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Abstract—This paper investigates guesswork over ordered
statistics and formulates the complexity of ordered statistics
decoding (OSD) in binary additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN)
channels. It first develops a new upper bound of guesswork
for independent sequences, by applying the Holder’s inequity
to Hamming shell-based subspaces. This upper bound is then
extended to the ordered statistics, by constructing the con-
ditionally independent sequences within the ordered statistics
sequences. We leverage the established bounds to formulate the
best achievable decoding complexity of OSD that ensures no loss
in error performance, where OSD stops immediately when the
correct codeword estimate is found. We show that the average
complexity of OSD at maximum decoding order can be accurately
approximated by the modified Bessel function, which increases
near-exponentially with code dimension. We also identify a com-
plexity saturation threshold, where increasing the OSD decoding
order beyond this threshold improves error performance without
further raising decoding complexity. Finally, the paper presents
insights on applying these findings to enhance the efficiency of
practical decoder implementations.

Index Terms—Ordered-statistics decoding, Guesswork, Decod-
ing complexity

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the key requirements in 6G is the extreme ultra-
reliable low-latency communications (xXURLLC) [1]], requiring
a tenfold decrease in end-to-end transmission latency and a
hundredfold increase in network reliability compared to 5G
URLLC services [2]. Moreover, networks are required to main-
tain this service quality among varying performance demands,
diverse applications, and dynamic propagation environments.
Providing xURLLC services far surpasses the capabilities
of 5G, and one of the key bottlenecks is channel coding
and decoding. Channel coding ensures reliable transmission
by protecting messages against noise. Code blocklength is
the basic unit of communication latency, and decoding time
dominates the receiver processing delay. Therefore, achieving
xURLLC requires short blocklength codes with strong error-
correction capabilities. However, the use of short blocklength
codes presents a challenging trade-off between blocklength
and reliability. The normal approximation (NA) bound for the
finite blocklength regime [3|] shows that the maximum ratio
of the number of information to the number of coded bits for
a given error probability over a noisy channel decreases as
blocklength reduces. Thus, short blocklength codes typically
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have worse block error rate (BLER) performance compared to
longer block codes at the same code rate.

The diversity of 6G applications, each with vastly differing
performance requirements and propagation environments, will
also lead to variable channel conditions and block lengths. In
these dynamic scenarios, codes with flexible rates/lengths and
optimal rate-compatible (RC) codes are essential. Although
several channel codes have been proposed for URLLC [4],
they were mainly designed based on fixed rates and block-
lengths, and achieve the flexibility and RC capabilities through
puncturing, shortening, and extending. Such approaches were
shown to be suboptimal in both error performance and de-
coding complexity at short block lengths. For example, the
successive cancellation list (SCL) decoding of shortened polar
codes is actually performed on a longer mother code, leading
to unnecessary decoding overhead [5].

Universal decoding techniques have recently gained interest
as a potential solution to these challenges. Their capacity
to decode any linear block code can significantly simplify
the transmitter and receiver design [6]]. These decoders will
enable the use of best-known linear codes (BKLC), known
for their superior error performance, at any blocklength and
rate tailored to application requirements. This task is chal-
lenging for code-specific decoders, as BKLCs possess dis-
tinct structures at different lengths and rates [7]. Universal
decoders, on the other hand, can simplify the design and
application of the optimal RC codes with bit-level granularity
for incremental-redundancy hybrid automatic repeat request
(IR-HARQ). These advantages also make universal decoders
suitable for integration with machine learning [§]], or joint
design with learning-based encoders as auto-encoders [9], to
further boost decoding performance and adaptability.

Ordered-statistics decoding (OSD) [10] and Guessing ran-
dom additive noise decoding (GRAND) [11] are regarded
as promising universal decoders for 6G. Consider a linear
block code C(n,k) with block length n and dimension k.
OSD begins by permuting the received symbols and columns
of the code generator matrix in descending order of symbol
reliabilities. The permuted code generator matrix is then
transformed into systematic form using Gaussian elimination
(GE). After that, OSD flips the k£ most reliable bits by XORing
them with a test error pattern (TEP), and these k bits are re-
encoded to recover the remaining n — k bits. OSD processes
a specific group of TEPs to decode one block, where each
TEP is in fact a guess of transmission errors over the k£ most
reliable bits. Compared to OSD, GRAND directly guesses
transmission errors over all n received symbols, with each
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guess termed a noise query. It then subtracts each noise query
from the received symbols and verifies codeword membership.
In a nutshell, OSD and GRAND share similarities while also
exhibiting distinct characteristics. They both decode through
guessing transmission errors, but differ in their guessing ranges
within a codeword. While GRAND avoids the permutation
and Gaussian elimination overhead of OSD, OSD typically
requires fewer guesses due to its shorter guessing range.

The design of OSD and GRAND has seen significant
improvements in recent years. Key advances for OSD include
introducing sufficient and necessary conditions for optimal de-
coding [[12]], [13], removing the need for Gaussian elimination
[14], [15], and imposing limits on the number of processed
TEPs [16]-[18]. Similarly, GRAND has been enhanced with
more sophisticated noise query generation strategies using
reliability ordering [19], [20], as well as leveraging code
structural properties [21] to improve its efficiency. These
techniques effectively reduce their decoding complexity while
maintaining error performance.

In terms of theoretical completeness, GRAND is proved
to achieve maximum-likelihood decoding (MLD) if the noise
queries are conducted in descending order of their likelihood
[22]. Tts complexity, in terms of the total number of noise
queries, is theoretically characterized by the Rényi entropy
of the noise sequences [11f]. The error performance of OSD
was examined in [10], where OSD was also proved to be
near MLD. The error performance analysis was revisited and
simplified in [23], while [12] further explored the distance
distribution in OSD to inform efficient decoder design.

Despite the efforts in [10], [12], [23], the complexity of
OSD remains not fully characterized, with current under-
standing being largely intuitive. Given that the overhead of
permutation and GE is only non-negligible at very high signal-
to-noise ratios (SNRs), the number of TEPs determines the
complexity of OSD [14]. Practical OSD decoders often limit
the maximum Hamming weight of TEPs to a specific value m,
known as the decoding order. An order-m OSD may execute
up to Z?;o (’;) guesses (i.e., TEPs), which bounds the worst-
case decoding complexity. However, determining the average
complexity becomes more challenging when considering the
early termination of OSD upon identifying the correct TEP.
This early termination can be done by using techniques
reported in [L13], [L8], [24], [25]. The challenge stems from
the correlated ordered statistics in OSD, which complicates the
probability analysis and renders the conventional guesswork
theory unsuitable. Consequently, a theoretical analysis of the
average complexity of OSD is still lacking.

Main Contributions:

This paper examines the achievable complexity of an order-
m OSD, which is defined as the minimum average number
of TEPs (or guesses) processed that guarantees no loss in
error performance compared to the decoding with maximum
complexity > ;" (]:) This achievable complexity is realized
by an OSD decoder that terminates early upon accurately
identifying the correct TEP or correctly guessing errors in the
k most reliable bits. This decoder is practical as existing OSD

stopping criteria, as proposed in [13[], [18]], [24], [25], can
identify the correct OSD output with a satisfactory accuracys;
they can be further enhanced by combining cyclic redundancy
check (CRC) to achieve negligible false alarm rate. It is worth
noting that one can always achieve a lower complexity than
achievable complexity by allowing error performance loss.
This occurs when discarding certain TEPs without processing
them, e.g., approaches in [[13]], [26]], [27]. However, this trade-
off between complexity and error performance loss is not in the
scope of this paper. Our contributions are outlined as follows.
1) Achievable complexity of OSD: When considering the
highest order, i.e., m = k, OSD is strictly equivalent to an
MLD since the largest decoding effort allows examining all
codewords from C(n, k). Our result shows that the achievable
complexity of order-k OSD is tightly approximated by

1
—kpe ~
(& IO (2I€\/p_8) ~ W
where p, € [0, 3] is determined by the code rate and SNR, and
Iy is the modified Bessel function. Compared to brute-force
MLD with a complexity of 2¥, OSD substantially reduces the
complexity by an exponential factor of (2,/pe — pe) log,(e).
For instance, when k£ = 64 and p. = 0.1, the achievable
complexity of an order-k OSD is only about 1/(2.7 x 10%) of
that of brute-force MLD.
For a more practical order-m OSD with m < k, we also
provides an approximation of the achievable complexity:
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This instant evaluation of complexity, along with the error
rate provided in [23]], helps quickly assess the performance-
complexity trade-offs when deploying OSD at different orders.

2) Guesswork for ordered statistics: The above complexity
analytical results are obtained by developing the guesswork
theory for ordered statistics. Let (X2, Y}) denote pairs of
random variables of length b — a + 1, with each pair (X;,Y;)
representing the ¢-th ordered statistic of independent and
identically distributed (i.i.d.) pairs (X™,Y™), ordered by de-
scending max P(X;|Y;). The aim is to find the average number
of guesses needed to accurately identify X% when given
Y. We tackle this problem by first developing a guesswork
upper bound for ii.d. sequences of length m. This upper
bound is characterized by applying Holder’s inequality over
subspaces divided based on Hamming sphere shells. Then,
the bound is extended to ordered statistics by leveraging the
conditional independence between ordered statistics variables.
Comparisons between the derived bound and simulation results
validate its tightness.

3) Complexity-saturation threshold of OSD: Our results
on the achievable complexity of OSD provide new insights
into this decoding technique. We reveal that for given k,
n, and SNR, there exist a complexity-saturation threshold,
ms = [ky/Pe]. Increasing the OSD decoding order m beyond
ms will not further increase the achievable complexity. This
result echoes the findings in [[10], which proved that an OSD
decoder of order m, = [dyin/4—1] nearly approaches MLD for



codes with the minimum Hamming distance d,,;,, suggesting
increasing decoding order m beyond m. will not further
decrease the error probability. A widely accepted view from
existing research is that OSD with early termination is efficient
for both low-rate and high-rate codes, but less so for half-rate
codes. Our discovery provides a straightforward rationale: low-
rate codes usually have m, < m,, despite their relatively large
dmin, and therefore their achievable complexity with OSD is
mainly governed by mg. In contrast, high-rate codes have
relatively small d,,;, and a small decoding order m = m,
suffices for MLD. Half-rate codes are more complex because
neither mg nor m, is small.

In addition to the aforementioned results, this paper provides
preliminary discussions on their applications in deploying
practical universal decoders. These include a practical im-
plementation of an OSD decoder that can reach the derived
achievable complexity, the efficient design of IR-HARQ sys-
tems using OSD, and a simple method of switching between
OSD and GRAND to exploit the advantages of both.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section
reviews existing guesswork theories. Section [Tl derived a new
upper bound of guesswork over i.i.d. sequences. Then. this
bound is extended to ordered statistics in Section [V] uses
the new guesswork bound to characterize the achievable com-
plexity of OSD. Section [VIl provides preliminary discussions
on deploying practical decoders using achievable complexity.
Finally, Section concludes the paper.

Notation: In this paper, we use a™ or A" to denote a
sequence of n scalars a™ = [ay, . . ., a,] or n random variables
A" = [Ay,..., Ay], respectively. A contiguous subsequence
of a™ is represented as a] = [a;,...,q;] for 1 <i < j < n.
We use P(-) to denote the probability of an event. P(-)
denotes the probability mass function (pmf) or probability
density function (pdf) of A, with the subscript usually omitted
when there is no ambiguity. We use ¢(x) to denote the pdf of
the standard normal distribution A/(0, 1).

II. PREVIOUS WORKS

We consider the guesswork in the context of transmission
over a channel with uncertainty. Let (X,Y) € (X,)) be a
pair of discrete random variables with the joint pmf Px y.
Assume that X has M possible values. The guesswork G(z|y)
is defined as the number of attempts required to correctly guess
X = z with given Y = y according to some guessing strategy.
Particular interest is given to the wy, moment of G(X |Y); that

is
ZZG oy)“Pxy(@,y). (1)

For the n-tuples (X™,Y™), the corresponding moment of

guesswork is
=Y GE "y PE",y"). @)

zn  yn

G(X|Y)

The moment E[G(X™|Y™)“] is minimized with the optimal
guessing strategy [28], which guesses possible values of X"
in decreasing order of the a posteriori probability P(z"|y™),

given Y" = gy". We denote the optimal guesswork as

G*(2™|y™), and E[G*(X™Y™)*] < E[G(X™|Y™)“] for any
guessing strategies G(X™|Y™). However, it is challenging to
directly compute the moments of G*(X"|Y") or G(X™|Y™),
due to the expansive space of (X™ Y ™). Instead, these mo-
ments are typically estimated using bounds provided in the
literature.

1) Arikan’s bounds: A lower bound of E[G(X™|Y™)“] was
given by Arikan [28]]. Specifically,

E[G(X"Y™)*] >

(1+1In(My---M,)) “exp E,(X™"Y™), (@)

14w
] @

Observing the relationship between E,, and the Rényi entropy,
ie, E,(X|Y) = wH# (X]Y), the following bound is
derived for i.i.d. pairs (X", Y™) of length n.

where

E,(X"Y™) 1nZ[ZPx ™)

Tn

Theorem 1 (Arikan’s lower bound [28]]).
W E[GX"[Y")*)5 >
nH (X|Y)

In[l +1In(M;--- M), (5)

where H,(X|Y) is the Rényi entropy at rate «, given by
1/
1DZ [ZP (z,9) ] . (6)

As an extension of Theorem [1| the optimal guesswork has
an upper bound [28], given as

InE[G* (X" [Y™)*]>

Ho(X]Y) =

<nH_ 1 (X]Y), )

and accordingly, there is

. 1 * n n\w 1/‘*’ _
Jim —In (B[ (XY = H L (XY),®)
which provides an asymptotic estimate of E[G*(X™|Y™)“]
only when the blocklength reaches infinity.

2) Bounds for Markov Source: Let P be an irreducible

Markov on A with the stochastic matrix U = [Uy] and
invariant probability u = [u,] satisfying uU = u, so that
for w = {w1,...,wp1} € A*T!

P’n.+1 — uwl H Uw Wit1) (9)

where P, is the restricted Markov chain on A, ;1.

Theorem 2 (Markov Source [29]). For such a Markov chain
P, its guesswork is described by

lim + InE[G(P,)*] =

n—oo N

(1+w)In(N), (10)

where X is the Perron—Frobenius eigenvalue of the matrix with
1/(1+a)

entries U, .

3) Relation to Compression: The equivalence between the
optimal guesswork and the optimal length function was shown
n [30]. Given the optimal length function L*(X) for the



random variable X € X, there is

[logy E[G™(X)“] — logy E[expy(wL™(X))]| < w +logy ¢,
(11)

for c = 21/11 1 <1+In|X|and w > 0.
For the n-tuples (X™,Y™), let n — 0o, and then the right
side of (II) vanishes with the O(log, n/n). Thus, the limit

lim ! InE[G*(X™)¥]

12)
n—oo n
exists if and only if
o] n
nl;rrgo HLlfﬁ InElexpy{wL(X™)}] (13)

exists. Furthermore, these two limits are equal.
4) Relation to Large Deviation Principle (LDP): As shown
in [29], 301, for w > 0, limy 00 + In (E[G* (X™)“]) exists if
and only if the Rényi entropy rate
1
lim —H,(X")

n—,oo M

(14)

exists. Let v, denote the distribution of the information
spectrum —% InP(X™). The large deviation can immediately
yield a sufficient condition of existence.

Theorem 3 (Existence of Rényi entropy rate [30]). Let the
sequence of distributions of the information spectrum (vy, :
n € N) satisfy the LDP with rate function I. Then the limiting
Rényi entropy rate of order 1/(1 + w) exists for all w > 0,

and equals
1+w

w
t— 1)L,
o { i1}

According to (8), consequently,

5)

. 1 * n\wij __ w _
JergoglnE[G (xXm™) ]—(1+w)§1€1£{—1 wt I(t)},
(16)

which is a scalar multiple of the Legendre-Fenchel dual of the
rate function 1.
The limiting guesswork itself satisfies an LDP as well.

Theorem 4 (LDP of guesswork [31]). The sequence
%log G*(X™) satisfies an LDP with rate function A*, where

-z — g1, for z € [0,7],
A*(z) := { supyep{za — A(a)},  for z € (y,InM]
00, for z ¢ [0,1ln M]
a7
with

1 n
A(a) ;== lim —logE {eo‘logG(X )} 7

n—o00 M

g1 = lim ~log P(G*(X™) = 1),

n—o00 M

dA(«)
=1
v ailzll do

A(«) is proved to exist for every o € R [31].

This LDP of guesswork can result in an approximation of
the probability, P(G*(X") = i) ~ i~ exp(—nA*(n"11n1)),
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Fig. 1: The average number of guesses at different blocklength n
with binary symmetric channel with error probability 0.05.

which is indeed the probability of the iy, most likely sequence
of X™.

Theorem |4 lays the foundation for analyzing the GRAND
algorithm. For blocklength n, define the random variable N ™
of the noise sequence. Then, 1/nlog G(N") satisfies the LDP
with the rate function [11]

() := sup{za — AN ()},
acR

(18)

where AN (a) is given by [22, Eq. (4)]. Combining the LDP
from Theorem M and the probability of guessing a non-
transmitted codeword from [22, Theorem 2] suffices to obtain
the average number of guesses in GRAND to find the MLD
codeword at blocklength n — oo. Note that the average
number of guesses dominates the computational complexity
of GRAND, so it is simply referred to as the “complexity”.

The guesswork approaches presented in Theorems 1-4 were
established using asymptotic analysis, i.e., as n — oo. For
example, Arikan’s bounds, given in () and (@), are found
to be loose for short blocklengths, as demonstrated by the
example in Fig.[Il On the other hand, these results were mainly
developed for i.i.d. pairs (X™,Y™). Therefore, to characterize
the complexity of OSD, a new method is required.

III. A NEW UPPER BOUND OF GUESSWORK

Consider an i.i.d sequence X" with each element following
the distribution of X € X, The wy, moment of its guesswork
can be expressed as

M|
mcuwwy=§:P(X”=ﬁb)f, (19)
g=1

where (), is the realization of X" satisfying G(a{,)) =
g. Then, we have the following simple upper bound of
E[G(X™)“] from Holder’s inequality.

Lemma 1. For i.i.d sequence X", there is

n

(Z P(z>q> oo

zeX

=

E[G(X")*] < (M>

wp+1



for%+%:1,p>1,andq>1.

Proof: Choose ay = P(X =
Holder’s inequality, and obtain

X(g)) and b, = g* in the

M™ M™ q q M™ %
3 agh, < (ZP (X" - x?g)) ) <Zg“’?> @
g=1 g=1 g=1

Also, we have

n

M"™ 1
Z g“P < / g*Pdg = .
e 0 wp +

Mn(wp-i—l),

(22)
and
M™ n
= (geer)

3P (X" )
g=1 reX
(23)

Substituting (22) and @3) into @I) completes the proof. MW

> Pn

znexn

The bound given in @2Q) applies to general guesswork
G(X™), and can be loose for the optimal guesswork G*.
This can be seen through the following two insights. As ¢
approaches 1 from above, p — oo and the bound will be no

tighter than
1
anern )
lim <7) — aen,

24
A\ (24)
On the other hand, as ¢ — oo, we have
; q _
Jim. (zz: P(x) ) = max{P()}", (25)
and the upper bound becomes
1
n(w+1)
o max{P(z)}". (26)
In contrast, for any X" and w = 1, a trivial bound is

E[G*(X™)] < 4(M™ + 1), derived from assuming equiprob-
able X™. This trivial bound is already tighter than 24) and
26), since max,{P(x)} > 55 for any X™.

However, (20) is tighter than Arikan’s bound (8) for some
distributions. For example, with n = 1 and a uniform distri-
bution X, (8) provides

E[G*(X)*] = E[G(X)*] < M*¥, 27

while 20), with ¢ = w + 1, yields
E[G(X)*] < (w+2)7 =7 M (28)
In this case, 28) is tighter than @), as (w + 2)~ “+T < 1 for

w > 1.

To refine (28), we can divide X™ into n + 1 subsets
{X,..., X} Let E[G(X™)*¥ | X™ € X}] denote the wy
moment of the guesswork for X™ € A);. Then, according to
the law of total expectation, there is

=Y P(X" € X))E
=0

[GX™) [ X™ e A5,

(29)

Applying 21) to

1< D Glamyr

J=0 \z"eX;

E[G(X™)“ | X™ € X;] obtains that

> P)

" EX);

1

p

Q=

(30)

Then, selecting subsets {Xp,...,X,} according to the
Hamming shells results in the following tighter bound with
respect to G*(X™).

Theorem 5 (Hamming subset bound). Ler z" = [Z,...,T]
denote the most likely sequence of i.i.d. X™ € X™. Then,
E[G*(X™)¥] is upper bounded by

n

G* Xn w Z %< > (I)n—j( Z ]P)(J:)q)a,
j=0 TEX\Z
(3D
where p > 1, ¢ > 1, %—F%:l,
ﬁogp-i-l _ Bwp—kl
v = I (32)
wp+1
and )
J n
= M—-1) . 33
8 Z;( ) (l) (33)
Proof: Let z" denote the most likely sequence in X™.
Then, we propose to construct {Xp, ..., X, } with
Xj = {z" € X" | du(z",z") = j}, (34)
where dg(z",z") = |{i | z; # Z;,1 < i < n}| is the

Hamming distance between z™ = [zg,...,x,] and Z". In
other words, X; represents the Hamming shell with radius

j to z". Then, for X;, we have
1
q 1 J
n\<_ 7
> ey ) = (7)o (X re)
T EX); J (IEX\w )
(35)

Consider a suboptimal guess strategy that always guesses
sequences with lower Hamming distance to z". Then, let 3;
denote ZZ _o | Xl =>21_o(M —1)i(7), and we have

wp+1 _ pwp+l

5 granyr < BT
z"EXj wp + 1

which is obtained similarly to (22). Substituting (33) and (36)

into (30) completes the proof.

; (36)

|
We have the following corollary for the n-fold i.i.d. pair
(X™,Y™).

Corollary 1. For i.id. pair (X", Y™) with each following
(X,Y), the guesswork E[G*(X™|Y™)*] is upper bounded by



E[G"(X"[Y™)¥]

<3 4 -E[P(z]Y q]”%j( > E[P(wIY)q])%a @37
j=0

zEX\T

= 1, and ~; is given by (B2).
ly value of X given Y =y, ie,

where p,q > 1, %—i—
Here, T is the most lik
Z = arg max, P(z|y).

Proof: Eq. (30) yields

<Z > Ga"

j=0\xmecX;

x Y Py

Let f(z) = z7, and because p > 1, f(z) is a concave
function. Therefore, according to Jensen’s inequality, there 1is
E[f(X)] < f[(E[X]) for the concave function f(z) = x¥.
Applying Jensen’s inequality to (38) obtains that

Q=

Q

=

Qlm

> Py

T EX;

(38)

Q=

2 L BE

Yy ogn GX

8=

n

-3 S

j=0\anecX;

> TEP@Y)T|
areX; i=1
Then, (37) is obtained similarly to (33) and (36), with applying
the Hamming sphere-based subsets {X71,..., X, }. [ |
For binary X", is simply reduced to

E[G" (X" [Y™)]
< Z”yj -E|P(z
j=0

We verify the performance of the Hamming subset bound
in a binary AWGN (BI-AWGN) channel, as depicted
in Fig. @I The optimal guesswork and suboptimal guesswork
obtained from simulations are included for comparison, where
the suboptimal guesswork guesses sequences in the order of
increasing Hamming distance from the most likely sequence
X™, given the received sequence Y™ = y". As shown, the
Hamming subset bound is tighter than Arikan’s upper bound
for optimal guesswork at very short blocklengths. Moreover,
it provides a tight upper bound for suboptimal guesswork, as
it is derived by upscaling the required guess number in each
Hamming shell, following (36).

This suggests that the Hamming subset bound will be

(39)

V)4 B[P - 2]Y)Y)i. (40)

1011 T

Arikan’s upper bound, Eq. @)
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Fig. 2: The average number of guesses for various block lengths
n in a BILAWGN channel for the pair (X™,Y™) at SNR = 3 dB.
The suboptimal guesswork is performed in ascending order of the
Hamming distance from the most likely X" sequence given Y.

suitable for characterizing the OSD complexity, as practical
OSD implementations typically process TEPs in ascending
order of Hamming weight [10].

IV. GUESSWORK FOR ORDERED SYMMETRIC CHANNEL
A. Binary Ordered Symmetric Channel

Consider the n-tuple pair (X™,Y™), with the identical and
independent transition probability P(X;|Y;) = P(X|Y). Let
y" be a specific realization of Y. Then, (X™,y™) are ordered
in descending order of maxP(X;|y;). Let (X;,7;) denote the
itn ordered entity, and (X™, ") satisfies

. > max P(X, |7n).
(41)
For binary X; € {—1,+1}, the ordering is equivalent to

max]P()~(1|gl) Z max]P’()~(2|gg) 2

00 > [01] > |la] > ... > |0y| >0 42)

where lz- is the log-likelihood ratio (LLR), defined as
logPx |y (1]g;) —log Px |y (—1]g;). As auxiliary variables, let
00| = co and |4,,41] = 0.

Let us consider a binary continuous channel, and denote
the random variable of y; as Y;. Also, we define ¢; :=
log Px |y (1]yi)—log Px|y (—1|y;) as the LLR of the unordered
pair (X;,y;), with its random variable ;. Then, according to
the ordered statistics [32]], the distribution of Y; will be

Py (y) = fi(y) - Py (y), (43)
with
10) = (0 PR
p(y) = Fir|(|logPx|y (0ly) —logPxy(1ly)]),  (45)
and ) .
Bln—i+tD) (-Dlm-0l (46)

where F|z|(¢) is the cdf of |L;|. The subscript i is omitted
since both {(X;,Y;)} and {L;} are i.i.d.



If P(y| — z) = Py(—ylz), there will be P(y;| — :Ei) =

( yzlxz) for 1 < i < n, because fz( ) - fz( )
term the channel (X", Y™) with X; € {—1,+1} descrlbed
by PY %, as the length-n binary ordered symmetric channel
(BI- OSC] In BI-OSC, (X;,Y;) and (X,,Y;) are dependent
for i # 7, due to the ordering (42). Before the ordering, the
original pairs (X", Y™) are referred to as the original channel.

We are interested in the guesswork over a contiguous
subsequence of (X " Y") from the ay, ordered pair to the
by, ordered pair, denoted by (X?,Y?). Nevertheless, due to
the dependency between ordered variables, bounds in Theorem
[[l and Theorem 3] are not directly applicable here.

B. Conditional Independence

Let us define the sets
yab _{y e o 1|_i_1<]P>X‘Y(1|y)Se*\lbﬂ\_i_l}7
y:,b = {y elfrril 41 < Px\y(”y) < elfemrl 4 1}7

and Y, := Y, UV, Then, we define (X,Y)
following joint density

with the

Pxy(z,y)
Iy, Pxy(@,y)dy’

for X € {—~1,1} and supp(Y) =
accordingly defined as

Py = Y gl

ee{—1,1} “JVap Pxy (z,y')dy

Py y(z,y) = 47

YVa,p- Similarly, Py can be

(48)
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and accordingly P¢ v (z,y) =Py y(z,y) /Py (y) -

Let (X2, V%) be a sequence of i.i.d. pairs following (X, V)
We then demonstrate that a given guesswork for the pair
(X b Yab) is equivalent to that of (X7 Y?) under certain
conditions, and thus the bound for E[G(X?|Y)“] suffices to
bound E[G(XE|V2)«].

Lemma 2. Given |Lo_1| = |lq_1| and |Lyi1| = |€
is

EG(XG|Yy)] = E[G(XG YY), (49)
for a specific guess strategy G, where Lo and Ly are the

random variable of LLRs of Y,, and Y}, respectively.
Proof: When |Lq_1| = |{o—1| and |Lys1| = |fp41], the
pairs (X2, Y?) satisfy

a1| > |La| > .. |Lp| > [lpsa]. (50)

Since supp( ) = Yap. The LLR, denoted by L, of V
satisfies

laer > |L| > lyy1. (51)
Thus, for Y2, their LLRs, denoted by L?, satisfy
la—1| > max{|L}[} > min{|L5|} > [Ga].  (52)

In [33], such a channel was also referred to as the ordered binary
symmetric channel.

For a given guesswork (G, we observe that G(X?[V?)
is unchanged for an arbitrary permutation 7 that randomly
interchanges the indices of a length b — a + 1 sequence. That
is,

G(XYy) =

G(n(Xg) | m(¥))). (53)

Based on (32), there exist one permutation 7’ that can make
m'(Ly) = lps1. (54)
(Y2)) and (X?,V}) are identically dis-

loy > 7' (La) > ...

Such that (7' (X?), 7’
tributed. Therefore,
GXAYY) = G (XD) | 7' (V) = G(XYD). (59
This proves (@9). [ ]
~_We note that Lemma [2] is based on conditions {|Lo_v| =
|¢o—1]} and {|Lp41| = |fp+1]}. They mean that the LLR levels
of the (a—1)n and (b+ 1)1, outputs of BI-OSC are known. In
essence, with these two conditions, pairs of (X, Y,?) exhibit

a degree of independence, since they result from permuting
independent pairs in (X2, V).

C. An upper bound for the guesswork on BI-OSC

With Lemma 2] guesswork bounds derived for i.i.d. random
variable pairs can be readily used for BI-OSC.

Corollary 2. Let ()N(",XN/") be the input and output of
an length-n BI-OSC channel. Given |Lo,—1| = |lo—1| and
|Lp+1] = E[G* (X}t | Y2)*] is upper bounded by

< bfl(vj) <b mer 1> %

i=0 J

=

E[G*(X0|Y))“]

-EPg )y (@|Y)1) 7 -E[Pgp (1 - 2|Y))5,
(56)

where wpil wpil

J wp+1 ’

J
b—a+1
By = ; ( . > (58)
Py is defined as @1, and z := argmax, P ¢y (z[y).

Proof: According to Lemma [l ELG():(gW;’)W] =
E[G(X?|Y?)«]. Then, @0) is applied for (X, Y?). [

We note that (56) still presumes conditions {|La_1]
01|} and {|Ly11| = |€p+1]}. These conditions need to
be removed to obtain the unconditional upper bound of
E[G*(Xg | Y))“).

Theorem 6. Let ()N(”, }7") be the input and output of a length-
n BI-OSC channel. Then, E[G*(X? | Y2)*] is upper bounded



by
[G*(X | )]

<> o[ f[ | Elpepem]

7=0
E {Pmy(l - j|Y)q} ’
Y (AS) P T

where ~; is given by (%), T := argmax, ]P)X|Y(I|y)’ and
Pz, | i the joint distribution of |La_1| and |Ly1).

_ Proof: Theorem [6] is_obtained by removing conditions
{|La-1] = [fa—1|} and {|Lys1| = |[€p41|} from Corollary 2L
This is achieved by integrating |L,—1| and |Lp1| alongside
their joint distribution. ]

We note that ¢, ;| and |,_| are implicitly included in
IEL]P’X|Y(:E|Y)J) and E []P’PX‘Y(:HY)‘?} according to the
definition (#7). Despite the apparent computational complexity
of (39), it can be significantly simplified, as will be discussed
in Section [V1

D. An Example of BI-OSC from BI-AWGN

Given the known LLR distribution of the original channel
(X™,Y™"), we can deduce the joint distribution of |L, 1]
and |Lpi1|- As an example, let us examine the B AWGN
(X™,Y™) with the noise power o2, which has the following
distribution of Y; conditioning on X,

Py x(ylz) ~ N(z,0?) (60)

for X; € {—1,1}. For this scenario, the LLR of each Y; from
Y™ is described by
2Y;

L; = .
K2 0_2

(61)

Assume that X; is equiprobable to be -1 or 1, we have L; ~
0.5N (p1e, 2p0¢) + 0.5N (—pug, 2p10), where pp = 2/02. Then,
according to the theory of ordered statistics, the distribution
of |L;| is given by

where f;(¢), which is from (@), is simplified to
1 ) )
fi(l) = m[(l — Fi (0" " Fp(0).  (63)

and Fjz|(£) is the cdf of |L;|.
The joint pdf of |L| and |Ej|, 1 <i< j<mn,is given by
(32]

]P)\Ziyﬂ(év h) = fi,j (fv h) : ]P)L(é) : PL(h)v (64)

where

fii(t,h) =

n! o
(Z—l)'(j—z'—1)l(n_j)g(1—F\L\(f))

(Fiy (0= Fpy ()™ By ().

(65)

Since L; = 21@

, sets Y, and v » are equivalent to

Vo = {y t—|laalo?/2<y < _|gb+1|02/2},

and
Viy= {y Nlpialo?/2 <y < |Ea—1|02/2}.
Thus,
Vb = %2 ({—|é~a_1|, _|gb+1|] U [|gb+1|7 |Ea—1|i|) . (66)

Given Y, distributions regarding (X Y) including Py o
defined in @7), Py and Py can be obtained based on the
distribution of (X,Y") over AWGN. For example, we define

7(x) :—/y Pxy(z,y")dy’
— |l —e
—Q<| 1] %)_Q<|;+1|_%>
40 <|€b;1| _ %) —Q <|€a21| B %) 67)

It can be seen 7(x) is symmetric, i.e., 7(x) = 7(—x). Then,
]P’XD; is simply given by

PXDA,(x|y) = <1 + TZ(_:ZZ) exp (—2Iy/0,2))

= (1 +exp (—2zy/0?)) "
=Pxy(z]y)

(68)

We can denote (67) as T because it does not depend on the
value of z € {—1,1}. Then, the expectation E[P ¢y (2[Y)7]
in (39) is sunphﬁed to

— % [Cot1]
B[ my] = [ i By

+ o Pxy(1y)? Py (y) dy

2
T €y

(i) 2 %2“7(1—1‘

Pxy (1y)? Py (y) dy.
(69)

5 -
T J by

Step (a) comes from the channel symmetry, i.e., Py (y) =
Py (—y) and Px |y (=1ly) = Px)y (+1] — ).

In a similar vein, E[Pg (1 — #[Y)?] can be obtained by
changing Py |y (1ly) to Pxy(—1[y) in (€9). By substituting
(©64) and (69) into (39), we can compute the upper bound for
E[G*(X? | Y)¥] over a length-n BI-OSC channel originates
from the BI-AWGN channel.

We validate Theorem |6 with the BI-OSC originating from
the BI-AWGN channel. For benchmarking, the Arikan’s lower
and upper bounds introduced in Theorem [I] are included. The
Arikan’s bounds are also extended for (X?,Y?) leveraging
Lemma Specifically, they are first applied to the pair
()Ag’,}};’), and then the conditions {|L,—1| = 10u_1|} and
{|Lb+1] |¢p+1|} are relaxed. We evaluate the average
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Fig. 3: The average number of guesses at different blocklength n
in a BI-OSC derived from an AWGN channel at SNR = 0 dB. The
guesswork focuses on the [n / 4,n/2] ordered channel outputs range.
The suboptimal guesswork is performed in ascendmg order of the
Hamming distance to the most likely sequence X% when Y is given.

number of guesses over sequence lengths n ranging from 8 to
150, with @ = n/4 and b = n/2, i.e., the guesswork focuses
on the (n/4)m to (n/2)n ordered channel outputs. The results
are illustrated in Fig. Bl As shown in the figure, Theorem
provides a much tighter evaluation than Arikan’s bound for
both optimal and suboptimal guesswork. Simulation results
for optimal guesswork are provided only for n < 80, due to
the prohibitive computation cost of 2" posterior probabilities
for large n.

V. GUESSWORK AND THE COMPLEXITY OF ORDERED
STATISTICS DECODING

We examine the application of the guesswork results in
Section [l conjecture to the decoding problem. Consider a
binary linear codebook C(n,k) (simply C for brevity) with
blocklength n and information length k. A codeword c of
C is transmitted over a memoryless channel with the BPSK
modulation.

We consider a universal decoder that guesses the transmit-
ted codeword c in a specific order after receiving a noisy
block from the channel. This kind of decoder is “universal”
because it can decode any linear block codes independent of
specific code structures. The decoder guesses vectors V =
{vo,v1,vs,... vg,, .} until the maximum allowed number,
Emax, Of guesses is reached or it encounters the correct
transmitted codeword c at the & guess, ie., ¢ = v¢. The
number of guesses, i.e., £, is referred to as the decoding com-
plexity. Although ¢ does not directly measure implementation
computational complexity, it quantifies the decoding effort for
such decoders.

Let X, denote the random variable of ¢, i.e., the number
of guesses until v¢ = c is identified. Let P({) denote the
probability P(X¢ = &). The wy, moment of the guess number
X¢ is denoted as

Emax

> P,

i=1

E[X¢] = (70)

which is bearing resemblance to (19). Note that P(§) =
P(ve = c), because the event {X¢ = £} is equivalent to the
event {ve = c}

Different universal decoding algorithms possess different
guess sequences V, and can exhibit varying complexity perfor-
mance based on code parameters and channel conditions. For
example, GRAND visits non-codeword vectors until the first
codeword is encountered [11], while OSD visits only code-
words. The remainder of this paper focuses on the complexity
of OSD.

A. The complexity of OSD

We begin by assuming the existence of an infallible genie,

which would promptly notify the OSD decoder whenever
ve = c is encountered to terminate the decoding process.

With the infallible genie, the average complexity of OSD
is governed by the achievable complexity as defined in the
Introduction. Practically, this termination can be effectively
achieved by examining CRC or the distance from codeword
to received signals [12], which will be further discussed in
Section

Starting the decoding, OSD re-orders the received bits in
the descending order of their reliabilities. The reliability of
a bit is measured by the absolute value of its LLR, i.e., a
higher absolute LLR indicates a higher reliability. Denote by
y = x + w the received signal, where x is the BPSK symbol
vector of codeword c, and w is the noise vector with each
element following N(0,0?). The reliability of each received
bit y; is denoted by |¢;|. After the ordering, the reliability of the
iy ordered bit, g;, is denoted by |€~Z| The ordered reliabilities
satisfy (@2).

Let us denote this ordering with a permutation 7. Ac-
cordingly, the columns of the generator matrix G for C are
permuted by 7 to produce G. Then, ¢ = 7(c) is a codeword
of the codebook C defined by G. Therefore, decoding to find
¢ suffices to obtain the transmitted codeword c by applying
the inverse Eermutation 7! to e

Assume G is transformed into systematic form, denoted as
G = [I P], via performing Gaussian elimination. To estimate
¢, OSD utilizes re-encoding. Specifically, it employs the rela-
tion b¢G = v¢ to derive an estimated v¢ using the sequence
be of length k. In fact, be is a guess of the information bits &}
of €. Let B = {by,...,be,,. } be the sequence of guesses for
k. With the encoding rule, the guess sequence B results in a
unique guess sequence V = {vl, ...y Vg, } of the codeword
¢. Consequencely, if b = é for some &, there is ve = C
leading to the successful decoding.

Given 75 = {@1,...,¥r}. the optimal decoding strategy of
OSD is guessing & starting from the most probable sequence.
That is, B is ranked in the descending order of the posterior
probability P(¢F = be | §F), for 1 < € < Enax. Since
computing P(é¢¥ = b | §¥) has significant overhead, a
practical implementation of OSD usually processes be in the
increasing order of its Hamming distance to the hard-decision

2 Although additional column permutations might be required to ensure that
the first k£ columns of G are linearly independent, these permutations are
typically minor and can usually be omitted [L0].



sequence of 7F, denoted by ﬁ’f. In other words, a practical
implementation of OSD processes TEPs (i.e., bg @© ﬁ’f) in
the ascending order of their Hamming weights. Henceforth,
we refer to this approach as "Hamming processing”, while
referring to the optimal strategy of descending the posterior
probabilities as the “optimal processing”. As reported in [13],
the Hamming processing is only slightly worse than the
optimal one in terms of complexity. This is because the higher
the number of simultaneous errors, the lower its probability,
especially among k& most reliable bits.

Let &max = 2%, the optimal processing in OSD can be
characterized by the guesswork G*(XF|Y}¥), and its moments
readily upper bounded by Theorem 6] with setting a = 1 and
b = k. Specifically,

k . 1/q k—j
E[G™( X1 |Y1 7;0 p( ) /]R+ [E (PX\Y(ﬂy)q)
B (Peyp(1-2ir))"|
Py, (w) du. (71)
where (8,1 — (B,1)"+1
L J - WMy—1
v = P : (72)
and )
' (k
Bi=) (Z) (73)
1=0

Eq. ([ is derived from (39) by reducing the guess sequence
length from n to k. Also, note that Pz, (¢,h) as given in
(64) simplifies to P~k+1(h) as given in @I) by taking ¢ =

lo = oo. According to (69), E[P < v (@[Y)] is given by

2 /
=
T J o |y

Similarly, E[Pg (1 — 2|Y)?] is obtained by changing

Px|y(0ly) to Pxy(1ly) in (Z4). By taking |l70| — 00, T
defined in (67) is also reduced to

T<:c>=cz('£’“§1' >+Q<'é’“+l' %) 75)

The bound given in (71) suggests that guesswork is executed
within the k-radius Hamming sphere, centered around the
most probable estimate of & conditioning on ¥, i.e., the
hard-decision ﬁ’f. However, a practical OSD will restrict the
maximum number of guesses and the maximum complexity
by imposing the decoding order. An order-m OSD restricts
its guesses for & to within the Hamming sphere centered
at ﬁ’f of the radius m. In other word, any b € B satisfies
di(b,h¥) < m. Consequently, the maximum number of
guesses is restricted (0 &max = Bm = Doieg ( ). In fact, (71)
provides an upper bound of the achievable complexity for an
order-k OSD.

Since the Hamming subset bound is derived by dividing X"
according to the Hamming distance, it can be used to evaluate
the complexity of an order-m OSD with slight modification,

E [Py 5 (alv)] Bxjy (1[y)? Py (y) dy. (74)
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which is detailed in the following corollary.

Corollary 3. For an order-m OSD, the wi, moment of its
complexity with optimal processing is upper bounded by

E[G*(XT[Y])*] <

i(%) (?)Uq /]R+ [E (Pp@v)e)

J_'IE(PXW41“fDUQ)
3 ()L [

E (PXD”/(l - 57|Y))J P|Z,C+1|(|gk+1|)} d|lx 1]
(76)

o=

J
q

Pir, o (Bl dlf]

+ (Bm)”

Proof: Similar to Theorem[3] we define the subsets of X’ k
according to Hamming shells. Let Z* denote the most likely
sequence of X in pairs (Xf,Ylk)Lwhgre (X%, YF) are the
conditional independent pairs of (X, Y}) as introduced in
Section We construct subsets {Xp, ..., X)} defined as

X = {a* € X | du(a*,7%) = 5} . (77)
The order-m OSD only conducts maximum f3,, guesses.
Under the condition |Lj] ki1l E[G(XFIYF)®] is
equivalent to E[G(XF|Y})“] given by
E[G(X7|Y{)"]
= YBR[V - EIG(XTY) | X" e 4]
j=0

k
> P(X"ex; V).
j=m-+1

+ (Bm)” (78)

This is because for any )?f ¢ Xon...
makes only 3, guesses.

According to Corollary 2] ([Z8) is directly obtained from (36)
by setting the upper summation limit to m. On the other hand,
applying the derivation techniques used for (33) and (39), it
follows that

P(X" e V) =

k  \n-i RS
(j)uz (PX‘Y(xW)) E (]P’X‘Y(l - x|Y)) (79)

Finally, similar to Theorem [6] the proof completes by elim-
inating the condition |Ly1| = |[¢x41| through the integration
of |Lj41| with its distribution.

N X,,, the decoder

B. A simplified bound of the complexity of OSD

By manipulating p and ¢, we can significantly simplify
bounds in and (Z6). Let us take ¢ | 1 and accordingly
q — oo. Then, we have the following simplified upper bound



Theorem 7. The achievable complexity of an order-k OSD,
characterized by E[G* (X ¥|Y{¥)*], is upper bounded by

<> 6

j=0

B

E[G*(XT[Y{)* (80)

where E is deﬁned as the random variable of the number of
errors over Yl after hard decision, and Pg(j) is its pmf, given

by
k U (el 1)
k+1
(j)/wTkQ< 2 02)

N (wm

Pr(j) =

J
1 ~ -
+ ;> P\Zk+1\(|ék+1|)d|£k+1|'

2
(81)
Proof: Since
| vo 1 [Pyl
it P Gl By () = 3 g0y + Byt @2
1
= §P(y|1?), (83)

there are

: _ lpia] 1
{;ir;E[lP’m(le)q]: Q( = ;) (84)

and

1 1
e a0 -] - o (Bple ) oo
It appears that these two are the average error probability and
average correct probability of estimating X based on Y. As
(XF,YF) are i.i.d. pairs under the condition {Liy1 = lpsr}s
the probablhty of there are j errors of estimating X1 based
on Y1 is given by Y1 is exactly

~ k—j ~ J
1 (k WUitr] 1 k] | 1
T—k(j)Q(T‘§> Q(T*ﬁ) - 60

By relaxing the condition {ZkH = gk+1} in 86), we can
derive (8I). Furthermore, there is

Jim ;= (85)”. (87)
This completes the proof.
|
Similarly, the bound in Corollary B]is simplified to
m k
E[G™(XYIY)*] < Y (5 +(Bm)? Y Pr(),
J=0 j=m+1
(88)
for an order-m OSD decoder, which is obtained by taking
q | 1in (Z6)

Figure @] compares the simplified bound (80) to the original
bound (71) obtained from Theorem [6l The information length
is set to k = n/2. As shown, (80Q) and (ZI) exhibit comparable
tightness for the achievable complexity of order-k OSD with
both optimal processing and Hamming processing.
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Fig. 4: The average number of guesses versus blocklength n with
AWGN channel at SNR = 2 dB, where k = n/2.

Bounds given in (80) and (88) are efficiently computed with
the approximation introduced in the next subsection.

C. Approximation of Bounds and the Average Complexity

For large n and k, calculating (8Q) becomes complex due
to the summation. We introduce a further approximation that
allows instant evaluation of the average decoding complexity.

First, according to [12, Eq. (62-63)], Pg(j) can be approx-
imated by the binomial distribution

AN )
Py (j) ~ <j>pé(1 —pe)* (89)
for j <0, where
1
De =/O TQ( ) fize, (@)da. (90)

Then, as reported by [12], fm
k41
mated by a normal distribution with mean [12, Eq. (20)]

(x) can be tightly approxi-

E+1\ 4 1
= Fpj ( T) = Fi) (1—7”—g)
and variance

5 wNp ( 1) ( 1) ((w+1)2 (wl)2)_2

o, =— (l-r—= ) |r+=]le N +e N ,
n n n

(92)

where r = k/n is the coding rate. Thus, p, is approximately

given by
> z 1 T — Uy
. R -+ — - dx.

p /0 TQ(2+U2) ¢< o2 )I
Therefore, bounds (80) and (88) are approximately computed
by exploiting (89) and (@3). We note that a single evaluation
of the integral in (Q3) suffices to deduce (8Q) and (88); thus
these two bounds are computationally efficient.

If the block length 7 is not small, this approximation derives
the following result for the bound of achievable complexity.

oD

93)



Theorem 8 (Bessel Approximation). For a fixed rate r and
w = 1, the complexity bound given by (80) increases exponen-
tially with the blocklength n (or information length k = rn).
Specifically, it can be closely described as

1
e P Iy (2k\/Pe) ~ N ghvPempe)loga(e) (94
with
- 1
Q |L| ( T) + ) (95)

where is Iy the modified Bessel function.

Proof: For sufficiently large values of n, the expressions
given in and simplify to

Jim g = Fp t1=r (96)
and
lim 0’ =0 o7
n—oo

respectively. This indicates that as n approaches infinity, the
random variable |L|;41 tends towards p,.. Thus

. QL + )
1 . = 98
N RN
Loy 1
=05 +53) ©9)

which is only dependent on the rate r. On the other hand,
when k = nr is large, the binomial distribution in is
approximated by the Poisson distribution with parameter kp,
[34, Chapter VII], i.e.,

(kpe)je_kpe
4!
As a result, the bound given in (80) is approximated by

Zﬂﬂ Pi(j —kpezz< > kpe

7=0 =0
Focusmg on (I01)), we observe that

Pgr(j) =~ (100)

(101)

j . .

e The term (kp,‘;) decreases super-exponentially as j in-
creases due to the factorial in the denominator.

o The sum 23:0 (f) increases exponentially only for j
values around k/2.

Consequently, the combined term 27 (Z) (k’; 2 diminishes
rapidly with increasing j, and the series is predominantly
supported by small j values compared to k.

Using Stirling’s approximation, i.e.,

n! ~

we can approximate (’;) as
e JkI

G) =7

which is valid for j < k.

(102)
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Therefore, (I01) is further approximated by

ko E o J g4 ;
> (F) Sy bt
1 il 1 i
j—=0i=0 \' J: j=oi=0
k . .
(a) J kI
~ 2 )
=07
Eo/1\2 _
=y (—,) (kv/pe)”  (103)
=0
where step (a) takes ) ;_, f, = J, , because (.j 7 < k r for

j<k.
Eq. (I03) resembles the series expansion of the modified
Bessel function of the first kind of order zero; that is

s 1

lo(@) = go TG+ 1) (g)zj ’

where T'(j + 1) = j! is the Gamma function. Consequently,

(104)

kp8 1

Zk:i < > ~ Io(2k+/pe) ~ \/ﬁe

J

2k\/pe .

(105)

The last step considers the asymptotic expansion of modified
Bessel function, i.e.,

Io(2k 7)== 7))

Substituting (103) into (I0I) and changing the exponential
base from e to 2 complete the proof.

2WP_G(HO(

|

The accuracy of is verified in Figs. BlZl Only the
simulation results of Hamming processing are included for
comparison, and the optimal processing is omitted due to its
prohibitively high complexity for simulation. As shown by
Fig. [ can well approximate the average complexity
bound (ZI), particularly when the code rate is not high. The
simulated results of Hamming processing also align closely
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with the value provided by (94), despite the fact that (94)
is derived from the upper bound (8Q). Furthermore, Fig.
indicates that ([©@4) also provides a reliable prediction of the
average complexity even for very short block lengths. The
tightness of (7ZI) and (94) at various SNRs are demonstrated
in Fig. [/l showing that the Bessel approximation slightly
loses accuracy at very low SNRs. Nevertheless, these results
show that (@4) can be directly used to estimate the average
achievable complexity of OSD in typical scenarios.

For a general w > 1, the proof of Theorem [8 or more
specifically the combination of (I0T) and (103), indicates that
the bound of (80) can be approximated by a simple series, i.e.,

k k kj w1 )
S8)° Pe(i) m e ey (7) L (106)
=0 =0

for large n, which is also computationally efficient.

For an order-m OSD (m > kp,), following the similar steps
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of Theorem [8] the bound (88) can be approximated as
m k

> B)Pe(G) + (Bm)* > Pr(j)

7=0 j=m+1
L m kj w+1 )
e Pe g - pl
=0 N

+ e—k?pe k_m : (kpe)m"l‘l .
m! (m+1)!

When deriving (I07) from (88), we take

k () Em w k
j=m+1 o j=mA4l ’
®) _kp. (k_m)w (kpe)™tt

~e m! (m+ 1)’

where step (a) follows (I00) and (I02), and step (b) follows
j J+1
7(’“51)1)! e *Pe for j > kp.. We omit the

detailed derivations of (106) and (I07) because they directly
follow the proof of Theorem [
If w=1, (107 is simplified to

(107)

(kpe)j e—kpe
(108)

(/Cp‘e )J e—kpe >>

m i\ 2
\? .
(5 (5) e

Jj=0 '

m m—+1
k™ (kpe)™* (109)
m! (m+ 1)!

Eq. (I09) provides a fast evaluation of the average complexity
of order-m OSD.

We validate the performance of (109) in Fig. [ with sim-
ulation. As shown, (I09) is an accurate approximation of
(1) and a good estimation of the real-case results captured
in the simulations. However, the accuracy of slightly
diminishes for large values of k£ and low orders of m. This
loss of accuracy is attributed to step (b) of (108).

D. Complexity Saturation threshold for OSD

In the bound described in Theorem[7] coincidentally, P 5(j)
given in (81) describes the distribution of the number of errors
in the most reliable bits in OSD, representing the probability
that there are j transmission errors in the k£ most reliable bits.
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On the other hand, the BLER performance of an order-m OSD
algorithm is approximately given by [12]

m k
em~emL+1-> Pp(j)=eu+ »  Pg(j), (110)
Jj=0 j=m+1
where ey, is the error rate of the MLD of code C. The term
€m — €M1 represents the performance gap between an order-
m OSD and the MLD. From (88) and (I10), one can infer a
direct correlation between the complexity and error rate of an
OSD decoder.

We investigate the relationship between the average decod-
ing complexity and the gap €,, — ey, at various code rates.
The results of fixing n = 128 and k = 64 are depicted in Figs.
and [0} respectively, at the SNR of 2dB. For each specified
code rate, the OSD order m is elevated from O to a maximum
of 15. The points of m = 3 and m = 5 are highlighted with
dashed grey curves, which are evaluated incrementally from
low to high rates.

It was proved that the OSD of order m, = [dmin/4 —
1] approximates MLD at high SNR (taking o2 — 0) [10],
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where dp,i, is the minimum Hamming distance of the code C.
This approximation is obtained by assuming the performance
gap to MLD is less than the performance of MLD itself, i.e.,
€m — ML < €ML. A prevalent understanding based on m.,
therefore, is that OSD is not preferred for low-rate codes with
large d,in, which necessitates a high decoding order resulting
in a large size of B, i.e., &max = D oig (’f) However, what
we observed in Figs. contradicts this common belief to
some extent. That is, there exists a certain decoder order mg,
such that if the decoder order m exceeds mg, the increase in
decoding complexity will be negligible. For low-rate codes, it
is possible that m is much smaller than [di,/4 — 1] for a
certain range of SNRs.

This can be evidenced by comparing the coefficient of e ~*P¢

in (I09), i.e.,
m S\ 2
% .
> (%) v+
i=o N
to (I03). Specifically, (IT1) can be regardfgl a truncated series
of Iy(2k,/pe), by noting that %% quickly vanishes
to 0 as m increases. Then, the difference between (I1I) and
(103} is characterized the summation

k 2 k
(k pe)J .
> () = X 0
j=m+1 Jj=m+1

Observing (I12), the gap between (III) and (IQ3) is sig-
nificant for small values of m. However, as m increases,

terms s(j) tends towards O, rendering the gap negligible.
Furthermore, we observe that if m is larger than k\/p_e, there
s(m)

is oy )
s(m—n‘( m ) <h

and the gap (I12) shrinks significantly as m increases. There-
fore, we contend that when the order m > [k,/p.|, the aver-
age complexity approximately approaches the saturation point,
and we refer to m, = [k,/pc| as the complexity saturation
threshold. If k and dy,i, are given, ms < [dmin/4 — 1] will
be satisfied with small p., which occurs at low code rates or
high SNRs according to (93).

km (kpe)erl

) (i

(112)

(113)

For instance, as in Fig. the average complexity of OSD
decoders for the (n = 256,k = 64) code (r = 1) is generally
lower than those of the higher rate codes with the same k.
Furthermore, the average complexity of rate-% is saturated
when the order m > 4 (where k,/p. = 3.4605). However,
a (n = 256,k = 64) code can have the minimum distance of
dmin = 65 [7]], resulting in the decoding order to achieve MLD
as m = [dmin/4 — 1] = 16. This indicates that for low-rate
codes satisfying ms < [dmin/4 — 1] at a certain SNR, one
can freely increase the decoding order higher beyond mg to
approach MLD, without concern for the average complexity.
Table [l summarizes the values of k,/p. for various code
parameters, which can be compared with Figs. to observe
the behavior of the complexity saturation threshold.
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TABLE I: The values of k,/pe to determine the complexity saturation threshold at SNR = 2 dB.

| Rate [ 1B [ Ya [ s [ 36 [ 12 ] 358 [ 2B [ 34 | 7 |
ky/pe with fixed n = 128 [ 0.5336 | 1.7672 - 3.8370| 7.0191 | 11.7472 - 18.6604 | 28.5450
ky/pe with fixed k = 64 |2.0321 | 3.4605 | 4.5055 - 7.0191 - 10.4154 - -
E. Complexity to achieve MLD 104 .
In practical applications, the decoding for low-rate codes 2~ 1
typically operates at very low SNRs, in contrast to the scenar- 3 E 103 £ E
ios depicted in Figs. On the other hand, the complexity g w | 1
of high-rate codes is not always as high as shown in Figs. B} 2 % 3 1
High-rate codes usually have a small d,i,, and thus OSD _g £ 10% | E
only needs a low order to approximate MLD. For example, § S B :
the (128, 78) extended BCH code (r ~ 5/8) has duin = 16, 2 2 s 1
and decoding order m = [dpin/4—1] = 3 suffice to approach é 5 101 | =
MLD. As shown by Fig.[ the decoding complexity at m =3 2 E |
for this code remains reasonable. L7 |
In this part, we investigate the practical complexity of OSD 10° 0 0%2 0%4 0%6 0%8 1
approaching the MLD of a (n, k) code. For given n and k, Code rate r

the SNR is set to where the MLD performance of the (n, k)
code matches a target BLER ¢, i.e., epr, = €. This SNR is
obtained by the normal approximation bound of the best error
probability achieved by (n, k) codes at short blocklengths [3].
Once the SNR is determined, the required OSD order is chosen
such that €, — epmp, < €M, 1.€.,

k
Z Pr(j) < emw = e,
j=m+1
according to (I10). Then, (I09) is used to evaluate the com-
plexity of this decoder, which represents the practical decoding
complexity of OSD to achieve MLD with a target BLER.

Figure depicts the practical complexity of OSD ap-
proaching the MLD across a rate range from 0 to 1 with
the fixed blocklength n 128. As shown in the figure,
OSD is efficient for both low-rate and high-rate codes, but its
efficiency diminishes for codes near the half rate. The practical
complexity required to achieve ¢, is still effectively described
by the bound given in (8Q), particularly for extremely low
values of ¢,. We note that for ¢, = 10~% and 102, there are
significant gaps between the practical complexity and (80) for
high-rate codes, since the required decoding order m to satisfy
(114) remains lower than the complexity saturation threshold
Mms.

In Fig. we present the complexity of OSD estimated by
(L09) across a blocklength range from 100 to 1000 with the
fixed information length k = 64, while the order m is chosen
to satisfy (I14) for a given target BLER ¢,. As depicted, the
complexity increases with increasing blocklength. Generally,
the practical complexity required to achieve ¢, is still close to
the bound given in ([8Q) for the highest decoding order m = k,
especially when ¢, is small. This is largely because a smaller €,
necessitates a higher OSD order to achieve MLD performance,
as indicated by (I14). This required order often exceeds the
complexity saturation threshold m, = [k,/pc|. Increasing
the decoding order beyond ms will not further increase the
decoding complexity.

(114)

Fig. 11: The average OSD decoding complexity v.s. the code rate for
fixed block length n = 128, when the gap to MLD is comparable to
the performance of MLD, i.e., €, — €, < €p. The dashed curves are
obtained with Eq. (80), representing the complexity of the highest
decoding order m = k.
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Fig. 12: The average OSD decoding complexity v.s. blocklength for
fixed information length k = 64, when the gap to MLD is comparable
to the performance of MLD, i.e., €, — €, < €. The dashed curves
are obtained with (80), representing the complexity of the highest
decoding order m = k.

VI. DISCUSSIONS ON THE PRACTICAL IMPLEMENTATION
OF UNIVERSAL DECODERS

This section presents discussions to illustrate the application
of complexity bounds and approximations from Section [V] as
inspirations for future work.

A. OSD with Correct Codeword Identification

Section [V] assumes that the decoder is terminated if it
encounters the transmitted codeword c at the &y, guess v,
with the help of an infallible genie. However, in a practical



scenario, this becomes challenging since OSD cannot know the
transmitted c. One of the solutions is the use of CRC, serving
as an extra parity check for the information bits. The decoder
can run an efficient CRC-check during decoding to determine
if it has encountered the transmitted codeword. However,
short CRCs, typically compounded with short block codes,
have a non-negligible false positive rate. This rate becomes
especially critical in URLLC scenarios that have stringent
BLER requirements. Moreover, executing a CRC check for
every guess introduces extra complexity.

Apart from CRC, there were probability-based or syndrome-
based approaches for OSD to identify the correct guess
(codeword). For example, [25] computes a syndrome related
to a guess and compares the weight of the syndrome with
a threshold. If the weight is higher than the threshold, then
the guess is regarded as correct. In [13], the posterior correct
probability of a guess is estimated. If the posterior correct
probability is higher than a predetermined threshold, then
the guess is considered correct. These techniques estimate
the presence of the correct codeword by leveraging metrics
such as the distance to the received signal and syndrome.
Typically, the threshold can balance the trade-off between
complexity and BLER. A strict threshold might be applied to
avoid the degradation of BLER, which could, however, make
the identifier potentially miss the correct codeword.

One can simply combine these approaches [13], [25] with
CRC, which can improve the accuracy of identifying the
correct guess while maintaining the near-optimal BLER per-
formance. We next show that this approach can meet the
achievable complexity performance specified by the bound
(88) and the approximation (I09) for an order-m OSD. We
provide a concise overview of this method in Algorithm
[l where P(v;) is computed by [13, Eq. (3)]. Within the
algorithm, ’Preprocessing’ encompasses tasks such as sorting
and Gaussian elimination. Each guess b; is retrieved accord-
ing to the Hamming processing strategy, and the codeword
estimate v; is derived from b; by performing re-encoding. If
no v; is returned, the decoder simply selects the guess (i.e.,
codeword candidate) with the minimum Euclidean distance to
the received signal r. These specific procedures are omitted
from Algorithm [1] for brevity.

Algorithm 1 OSD with Correct Codeword Identification

Require: Received signal r, Threshold parameter A
Ensure: Decoded result ¢

1: Preprocessing for OSD

2: for £ =1 to £ax do

3:  Retrieve the guess sequence b;

4:  Determine the corresponding guess v; of the transmitted
codeword
Calculate the posterior probability P(v;) using [[13]
if P(v;) > A then

if CRC check for v; is valid then

return v;

® W

We compare the complexity of Algorithm [I] with A = 0.5
to the bound ([Z6) and the approximation (I09) in Fig.
Algorithm [1] is used to decode (128, 64) extended BCH code

16

107

106

10°

104

Upperbound of complexity

wil gl ol vl vl rl 1o

103 fommmmm -
- .-~ Upper bound {ZI), for m = k
102 | —— Upper bound
- — - Approximation
101 o Simulation, Algorithm [I] i i
-1 0 1 2 3

SNR (dB)

Fig. 13: The average OSD decoding complexity for achieving MLD
for IR-HARQ with k£ = 64.

with various decoding orders m, and CRC-6 is used to provide
additional parity checks for the information bits. As shown,
Algorithm [I] can reach the complexity outlined in (Z6) and
(I09), which means that it can efficiently stop once the
correct guess is encountered. On the other hand, Algorithm
can effectively maintain the BLER performance, achieving
a BLER of 10* at the SNR of 3 dB with order-4 decoding
via simulation. This is nearly the same as the ML decoding
performance for this code. The detailed BLER results for each
SNR are omitted here for brevity

We note that many OSD algorithms, for example, [13]], [26],
(331, [36], exhibit lower complexity than Algorithm [I] at low-
to-moderate SNRs. Besides terminating the decoding process
early, these methods also discard unpromising guesses from
B, by leveraging the intrinsic relationships among the guesses
{b1,...,be,.. } Since even less likely guesses can occasion-
ally be correct, discarding them can compromise the BLER
performance of the decoder to some extent. This paper will not
delve into the performance of this kind of technique. Instead,
(Z6) and (I09) provide the achievable complexity of an OSD
decoder that can early terminate without compromising BLER
performance.

From an implementation perspective, the preparation stage
of OSD, including permutation and Gaussian elimination, also
requires computational effort. While this factor is generally
negligible in the overall decoding complexity, it can become
significant at very high SNRs. This issue was discussed and
partially addressed in our previous work [14].

B. Efficient Design of HARQ

OSD is regarded as a promising decoder for rate-compatible
(RC) codes [6], [37]. Codes are referred to as rate-compatible
if they have the same information block length k and their
k x n generator matrices are nested, meaning that the generator
matrix of a higher-rate code is a submatrix of the generator
matrix of a lower-rate code. OSD can decode RC codes
in HARQ systems without compromising performance and
latency, as it directly deals with the code generator matrix.

As shown by Fig. OSD is efficient for low-rate and
high-rate codes. This fact indicates when designing a HARQ
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system using OSD at the receiver, the code parameters for
each retransmission can be carefully selected to minimize
the overall decoding latency. We show this by examining
the decoding complexity of OSD achieving MLD at specific
SNRs and various code rates. Given k, n, and SNR, the
normal approximation bound is used to determine the best
BLER achieved by (n, k) codes, denoted by eyy,. The OSD
order is then selected to ensure €, — em1, < €mr. Then,
(L09) is used to evaluate the complexity. We consider the
information blocklength k¥ = 64, and incrementally increase
the code blocklength from 80 to 220. As shown in Fig.[14] the
complexity of OSD initially rises with the increase in block
length but subsequently decreases. Thus, in designing such a
HARQ system, it is efficient to start with transmissions at low
rates and reserve the final transmission rounds for higher rates.

The complexity for the highest order m = k, as evaluated by
(80D, is also depicted in Fig.[T4l This highest order complexity
quickly decreases with the increase in block length and then
acts as the asymptotic curve for the complexity of achieving
MLD at larger block lengths (i.e., lower rates). This behavior
is explained by the complexity saturation threshold m,, which
can be lower than the MLD-achieving order at low rates.

It should be noted that the complexity of OSD achieving
MLD in Fig.[14] displays a jagged pattern. This occurs because
general OSD settings permit only integer decoding orders.
Each point of jaggedness represents a change in the decoding
order approaching MLD prompted by a change in the code
rate. One can select the maximum code blocklength before the
decoding order changes to achieve the best trade-off between
BLER performance and complexity.

C. Switch Between Universal Decoders

As reported in [6]], two universal decoders, GRAND and
OSD, offer distinct advantages in various scenarios. Specif-
ically, GRAND is particularly efficient for high-rate codes
or operating at high SNRs. In contrast, OSD is efficient for
low-to-moderate codes at low SNRs, compared to GRAND.
To achieve a universal decoding scheme with superior perfor-
mance, one can devise a switch that can adaptively select OSD
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or GRAND in response to the received signal. The bounds
and approximations developed in this paper can serve as the
foundation of such a scheme.

We provide a preliminary design to demonstrate the poten-
tial of this approach. At the beginning of decoding, we use
(109 to find the expected complexity of OSD, where p. is
estimated based on the received signal. According to @Q), p.
in fact represents the average error probability of the first &
most reliable bits, which therefore is estimated as

be kzl-i—exp 14:]) (1
based on the ordered LLRs of received symbols. Plugging this
pe into (I09), we calculate the result as £osp, representing
estimated number of guesses in OSD.

For the complexity of GRAND, one can employ Arikan’s
lower bound (3. Specifically, given Y™ = y™, there is

mE[G(X"|Y" = y")] >
Y H(X|Yi =y) —In[1+Wn@2")], (116)
=1

The Renyi entropy H 1 (X;|Y; = y;) is estimated from ¢;;
specifically,

2
(XilY; =yi) =In (]P)X|Y(1|yi)% +]P)X|Y(_1|yi)%) :

(117)
where Px |y (=1ly;) = 1 — Px|y(1]y:), and Pxy (1ly;) is
obtained by

l
2

exp(4;)
1+ exp(4;)

with given LLR ¢; of y;. Using (I16), we can estimate the
number of guesses in GRAND, denoted by {granp. We note
that (I16) only provides a somewhat rough estimation for two
reasons: 1) it represents a lower bound of the actual number of
guesses, and 2) it overlooks instances of early termination in
GRAND when a valid but incorrect codeword is encountered.
One can refine the estimation methods by using the results
from literature [11], [22]. Nevertheless, we will show that
(I16) provides fair enough performance in switching between
universal decoders.

We denote the estimated computational complexity of
GRAND and OSD as Cgranp and Cogp, respectively. Note
that Coranp and Cogp represent the practical complexity
rather than the achievable complexity discussed earlier. Then
Ccranp and Cogp are easily estimated from {granp and
&osp. Specifically, Cogp is calculated by accounting for the
number of operations involved in ordering and performing
Gaussian elimination on the (n, k) code, in addition to the re-
encoding operation after each guess [10]. Cgranp is derived
by considering the parity check operation conducted after each
guess to determine if the guess is a valid codeword [22].

Note that Coranp and Cogp are the estimated complexity
before the actual decoding. Thus, it is helpful to leverage
Caranp and Cogp to switch between OSD and GRAND to
minimize the decoding latency across various scenarios, such
as different SNRs and code rates.

P(X; = 1ly;) = (118)
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We explore a simple example of decoding the (64,51)
eBCH code at different SNRs, as depicted in Fig. The
receiver implements both the ordered reliability bits GRAND
(ORB-GRAND) [[19] and OSD as outlined in Algorithm [1
Upon receiving a block from the channel, the receiver calcu-
lates £granD and £osp, and accordingly estimates CGrAND
and Cogp. It then selects the decoder with the lower predicted
complexity adapting to received blocks. We use the average
time of decoding one block to measure the practical com-
putational complexity, which is obtained by measuring and
averaging the decoding time of 50000 blocks.

As can be seen from the figure, switching between these two
decoders can fully exploit their respective advantages. OSD
is efficient at low SNRs, but it shows a “complexity floor” at
high SNRs due to Gaussian elimination operation. Conversely,
while GRAND requires numerous guesses at low SNRs, its
complexity is very low at high SNRs. Adaptive switching
between decoders achieves low complexity at both low and
high SNR ranges. Note that the switching scheme results in
slightly higher decoding times compared to using OSD or
GRAND alone at very low or high SNRs, as shown in Fig.
This additional complexity arises from the computation of
£aranp and £osp.

VII. CONCLUSION

This paper presents a comprehensive analysis of the achiev-
able complexity of ordered statistics decoding (OSD) in binary
additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN) channels. By develop-
ing new tight upper bounds of guesswork for ordered statistics,
we formulate the achievable decoding complexity of OSD that
ensures no loss in error performance. The analysis reveals that
the achievable complexity of order-k OSD is tightly approx-
imated by a modified Bessel function, which increases near-
exponentially with code blocklength. Furthermore, we identify
a complexity-saturation threshold, beyond which increasing
the OSD decoding order improves error performance without
raising decoding complexity.

The results presented in this paper offer valuable insights
into the design and deployment of universal decoders for 6G
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systems. The derived achievable complexity enables a quick
assessment of the performance-complexity trade-offs when
deploying OSD at different orders. For example, one can
develop a system that can adaptively switch between OSD
and GRAND, leveraging the benefits of both decoders and
minimising the decoding latency.
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