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Abstract

We consider communication over the Gaussian multiple-access channel in the regime where
the number of users grows linearly with the codelength. In this regime, schemes based on sparse
superposition coding can achieve a near-optimal tradeoff between spectral efficiency and signal-
to-noise ratio. However, these schemes are feasible only for small values of user payload. This
paper investigates efficient schemes for larger user payloads, focusing on coded CDMA schemes
where each user’s information is encoded via a linear code before being modulated with a signa-
ture sequence. We propose an efficient approximate message passing (AMP) decoder that can
be tailored to the structure of the linear code, and provide an exact asymptotic characterization
of its performance. Based on this result, we consider a decoder that integrates AMP and belief
propagation and characterize its tradeoff between spectral efficiency and signal-to-noise ratio,
for a given target error rate. Simulation results show that the decoder achieves state-of-the-art
performance at finite lengths, with a coded CDMA scheme defined using LDPC codes and a
spatially coupled matrix of signature sequences.

1 Introduction

We consider communication over an L-user Gaussian multiple access channel (GMAC), which has
output of the form

L
y:ZCf—i_E? (1)
/=1

over n channel uses. Here ¢, € R™ is the codeword of the /-th user and & ~ N, (0,02I) is the
channel noise. Motivated by modern applications in machine-type communications, a number of
recent works have studied the GMAC in the many-user or many-access setting, where the number
of users L grows with the block length n |1-4].

In this paper, we study the many-user regime where L,n — oo with the user density p:= L/n
converging to a constant. Each user transmits a fixed number of bits k& (payload) under a constant
energy-per-information-bit constraint ||c||3/k < E,. The spectral efficiency is the total user payload
per channel use, denoted by S = (Lk)/n = pk. In this regime, a key question is to understand
the tradeoff between user density (or spectral efficiency), the signal-to-noise ratio E,/Nyp, and the
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probability of decoding error. Here Ny = 202 is the noise spectral density. A popular measure of
decoding performance is the per-user probability of error (PUPE), defined as

L

PUPE := % > Ple # &), (2)

(=1

where ¢y is the decoded codeword for user /.

Polyanskiy [2] and Zadik et al. [3] obtained converse and achievability bounds on the minimum
Ey/ Ny required to achieve PUPE < ¢ for a given € > 0, when the user density pu and user payload
k are fixed. These bounds were extended to the multiple-access channels with Rayleigh fading
in [5,6]. The achievability bounds in these works are obtained using Gaussian random codebooks
and joint maximum-likelihood decoding, which is computationally infeasible. In contrast, the focus
of our work is computationally efficient schemes for which the tradeoff above can be precisely
characterized.

Coding schemes based on sparse superposition coding Sparse superposition codes were
introduced by Barron and Joseph [7,8] for the single-user Gaussian channel, but also give a useful
framework for efficient communication over the many-user GMAC [9]. We briefly review sparse
superposition coding in the context of the GMAC. The codeword for user ¢ € [L] is constructed as
¢, = Ayxy, where Ay € R™B is a random matrix and x, € RP is a message vector with exactly
one nonzero entry. (The value of the nonzero entry is pre-specified, and chosen to satisfy the energy
constraint.) Since there are B choices for the location of the nonzero, each user transmits log, B
bits in n uses of the GMAC, and the spectral efficiency is S = plog, B. For this construction, the
combined channel model can be written as

L
y:ZAg$g+€:A£B—|—E, (3)
/=1
where the design matrix A € R"*LP ig the horizontal concatenation of matrices A;,..., Az, and
the message vector & € REB is the concatenation of vectors &1, ..., xr.

The decoding problem is to recover the message vector « from (y, A). An efficient Approximate
Message Passing (AMP) decoder for this sparse superposition GMAC scheme was analyzed in [9].
AMP is a family of iterative algorithms that has its origins in relaxations of belief propagation |10~
12]. An attractive feature of AMP decoding is that it allows an exact asymptotic characterization of
its error performance through a deterministic recursion called ‘state evolution’. For both i.i.d. and
spatially coupled choices of the design A, the asymptotic tradeoff achieved by the AMP decoder
between the spectral efficiency and Ej /Ny was precisely characterized in [9] (for a target PUPE). In
fact, [9] analyzed a more general scheme where each user’s message vector x; in can be drawn
from a general discrete prior on RP; sparse superposition coding is an important special case of
this scheme.

Fig. shows the tradeoff for the sparse superposition scheme with AMP decoding for user
payload & = 8 and target PUPE = 10~%. We observe that the performance of the scheme with
a spatially coupled design (dotted black plot) is close to the converse bound (red plot), i.e., it is
nearly optimal for S > 1.6, and is uniformly better than the achievability bound from [3] (solid
black plot). However, sparse superposition coding is challenging to scale to large user payloads,
e.g., k = 240 bits. To see this, we recall that each user has a message vector of size B = 2*, so
the size of the design matrix, and hence the AMP decoding complexity, grows exponentially with
k. One solution is to divide each user’s payload of k bits into smaller chunks of k bits, which are
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Figure 1: Asymptotic performance of spatially coupled sparse superposition scheme from [9] (dotted
black) and that of uncoded binary CDMA scheme (dashed black) compared with the asymptotic
achievability and converse bounds from [3] (solid black and red), for user payload k = 8 or k = 240,
and target PUPE = 10~

transmitted sequentially using &/ k blocks of transmission. Fig. illustrates the performance for
k = 240 and k = 8. We observe that there is now a significant gap between the performance of the
sparse superposition scheme and the achievability and converse bounds from [3]. This motivates
the question studied in this paper: for large payloads, can we construct efficient coding schemes
whose asymptotic performance is closer to the bounds?

Coding schemes based on CDMA Our starting point is binary CDMA, where each user
¢ € [L] transmits one bit of information by modulating a signature sequence (or spreading sequence)
ay € R", i.e., the codeword ¢; = ayxy where xy € {j:\/E} The decoding problem is to recover the

vector of information symbols @ = [z1,...,27]" from the channel output vector
L
y:Zag:Ug—i—e:Aw—l—s, (4)
(=1
where A = [ay,...,ar] € R™*! is the matrix of signature sequences. We have used the same

notation as in to highlight that binary CDMA is similar to the model in , with B = 1.

The optimal spectral efficiency of CDMA in the large system limit (with random signature
sequences) has been studied in a number of works, e.g., [13-17]. Assuming the signature sequences
are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian, the best known technique for efficiently decoding « from y in (4)) is AMP [18].
If each user wishes to transmit & > 1 bits in n channel uses, the binary CDMA scheme requires k
blocks of transmission, with each block (and each signature sequence) having length n/k. For large
user payloads k, the binary CDMA with AMP decoding performs poorly, with a tradeoff curve that
is significantly worse than the sparse superposition scheme.

Main contributions The binary CDMA scheme described above transmits uncoded user infor-
mation. In this paper, we show how a significantly better performance tradeoff can be obtained



using a concatenated coding scheme in which each user’s information sequence is first encoded us-
ing a linear code before being multiplied with the signature sequence. We propose a flexible AMP
decoder that can be tailored to the structure of the linear code, and provide an exact asymptotic
characterization of its error performance (Theorems (1| and . Specifically, we show how a decoder
for the underlying code, such as a maximume-likelihood or a belief propagation decoder, can be
incorporated within the AMP algorithm with rigorous asymptotic guarantees (Corollary . Simu-
lation results validate the theory and demonstrate the benefits of the concatenated scheme at finite
lengths.

We will use a spatially coupled construction for the design matrix A. Spatial coupling was
originally proposed [19] as a way to improve the decoding threshold of LDPC codes. Spatially
coupled LDPC codes with belief propagation have since been shown to be capacity-achieving de-
coding for a large class of binary-input channels |20]. Spatially coupled sparse superposition codes
with AMP decoding have also been shown to be capacity-achieving, for both AWGN [21,|22] and
a broader class of channels [23]. Moreover, spatially coupled designs (with estimation via AMP)
achieve Bayes-optimal error for both linear [24}-26] and generalized linear models [27]. To keep the
exposition simple, we first present the AMP decoder and analysis for the i.i.d. Gaussian design in
Sections [3| and {] before generalizing the results to spatially coupled designs in Section

We emphasize that our setting is distinct from unsourced random access over the GMAC [2,
28-30], where all the users share the same codebook and only a subset of them are active. In our
case, each user has a distinct signature sequence and all of them are active. While the latter is
particularly relevant in designing grant-free communication systems, coding schemes for this setting
often rely on dividing a common codebook into sections for different users. Extending the ideas in
this paper to unsourced random access is an interesting direction for future work.

Related work AMP algorithms were first proposed for compressed sensing [12/[18] and its variants
[31]. These algorithms have since been applied to a range of problems including estimation in
generalized linear models and low-rank matrix estimation. We refer the interested reader to [32] for
a survey. In the context of communication over AWGN channels, AMP has been used as a decoder
for sparse superposition codes (SPARCs) [21,33/,34] and for compressed coding [35]. For the GMAC,
in addition to efficient schemes for smaller user payloads [9], spatially coupled SPARCs have been
used to obtain improved achievability bounds [36]. SPARC-based concatenated schemes with AMP
decoding have been proposed for both single-user AWGN channels [37-39] and unsourced random
access [29}30].

In most of these concatenated schemes [29,35,37,138] the AMP decoder for SPARCs does not
explicitly use the structure of the outer code (which is decoded separately). Two key exceptions are
the SPARC-LDPC concatenated schemes in [30,[39], which use an AMP decoding algorithm with
an integrated BP denoiser. Drawing inspiration from these works, in Section we propose an
AMP decoder with a BP denoiser for our concatenated scheme. Our scheme and its decoder differ
from those in [30,39] in a few important ways: i) we do not use the SPARC message structure, and
ii) we treat each user’s codeword as a row of a signal matrix and devise an AMP algorithm with
matrix iterates, a notable deviation from prior schemes where AMP operates on vectors.

Notation We write [L] for the set {1,...,L}. We use bold uppercase letters for matrices, bold
lowercase for vectors, and plain font for scalars. We write a, for the /-th row or column of A
depending on the context, and a,; for its ith component. A function f : R? — R? returns a column
vector when applied to a column vector, and likewise for row vectors.
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Figure 2: Concatenated coding scheme for GMAC
2 Concatenated coding scheme

The k-bit message of user ¢, denoted by u, € {0,1}*, is mapped to a GMAC codeword ¢, € R"
in two steps. First, a rate k/d linear code with generator matrix G € {0,1}?*¥ is used to produce
a d-bit binary codeword Guy € {0, 1}d. Each 0 code bit is then mapped to vE and each 1 bit
code bit to —VE to produce x; € {£vE}?. The magnitude VE of each BPSK symbol will be
specified later in terms of the energy per bit constraint Ejp. In the second step of encoding, for each
user ¢, we take the outer-product of z, with a signature sequence a, € R", where i := n/d. This
yields a matrix Cy = a,gccér € R™*? The final length-n codeword transmitted by user ¢ is simply
¢y = vectorize(Cy) € R™.

Let X = [ml, ... ,:BL]T € {£VE}*4 be the signal matrix whose ¢th row x; is the bipolar
codeword of user ¢. Let A = [al, .. .,aL] € R™ZL be the design matrix whose columns are the
signature sequences. Then the channel output in can be rewritten into matrix form:

L
Y =) am) +€=AX+Ec R (5)
/=1

See Fig. 2| for an illustration.

2.1 Assumptions

We consider random signature sequences with independent entries and expected squared fs-norm

of one, i.e., Ellas||3 = 1. For example, with i.i.d. Gaussian signature sequences, the entries of

the design matrix are A N (0,1/n) for i € [n], £ € [L]. Due to concentration of measure,

this implies that ||as||3 — 1 as n — oo. Hence, the energy-per-bit constraint can be enforced
asymptotically by choosing E so that |c¢||3/k = ||acz/ |3/k — Ed/k < E, as n — co. We make
the natural assumption that the information bits u, € {0, 1}k are uniformly random, for each user
¢ € [L]. We also assume that the noise variance o2 in is known, a mild assumption since the
unit-norm signature sequences allow o2 to be consistently estimated as

52 _ HYHF ZZE <ZAzeng>

zE[n jEld] Le[L]

HYHF Z S Y E

ze[n jeld] Le[L]
Y
n

—dukE.



We consider the asymptotic limit where L/n — u as n,L — oo, for a user density pu > 0
of constant order. We emphasize that d is fixed and does not scale as n, L. — oo. Therefore
n/L = (n/d)/L — 1/(dp) is also of constant order.

3 AMP decoder for i.i.d. design

Consider the i.i.d. Gaussian design matrix A with entries Lig N(0,1/n). The decoding task is to
recover the signal matrix X from the channel observation Y in (f]), given the design matrix A
and the channel noise variance o2 (or its estimate). A good decoder must take advantage of the
prior distribution on X: recall that each row of X is an independent codeword taking values in
{£VE}¢, defined via the underlying rate k/d linear code. The prior distribution of each row of X
induced by the linear code is denoted by Pg. Note that Py assigns equal probability to 2* vectors
in {£VE}.

The AMP decoder recursively produces estimates X* € RL%? of X for iteration ¢ > 0. This is
done via a sequence of denoising functions 7; that can be tailored to the prior Pz. Starting from
an initializer X° = 0744, for t > 0 the AMP decoder computes:

L T
Z'=Y - AX' + %ZH > i (s;—l)] : (6)

=1
X" =n (8", S'=X'+ATZ, (7)

where 7; : R? — R? applies row-wise to matrix inputs, and 7,(s) = d”égs) € R4 ig the derivative

(Jacobian) of r;. Quantities with negative indices are set to all-zero matrices. When d = 1, (6)—(7)
reduces to the classical AMP algorithm [18] for estimating a vector signal in a linear model.

State Evolution (SE) Asn, L — oo (with £ — p), the memory term 4 Z'~! [ZEL:l M1 (s;_l)]T
term in @ ensures that the row-wise empirical distribution of Z* € R"*¢ converges to a Gaussian
Ng(0,%%) for t > 1. Furthermore, the row-wise empirical distribution of (8* — X) € RE*4 also
converges to the same Gaussian NVy(0, X?). The covariance matrix 3¢ € R4 is iteratively defined
via the following state evolution (SE) recursion, for ¢t > 0:

2t+1 _ (72Id + d,uE {[771%(@ _|_gt) — i][nt(@ —I—gt) - Q]T} . (8)

Here g' ~ Ny(0, X!) is independent of & ~ Py, and I is the d x d identity matrix. The expectation
in is with respect to  and g’, and the iteration is initialized with 3° = (02 4+ duE)I;. We
shall refer to as ‘iid-SE’ later on because it is associated with the i.i.d. Gaussian design.

The convergence of the row-wise empirical distribution of S* to the law of & + g* follows by
applying standard results in AMP theory [32/40]. This distributional characterization of S* crucially
informs the choice of the denoiser ;. Specifically, for each row ¢ € [L], the role of the denoiser 7,
is to estimate the codeword x, from an observation in zero-mean Gaussian noise with covariance
matrix Xf. In the next section, we discuss the Bayes-optimal denoiser and two other sub-optimal
but computationally efficient denoisers.

First, we provide a performance characterization of the AMP decoder with a generic Lipschitz-
continuous denoiser in Theorem Decoding performance after ¢ iterations of AMP decoding
can be measured via either the user-error rate UER = %Zle {2/ # x4}, or the bit-error

rate BER = -5 Zle Z;-lzl ﬂ{ﬁ:g?l # x4} Here &,t" = hy(s}) is a hard-decision estimate of the



codeword x4, produced using a suitable function h;, and :ct'H is the jth entry of :ctH

hy may quantize each entry of z}™ = ;(s) to a value in {:l:\ﬁ} We note that the PUPE defined
in is the expected value of the UER.

For example,

Theorem 1 (Asymptotic UER and BER with i.i.d. design). Consider the concatenated scheme with an
i.i.d. Gaussian design matriz, with the assumptions in Section[2.1], and the AMP decoding algorithm
mn @ . ) with Lipschitz continuous denoisers n; : RT — R, for t > 1. Let & At+1 = h(s}) be the
hard-decision estimate of xp in iteration t. The asymptotic UER and BER in ztemtwn t satisfy the
following almost surely, fort > 0:

L
. .1 . _ _
Lh_}II;OUER = Lh—>H;o 7 E_ L{ai" #£x} =Pl (z+4") #2), 9)
d
1
. ) . 1 _
Jim BER = LILH;OMZZ 1; ' ot =g 2 Bl @rd) £ 2). (0)

Here & ~ Py and g' ~ Ny(0,3") are independent, with X! defined by the state evolution recursion
in (8). The limit is taken as n, L — oo with L/n — p.

Proof. The proof is given in Section O

Theorem [I] states that in each iteration ¢, the empirical UER and BER of the AMP decoder with
a Lipschitz denoiser asymptotically converge to the deterministic quantities on the RHS of @D and
, which involve the d-dimensional SE random vectors & and g°.

4 Choice of AMP denoiser 7,

4.1 Bayes-optimal denoiser

Since the row-wise distribution of S* converges to the law of Z + g*, the Bayes-optimal or minimum
mean squared error (MMSE) denoiser ;%Y estimates each row X as the following conditional

expectation. For ¢ € [L],

zitt =0 (s)) =E[z |2 +g' = 5]
_ Z " exp (— %(ac’l— QSE)T(Et)*ltw’) (1)
v aex ©xp (—5(@ —2s}) T (X))

where X C {+VE}? is the set of 2% codewords. Since |X| = 2%, the cost of applying np ™ is
O(2Fd3) which grows exponentially in k. In each iteration ¢, the decoder can produce a hard-
decision maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimate &} from s via:

“tH—ht( 7)) =argmaxP(z=a' |z +g" =s)). (12)
x'eX
In Section (Fig. [4]) we present numerical results illustrating the performance of AMP with
denoiser 77,]53 W for a Hamming code with d = 7 and k¥ = 4. In practical scenarios where d is of
the order of several hundreds or thousands, applying 777]53 aves
sub-optimal denoisers with lower computational cost.

is not feasible, motivating the use of



4.2 Marginal-MMSE denoiser

A computationally efficient alternative to the Bayes-optimal denoiser is the marginal-MMSE de-
noiser [29,37] which acts entry-wise on s} and returns the entry-wise conditional expectation:

E[z1 | 21+ gf = s74]

= gl (o) = . . where
EZg | Za+ g5 = 5.4
ElZ; | z; + g} = szj] Y /E tanh (\/ES%/EEJ-) for j € [d]. (13)

The equality (i) follows from g§ ~ N(0,%5% ;) and p(z; = VE) = p(z; = —VE) = } due to the
linearity of the outer code. A hard decision estimate :%2“ can be obtained by quantizing each entry
of 2/t to {£VE}.

This marginal denoiser has an O(d) computational cost which is linear in d, but it ignores the
parity structure of &, which is useful prior knowledge that can help reconstruction. One way to
address this is by using the output of the AMP decoder as input to a channel decoder for the outer
code, as in [29,38]. In the next subsection, we show how to improve on this approach. Considering
an outer LDPC code, we use an AMP denoiser that fully integrates BP decoding.

4.3 Belief Propagation (BP) denoiser

Assume that the binary linear code used to define the concatenated scheme is an LDPC code.
We propose a BP denoiser UFP which exploits the parity structure of the LDPC code in each
AMP iteration by performing a few rounds of BP on the associated factor graph. Like the other
denoisers above, ni°F acts row-wise on the effective observation S* € R” xd_ For ( € [L], it produces
the updated AMP estimate wZH from s’ as follows, using R rounds of BP.

1) For each variable node j € [d] and check node ¢ € [d— k], initialize variable-to-check messages
(in log-likelihood ratio format) as:

1O [P0 20 = +VE)
T sty L aeg = V)
z,j EJ

t
_ 2\/Es£,j
t

J5J

=: L(s} ). (14)

This initialization follows the distributional assumption 82 j 4 T;+ gg-, where g§~ ~ N(0, 237]-) and
p(z; = VE) = p(z; = —VE) = 1. Note that, similar to the marginal- MMSE denoiser in (T3)), only
the diagonal entries of the covariance matrix 3¢, Z;‘,j for j € [d], are used in .

2) Let N (i) denote the set of neighbouring nodes of node i. For round 1 < r <R, compute the

check-to-variable and variable-to-check messages, denoted by L™ and LY as:

i—J =
T — 1 -1
L), =2tmant | [ tann(S2050)| (15)
J'EN @\
L =List)+ Y, LY. (16)
i'EN(H)\i

3) Terminate BP after R rounds by computing the final log-likelihood ratio for each variable
node j € [d]:

R R
P =rish )+ Y LR, (17)
iEN ()



Equations (15)—(L7) are the standard BP updates for an LDPC code [41].
4) Compute the updated AMP estimate x, ™ = nPF(s!), where for j € [d],

R

exp (L 1

VB ——
14 exp (Lg-R))

(
P (sh)] = VE !

; o = VE tanh (L /2). (18)

)
(R)
i)
The RHS above is obtained by converting the final log-likelihood ratio to a conditional ex-
pectation, recalling that x,; takes values in {i\/E} Following the standard interpretation of BP
as approximating the bit-wise marginal posterior probabilities [41], the expression in can be
viewed as an approximation to

Elz; | z; + g; = SZ,j , parities specified by N(j) are satisfied].

We highlight the contrast between the conditional expectation above and the one in , which
does not use the parity check constraints. As with the marginal-MMSE denoiser, a hard-decision
estimate :EE'H can be obtained by quantizing each entry of :1:2Jrl to {i\/E} The computational

cost of NP is O(dR) which is linear in d.

Computing the derivative of 1, While the derivative 7; for the memory term can be easily
calculated for 7™ and 7™ areinal yia direct differentiation, the derivative for 7B is less obvious
because it involves R rounds of BP updates f. Nevertheless, using the approach in [30,39],
the derivative can be derived in closed form and computed efficiently, provided the number of BP

rounds R is less than the girth of the LDPC factor graph.

Lemma 1 (Jacobian of nPY). Fort > 1, consider the AMP decoder with denoiser nf¥ : R* — R%,
where BP is performed for fewer rounds than the girth of the LDPC factor graph. Let

d BP( ot
D = Lgsg) c R4 for sh € R% (19)
ds;
Then for j,h € [d] and j # h,
_ 1 BP( t\]? _
Dm—z%(E—htwmg, Djs =0. (20)

Proof. With R denoting the number of BP rounds, from we have
(R) (R)

5. 4 (D], d exp(L; ) =1\ dL;
" ds dz{® L+ exp(zi®))  dsi;
0 VEBen(L) oVE

- (1 +exp(L§R)))2 Y

= (B- [0} - s (21)

where (i) uses the fact that

R

dLi™ ) dL(sh;) iy 2VE (22)
t - t - t *

dsy dsg; Y
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Figure 3: Message L;,; depends on {L Jr%,} which in turn depend on {a? Y ,} and other unlabelled
messages in blue, excluding s/ .. i The unlabelled messages in blue are independent of 5@ since BP
is performed for fewer rounds than girth of the graph.

The equality (iii) follows from , and (i) uses (17), noting that each summand L™ is a func-

14)]

tion of the extrinsic messages {L Y for jeN ( )\ 7}. The key observation is that the mes-

7' =1

sages {L Y for j' € N(i) \ j} do not depend on Sf,j’ since R is smaller than the girth of the

i —1

graph. We illustrate this in Fig. |3 Thus, none of the summands L™ depends on 52 j resulting in

i—j
%f%,j iEN() Lgﬁ)j = 0. Similarly we can show that D;; = 0 for j # h. O
Lemma [I] implies that the characterization of the limiting UER and BER in Theorem [1| holds for
AMP decoding with nP" as the denoiser. Formally, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 1. The asymptotic guarantees m Theoreml 1] hold for the AMP decoder with any of the

three denoisers: nBayes,nrargmal, and for nPt assuming that the number of BP rounds is less than

the girth of the LDPC factor graph.

Bayes marginal

Proof. 1t can be Verlﬁed by direct differentiation that the derivatives of 7, and 7, are
bounded. For nPf, we only need to show that D, ; in is bounded for j € [d]. This follows by
observing that 3% ; > o? (from (§)) and [UPP(SE)]? <FE (from (13)). O

4.4 Numerical results for i.i.d. design

In this section, we numerically evaluate the tradeoffs achieved by the concatenated coding scheme
with an i.i.d. design using different denoisers. For a target BER = 10~%, we plot the maxi-
mum spectral efficiency S = Lk/n = (L/n)(k/d) achievable as a function of signal-to-noise ratio
Ey/No = (Ed/k)/(20?). We use BER rather than UER since the UER of an uncoded scheme degrades
approximately linearly with d. For each setting, we also plot the converse bounds from [3], and
the achievability bounds from either 3] or [9] depending on which one yields the larger achievable
region without causing computational issues. These bounds can be used to obtain upper and lower
bounds on the maximum spectral efficiency achievable for given values of E,/Ny and PUPE. To
adapt these bounds to target BER (rather than target PUPE), we use the random coding assump-
tion that when a codeword is decoded incorrectly, approximately half of its bits are in error, i.e.,
E[BER] = PUPE.

In Figs. [dH6] ‘SE’ refers to curves obtained by using the state evolution result of Theorem [T} and
‘AMP’ (indicated by crosses) refers to points obtained via simulation. Fig. 4| compares the uncoded
scheme (i.e., d = 1) with the concatenated scheme with a (7,4) Hamming code, decoded using

10



4.0

=== conv [ZPT19], k=1
— ach [HRV22], k=4
3.59 — conv [zPT19], k=4
iid-SE, Hamming
3.0 4 iid-AMP, Hamming
n —— iid-SE, uncoded
> % iid-AMP, uncoded
2 2.51
() 1
S :
& | 1
2.0 R
— 1
o |,
-t 1 ] Ko
0 1.51 ifx
oy 1%
) I
x
1.0 1 ilx
IX
|X
x
0.5 il
1%
IIx
1
0.0 T T T T T T
6 8 10 12 14 16

Ep/No (dB)

Figure 4: Comparison of the uncoded scheme and the concatenated scheme with (7,4) Hamming
outer code and denoiser 17113 e L = 20000.

AMP with Bayes-optimal denoiser 77%3 A Even this simple code provides a savings of over 1dB
in the minimum Fj/Ny required to achieve positive spectral efficiency, compared to the uncoded
scheme as well as the converse bound for k = 1.

Figs. [5| and |§| employ LDPC codes from the IEEE 802.11n standards as outer codes (with
codelength d = 720 bits). Fig. |5| considers a user payload of k& = 360 bits and compares the
decoding performance of AMP with different denoisers: the marginal-MMSE ;" arginal o the BP
denoiser 77,]53P which executes 5 rounds of BP per AMP denoising step. The latter outperforms the

marginal

former by around 7.5dB since 7, does not use the parity constraints of the code. The dotted
orange curve in Fig. shows that the performance of AMP with 7," arginal 4 substantially improved
by running a BP decoder (200 rounds) after AMP has converged. This additional BP decoding at
the end also improves the performance of 7Y (blue dotted curve). We observe that the achievable
spectral efficiency with ¥+ BP is consistently about 40% higher than with 7" arginal | pp,

The dotted black curve in Fig. [5] corresponds to the asymptotic performance of the SPARC-
based scheme of [9] with a spatially coupled design and k = 8, the highest payload the scheme could
handle in our simulations. Hence, to transmit a 360-bit payload, the SPARC-based scheme needs to
be used 45 times, with 8 bits transmitted each time. We observe that for smaller spectral efficiency,
the SPARC-based scheme is outperformed by our concatenated scheme with BP post-processing
(dotted blue curve) by about 2.5dB.

Fig. [6] compares the performance of the concatenated scheme with LDPC codes with different
rates: 1/2 and 5/6. The AMP denoiser is ¥, and the dotted curves show the effect of adding BP
decoding (200 rounds) after AMP convergence. The code with the higher rate 5/6 achieves higher
spectral efficiency for large values of Ey/Njy, but the rate 1/2 code achieves a positive spectral
efficiency for smaller Ej/Ny values, down to 2.5dB. We expect that using an outer LDPC code with
a rate lower than 1/2 will enable the concatenated scheme to achieve a positive spectral efficiency
at Ep/Ny values even below 2.5dB.

In Figs. [dH6] the asymptotic performance of AMP, predicted by state evolution, closely tracks
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Figure 5: Comparison of marginal-MMSE denoiser 7, (orange) and BP denoiser 1" (blue)

for decoding LDPC outer code (with fixed rate 1/2). The dotted orange and blue plots correspond
to AMP decoding coupled with 200 rounds of BP after AMP has converged. The dotted black
curve corresponds to the SPARC-based scheme of ﬂ§|] with k£ = 8. L = 2000, k = 360, d = 720.
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Figure 6: Comparison of LDPC outer code with rate 1/2 (blue) or 5/6 (green) under AMP decoding
with BP denoiser 1;°F. Dotted curves correspond to AMP decoding coupled with 200 rounds of BP
after AMP has converged. L = 2000,d = 720. The achievability and converse bounds for k£ = 600
are omitted as they nearly match those for k = 360.

its actual performance at large, finite L. Moreover, considering a metropolitan area with 10° to
107 devices and each device active a few times per hour, the user density p is typically 10™* to
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Figure 7: A spatially coupled design matrix A constructed using a base matrix W according to
([23). The base matrix shown here is an (w = 3, A = 7) base matrix (defined in Definition [5.1]). The
white parts of A and W correspond to zeros.

1073 [3, Remark 3]. For user densities in this range and per-user payload k on the order of 102 to
103, the spectral efficiency S = pk is less than 1. In all figures, the concatenated coding schemes
exhibit the most substantial improvements for S < 1.

As illustrated in Figs. the gap between the spectral efficiency achieved by the concatenated
scheme and the converse bounds grows with Ej/Ny. In the next section, we demonstrate how the
spectral efficiency of our scheme can be substantially improved by using a spatially coupled design
matrix [9].

5 Spatially coupled design and AMP decoder

In this section, we study the concatenated scheme with a spatially coupled Gaussian design matrix
A. We first define the spatial coupled design, and then describe the corresponding AMP decoder
and characterize its asymptotic performance (Theorem .

A spatially coupled (SC) design matrix A € R™ % is divided into R x C equally sized blocks.
The entries of A within each block are i.i.d. Gaussian with zero-mean and variance prescribed by
a base matric W € RRXC. Specifically, the matrix A is obtained by replacing each entry Wi of

the base matrix by an % x £ block with entries drawn N N(0, WlRWr,C% for r € [R], c € [C]. That
is, we have

iid. 1 i
Ay '\51 N(O, ﬁ/RWr(i)’C(K))’ for i € [n], le [L] (23)

Here, the operators r(-) : [n] — [R] and c(-) : [L] — [C] map a particular row or column index of A
to its corresponding row block or column block index of W. See Fig. [7] for an example.

As in [25], the entries of the base matrix W € REXC are scaled to satisfy: ZL Wie=1 force
[C]. This is to ensure that the columns of A (the signature sequences ay) have unit squared ¢o-norm
in expectation. Each block of A can be viewed as an (uncoupled) i.i.d. design matrix with L/C
users and dn/R = n/R channel uses. Thus, we define the inner user density as

L/C R

in -*— — ~H- 24
I wR ¢t (24)

The standard i.i.d. Gaussian design where A; bR N(0,1/n) is a special case of the SC design,
obtained by using a base matrix with a single entry (R = C = 1). We shall use a class of base matri-
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ces called (w, A) base matrices that have also been used for spatially coupled sparse superposition
codes [9,22].

Definition 5.1. An (w, A) base matrizc W is described by two parameters: the coupling width w > 1
and the coupling length A > 2w — 1. The matriz has R= A+ w — 1 rows and C= A columns, with
each column having w identical nonzero entries in the band-diagonal and zeros everywhere else. For
r€ [R] and c € [C], the (r,c)th entry of the base matriz is given by

Wrc:

)

{0{ ifc<r<c+w-1, (25)

0 otherwise .

Fig. [7| shows an example of design matrix constructed using an (w = 3, A = 7) base matrix.
From the GMAC perspective, the main difference between such a design and an i.i.d. Gaussian one
is that only a small fraction of users are active during any given channel use. In Fig. [7] only the
first L/C users are active during the first 7/R channel uses, and only the last L/C users are active
for the last /R channel uses. This allows these two sets of users to be decoded more easily than
the others, thus helping the decoding of the adjacent blocks of users. This creates a decoding wave
that propagate from the ends to the center. Examples and figures illustrating the decoding wave
in spatially coupled designs can be found in [22,24].

5.1 Spatially Coupled AMP

The AMP decoder for a spatially coupled Gaussian design matrix (SC-AMP) is a generalization of
the AMP decoder for the i.i.d. Gaussian design presented in Section [3 accounting for the fact that
the SC design has an R x C block-wise structure, with potentially different variances across blocks.

. . e e 1 . 50
Starting with initialization X = 0p4q and Z = 0j;4, the decoder computes for ¢t > 0:

Zt=Y - AX'+ Z', (26)
X" =, (8"), where S'=X'+V' (27)

Here the denoising function 7, : RE¥4 — RL*? js agsumed to be Lipschitz and acts row-wise on
matrix inputs. Denoting the rows of S* by s for £ € [L], we have:

M1 (5t1) 1

% rows with c =1

Al (SE/C)
n(S") = : (28)

¢
N,c\Sic—1)rL/c+1
((_)/ ) %rowswithc:C,

L U xe (StL) i

where 7; : R? — R? corresponds to the denoising function applied to the % rows in block c € [C].
We have used the convention that the function returns a row vector when applied to a row vector.

Fort > 0, Z! and V! in f are defined through a matrix Q' € R¥R*4C which consists of
R x C submatrices, each of size d x d. For r € [R],c € [C], the submatrix Qf, € R™? is defined as:
(o= (e '

r,c r co

(29)
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where ®L, T € R¥? are deterministic matrices dteﬁned later in 7, as part of the corre-
sponding state evolution. The ith row of matrix Z & R™*? then takes the form:

2 = dppn 24 1ZW QthL/C S e (s fori € [, (30)

el

where Lo = {(c = 1)L/C+1,...,cL/C}, and n; (s) = dn’a’ics(s) € R4 is the Jacobian of 7.
Quantities with negative iteration index are set to all-zero matrices. The ¢th row of V! € RE*d
takes the form:

ZAM Qliyeqry, for L€ [L). (31)
In and , the vectors 2!, z! and v/, are all row vectors.

Spatially Coupled State Evolution (SC-SE) Similar to the i.i.d. case in Section 3| we now
state the asymptotic distributional guarantees for the AMP iterates with the SC design. For each
iteration ¢ > 1, in the limit as L,n — oo with L/n — u, the memory term Z'in ensures that
the empirical distribution of the rows of Z* in the block r € [R] converges to a Gaussian Ny (0, ®!).
Furthermore, the empirical distribution of the rows of (S — X)) in block ¢ € [C] converges to
another Gaussian Ny(0,T?). The covariance matrices ®¢, Tt € R¥*? are iteratively defined via the
spatially coupled state evolution (SC-SE), a deterministic recursion defined as follows. Starting
with initialization with ¥? = EI,, for t > 0 and r € [R], c € [C] we define:

C
Bl =0’Tg + dpin y Wr WL, (32)
c=1
O = E (e (Z+9L) — 7] e (2 +9L) — 7] } (33)
R -1

where gt ~ Ny(0,T%),

= |2

(34)

Here g! is independent of & ~ pz. We can interpret W! as the asymptotic covariance of the error
in the estimated codeword xz relative to the true codeword x,, for £ € L, i.e., for the c-th block
of users. The asymptotic error rates of AMP decoding with SC design are characterized by the
following theorem.

Theorem 2 (Asymptotic UER and BER with SC design). Consider the concatenated scheme with
a spatially coupled Gaussian design, with the assumptions in Section (2.1, and the AMP decoding
algorithm in . with Lipschitz continuous denoisers n; : ]RLXd REX4 . for t > 1. Let
:%2“ = hm(g)(sZ) be the hard-decision estimate of xy in iteration t. Then the asymptotic UER and
BER in iteration t satisfy the following almost surely, for t > 0:

L C
. 1 1 _ _
ngr;o UER := Lh_r)réo T ;—1 1 {wt+1 # @y} = c CE_I P (hic(z+gl) #x), (35)
L d 1 C 1
; — 1 — 7
ngréo BER := ngréo m 2 JEZI 1 {x?; # me,j} - C ;1 ;:1 P ( hie (T + QC)]]' # aﬁj) . (36)

Here & ~ pz and gt ~ Ny(0,TL) are independent, with T defined in . The limit is taken as
n, L — oo with L/n — p.
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Figure 8: Performance of the concatenated scheme with i.i.d. design (cyan) vs. SC design (orange).
Dotted cyan and orange curves correspond to AMP with ntBP coupled with 200 rounds of BP after
AMP has converged. Solid cyan and orange curves are obtained using state evolution. Outer LDPC
code has rate 1/2, k = 120, and L = 2000 for i.i.d. design; L = 40000 and (w = 4, A = 20) for SC
design.

Proof. See Section O

Choice of n; and h; in SC-AMP The denoiser 7 in the AMP algorithm can be chosen analo-
gously to the i.i.d. case in Section [ except that it now acts in a block-dependent manner as shown
in . Take the Bayes-optimal denoiser 7, Bayes a5 an example: since the empirical distribution of
the rows of S’ in block c converges to the law of Z + gt, with gt ~ N;(0,T%), we define for c € [C]
and s € R?,

!/

e

exp (—%(w —2s)"

e (s)=E [z |T+gl=s]= >

m 37
x'eX > wex €XP (_%( —2s)7 (T) o

The marginal-MMSE denoiser 7, and the BP denoiser nP¥ can be defined similarly, with
the only difference from the i.i.d. versions being that the covariance matrices are block-dependent

for the spatially coupled case. The hard-decision estimator h; is also be defined analogously, with
block-dependent covariance. For example, the MAP hard-decision estimate takes the form

marginal

hic(s) =argmaxP (Z=a' | T+ gL =s). (38)
r'eX

Observe that f are the counterparts of f.

5.2 Numerical results for spatially coupled design

In Fig.[§, we numerically compare the error rates of the concatenated scheme with the i.i.d. Gaussian
design and the SC Gaussian design constructed using an (w = 4, A = 20) base matrix. We consider
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the user payload k = 120, a rate 1/2 outer LDPC code, and the target BER = 10~*. The solid black
and red curves in Fig. [§|correspond to the achievability and converse bounds of [3]. The ‘iid-SE’ and
‘SC-SE’ plots are obtained using the asymptotic error characterization of our concatenated scheme
(as n, L — oo with L/n — p), provided in Theorems (1| and |2| for i.i.d. and SC Gaussian design
matrices (with w = 4, A = 20), respectively. The dotted black curve is the asymptotic performance
of the SPARC-based scheme of [9] with a spatially coupled design (as n, L — oo with L/n — u, and
w, A — oo with A/w — o0). As in Fig. [5| the highest payload the AMP decoder for SPARC-based
scheme can handle in simulations is k = 8. Hence, to transmit a 120-bit payload, the scheme needs
to be used 15 times, with 8 bits transmitted each time.

We observe that for higher values of Ej/Ny, the spectral efficiency asymptotically achievable by
the concatenated scheme with the spatially coupled design (‘SC-SE’) is significantly higher than
with the i.i.d. design (‘iid-SE’). The ‘SC-SE’ plot plateaus at Ej/Ng > 12dB, unlike the SPARC-
based scheme of [9] (dotted black), since our results are derived for fixed, relatively small values of
w, A (w =4, A = 20), while the performance characterization in [9] is for w, A — oo with A/w — oc.

The ‘iid-AMP’ and ‘SC-AMP’ plots illustrate the simulated performance of the AMP decoder
with the BP denoiser n¥ with i.i.d. or SC design, followed by 200 rounds of BP. The number of
users considered is L = 2000 for the i.i.d. case and L = 40000 for the SC case. The gap between
‘SC-AMP’ and ‘SC-SE’ is due to the finite-length effects, similar to the observations made in [9).
We observe that for lower values of Ej,/Ny, the achievable region of the concatenated scheme with
BP post-processing, marked by ‘iid-AMP’ and ‘SC-AMP’; is noticeably larger than that of the
near-optimal scheme of [9] (dotted black). The experiments presented in Fig. |8 used a relatively
short LDPC code. The performance gains at small Ej /Ny could be substantially enhanced by using
a longer LDPC code in the concatenated scheme (see Fig. [5)).

5.3 Implementation details

We discuss a few implementation details for the numerical results in Sections and

Covariance estimation In our iid-AMP simulations, the state evolution parameter X! € R%*d
in , used by the Bayes-optimal denoiser 77;3 W in and the MAP hard-decision estimator h;
in , is estimated using the modified residual term Z' in @ via:

o 1
== Z(), fort>1. (39)

€[]

State evolution results (not stated here) guarantee that for t > 1, we have 3t — 2t almost surely
as L — oo with L/n — p. Recall that d = n/n does not grow with n and L. Since the AMP
decoder uses 77353 ¥ and the MAP estimator h; only for small d (e.g., d = 7 for the Hamming code
in Fig. , a sufficiently accurate estimate 3! can be obtained with moderately large n and L.
For larger d (e.g., d = 720 for the LDPC code used in Figs. [5|and @, the AMP decoder employs
marginal

i or n°Y which do not require the full covariance matrix X!, but only the diagonal entries
3% ; for j € [d]. We estimate these entries via:

- 1 2 }
3= = Z (zﬁ)j, fort > 1, j €[d]. (40)
i€[n]
Estimating the diagonal entries alone is much less computationally expensive than the full d x d

covariance matrix, and ensures the computational cost of the AMP decoder with 7;" arginal . ) BP

denoiser remain linear in d (and k).
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Similarly, in our SC-AMP simulations, the SC-SE parameter T% € R%*? in for c € [C] is
estimated consistently via

A 1
T = - Z 2H (2T, fort > 1, (41)
n/R 1€L,

where Z, = {(r — 1)n/R+1,...,rm/R}.

Estimation of state evolution MSE In each iteration of the iid-SE recursion , the MSE
term E{[n,(z + g') — &][m(x + g') — x] "} is estimated by generating Monte Carlo samples of
gt g Ny(0,3") one randomly chosen sample of &, and applying 7; to each sample of Z + g'.
Due to the linearity of the outer code, this MSE term is independent of the chosen sample of &,
so we can fix & to be the all-zero codeword across all iterations. For consistently estimating the
d x d MSE matrix, the number of samples of g needs to be much larger than d. Similarly, in the
spatially coupled case, for each ¢ € [C], the MSE term E{[n; (% + g%) — #|[ni.c(Z + gt) — Z] "} in
is estimated using many Monte Carlo samples of gt R Ny(0,T!) and one randomly chosen
sample of . With the nP¥ denoiser, the computational and memory cost of MSE estimation could
potentially be reduced using population dynamics [42].

6 Proofs of theorems

6.1 Proof of Theorem [1]

The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 1 in [9]. We begin with a state evolution characteriza-
tion of the AMP iterates that follows from standard results in the AMP literature [18], [32, Section
6.7]. For any Lipschitz test function ¢ : R? x R? — R and ¢ > 1, we almost surely have:

L
.1 __
fm7 Zgl (e s}) = E [p(@,2 + g')] . (42)

The claims in @ and require a test function ¢ that is defined via indicator functions, which is
not Lipschitz. We handle this by sandwiching it between two Lipschitz functions that both converge
to the required function in a suitable limit.

We prove , and omit the proof of @ as it is simpler and follows along the same lines. For
Ty € {i\/E }, partition the space R? into two decision regions:

D (xp;) := {32 : [ht(sz)]j = x&j} , (43)

and note that ]1{@2:;1 =z} = 1{s} € D(z¢;)}. Let d(v,D) := inf{||v — ul]2 : w € D} denote
the distance between a vector v € R% and a set D C R%. For any € > 0, define functions EetrEe— ¢
R x R? = R as follows:

1, if st € D ()
Eer (z0,80) =30, if s}, D (we5) | > €
1 —d[s},D(x¢;)] /e, otherwise
1, if d[s}, D (wg;)°] > €
& (riysh) = 0 it 5} € D (1)

d[sh, D (x¢;)°]/e,  otherwise
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Note that & 4, & — are Lipschitz-continuous with Lipschitz constant 1/e. Moreover, define ¢ 4 :
R? x R = R as

d
1
Pe,+ méa S@ g Z x&jv SE (44)

and define ¢, _ analogously. Then ¢, and ¢._, being sums Lipschitz of functions, are also
Lipschitz.
For any € > 0 and ¢ € [L], we have

d
1
e~ (@, 57) S Z 1{s; € D(e)} < e+ (e, 80)- (45)
Applying to @e,— and @ _, we have
- - t
nggOZZsoe, x,8)) =E[pe—(z,2+g")],

lim — Z e+ (0, sg =E [¢€7+(:Ic, T+ gt)] .

L—oo L

The functions ¢, (x¢, sj) and ¢ 4 (x¢, ;) both converge pointwise to 525:1 1{s) € D(x;)} as
€ — 0. Thus by the Dominated Convergence Theorem, we have

d
lim (e (®, T+ g")] gz_: [1{z+g'€D(z))}] = lim [per(®T+g")]. (47)

From , , and , we conclude that almost surely:

lim lim —nge, xp,85) = lim lim —Zg0€+ xy, b

e—0 L—oo L e—=0L—o0 L

By recalling 1{s/ € D(z) Il{sct+1 = x4} and noticing 1{Z + g € D(z;)} = H{{(z + ¢")]; =
Zj}, we see that is equivalent to (110)). ]

6.2 Proof of Theorem [2

A state evolution result for the SC-AMP iteration applied to the generic spatially coupled linear
model Y = AX + € was obtained in [43]. In this model, A € R?*! is a spatially coupled Gaussian
design matrix, and X € RE*? and £ € R™*? are matrices whose row-wise empirical distributions
converge in Wasserstein distance to well-defined limits.

19



These assumptions are satisfied in our setting since X and £ are both row-wise i.i.d. Applying
the state evolution result in [43], for any Lipschitz test function ¢ : R x RY — R, ¢t > 1 and ¢ € [C],
we have:

— t
L—)oo L/C EEZL mﬁa 36 [SO(:E T+ gc)] ’ (49)

where L ={(c—1)L/C+1,...,cL/C}.
Finally, as in the proof of Theorem |1} we apply to Lipschitz approximations of suitable
indicator functions and combine with a sandwich argument to obtain 7. O

7 Discussion and future directions

This paper investigated communication over the GMAC in the many-user regime, where the number
of users L scales linearly with the codelength n. We proposed a CDMA-type concatenated coding
scheme with an efficient AMP decoder that can be tailored to the outer code. The asymptotic
performance tradeoff was rigorously characterized, and it was shown that the scheme achieves
state-of-the-art error performance with an outer LDPC code and AMP decoding with a belief
propagation (BP) denoiser.

Although we considered Gaussian design matrices A (i.i.d. or spatially coupled), using recent
results on AMP universality [44,45], the decoding algorithm and all the theoretical results remain
valid for a much broader class of ‘generalized white noise’ matrices. This class includes i.i.d. sub-
Gaussian matrices, so the results apply to the popular setting of random binary-valued signature
sequences [14,17].

The concatenated scheme and its analysis can also be extended to nonbinary CDMA con-
stellations. Based on results for sparse superposition coding [9,/46], we expect that using PSK
constellations instead of binary will improve the performance tradeoff for complex-valued channels.

Our theoretical results for the AMP decoder with a BP denoiser are valid only when BP is exe-
cuted for fewer rounds than the girth of the LDPC factor graph (Lemma [1)). However, simulations
indicate that the performance of AMP decoding may be improved if BP is run for additional rounds
in each denoising step. Precisely characterizing the performance of AMP when the number of BP
rounds is larger than the girth of the factor graph is a challenging open question. Another open
question is to characterize the performance improvement achieved by executing several rounds of
BP after AMP has converged.

Our asymptotic performance curves were obtained by running the state evolution recursion until
convergence, with each iteration involving a computationally intensive MSE estimation step (see
and ) An alternative approach would be to directly characterize the fixed points of state
evolution for sufficiently large base matrices using a potential function analysis, similar to [9}36].
The main challenge is that in our setting, such an analysis would require finding the extremal
values of a potential function over (positive-definite) d x d matrices [47], which is infeasible even for
moderately large d. One approach to simplify this optimization would be to assume symmetries in
the structure of the optimal matrix.

This paper focused on the conventional GMAC setting where users have distinct codebooks. It
would be very interesting to adapt the coding scheme to unsourced random access [2,28-30], where
the users share a common codebook and only a subset of users are active.
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