in fact the optimal decoder can
decode (with vanishing probability of error) at noise levels up to (d/L). Thus Gallager codes can
serve as good codes at noise levels twice as great as the maximum noise level that is attainable
if one restricts attention to bounded distance decoding. The intuition for this result is that in a
very high dimensional binary space, while two spheres of radius » whose centres are a distance d
apart have a non-zero volume of intersection for any r greater than d/2, the fractional volume of
intersection is vanishingly small as long as r is less than d.

Gallager codes, as Gallager showed [26] and we will show later, can in practice be decoded
beyond their minimum distance.

2.3 Proof of theorem 1

Consider the problem, given A and z, of inferring x, where Ax = zmod 2, and x has probability
distribution P(x) with mean entropy H,. We consider the probability of error of a typical set
decoder [16], averaging it over all very sparse random matrices A. We establish the existence of a
function H,(A,t) > 0 such that the probability of error can be bounded by a sum of terms which
decrease as inverse powers of L, if H, < Hy(\,t).

Typical set decoder. We consider the typical set:

1 1
L.
T=Ty, = {X €{0,1}" : ‘zlogQ m —Hy| < 77} (16)

where 7) is a small constant to be fixed later. Since Y, 7 P(x) < 1, the number of elements in this
typical set, |T'|, satisfies
T| < 2L(Hetm), (17)

We now consider decoding z = Axmod 2 by the following procedure:
if there is a unique %X € T such that z = Axmod 2 then produce X as the decoding of
:’].se report decoding failure.
There are two failure modes for this decoder, with probabilities P; and P;;(A) such that
P(Block error|A) = Py + Pri(A). (18)

I: Original vector not typical. This failure occurs with probability P = P(x ¢ T). Because x is
assumed to have a mean entropy H,, this probability vanishes as L — oo (see definition 5,
section 1.2).

II: x is typical but at least one other typical vector x’ has the same encoding z. We now concen-
trate on the probability of a decoding error arising this way, and denote the average of Pr 1(A)
over A drawn from ensemble 1 (section 2.1) by Pjy.

We define the indicator function §(S) to have the value 1 if the proposition S is true and 0
otherwise. We can bound P;;(A) by

Pr(A) <> P(x) Y 6[A(x—x') = 0mod 2] (19)
xeT x'eT
x'#£x



In equation (19) the second sum is the number of typical vectors x’ that have the same encoding
as x. We now average over codes A.

P < ) P(x) {ZP(A)& [A(x —x') = 0]} (20)
A

x,x'eT

x'#£x

The term in brackets only depends on the weight w of the difference (x — x’). The probability that
A(x —x') = 0 is the probability that w columns of the very sparse matrix A sum to zero. Because
A is constructed by flipping ¢ bits per column at random with replacement, this is the probability
that wt steps of the random walk on the M dimensional hypercube, starting from the origin, bring
us back to origin. We denote this probability p(()zgt) and define h(w|x) to be the number of typical
vectors x’ such that the difference x — x’ has weight w, for the given x. Then we have

P < Z Z P(x)h(w|x) p00 wt), (21)

w=1x€eT

(r)

In appendix F we give an expression for the function py’; this function is zero for all odd r, and
(r)

is a decreasing function of even r. It will be convenient to introduce an upper bound on py;

(r)

which is equal to it for even 7 and which is a decreasing function. We define this function, g, , in

(r) (r)

equation (87). In appendix F we also derive various upper bounds on py; and gy, from which we

will use the following two:

2
(1) < g0 < o (35)" forr </ =M, where =
Poo = <qy = 3 N\"'/2 (22)
(17’) forr > 1’ ;
log q(()g) < log qér) = M(e= 7™ —log2) + log 2. (23)

These bounds are tightest for r < M and r > M respectively. Both these bounds are decreasing
functions of r.
We now have

Py < Z Z P(x)h(w|x) q(()gjt). (24)

w=1xeT

We pause to dissect the product [}, P(x)h(w|x)] [q(()g’t)] The first factor is typically a rapidly

increasing function of w up to some peak (which in the case of a binary symmetric channel of

density f is located at w ~ 2f(1 — f)L). The second factor q((;(;’t) is largest for w = 1 and falls
initially as a power law 1/M%? (equation (22)) decreasing to an equilibrium value of 2 x 2~M
(equation (23)), corresponding to an equilibrium distribution uniform over (half of) the states of
the hypercube. We want the product of these two factors to be vanishingly small (in increasing L)
for all w.

Intuitively, if the product were large at small w, then type II errors would arise because there
would be a small subset of columns in A that sum to zero such that it is possible to confuse vectors
x and x’ that differ in only a few bits (and which could therefore both be typical). If the product is
large at large w, then type II errors would arise because there are two completely different vectors
x,x’ which have the same encoding. Gallager codes and MN codes are good because we can indeed
make the product vanishingly small for all w.

10
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Figure 1: Plot of a numerical upper bound % logge ’ on the function ﬁ log g5y, for large M
and for various values of ¢; and the function AH§(w/L), as a function of w/L, for A = 2. For
convenience the function —AH§(w/L) is also shown.

(

The intersection point of the two curves —AH§(w/L) and ; log qewt) defines a value of w* which
gives a lower bound on the achievable information rate for Gallager and MN codes.

This graph gives an informal proof of theorems 1 and 2 for the case A = 2. The content of theorem
1 is that for any ¢ the solid line —\H$(w/L) lies above the dotted line 7 log q((gm) for all w/L up
to some non-zero value. The content of theorem 2 is that as ¢ — oo, the first point of intersection

of the two curves approaches the point at which AHS(w/L) = log 2.

2.3.1 Worst case analysis

Up to this point we have not mentioned any form for P(x), which determines the function h(w|x)
in equation (24). We now proceed with a worst case assumption for the function h(w|x).

We know that 3°Z_ | h(w|x) < |T| < 2E(Hz4 " Also h(w|x) is bounded above by the maximum

number of distinct vectors of weight w, (i) Finally q(()g]t) is a decreasing function of w. So we can

replace the function h(w|x) in (24) by the worst case function A*(w) which has the maximum value
at small w,

L *
sy — ) () w<w
) { o wEuT (25)
where w* is chosen to satisfy Y%, h*(w) > 2L(H=4 | If we write
Hy(w*/L) = Hy + 7' (26)
where 7' is a small quantity satisfying ' > n and ' <1 — H,, then
z L L LHy(w*/L L(H
Z h*(w) > > = olHx(w/L) » oL(Hy+n) (27)
o w* L+1

as long as 7 is sufficiently small and L is sufficiently large that n+ % logo(L+1) < n'. [Here we have
used equation (73) from appendix E.] Notice that the only dependence that the function h*(w) has
on the source distribution P(x) is the cutoff value w*, which is controlled by H,. Thus,

Pr < Y P@Y (i)qé‘a’” (28)
w=1

xeT
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We now seek conditions under which P;; can be made arbitrarily small by increasing M. Here first
is a sketch of our proof. Consider the logarithm of the term inside the summation in equation (29)
as a function of w. Using equation (73) again,

L\ (w
log l (w) ‘J(()o g

We want to show that for all w less than some w™®* that grows linearly with M, w™® = BM, the
above term becomes increasingly large and negative as M increases. We need all the terms in the
sum in equation (29) to go to zero, and we need almost all of them to do so faster than 1/M, so

(wt) (

1 w
< o1 (AH3(w/L) + 1 10gq(5") (30)

that the sum itself goes to zero. To aid the intuition, the two terms AH§(w/L) and 7 logge”” (a

(w

tight numerical upper bound on log g, )) are plotted in figure 1 as a function of w/L for a variety
of values of ¢, for A = 2. The function AHS§(w/L) is an increasing function of w (if w < L/2)
reaching a maximum value of Alog2 at w = L/2; the function % log q((féjt) is a decreasing function
of w reaching a minimum value of —log2 asymptotically. For w/L = 1/2, the right hand side
of equation (30) is certainly positive since A > 1. For small w/L on the other hand (starting at
w = 1), the sum is negative, if ¢ > 2, as we now prove. There therefore exists a § > 0 such that,
for all w < BM, the sum is negative. This defines the critical value of w* which, via equation (26),
proves the existence of the function H;(A,t) that we seek.

We continue from equation (29), using equation (22) and inequality (85) and assuming w*t <
=M.

Lw 3 wi wt/2
o (a71) 3

S
A
M=
TN
g ™
N————
QX
5
(VAN

AW 3w\ w2
(+37)

w%e Ve

wt

ﬂ) 2 e (%t) e (33)

c%)‘“” (34)

AN

IA
3

<

t/2 l/a
where a = (5 — 1) satisfies a > 0 if ¢ > 2, and ¢ = |eX [ . Now as a function of w,
h (L —1) satisfi 0if t > 2, and [A(?;f) ] N function of

log (c M)aw is a decreasing function for w < Me, as is easily conﬁrmed by differentiation, so if we
constrain w* by w* S , we can bound the last (w* — 2) terms by times the third term:

Py < Z ( ) (wt) (ﬁ)(%_l) n (%)2(%_1) + % (%)3(%_1). (35)

Thus the average probability of error for this ensemble of codes vanishes with increasing M as

M~'/2 if t = 3 and faster if t > 3. There therefore exists a 3 given by 8 = min( 3‘;, ce) > 0 such
that if w* < SM, or equivalently, if H, + n' < Hy(3/)), then
PH<Z<>W)—>0 as M — co. (36)
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This establishes the existence of the function H,(\,t), since if we define
Hw(Aat) = HZ(IB/)\)’ (37)

then for any H, < Hy(),t), we can set 7/,  and L such that / > 1+ +logy(L + 1) and 7' <
Hy(\t) — Hy.

This completes the proof of theorem 1. We note that the value of Hy(\,t) given above is not
the largest such function H**(\,t) that satisfies the theorem. By using tighter bounds on p((fgt)
we can prove the theorem for larger values of H;(),t). We use a numerical bound to obtain graphs

of lower bounds on HJ**(\,t) in section 2.4.

Comment. It is instructive to study the terms which dominate the sum over w. The terms with
small w decrease as inverse powers of M as long as (w — wt/2) < 0 for all w > 1, i.e., as long
as t > 2. The w = 1 term, the largest, decreases as M1 %2, We can get a stronger decrease of
Py with M if we assume that each column has exactly ¢ ones in it. Then we can omit the w =1
term, which corresponds to the probability of there being a zero column in A. By the further
step of ensuring that no two columns of the matrix A are identical, we can rule out the w = 2
term from the sum. By adding further constraints when generating the code, that the girth of the
corresponding bipartite graph must be large, we can make the probability of this sort of ‘small w’
error even smaller. This is the motivation for the code constructions 1B and 2B that we introduce
later on.

2.3.2 Proof of theorem 3

A code with parity check matrix H has minimum distance d if and only if any (d —1) columns of H
are linearly independent, and there exist d linearly dependent columns. We can prove the existence
of a matrix A with §L linearly independent columns easily starting from equation (36). Here §L
is the desired minimum distance. We set w* = §L and note that the assumption of the theorem,
Hy () < Hy(\,t) implies that the quantity Y %_, (5)})816”5) vanishes with increasing L.

The quantity >%_, (%) P is the expected number of linear dependences of up to w* columns
in a randomly generated matrix A. Since this expected number is less than 1 (indeed, it goes to
zero), there must be at least one A in the ensemble such that the number of linear dependences is
zero (indeed, nearly all A in the ensemble must satisfy this).

2.3.3 Proof of theorem 2

We now show that if we are free to choose ¢ then Gallager and MN codes can get arbitrarily close
to the Shannon limit. We prove that for a desired A and any source with mean entropy H, such
that AH; < 1, and any € > 0, there exists a ¢t and an My, such that for any M > My, the
corresponding decoding problem Ax = zmod 2 can be solved with probability of failure less than
€, averaged over the first ensemble of matrices A.

We start from equation (29), which bounds the type II probability of error thus:

_ NS AN
Pr<y ( )qé‘é’ ), (38)
w
w=1
where w* is given by
Hy(w* /L) = Hy + 17, (39)
and 7' > 1+ + logy(L + 1). From equation (30),

*

_ w 1 w
Prr< Y exp [M (AHf(w/L) + - log aj t’)] (40)

w=1
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If we can set ¢ and 7’ such that the term in parentheses is negative for all w < w* then Pj; goes to
zero as M increases. For large ¢ it is evident (c.f. figure 1) that, if it is positive for any w < w*, the

term ()\Hf(w /L) + ﬁ log q((fé)t)) attains its largest value at w = w*. So, substituting upper bound
(23) for log q(()g), our condition for vanishing Pj; is
MHS(w* /L) + (e~ 22 ™M _10g2) + O(1/M) < 0. (41)
Substituting in equation (39) we require:
e~ 2Hy (Hatn )N | O(1/M) < log 2 — M(H, + 1) log 2, (42)

so that if we set 7' such that A\(H; +7') < 1 and ¢ such that exp[—2H, ' (H, + ') M] < log2[1 —
A(H; + 7')] then Py vanishes with increasing M, so an My, can be found such that the average
error probability of the ensemble of matrices A is below any desired error probability e.

2.3.4 Proof of theorem 4

This theorem follows from theorem 2 as theorem 3 followed from theorem 1. Briefly, since we can
find a ¢ such that %", (£)pSe”) vanishes with increasing L for any w* /L satisfying Hy(w*/L) <
1/, this implies that, for sufficiently large L, we can find a matrix with at least dL linearly
independent columns for any ¢ satisfying Ha(d) < 1/

2.4 Numerical bounds on H"™*(\,t): worst case

Theorem 1 proved the existence, for a given ratio A, of an entropy H(A,t) such that there exist
good Gallager and MN codes with rates defined by A for any channel with symmetric stationary
ergodic noise (definition 6) with mean entropy up to Hz(A,t). We define H'®*()\,t) to be the
largest function for which the theorem holds. In figure 2(a) we show a numerically obtained bound
on this function. The graph shows a lower bound on AH}'®*(),t) as a function of A; the Shannon
limit provides the upper bound AH#*(\,¢) < 1. This graph was obtained as follows. Using the

expansion of pgg,) in equation (86), the condition for Pr; to vanish is that for all w < w* and all j

the quantit
! ’ L\ . (M 25\ v
G = log w 2 j (1 — M) (43)

should be negative. We use the inequality (I]g) < oNH>(K/N) and maximize G as a function of

¢ =w/L and k = j/M. We repeat this procedure iteratively to locate the critical value of w*/L
such that G is zero. This gives the bound.

2.5 Numerical upper and lower bounds: uniform noise model

We now assume that the channel under discussion is the binary symmetric channel and obtain
numerical upper and lower bounds on the achievable rate of Gallager codes, assuming the optimal
decoder. The method here is as in the previous section, with the worst case function h*(w) = (5} )
replaced by the h(w) appropriate to the uniform noise case, as detailed in appendix G. The resulting

lower bounds on HI'*(\,t) are shown in figure 2(b).

2.5.1 Achievable rate for Gallager codes over binary symmetric channel.

From the lower bound on the noise entropy plotted in figure 2(b) we can compute a lower bound on
the achievable communication rate using Gallager codes (given an optimal decoder), as a function
of the noise level of the binary symmetric channel. This rate is shown in shannons in figure 3 for
t =3, 4, 5, 6 and compared with the capacity. As the weight per column % increases the bounds
rise towards the capacity.
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Figure 2: Lower bounds on AH'®*(\,t) (a) for arbitrary source P(x) and (b) assuming P(x)
corresponding to binary symmetric channel, for matrices A with ¢ from 3 to 6.
As the weight per column £ increases, the achievable rates rise towards the Shannon limit AH, = 1.
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Figure 3: Lower bounds on achievable information rate (in shannons) versus binary symmetric
channel’s noise level f for Gallager codes (ensemble 1) with ¢ from 3 to 6. The solid line shows the
channel capacity.

T 1 - T
Capacity — Capacity —
t=5 | L t=5 |
08 =4 08 =4
=3 ——- =3 ——-
(a) 06 g (b) 06 g
0.4 g 0.4 g
02 | q 02 | q
0 1 1 0 1 1
0.001 0.01 0.1 0.001 0.01 0.1

Figure 4: Upper bound on the achievable information rate in shannons versus binary symmetric
channel’s noise level, for Gallager codes, compared with the channel capacity.

(a) This bound was obtained assuming that matrices A were drawn from the ensemble having
uniform weight per row as well as per column (ensemble 3).

(b) This bound was obtained assuming that matrices A were drawn from the ensemble having
uniform weight per column only (ensemble 2).

The graphs differ significantly at high noise levels.
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2.5.2 Upper bounds on the communication rate over a binary symmetric channel

Figures 4a and b address the question ‘what information rate is definitely not achievable for a given
t and noise level f7’ This is a relatively easy question to answer, and it gives insight into what
is lost in the above proof by switching from the constrained ensemble of random matrices A with
weight ¢ per column and ¢, = At per row to the unconstrained ensemble of matrices. It also gives
insight into why Gallager codes with fixed ¢ are only good codes and not very good codes.

Consider the decoding problem Ax = zmod 2, where x has density f and length AM, and =z
has length M. It is clearly impossible to solve the problem of deducing x reliably from z if the
information content of x, AM Hs(f) shannons, is more than the information content of z. We get
the Shannon bound by noting that H(z), in shannons, is less than or equal to its length M. But
we can get upper bounds lower than this by tightening the bound on H(z).

Probability distribution of the random variable z,. We refer to the elements z,, corre-
sponding to each row m = 1... M of A as checks and to the elements of x as bits. Let z, be
the sum of 7 bits of density f. We define p,(7) to be the probability that z,, = 1. Starting from
p2(0) = 0, we can use the recurrence relation:

pe(7+1) = p()(1 — ) + (1 - p:()f (44)
to obtain [26]:
palr) = 3 = 5(1-2f)" (15)

We use this result to obtain tighter bounds on the achievable communication rate.

Bound for constrained matrices A. Consider the ensemble of random matrices A with weight
t per column and as near as possible ¢, per row (ensemble 3 in section 2.1). In the general case
where £, = At is not an integer, the information content per check of z is bounded above by the
average of the marginal information content of one check, averaged over the ensemble, that is,

(tr — [t ) Ha(pz(ltr) + 1)) + (1 — & + [t ]) Ha(p2 ([ ]))- (46)

This gives the bound shown in figure 4(a), which was created as follows. For a selected value of ¢
and f, a search was made over ) for a value such that the upper bound on the information content
per check of z is just above AHz(f), using equation (46). The graph is then a plot of (1 — 1/))
versus f.

Bound for unconstrained matrices A. Now what if we remove the constraint At per row,
reverting to ensemble 2 of section 2.17 Intuitively we can see that H(z) will decrease. Some checks
will be sums of more than [¢,] + 1 bits of x, and some will be sums of fewer than |¢,|. The former
checks will have a value of p, slightly closer to 0.5, whereas the latter will have values of p, further
from 0.5. Some checks may be the sum of no bits at all (with probability exp(—t,)), so that they
convey no information. The convexity of the relevant functions produces a net decrease in the
information content of z. To work out a bound for the unconstrained ensemble, we sum over all
possible weights of a row, 7, evaluate Hy(p,(7)), and weight by the probability of 7, which is a
Poisson distribution with mean ¢,. The resulting upper bound is shown in figure 4(b). We see that
the bound is lower than that for the constrained matrices, and looks similar to the lower bound
in figure 3. It thus seems plausible that, were we to change from ensemble 2 to ensemble 3 in the
main proof of the paper, we would be able to prove the achievability of somewhat larger rates for
any given t.

This concludes our discussion of what would be achievable given an optimal decoder. We now
move on to practical decoding algorithms.
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Figure 5: The vectors x and z viewed as nodes in a belief network. White circles denote bits x;.
Black dots denote checks z,,. We illustrate the case ¢t =4,t, = 8.

(a) This figure emphasizes with bold lines the 4 connections from one bit and the 8 connections to
one check. Every bit z; is the parent of 4 checks z,,, and each check z,, is the child of 8 bits.
(b-e) Certain topological structures are undesirable in the network defined by the matrix A: in (b)
there is a cycle of length 4 in the network; we can forbid this topology by saying that the overlap
between two columns of A must not exceed 1; in (c, d, e) more complex topologies are illustrated.
Many of our experiments have used matrices A in which these topologies are also forbidden — we
eliminate bits that are involved in structures like the ‘doublet’ (e), of which (c) and (d) are special
cases. This means that every bit’s ‘coparents’ (other bits that are parents of its children) consist
of ¢t non-overlapping sets of bits as shown in (f).

(g) A fragment of an infinite belief network with ¢ = 4 and ¢, = 8 and no cycles. In section 3.3.2
we analyse the flow of information up this network.

3 Practical Decoding by the Sum—product Algorithm

We have developed a ‘sum-product decoder’, also known as a ‘belief propagation decoder’ [51, 33]
for the decoding problem Ax = zmod 2. In this work, we have rediscovered a method of Gallager
[27]. See [68, 24, 46] for further discussion of the sum-product algorithm.

We refer to the elements z,, corresponding to each row m = 1... M of A as checks. We think of
the set of bits x and checks z as making up a ‘belief network’, also known as a ‘Bayesian network’,
‘causal network’, or ‘influence diagram’ [51], in which every bit z; is the parent of ¢ checks z,,, and
each check z,, is the child of ¢, bits (figure 5). The network of checks and bits form a bipartite
graph: bits only connect to checks, and vice versa.

We aim, given the observed checks, to compute the marginal posterior probabilities P(z; =
1|z, A) for each [. Algorithms for the computation of such marginal probabilities in belief networks
are found in [51]. These computations are expected to be intractable for the belief network cor-
responding to our problem Ax = zmod2 because its topology contains many cycles. However,
it is interesting to implement the decoding algorithm that would be appropriate if there were no
cycles, on the assumption that the errors introduced might be relatively small. This approach of
ignoring cycles has been used in the artificial intelligence literature [4] but is now frowned upon
because it produces inaccurate probabilities (D. Spiegelhalter, personal communication). However,
for our problem the end-product is a decoding; the marginal probabilities are not required if the
decoding is correct. Also, the posterior probability, in the case of a good code communicating at
an achievable rate, is expected typically to be hugely concentrated on the most probable decoding.
And as the size M x L of the code’s matrix A is increased, it becomes increasingly easy to produce
matrices in which there are no cycles of any given length, so we expect that, asymptotically, this
algorithm will be a good algorithm. We have obtained excellent results with M equal to 1000 and
10000. The algorithm often gives useful results after a number of iterations much greater than the
number at which it could be affected by the presence of cycles.
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3.1 The algorithm

We have implemented the following algorithm (for background reading see [51]). The algorithm
is appropriate for a binary channel model in which the noise bits are independent — for example,
the memoryless binary symmetric channel, or the Gaussian channel with binary inputs and real
outputs (the connection to real-output channels is explained in appendix B).

We denote the set of bits [ that participate in check m by L£(m) = {l : A,y = 1}. Similarly
we define the set of checks in which bit [ participates, M(l) = {m : A, = 1}. We denote a set
L(m) with bit [ excluded by £(m)\l. The algorithm has two alternating parts, in which quantities
qmi and 7, associated with each non-zero element in the A matrix are iteratively updated. The
quantity g, ; is meant to be the probability that bit I of x has the value z, given the information
obtained via checks other than check m. The quantity 2, is meant to be the probability of check m
being satisfied if bit [ of x is considered fixed at  and the other bits have a separable distribution
given by the probabilities {gr : I' € L(m)\l}. The algorithm would produce the exact posterior
probabilities of all the bits after a fixed number of iterations if the bipartite graph defined by the
matrix A contained no cycles [51].

Initialization. Let p) = P(z; = 0) (the prior probability that bit z; is 0), and let p} = P(z; =
1)=1- p?. In the case of a Gallager code and a binary symmetric channel, pl1 will equal f,. In the
case of an MN code, p} will be either fs or fn, depending on whether bit [ is part of the message
or the noise. If the noise level varies in a known way (for example if the channel is a binary input
Gaussian channel with a real output) then pll is initialized to the appropriate normalized likelihood.
For every (I,m) such that A,,; = 1 the variables ¢, and g, are initialized to the values p{ and p}
respectively.

Horizontal step. In the horizontal step of the algorithm, we run through the checks m and
compute for each | € L(m) two probabilities: first, r?nl, the probability of the observed value of z,,
arising when z; = 0, given that the other bits {zy : I' # [} have a separable distribution given by
the probabilities {¢® ¢} 1}, defined by:

= >, Plamlz=0,{zy - ' e Lom)\1}) [ an (47)
{zp :VelL(m)\l} lelL(m)\l

1
ml>»

the probability of the observed value of z,, arising when x; = 1, defined by:

e = Z P(zm |z =1, {zy : I' € L(M)\I}) H a4l (48)
{zp :VelL(m)\l} l'eL(m)\l

and second, r

The conditional probabilities in these summations are either zero or one, depending on whether
the observed z,, matches the hypothesized values for z; and the {zy}.

These probabilities can be computed in various obvious ways based on equation (47) and (48).
The computations may be done most efficiently (if |£(m)| is large) by regarding z,, + x; as the final
state of a Markov chain with states 0 and 1, this chain being started in state 0, and undergoing
transitions corresponding to additions of the various zy, with transition probabilities given by the
corresponding q?nl, and q}nl,. The probabilities for z,, having its observed value given either x; =0
or z; = 1 can then be found efficiently by use of the forward-backward algorithm [7, 67, 5].

A particularly convenient implementation of this method uses forward and backward passes in
which products of the differences dq,,; = q?nl — q}nl are computed. We obtain dr,,; = rfnl — r}nl from
the identity:

T | (49)
reL(m)\l
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This identity is derived by iterating the following observation: if ( = z, + z, mod2, and z,
and z, have probabilities g5, ¢) and g}, g, of being 0 and 1, then P(¢ = 1) = g} + ¢)g, and
P((=0) = qé’LQBJrqbqi- Thus P((=0)-P(¢=1) = (gy—¢;,)(9)—¢;)- Finally, note that rp,+r,, = 1,
and hence 70, = (1 4 67,)/2 and v, = (1 — Sry) /2.

Vertical step. The vertical step takes the computed values of r?nl and r}nl and updates the values
of the probabilities q?nl and q}nl. For each [ we compute:

G = omp; [[ i (50)
m' eM(l)\m
Gy = ompi  J[ o (51)
m' eM(l)\m
where «;,; is chosen such that q?nl + q,lnl = 1. These products can be efficiently computed in a

downward pass and an upward pass.
We can also compute the ‘pseudoposterior probabilities’ qlo and qll at this iteration, given by:

@ = ap [ rw (52)
meM(l)

q = ap [ (53)
meM(l)

These quantities are used to create a tentative decoding %, the consistency of which is used to
decide whether the decoding algorithm can halt.
At this point, the algorithm repeats from the horizontal step.

Decoding. Ifthe belief network really were a tree without cycles, the values of the pseudoposterior
probabilities ql0 and ql1 at each iteration would correspond exactly to the posterior probabilities of
bit [ given the states of all the checks in a truncated belief network centred on bit [ and extending
out to a radius equal to twice the number of iterations. Our decoding procedure is to set Z; to 1 if
g; > 0.5 and see if the checks A% = zmod 2 are all satisfied, halting when they are, and declaring a
failure if some maximum number of iterations (e.g., 200 or 1000) occurs without successful decoding.
When there is a failure, the partial decoding %X may serve as a useful starting point for another
decoding algorithm [47].

We note in passing the difference between this decoding procedure and the widespread practice
in the Turbo code community, where the decoding algorithm is run for a fixed number of iterations
(irrespective of whether the decoder finds a consistent state at some earlier time). This practice
is wasteful of computer time. In our procedure, ‘undetected’ errors would occur if the decoder
found an % satisfying AX = zmod 2 which was not equal to the true x. ‘Detected’ errors occur if
the algorithm runs for the maximum number of iterations without finding a valid decoding. The
alternative practice mentioned above blurs this distinction between undetected and detected errors.
Undetected errors are of scientific interest because they reveal distance properties of a code. And
in engineering practice, it would seem preferable for the detected errors to be labelled as erasures
if practically possible.

3.2 Relationship to other algorithms

Meier and Staffelbach [47] implemented an algorithm similar to this sum-product decoder, also
studied by Mihaljevi¢ and Goli¢ [49, 50]. The main difference in their algorithm is that they
did not distinguish between the probabilities q?nl and q}nl for different values of m; rather, they
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computed q? and qll, as given above, and then proceeded with the horizontal step with all q?nl set
to ql0 and all q}nl set to qll.

Another related algorithm is the variational free energy minimization decoder [37]. We describe
the application of this decoder to Gallager and MN codes in appendix D. Its performance is not
as good as the sum—product decoder’s.

3.3 Analysis of decoding algorithms

We analyse a simple decoding algorithm, following Gallager [27] and Meier and Staffelbach [47].
(The same algorithm has been used by Spielman [60].) We also study the sum-product decoder
in the limit of large N using Monte Carlo methods. Although an explicit positive statement of
the sum—product decoder’s capabilities remains elusive, the important message of our analysis that
follows is that the algorithms have ‘correction effects’ which are independent of the block length NV
for large N. These results lead us to the following conjecture.

Conjecture 1 Given a binary symmetric channel with noise density f, there exist practical de-
coders for Gallager and MN codes with rates R close to capacity, that can achieve negligible proba-
bility of error, for sufficiently large N.

3.3.1 Analysis of correction effect in a simple decoder

We introduce a simple decoder to iteratively solve for x such that Ax = zmod 2.

Simple decoder:

Set x = 0.

[x]: Evaluate z = z + Axmod 2. This is the check pattern that remains to be explained.
if z =0, end.

Evaluate the ‘vote’ vector A’z (not mod 2), which counts, for each bit [, the number of
unsatisfied checks to which it belongs. The bits of x that get the most votes are viewed
as the most likely candidates for being wrong. The biggest possible vote that a bit can
receive is t, since each bit participates in t checks.

Flip all bits of %X that have the largest vote.

go to [X].

This decoding algorithm is not guaranteed to reach a stable state, but it is easy to analyse whether
the first iteration of the decoder produces a ‘correction effect’ or not. We say that there is a
correction effect if the Hamming distance between %X and the true vector x decreases. We expect
this decoding algorithm to have similar properties to those of the sum—product algorithm — at
least for the first iteration — because, in the case of a binary symmetric channel, the vote for a bit
is directly related to its pseudoposterior probability.

Expected change in Hamming distance. We will assume that the weight of each row of A
is an integer t,, i.e., that ¢, bits participate in each check. We consider the flipping of a single
bit whose vote is ¢ (the largest possible vote), and evaluate the probability that this reduces the
Hamming distance. If the expected change in Hamming distance is negative, then we might hope
that decoding algorithms of this type would work.

Consider a bit z; that has value 0, and a check m in which it participates (i.e., an m such that
A = 1). The probability that z,, = 1, given that z; is 0, is p,(t,—1), as defined in section 2.5.2.
So the probability that a 0 bit receives vote t is the binomial probability

a = P(vote; = t|lz; = 0) = [p,(t,—1)]*. (54)
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Similarly, the probability that z,, = 1, given that z; is 1, is 1 — p,(¢, —1). So the probability
that a 1 bit receives vote  is:

b= P(vote; = t|lz; = 1) = [1 — p,(t,—1)]". (55)
Now, given that a bit has vote ¢, the probabilities that it is a 0 or a 1 bit are, by Bayes’ theorem:

P(z; =0|vote =t) o« a(l—f)

P(z; = 1l|vote =t) bf. (56)
Thus the expected change in Hamming distance when a bit with vote ¢ is flipped is
1—f)—0b
a(l—f)+bf

If this is negative then there is a correction effect. We assume, rather simplisticly, that if there is
no correction effect on the first iteration then reliable communication is not achievable using the
code; that is, we assume that this analysis predicts a bound on the achievable communication rate.
For any given ¢ and ¢, (and hence \), we can locate numerically the f above which there is no
correction effect. The lower dotted curves in figure 6b show the corresponding information rate
(1—1/X) of a Gallager code as a function of f for a variety of values of ¢ and ¢,, compared with the
capacity. It is interesting that (at least for f > 0.02) as ¢ increases, the bound on the achievable
rate given by this simple analysis decreases. Thus in contrast to the results for the optimal decoder,
where large ¢ is best, we find that codes with small ¢ (¢ = 3) are best for practical decoding.

3.3.2 Analysis of decoding of infinite networks by Monte Carlo methods

The sum—product decoder’s performance can be analysed in terms of the decoding properties of an
infinite network without cycles (of which figure 5g shows a fragment). The larger the matrix A,
the closer its decoding properties should approach those that we now derive.

We consider an infinite belief network with no loops, in which every bit x; connects to ¢ checks
and every check z,, connects to t, bits. We consider the iterative flow of information in this network,
and examine the average entropy of one bit as a function of number of iterations. At each iteration,
a bit has accumulated information from its local network out to a radius equal to the number of
iterations. Successful decoding will only occur if the average entropy of a bit decreases to zero as
the number of iterations increases.

We have simulated the iteration of an infinite belief network by Monte Carlo methods — a
technique first used by Gallager [27]. Imagine a network of radius I (the total number of iterations)
centred on one bit. Our aim is to compute the conditional entropy of the central bit z given the
state z of all checks out to radius I. To evaluate the probability that the central bit is 1 given a
particular observation z involves an I-step propagation from the outside of the network into the
centre. At the ith iteration probabilities r at radius I — ¢ + 1 are transformed into ¢s and then into
rs at radius I — 7 in a way that depends on the states x of the unknown bits at radius I — 4. In the
Monte Carlo method, rather than simulating this network exactly, which would take a time that
grows exponentially with I, we create for each iteration a representative sample (of size 100, say)
of the values of {r,z}. In the case of a regular network with parameters ¢,t,, each new pair {r,z}
in the list at the ¢th iteration is created by drawing the new z from its distribution and drawing at
random with replacement (¢ — 1)(¢, — 1) pairs {r,z} from the list at the (¢ — 1)th iteration; these
are assembled into a tree fragment and the sum—product algorithm is run to find the new r value
associated with the new node.

As an example, the results of runs with ¢ = 4, ¢, = 8 and noise densities f between 0.01 and
0.10, using 10000 samples at each iteration, are shown in figure 6a. It can be seen that runs with
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low enough noise level collapse to zero entropy after a small number of iterations, and those with
high noise level decrease to a stable entropy level corresponding to a failure to decode.

The results of many such runs with various values of ¢ and ¢, are summarised by the points in
figure 6b, where the time to reach virtually zero entropy is indicated by the point style on a graph
of rate versus noise level of the corresponding Gallager code, with x denoting ‘no decoding after
29 iterations’. Regions in the graph where there are points corresponding to 1-29 iterations define
values of the crossover probability f and rate R such that successful communication is possible
with Gallager codes, according to the Monte Carlo analysis.

The two analyses, using the simple decoder and using Monte Carlo methods, appear to give
similar predictions as to the maximum achievable rate R as a function of f.

We note that when the entropy drops to zero the decoding error probability falls to zero with a
terminal convergence that is faster than exponential. The vertical step involves the multiplication of
t—1 probabilities, so we believe the probability of decoding error falls asymptotically as exp(—a(t —
1)T) where T is the number of decoding iterations and a is a constant.

4 Experimental results using the sum—product decoder

Choice of ensemble. In early experiments using matrices from ensemble 4 of section 2.1, we
examined some of the decoding errors made by the free energy minimization decoder to be described
in appendix D and found that they tended to occur when the vector x was such that another slightly
different typical vector x’ had a similar (but not identical) encoding z’. In terms of the random
walk on the hypercube (section 2.3), these errors correspond to walks that after a small number
of steps return close to the starting corner. They were possible because of rare topologies in the
bipartite graph corresponding to the A matrix such as the topology illustrated in figure 5¢c. We
can eliminate the possibility of these errors by modifying the ensemble of matrices A so that the
corresponding graph does not have short cycles in it. We made new A matrices by taking matrices
from ensemble 4 and deleting columns until there were no short loops of the type shown in figure 5e.
These matrices, having fewer columns, correspond to codes with slightly lower rates. They also
have non-uniform weight per row.

We report results for codes with a variety of rates whose low density parity check matrices are
created in the following ways.
Construction 1A. An M by N matrix (M rows, N columns) is created at random with weight
per column ¢ (e.g., t = 3), and weight per row as uniform as possible, and overlap between any two
columns no greater than 1. Figure 7(a) shows the construction schematically for a rate 1/2 code
with ¢ = 3.
Construction 2A. Up to M/2 of the columns are designated weight 2 columns, and these are
constructed such that there is zero overlap between any pair of columns. The remaining columns
are made at random with weight 3, with the weight per row as uniform as possible, and overlap
between any two columns of the entire matrix no greater than 1. Figure 7(b) shows the construc-
tion schematically for a rate 1/3 code. [This irregular construction using weight 2 columns was
introduced because we guessed that it might give better practical performance; we used M/2 such
columns because this was the maximum number of weight 2 columns for which it was easy to make
‘good’ matrices; if more than M/2 columns of weight 2 are introduced at random then there is a
risk that the corresponding code will have low weight codewords.]
Constructions 1B and 2B. A small number of columns are deleted from a matrix produced by
constructions 1A and 2A, respectively, so that the bipartite graph corresponding to the matrix has
no short cycles of length less than some length [, here [ = 6.

Another way of constructing regular Gallager codes is to build the matrix A from non—overlapping
random permutation matrices as shown in figure 7(c,d). Figure 7(c) shows the construction used by
Gallager [26]. For practical purposes, codes constructed in these ways appear to have very similar
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Figure 6: Analysis of practical decoding algorithms.

(a) Time-course of the decoding process in an infinite belief network with ¢ =4,¢, = 8. Graph
shows average entropy of a bit as a function of number of iterations, as estimated by a Monte Carlo
algorithm using 10000 samples per iteration. Density f increases by steps of 0.005 from bottom
graph (f =0.010) to top graph (f =0.100). There is evidently a transition at about f = 0.075,
above which the algorithm cannot determine x.

(b) Rates achievable by Gallager codes according to two analyses, for ¢ = 3,4,5,6 as a function of
noise level.

Dotted lines show estimates of decodability based on the first iteration of the simple decoder.
Below the dotted line there is a correction effect; above the line, this decoder gives no correction
effect.

Points show theoretical success of decoding in infinite belief networks with various values of ¢ =
3,4,5,6, computed by Monte Carlo simulations of up to 29 iterations, as in part (a). Point styles
diamond, square, triangle and plus represent values of (f, R) at which complete decoding occurred
after a number of iterations less than 29. Point style x denotes no decoding after 29 iterations.
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Figure 7: Schematic illustration of (a) construction 1A for a Gallager code with ¢ = 3, ¢, = 6 and
R =1/2; (b) construction 2A for a Gallager code with rate 1/3; (c,d) two constructions similar to
construction 1A. Notation: an integer represents a number of permutation matrices superposed on
the surrounding square. A diagonal line represents an identity matrix. A rotating ellipse imposed
on a block within the matrix represents random permutation of all the columns in that block.
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Figure 8: Performance of Gallager codes applied to binary symmetric channel and decoded by
sum-product decoder. Comparison of empirical decoding results with calculated performance of
Reed-Muller codes (diamonds) and BCH codes (squares), and the Shannon limit. BSCs with (a)
fo = 0.076 (b) fn = 0.16 are assumed. Arrows show the values of Ry(f,) and GV (fy,) for the
channels.

(a) Horizontal axis: information rate R. Vertical axis: block error probability. Curve: Shannon
limit on achievable (rate, bit error probability) values. Results shown are for a code of construction
1B whose parity matrix has M = 10000 rows and N = 19839 columns. The weight per column was
t=3.

(b) A BSC with f, = 0.160 is assumed. Horizontal axis: information rate R. Vertical axis: bit error
probability. Results shown are for a code of construction 1A whose parity matrix has M = 10000
rows and 13336 columns, and for three codes derived from this code by shortening, i.e., deleting
columns from the parity matrix. These codes have N = 13298,13119,12955. The weight per
column is ¢t = 3.

properties to codes made with construction 1A, as long as cycles of length 4 are forbidden.

4.1 Rate of codes defined by these matrices

The above constructions do not ensure that all the rows of the matrix are linearly independent, so
the M x N matrix created is the parity check matrix of a linear code with rate at least R = K/N,
where K = N — M. We report results on the assumption that the rate is R. The generator matrix
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N K f R C ers/trials  itns. pur o

19839 9839 .077 .496 .609 6/20603 19.5 .000291  .000659
076 496  .612 3/114711 17.6 2.62e-05 8.3e-05

13298 3296 .155 .248 .378 3/2685 21.8 .00112 .00354
154 .248  .380 6/64543  20.7 9.3e-05  .00021
153 .248  .383 7/107635 19.3 6.5e-05  .000138
152 248 385 0/100809 18.1 0 1.98e-05
150 .248  .390 0/97058 164 O 2.06e-05

Table 1: Results of sum—product decoding experiments for two Gallager codes, construction 1B,
t = 3, on binary symmetric channels. ‘trials’ = number of blocks decoded; ‘ers’ = number of block
errors. pyr, = maximum likelihood estimate of block error probability. py is upper error bar for
block error probability (appendix C).

of the code can be created by Gaussian elimination.

4.2 Empirical results for Gallager codes: binary symmetric channel

In the following experiments we performed up to 1000 iterations of the algorithm when decoding
each z, halting earlier if a consistent decoding was found. Most of the successful decodings took 20
iterations or fewer to be completed, which, for a code with block length 10,000, corresponds to a
few seconds on a sparc I workstation. We found that the results were best for ¢ = 3 and became
steadily worse as t increased.

We compare Gallager codes with ¢ = 3 with BCH codes, which are described in [52] as “the
best known constructive codes” for memoryless noisy channels, and with Reed-Muller (RM) codes.
These are multiple random error correcting codes that can be characterized by three parameters
(n, k,t). The block length is n, of which k bits are data bits and the remainder are parity bits. Up
to t errors can be corrected in one block.

Figure 8 compares two Gallager codes with BCH and RM codes on two binary symmetric
channels. To compute the probability of error for BCH codes we evaluated the probability of more
than ¢ errors in n bits. Similarly, for RM codes of minimum distance d, performance was computed
assuming that more than |d/2| errors cannot be corrected. (See appendix C for discussion of how
the presented results were computed.)

The mean number of iterations of the algorithm to obtain a successful decoding is displayed for
a selection of codes and different densities f in table 1. In rare cases as many as 800 iterations took
place before a successful decoding emerged.

4.3 Gallager codes for the Gaussian channel

We originally conceived MN codes as codes for the memoryless binary symmetric channel. It turns
out, however, that Gallager and MN codes have a much broader applicability. As we proved in
section 2, Gallager codes are very good for any symmetric stationary ergodic noise model (including
arbitrary correlations and memory — definition 6) as long as a mean entropy can be defined for
it. Here we report investigations of non-uniform noise corresponding to communication over a
Gaussian channel with binary inputs.

Figure 9 compares the performance of Gallager codes with rates between 1/4 and 2/3 with
textbook codes and with state of the art codes. As before, the best results are obtained by making
the weight per column ¢ as small as possible (constructions 2A & 2B). Unsurprisingly, codes with
large block length are better.
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Figure 9: Gallager codes’ performance over Gaussian channel (solid curves) compared with that of
standard textbook codes and state—of-the—art codes (dotted curves). Vertical axis shows empirical
bit error probability. It should be emphasised that all the block errors in the experiments with
Gallager codes were detected errors: the decoding algorithm reported the fact that it had failed.
Panel (a) shows codes with rates between about 1/2 and 2/3; panel (b) shows codes with rates be-
tween 1/4 and 1/3. Textbook codes: The curve labelled (7,1/2) shows the performance of a rate
1/2 convolutional code with constraint length 7, known as the de facto standard for satellite com-
munications [29]. The curve (7,1/2)C shows the performance of the concatenated code composed
of the same convolutional code and a Reed-Solomon code. State of the art: The curve (15,1/4)C
shows the performance of an extremely expensive and computer intensive concatenated code de-
veloped at JPL based on a constraint length 15, rate 1/4 convolutional code (data courtesy of R.J.
McEliece.) The curves labelled Turbo show the performance of the rate 1/2 Turbo code described
in [12, 11] and the rate 1/4 code reported in [21]. Gallager codes: From left to right the codes had
the following parameters (N,K,R). Panel (a): (65389, 32621,0.499) (1B); (19839, 9839, 0.496) (1B);
(29331, 19331,0.659) (1B). Panel (b): (40000,10000,0.25) (construction 2A); (29507,9507,0.322)
(2B); (14971,4971,0.332) (2B); (15000, 5000, 0.333) (2A); (13298, 3296, 0.248) (1B).
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Figure 10: (a) Median number of iterations of sum-product algorithm taken to obtain a successful
decoding. Bars show 5th, 25th, 75th and 95th percentiles. (b) Corresponding bit error probability.
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Figure 11: Short block length Gallager codes’ performance over Gaussian channel (solid curves)
compared with that of standard textbook codes (dotted curves). Vertical axis shows empirical
bit error probability. It should be emphasised that all the block errors in the experiments with
Gallager codes were detected errors: the decoding algorithm reported the fact that it had failed.
Textbook codes: as in figure 9.

Gallager codes: From left to right the codes had the following parameters (N,K,R): (1008, 504, 0.5)
(construction 1A); (504,252,0.5) (1A).

In some cases we modified the matrices so as to eliminate short cycles. The original matrices, by
construction, had no cycles of length 4, a constraint which was found to be beneficial. We deleted
columns so as to remove cycles of length 6, 8, ..., expecting that this would further improve
performance. However, we found that these modifications made little difference.

For the codes with blocklengths and 40000 and 13298 in figure 9 the median number of iterations
taken to complete a successful decoding is shown in figure 10(a) as a function of E,/Ny. The line
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parity bits

Figure 12: Demonstration of encoding with a rate 1/2 Gallager code. The encoder is derived from
a very sparse 10000x20000 parity check matrix with three 1s per column. (a) The code creates
transmitted vectors consisting of 10000 source bits and 10000 parity check bits. (b) Here, the source
sequence has been altered by changing the first bit. Notice that many of the parity check bits are
changed. Each parity bit depends on about half of the source bits. (c) The transmission for the
case s = (1,0,0,...0). This vector is the difference (modulo 2) between transmissions (a) and (b).
[Dilbert image Copyright(©)1997 United Feature Syndicate, Inc., used with permission.]

shows the median number of iterations and the bars show the 5th, 25th, 75th and 95th percentiles.
Figure 10(b) shows the corresponding bit error probabilities, reproduced from figure 9.

4.4 Results for small block lengths

To double-check our results against Gallager’s we replicated experiments with codes of block length
504 and 1008. Our random code constructions are not identical to Gallager’s, and we ran the
decoder for more iterations (up to 500), but the results for construction 1A appear much the same
as those in figure 6.7 of his book [27].

5 Pictorial demonstration of Gallager codes

Figures 12-15 illustrate visually the conditions under which Gallager’s low density parity check
codes can give reliable communication over binary symmetric channels and Gaussian channels.
These demonstrations may be viewed as animations on the world wide web [39].

5.1 Encoding

Figure 12 illustrates the encoding operation for the case of a Gallager code whose parity check
matrix is a 10000x20000 matrix with three 1s per column. The high density of the generator
matrix is illustrated in (b) and (c) by showing the change in the transmitted vector when one of
the 10000 source bits is altered. Of course, the source images shown here are highly redundant, and
such images should really be compressed before encoding. Redundant images are chosen in these
demonstrations to make it easier to see the correction process during the iterative decoding. The
decoding algorithm does not take advantage of the redundancy of the source vector, and it would
work in exactly the same way irrespective of the choice of source vector.
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RECEIVED:

1

— DECODED:

Figure 13: Iterative probabilistic decoding of a Gallager code. The sequence of figures shows the
best guess, bit by bit, given by the iterative decoder, after 0, 1, 2, 3, 10, 11, 12, 13 iterations. The
decoder halts after the 13th iteration when the best guess violates no parity checks. This final
decoding is error free. [Dilbert image Copyright(©)1997 United Feature Syndicate, Inc., used with
permission. |

5.2 Tterative decoding

After the transmission is sent over a channel with noise level f = 7.5%, the received vector is
as shown in the upper left of figure 13. The subsequent pictures in figure 13 show the iterative
probabilistic decoding process. The sequence of figures shows the best guess, bit by bit, given by
the iterative decoder, after 0, 1, 2, 3, 10, 11, 12, 13 iterations. The decoder halts after the 13th
iteration when the best guess violates no parity checks. This final decoding is error free.
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Figure 14: Demonstration of a Gallager code for a Gaussian channel. (a) A data transmission
consisting of 10000 source bits and 10000 parity check bits. (bl) The received vector after trans-
mission over a Gaussian channel with /o = 1.185. [E}/Ny = 1.47dB.] The greyscale represents the
value of the normalized likelihood. This transmission can be perfectly decoded by the sum—product
decoder, that is, the decoder’s output is identical to the original data shown in (a). The empirical
probability of decoding failure is about 1075, (b2) The probability distribution of the output y of
the channel with /o = 1.185 for each of the two possible inputs. (c1) The received transmission
over a Gaussian channel with z/0 = 1.0, which corresponds to the Shannon limit. (c2) The proba-
bility distribution of the output y of the channel with /o = 1.0 for each of the two possible inputs.
[Dilbert image Copyright(©)1997 United Feature Syndicate, Inc., used with permission.]

5.3 Gaussian channel

In figure 14 the first picture shows the transmitted vector and the second shows the received vector

after transmission over a Gaussian channel with /o = 1.185. The greyscale represents the value of
P(y|t=1)

? P(yt=1)+P(y[t=0)"

at which this rate 1/2 Gallager code communicates reliably (the probability of error is ~ 10~°). To

show how close we are to the Shannon limit, the third panel shows the received vector when the

signal to noise ratio is reduced to /o = 1.0, which corresponds to the Shannon limit for codes of

rate 1/2.

Figure 15 shows the analogous vectors in the case of a code with rate about 1/4.

the normalized likelihood This signal to noise ratio /o = 1.185 is a noise level
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Figure 15: Demonstration of a rate 1/4 Gallager code for a Gaussian channel. (a) A data trans-
mission consisting of 3296 source bits and 10002 parity check bits. (bl) The received vector after
transmission over a Gaussian channel with z/o = 0.84. [E,/Ny = 1.5dB.] This transmission can
be perfectly decoded by the sum—product decoder, that is, the decoder’s output is identical to
the original data shown in (a). The empirical probability of decoding failure is about 107°. (b2)
The probability distribution of the output y of the channel with /o = 0.84 for each of the two
possible inputs. (cl) The received transmission over a Gaussian channel with /o = 0.64, which
corresponds to the Shannon limit. (b2) The probability distribution of the output y of the channel
with z/o = 0.64 for each of the two possible inputs. The crocodile image is the insignia of the
Cavendish Laboratory.

6 MN codes

6.1 The ideas behind MN codes

It is conventional to define a linear error correcting code to have transmitted block length N > K,
and to use signals s of density fs = 0.5. Conventionally the code is systematic, so the first K
transmitted bits are the K source bits. The (N — K) extra bits are parity check bits, which
produce redundancy in the transmitted vector t. This redundancy is exploited by the decoding
algorithm to infer the noise vector n.

MN codes [40] are based on a different approach. We first assume that the source may itself
be redundant, having fs, the expected density of s, less than 0.5. Consecutive source symbols are
independent and identically distributed. Redundant sources of this type can be produced from
other sources by using a variation on arithmetic coding [70, 57]; one simply reverses the role of
encoder and decoder in a standard arithmetic coder based on a model corresponding to the sparse
messages (see appendix H). Now given that the source is already redundant, we are no longer
constrained to have N > K. In MN codes, N may be less than K, equal to K or greater than
K. We distinguish between the ‘symbol rate’ of the code, p = K/N, and the ‘information rate’ of
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Figure 16: (a) A conventional code. The source vector s, of length K, is dense. The transmitted
vector t is of length N > K. Here N = 2K, so the symbol rate and information rate are both
K/N = 0.5 shannons. (b) Square code for a sparse source, having N = K. The symbol rate p is 1,
but if the density of the source, fg, is 0.1 then the information rate is H2(0.1) ~ 0.5 shannons, the
same as that of the conventional code.

C-1C, +mn=r n

(a) (b) |

Figure 17: Pictorial representation of MN Code with symbol rate p = 1. (a) Encoding, transmission
and reception. The vectors s and n are sparse. The matrices Cg and C, are very sparse. (b)
Decoding. The vector z is given by z = C,rmod 2. We attempt to solve for s and n.

the code, R = Hy(fs)K/N. Error-free communication may be possible if the information rate is
less than the capacity of the channel. For example, consider a binary symmetric channel having
fn = 0.1, and assume that we have a source with density fs = 0.1. Then we might construct a
code with N = K, i.e., a square linear code with symbol rate 1 (figure 16b). The information rate,
0.47, is less than the channel capacity, 0.53, so it is plausible that we might construct a sequence
of codes of this form achieving vanishing probability of error.

The key idea behind MN codes is that we construct the generator matrix in terms of an invertible
matrix, in such a way that the sparse source and the sparse noise can be treated symmetrically
in the decoding problem — in contrast to conventional syndrome decoding where only the noise
vector appears in the problem.

n

Figure 18: The decoding situation for an MN Code with symbol rate p = 1/3.
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6.1.1 Code construction

MN codes make use of the same matrices C; and C, that were constructed in section 1.3.1. These
matrices will now be denoted by C, = Cs (the square invertible matrix) and Cg = C;. We redefine
N and K = pN such that Cg is an N x K matrix and C; is an N x N matrix.

6.1.2 Encoding

A source vector s of length pN is encoded into a transmitted vector t defined by (figure 17a):
t = C;'Cgsmod 2. (58)

This encoding operation takes time of order min [pNt + N2, pN?]. The mapping from source bits
to transmitted bits is a linear mapping, however MN codes are non-linear codes in the sense that
the codewords that have high probability do not form a complete linear subspace of {0, 1} .

6.1.3 The decoding problem

The received vector is
r =t+ nmod2, (59)

where the noise, n, is assumed to be a sparse random vector with independent identically distributed
bits, density fn. (See appendix B for discussion of other channels.)
The first step of the decoding is to compute:

z = Cprmod?2, (60)

which takes time of order Nt.

Because z = Cp(t + n) mod 2 = Cgs + Cynmod 2, the decoding task is then to solve for x = [ﬁ]

the equation:
Ax =zmod?2, (61)

where A is the N by K + N matrix [Cs|Cp]. This decoding problem is shown schematically in
figures 17(b) and 18 for MN codes with symbol rates p = 1 and 1/3.
We emphasize two properties of equation (61):

1. There is a pleasing symmetry between the sparse source vector s and the sparse noise vector
n, especially if fy = fu.

2. Both the matrix A and the unknown vector x are sparse (the bits of x have density f; or fy),
so the decoding problem is identical to the syndrome decoding problem for Gallager codes.
6.2 Theoretical results for MN codes

The theoretical properties of optimal decoding derived in section 2 imply that good MN codes exist.
Figure 19 shows the communication rates proved achievable with MN codes communicating over a
binary symmetric channel with f, = f;. This figure was produced by the same method as figure 3.

6.3 Experimental results: one MN code can be used for channels with a range
of noise levels
6.3.1 Binary symmetric channel

We initially made experiments in which a sparse source communicated over a binary symmetric
channel, with fs = f,. Results for two codes with symbol rates about 1 and about 1/3 are shown
in table 2 and figure 20(a).
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Figure 19: Lower bounds on achievable information rate in shannons versus noise level f for MN
codes with ¢ from 3 to 6. The solid line shows the channel capacity.

The lines are lower bounds on rates achievable by MN codes. This achievable region was obtained
using the first ensemble of matrices A. As the weight per column ¢ increases the achievable region
rises towards the fundamental limit, the capacity.
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