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Abstract—In the sixth generation (6G), ultra-reliable low-
latency communications (URLLC) will further develop to achieve
TKµ extreme connectivity, and multiple-input multiple-output
(MIMO) is expected to be a key enabler for its realization. Since
the latency constraint can be represented by the blocklength of
a codeword, it is essential to analyze different coded MIMO
schemes under finite blocklength regime. In this paper, we
analyze the statistical characteristics of information density of
time-domain coding and spatiotemporal coding MIMO, compute
the channel capacity and dispersion, and present new explicit
performance bounds of finite blocklength coded MIMO for
different coding modes via normal approximation. As revealed by
the analysis and simulation, spatiotemporal coding can effectively
mitigate the performance loss induced by short blocklength by
increasing the spatial degree of freedom (DoF). However, for time-
domain coding, each spatial link is encoded independently, and
the performance loss will be more severe with short blocklength
under any spatial DoF. These results indicate that spatiotemporal
coding can optimally exploit the spatial dimension advantages
of MIMO systems compared with time-domain coding, and it
has the potential to support URLLC transmission, enabling
very low error-rate communication under stringent blocklength
constraint.

Index Terms—MIMO, URLLC, finite blocklength, spatiotem-
poral coding.

I. INTRODUCTION

A
S one of the main communication scenarios of the fifth

generation (5G) mobile communication, ultra-reliable

low-latency communications (URLLC) is the basis for achiev-

ing mission-critical applications with strict requirements for

end-to-end latency and reliability [1]. Driven by the increas-

ingly stringent requirements of new applications such as

extended reality (XR), industrial automation, telemedicine, and

networked autonomous vehicle systems [2], [3], the capabil-

ities of URLLC in the sixth generation (6G) are expected to

grow further. On the one hand, some application scenarios

(such as XR) need to provide high reliability, low latency and

high data rate services for devices at the same time [4]. On
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the other hand, latency will be reduced from the ms-order of

5G to the µs-order of 6G, and reliability will be increased

from 99.999% to 99.9999% to meet the 6G TKµ extreme

connectivity [5]. The theoretical evaluation of the realization

of these URLLC key performance indicators (KPIs) is very

important to help design the appropriate architecture and key

technologies to achieve these indicators.

Since URLLC relies on shorter packet length and smaller

transmission interval, the length of codewords will be greatly

reduced, making the condition of large blocklength not feasible

under stringent delay constraint. To meet the evolving demands

of URLLC, finite blocklength coding addresses the practi-

cal latency constraints by optimizing the trade-off between

blocklength (latency), decoding error probability (reliability),

and coding rate [6]. In [7], the normal approximation of the

tight bounds on coding rate as a function of decoding error

probability and blocklength at finite blocklength was given. In

a series of subsequent studies, the results were extended to

other types of scalar channels, such as [8]–[10]. However, in

scalar channels, the amount of data information decreases with

decreasing blocklength for given decoding error probability,

and it obviously cannot meet the ever-increasing demands of

6G URLLC.

Multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO) technology intro-

duces additional spatial domain degree of freedom (DoF) by

deploying multiple antennas at both ends of the transceivers.

MIMO is considered to be a key technology to ensure com-

munication performance under low latency requirements in

URLLC scenarios [11], [12]. In fact, there have been a series

of further research efforts to extend the normal approximation

in [7] to MIMO systems. In [13] and [14], the coding rate of

a quasi-static MIMO channel was discribed given blocklength

and decoding error probability. In order to solve the closed

form, [15] given the closed-form expression of the channel

dispersion in MIMO coherent fading channel, while [16] used

the information spectrum method and random matrix theory to

derive the second-order coding rate of the MIMO quasi-static

Rayleigh fading channel. Considering that the rate-latency-

reliability relationship obtained from the above research is too

complex to directly infer the effect of the number of antennas

on the performance of a finite blocklength MIMO system, [17]

further derived the explicit solutions of the average maximal

achievable rate in MIMO systems with respect to spatial DoF,

decoding error probability and blocklength. The results show

that, by allowing for spatial DoF (coding in spatial-temporal

domain), the loss of temporal DoF of shortened codeword and
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finite blocklength rate gap can be effectively compensated.

[18] provided the theoretical upper bound for spatiotemporal

two-dimensional (2-D) channel coding, and suggested that

through spatiotemporal coding, transmission reliability and

latency can be flexibly balanced in a variety of communica-

tion scenarios including URLLC. A spatiotemporal 2-D polar

coding scheme was proposed in [19], and demonstrated that

spatiotemporal coding is able to makes full use of the spatial

domain resources to achieve high data-rate performance under

low latency constraint, while time-domain coding will not

benefit from spatial resources in comparison.

However, to the best of our knowledge, it remains unex-

plored the performance advantage of spatiotemporal coding

over time-domain coding from a theoretical point of view.

To fully appreciate the merit of spatiotemporal coding in

MIMO URLLC, it is essential to derive explicit solutions for

the achievable rates of MIMO systems using spatiotemporal

and time-domain coding schemes. The theorical tools in [7],

[13]–[18] enable one to characterize the maximal achievable

rates of spatiotemporal coding and time-domain coding by

analytical means, and it is of great significance to find ex-

plicit expression to identify how spatial DoF improves overall

performance. Furthermore, new theoretical studies in finite

blocklength coding is able to provide new perspective into

practical spatiotemporal coding design.

In this paper, we give the channel capacity and channel

dispersion expressions of spatiotemporal coding and time-

domain coding from the view of information density, and

derive the explicit closed-form upper bound of the maximal

achievable rate of the system for different coding methods.

Based on the explicit solution obtained, we analyze the

performance advantages of spatiotemporal coding compared

with time-domain coding from the perspectives of normalized

maximal achievable rate and decoding error probability. The

main contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:

1) By analyzing the statistical characteristics of information

density under different coding modes, we solve different

channel capacity and channel dispersion expressions.

2) We derive compact and explicit approximations for the

average maximal achievable rate of finite blocklength

coded MIMO under different encoding modes. The

maximal coding rate of each link in time-domain coding

is
R̄TD

m
= log (1 + ρ)− 1√

n

Φ−1 (ε)

ln 2
. (1)

And for spatiotemporal coding,

R̄ST

m
= log (1 + ρ)−

√

1

mn

Φ−1 (ε)

ln 2
. (2)

We assume that the number of transmit antennas in the

MIMO system is L, the number of receive antennas

is N , the spatial DoF is defined as m , min {L,N},

the blocklength is n, and the decoding error probability

is ε. ρ is the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), Φ−1 (·) is

the inverse of the Gaussian Q-function. This reveals

that compared with time-domain coding, the Shannon

capacity can be approximated by increasing the spatial

DoF in spatiotemporal coding, which can alleviate the

performance loss caused by the latency reduction.

3) After further transformation, given the coding rate of

each link R̄/m , spatiotemporal coding can improve the

reliability of the system by increasing the spatial DoF

compared with time-domain coding

εST ≈ Φ

[(

log (1 + ρ)− R̄

m

)√
mn ln 2

]

. (3)

When the DoF approaches infinity, even finite block-

length can achieve arbitrarily low decoding error prob-

ability through spatiotemporal coding.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In

Section II, we describe the abstract channel model and give

the definition of information density. The explicit performance

bounds of finite blocklength coded MIMO in different cod-

ing modes are derived in Section III. Section IV analyzes

the normalized maximal achievable rate and decoding error

probability in different coding modes. Section V provides

numerical results to reveal the advantages of spatiotemporal

coding versus time-domain coding in finite blocklength coded

MIMO.

Notations: Upper case letters such as X represent scalar

random variables and their realizations are written in lower

case letters, e.g., x. The boldface upper case letters represent

random vectors, e.g., X, and boldface lower case letters

represent their realizations, e.g., x. Upper case letters of special

fonts are used to denote deterministic matrices (e.g., X),

random matrices (e.g., X) and sets (e.g., X ). A N-dimensional

identity matrix is denoted by IN , and C
M×N denotes complex

matrices with dimension M × N . The notation (·)H
denote

the conjugate transpose of a vector or matrix. Moreover, we

use tr (·) and det (·) to denote the trace and determinant of

a matrix, respectively. The mean and variance of a random

variable are illustrated by the operators E (·) and Var (·). At

last, CN (µ, σ2) denotes the circularly symmetric complex

Gaussian distribution with mean µ and variance σ2.

II. ABSTRACT CHANNEL MODEL

Consider an abstract channel model defined by a triple:

input and output measurable spaces A and B and a con-

ditional probability measure PY |X : A → B. Denote a

codebook with M codewords by {c1, . . . , cM} ⊂ A. A

(possibly randomized) decoder is a random transformation

PZ|Y : B → {0, 1, . . . ,M}, where ‘0’ denotes that the decoder

chooses “error”. The maximal error probability is

ε = max
m∈{1,...,M}

[

1− PZ|X (m|cm)
]

.

A codebook with M codewords and a decoder satisfies

PZ|X (m|cm) ≥ 1 − ε are called an (M, ε)-code. For a joint

distribution PXY on A × B, the information density can be

expressed as

ι (x; y) = log
dPY |X (y|x)
dPY (y)

. (4)

Considering the transmission process of encoded code-

words with length n (that is, the blocklength is n), we
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take An and Bn to be the n-fold Cartesian products of

alphabets A and B, and the channel is a conditional prob-

ability sequence
{

PY n|Xn : An → Bn
}

. An (M, ε)-code for
{

An,Bn, PY n|Xn

}

is called an (n,M, ε)-code. Given the

decoding error probability ε and blocklength n, the maximal

number of codewords that can be achieved is expressed as

M∗ (n, ε) = max {M : ∃ (n,M, ε) -code} . (5)

For a joint distribution PXnY n on An × Bn, the information

density is

ι (xn; yn) = log
dPY n|Xn (yn|xn)

dPY n (yn)
. (6)

At this time, according to the normal approximation in [7],

the maximal number of codewords can be obtained as

logM∗ (n, ε) = nC −
√
nVΦ−1 (ε) +O (logn) , (7)

where C and V represent channel capacity and channel

dispersion, respectively, which can be solved by information

density

C =
1

n
E [ι (xn; yn)] , (8)

V =
1

n
Var [ι (xn; yn)] . (9)

In this case, the maximal coding rate of the system is

R∗ (n, ε) =
logM∗ (n, ε)

n

=C −
√

V

n
Φ−1 (ε) +O (logn) . (10)

III. PERFORMANCE BOUNDS OF MIMO SYSTEMS UNDER

DIFFERENT CODING MODES

In this section, we first give the MIMO channel model

and analyze the difference between spatiotemporal coding and

time-domain coding, and then solve the performance upper

bounds that MIMO channels can achieve in spatiotemporal

coding and time-domain coding respectively.

A. MIMO Channel Model

Considering a quasi-static flat Rayleigh fading MIMO chan-

nel so that random fading coefficients remain constant over the

duration of each codeword. This is a typical assumption for

URLLC where the blocklength is usually short enough. The

relationship between channel input and channel output can be

expressed as

Y = XH+W, (11)

where X ∈ Cn×L is the transmitted signal, Y ∈ Cn×N is

the corresponding received signal, and Yj represents the d-th

row vector of Y. W ∈ Cn×N is the additive noise signal at

the receiver, and has independent and identically distributed

(i.i.d) CN (0, 1) entries. The channel matrix H ∈ C
L×N

contains random complex fading elements, each is an i.i.d

CN (0, 1) Gaussian variable, but they remain constant over

n channel uses. Assuming that the transmitter has unknown

channel state information (CSI) and the receiver has a perfect

CSI partly because there can be insufficient time for the

.
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Fig. 1. Different block diagrams of MIMO transmitting systems using
spatiotemporal coding and time-domain coding.

receiver to feedback CSI in a URLLC transmission. In a

transmission process, H = H is a deterministic channel, and

we let λ1 ≥ . . . ≥ λm be the eigenvalues of HH
H.

For the channel coding in MIMO systems, spatiotemporal

coding and time-domain coding can be adopted, and the

differences between the two methods are shown in Fig. 1. In

the case of spatiotemporal coding, each bit stream is jointly

encoded in the time domain and the spatial domain to obtain

a complete codeword X, and then the corresponding signals of

the codeword in different spatial domains are sent out through

L transmit antennas. In the case of time domain coding,

L bit streams are encoded in the time domain respectively,

and codewords x1, . . . ,xL for each column of the resulting

transmitted signal X is independent of each other, and then

the time-domain codewords are sent out through L transmit

antennas.

In order to analyze the maximal achievable performance

of the MIMO system under different coding modes, the

performance bound of the finite blocklength coded MIMO

under deterministic channel can be analyzd by the channel

H, and then the ergodic performance of the system under

random channel can be solved. Next, we solve the explicit

performance bound of finite blocklength coded MIMO from

two different coding methods: spatiotemporal coding and time-

domain coding.

B. Spatiotemporal Coding

For MIMO channels, we consider an optimal (n,M∗
ST, ε)-

code, in which the codeword X is obtained by spa-

tiotemporal coding and cannot be decomposed. Since

CSI is unknown at the transmitter, we consider using

isotropic codewords [13], i.e., choosing from set Fiso =
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{

X ∈ Cn×L : XH
X/n = ρIL/L

}

1. Let PYH|X be the distribu-

tion obeyed by the received signal Y when the transmitted

codeword is known and QYH|X be the distribution obeyed

by the received signal Y when the transmitted codeword is

unknown. Then we have

PYH|X =PH × PY|XH, (12)

QYH|X =PH ×QY|XH, (13)

where

QY|X=X,H=H =

n
∏

j=1

QYj |X=X,H=H (14)

and

QYj |X=X,H=H ∼ CN
(

0, IN +
1

n
H

H
X

H
XH

)

. (15)

Let Ξ1 ≥ . . . ≥ Ξm be the eigenvalues of H
H
X

H
XH/n, then

Ξi = ρλi/L.

According to [13] and [21], in the case of QYH|X=X, the

information density of MIMO channel H can be expressed as

ι (X;Y|H) = log
dPYH|X=X

dQYH|X=X

= log
dPY|X=X,H=H

dQY|X=X,H=H

= n log det

(

IN +
1

n
H

H
X

H
XH

)

+ tr

[

(XH+W)
H
(XH+W)

IN + 1
nH

HXHXH
−W

H
W

]

log e

= n log det

(

IN +
1

n
H

H
X

H
XH

)

+ nN log e

− tr

[ 1
nH

H
X

H
XHWHW−WH

XH− H
H
X

HW+ nIN

IN + 1
nH

HXHXH

]

log e

=

n
∑

j=1

m
∑

i=1

[

log (1 + Ξi) +

(

1−
∣

∣

√
ΞiWi,j − 1

∣

∣

2

1 + Ξi

)

log e

]

,

(16)

where Wi,j ∼ CN (0, 1). Therefore, the channel capacity and

channel dispersion of the MIMO channel with spatiotemporal

codewords in a channel use are expressed as

CST (H) =
1

n
E [ι (X;Y|H)] =

m
∑

i=1

log
(

1 +
ρ

L
λi

)

=
m
∑

i=1

Ci

(17)

and

V ST (H) =
1

n
Var [ι (X;Y|H)]

=

m
∑

i=1

[

1− 1
(

1 + ρ
Lλi

)2

]

log2e =

m
∑

i=1

Vi, (18)

where

Ci , log
(

1 +
ρ

L
λi

)

, (19)

Vi ,

[

1− 1
(

1 + ρ
Lλi

)2

]

log2e. (20)

1The spatiotemporal codeword using the isotropic assumptions is one of the
typical cases of the optimal input codeword with achievable capacity [20],
which is a reasonable assumption for us to obtain the upper bound of the
achievable rate of the system later.

Thus we can get the maximal number of codewords satisfying

logM∗
ST (n, ε) ≈ nCST (H)−

√

nV ST (H)Φ−1 (ε) . (21)

In the case of the MIMO random channel matrix H, the

maximal achievable rate of the system R∗
ST (n, ε) can be solved

by the following relationship [17]

ε > Φ

[

E

(

CST (H)− R∗
ST (n, ε)

√

V ST (H)/n

)]

= Φ

[

E
[

CST (H)
]

−R∗
ST (n, ε)

√

E [V ST (H)]/n

]

. (22)

In the case of high per-antenna SNR, i.e., ρ/L ≫ 1, the

approximated expectations of channel capacity and channel

dispersion are given in [17]

E
[

CST (H)
]

= m log (1 + ρ) , (23)

E
[

V ST (H)
]

= mlog2e. (24)

Therefore, the upper bound of the maximal achievable rate

of the MIMO channel in the case of spatiotemporal coding

can be expressed as

R∗
ST (n, ε) < R̄ST

= E
[

CST (H)
]

−
√

E [V ST (H)]

n
Φ−1 (ε)

ρ/L ≫1−−−−−→ m log (1 + ρ)−
√

m

n

Φ−1 (ε)

ln 2
(25)

C. Time-Domain Coding

Assuming that m = L, m independent time-domain trans-

mitted codewords x1, . . . ,xm are adopted in the case of time-

domain coding, then the transmitted signal can be expressed

as X = [x1, . . . ,xm]. Given the need to apply the same

codeword power constraints as spatiotemporal coding, then the

codewords for time-domain coding need to be selected from

the set Find =
{

xi ∈ Cn : xH
i xi/n = ρ/L

}

. In this case, the

information density of MIMO channel H can also be expressed

as

ι (X;Y|H) = log
dPY|X=X,H=H

dQY|X=X,H=H

= n log det

(

IN +
1

n
H

H
X

H
XH

)

+ nN log e

− tr

[ 1
nH

H
X

H
XHWHW−WH

XH− H
H
X

HW+ nIN

IN + 1
nH

HXHXH

]

log e

(a)
= n log det

(

IN +
1

n
VΛ

H
U

H
X

H
XUΛV

H

)

+ nN log e

− tr

[ 1
nVΛ

H
U

H
X

H
XUΛVHWHW−WH

XUΛVH

IN + 1
nVΛ

HUHXHXUΛVH

]

log e

− tr

[ −VΛH
U

H
X

H
W+ nIN

IN + 1
nVΛ

HUHXHXUΛVH

]

log e

(b)
= n log det

(

Im +
1

n
Λ

H
X̃

H
X̃Λ

)

+ nm log e

− tr

[

1
nΛ

H
X̃

H
X̃ΛW̃HW̃− W̃H

X̃Λ− Λ
H
X̃

HW̃+ nIm

Im + 1
nΛ

HX̃HX̃Λ

]

log e
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=
m
∑

i=1

n log det

(

1 +
1

n
λix̃

H
i x̃i

)

+ nm log e

−
m
∑

i=1

{

tr

[

1
nλix̃

H
i x̃iW̃

H
i W̃i −

√
λiW̃

H
i x̃i

1 + 1
nλix̃

H
i x̃i

]

log e

}

−
m
∑

i=1

{

tr

[

−√
λix̃

H
i W̃i + n

1 + 1
nλix̃

H
i x̃i

]

log e

}

=

m
∑

i=1

log
dP

Ỹi|X̃i=x̃i,Λi=
√
λi

dQ
Ỹi|X̃i=x̃i,Λi=

√
λi

=

m
∑

i=1

ιi

(

x̃i; Ỹi|λi

)

. (26)

(a) is to perform singular value decomposition (SVD) on

matrix H = UΛV
H, where Λ = diag

(√
λ1, . . . ,

√
λm

)

, U

and V are unitary matrices. (b) is the information density of

the MIMO channel ι
(

X̃; Ỹ|H̃
)

after SVD , then we have

Ỹ = X̃Λ + W̃, where Ỹ = ỸV =
[

Ỹ1, . . . , Ỹm

]

, X̃ =

XU = [x̃1, . . . , x̃m] and W̃ = WV =
[

W̃1, . . . ,W̃m

]

. Since

x1, . . . ,xm are statistically independent, then multiplying by

the unitary matrix x̃1, . . . , x̃m are also statistically independent

and the codewords also obey the power constraint Find [13].

Therefore, the maximal number of codewords is obtained

by analyzing m independent link composed of codewords

x̃1, . . . , x̃m, which is equivalent to the maximal number of

codewords obtained by analyzing codewords x1, . . . ,xm. If

we take m optimal (n,M∗
i , ε)-codes for m links, we can

get an (n,
∏m

i=1 M
∗
i , 1− (1− ε)

m
)-code for a MIMO chan-

nel. Therefore, in order to calculate the maximal achievable

performance of the MIMO system in time-domain coding, it

is necessary to calculate the maximal number of codewords

that can be achieved by each codeword, which needs to

be calculated according to the information density of the

independent link formed by each codeword.

For link i, when codeword x̃i is unknown, the received

signal Ỹi follows the distribution of

Q
Ỹi|X̃i=x̃i,Λi=

√
λi

=

n
∏

j=1

QỸi,j |X̃i=x̃i,Λi=
√
λi
, (27)

where

QỸi,j |Xi=xi,Λi=
√
λi

∼ CN
(

0, 1 +
ρ

L
λi

)

, (28)

Ỹi,j is the j-th element of Ỹi. According to [22], in the case

of Q
Ỹi|X̃i=x̃i,Λi=

√
λi

, the information density of link i is

ιi

(

x̃i; Ỹi|λi

)

= log
dP

Ỹi|X̃i=x̃i,Λi=
√
λi

dQ
Ỹi|X̃i=x̃i,Λi=

√
λi

= n log det

(

1 +
1

n
λix̃

H
i x̃i

)

+ n

− tr

[

1
nλix̃

H
i x̃iW̃

H
i W̃i −

√
λiW̃

H
i x̃i −

√
λix̃

H
i W̃i + n

1 + 1
nλix̃

H
i x̃i

]

log e

=
n
∑

j=1

[

log
(

1 +
ρ

L
λi

)

+

(

1−
∣

∣

√

ρ
LλiWi,j − 1

∣

∣

2

1 + ρ
Lλi

)

log e

]

.

(29)

Therefore, in a channel use, the channel capacity and channel

dispersion of link i are respectively

CTD
i (H) =

1

n
E

[

ιi

(

x̃i; Ỹi|λi

)]

= log
(

1 +
ρ

L
λi

)

,

V TD
i (H) =

1

n
Var
[

ιi

(

x̃i; Ỹi|λi

)]

=

[

1− 1
(

1 + ρ
Lλi

)2

]

log2e.

(30)

Then the maximal number of codewords M∗
i (n, ε) of link i

meets the requirement

logM∗
i (n, ε) ≈ nCTD

i (H)−
√

nV TD
i (H)Φ−1 (ε) . (31)

If ε is small, there is 1− (1− ε)
m ≈ mε, and if m is also

relatively small 2, there is Φ−1 (ε) ≈ Φ−1 (mε). Therefore,

for equivalent parallel time-domain coding of MIMO channel

H, the maximal number of codewords that can be achieved is

logM∗
TD (n, ε) ≈ logM∗

TD (n, 1− (1− ε)m)

=

m
∑

i=1

logM∗
i (n, ε)

≈ n

m
∑

i=1

CTD
i (H)−

m
∑

i=1

√

nV TD
i (H)Φ−1 (ε)

= n

m
∑

i=1

log
(

1 +
ρ

L
λi

)

−
m
∑

i=1

√

√

√

√n

[

1− 1
(

1 + ρ
Lλi

)2

]

Φ−1 (ε)

ln 2
.

(32)

Therefore, the channel capacity and channel dispersion of

MIMO channel H using time-domain coding can be expressed

as

CTD (H) =

m
∑

i=1

log
(

1 +
ρ

L
λi

)

=

m
∑

i=1

Ci,

V TD (H) =

[

m
∑

i=1

√

1− 1
(

1 + ρ
Lλi

)2

]2

log2e =

(

m
∑

i=1

√

Vi

)2

.

(33)

In the case of MIMO random channel matrix H, the

normal approximation of the maximal achievable rate of the

system is similar to the spatiotemporal coding, which requires

the expectation of channel capacity and channel dispersion.

For channel capacity, the results of time-domain coding and

spatiotemporal coding are exactly the same, so we can get

simply

E
[

CTD (H)
]

= E

[

m
∑

i=1

log
(

1 +
ρ

L
λi

)

]

≈ m log (1 + ρ) .

(34)

The expectation of channel dispersion for time-domain coding

can be obtained by Appendix

E

[

√

V TD (H)
]

= E

[

m
∑

i=1

√

1− 1
(

1 + ρ
Lλi

)2 log e

]

≈ m log e.

(35)

2According to numerical tests, under the typical parameter setting of ε =

10
−7, the relative error is 5% when m = 4 and 19% when m = 64.
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Therefore, the upper bound of the maximal achievable rate of

the MIMO channel in the case of time-domain coding can be

obtained as

R∗
TD (n, ε) < R̄TD

= E
[

CTD (H)
]

−
E

[

√

V TD (H)
]

√
n

Φ−1 (ε)

ρ/L ≫1−−−−−→ m log (1 + ρ)− m√
n

Φ−1 (ε)

ln 2
. (36)

Remark 1: Since the MIMO channel with m spatial DoFs

can be equivalent to m parallel orthogonal links and the

channel capacity and channel dispersion pairs of these m
independent links are (Ci, Vi) , i = 1, . . .m, then we can find

that the channel capacity of the MIMO system is consistent

in the case of spatiotemporal coding and time-domain coding,

both expressed as C =
∑m

i=1 Ci, but channel dispersion

V =















m
∑

i=1

Vi, Spatiotemporal coding

(

m
∑

i=1

√
Vi

)2

, Time-domin coding

Since
(
∑m

i=1

√
Vi

)2
>
∑m

i=1 Vi, independent coding results

in increased channel dispersion and thus reduces the system

maximal achievable rate.

Remark 2: Considering the maximal achievable rate of

time-domain coding MIMO system with different number of

transmit and receive antennas. If L ≤ N , then the upper bound

on the maximal achievable rate is R̄TD. If L > N , when

m codewords are used, each codeword will have correlation

on the spatial links, while independent coding of L transmit

antennas will not have spatial correlation, thus increasing

channel dispersion. Therefore, the maximal achievable rate

achieved by independent coding of L transmit antennas will

be lower than R̄TD. Thus, we can use R̄TD as the performance

upper bound for time-domain coding MIMO systems using

various transmit and receive antenna number relationships.

IV. PERFORMANCE COMPARISON BETWEEN

TIME-DOMAIN CODING AND SPATIOTEMPORAL CODING

In this section, we analyze the advantages of spatiotemporal

coding over time-domain coding from the perspectives of nor-

malized maximal achievable rate (average maximal achievable

rate per link) and decoding error probability respectively.

A. Normalized Maximal Achievable Rate

Since MIMO channels can be transformed into multiple

parallel orthogonal links after SVD, the average maximal

achievable rate of all links plays an important role in the

performance analysis of finite blocklength coded MIMO. For

this reason, we divide the maximal achievable rate of the

MIMO system obtained by time-domain coding and spatiotem-

poral coding respectively by the spatial DoF m to obtain the

normalized maximal achievable rate.

In the high per-antenna SNR regime, for time-domain

coding,
R̄TD

m
= log (1 + ρ)− 1√

n

Φ−1 (ε)

ln 2
. (37)

It can be found that, given the decoding error probability,

the normalized maximal achievable rate of the MIMO system

using multi-antenna time-domain coding is the same as that

of the single-antenna system under finite blocklength, and

will gradually decrease with the increase of blocklength. This

shows that the use of time-domain coding in MIMO system

does not play the spatial advantage of MIMO system, so the

transmission performance of URLLC cannot be guaranteed.

For spatiotemporal coding,

R̄ST

m
= log (1 + ρ)−

√

1

mn

Φ−1 (ε)

ln 2
. (38)

It can be found that spatiotemporal coding has a higher

normalized maximal achievable rate under finite blocklength

than time-domain coding, especially in the case of larger

antenna arrays. Spatiotemporal coding can offset the perfor-

mance loss caused by the gradually decreased blocklength by

increasing the spatial DoF, which is impossible in time-domain

coding. This interesting phenomenon is called spatiotemporal

exchangeability, that is, when the blocklength keeps decreas-

ing, we can increase the DoF and carry out spatiotemporal

coding to ensure that the coding rate and reliability remain

unchanged. Therefore, spatiotemporal coding can make full

use of the spatial dimension advantage of MIMO to achieve

very low latency communication.

B. Decoding Error Probability

For a given coding rate per link R̄/m, the transmission

reliability of the system can be reflected by decoding error

probability ε. For time-domain coding,

εTD ≈ Φ





E
[

CTD (H)
]

− R̄

E

[

√

V TD (H)
]

/
√
n





= Φ

[

m log (1 + ρ)− R̄

m log e/
√
n

]

= Φ

[(

log (1 + ρ)− R̄

m

)√
n ln 2

]

. (39)

It can be found that the decoding error probability increases

significantly with the decrease of blocklength, and the spatial

DoF does not contribute to the decrease of decoding error

probability of MIMO systems in time-domain coding.

For spatiotemporal coding,

εST ≈ Φ

[

E
[

CST (H)
]

− R̄
√

E [V ST (H)]/
√
n

]

= Φ

[

m log (1 + ρ)− R̄√
m log e/

√
n

]

= Φ

[(

log (1 + ρ)− R̄

m

)√
mn ln 2

]

. (40)

It can be found that in the case of spatiotemporal coding, with

the increasing of spatial DoF m, the increasing decoding error

probability caused by the continuous reduction of blocklength

can be alleviated. We set ∆ = log (1 + ρ)− R̄/m, and when

mn ≫ 1/∆2, we can get εST → 0. This shows that in

the case of spatiotemporal coding, even a finite blocklength
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Fig. 2. The fitting results of the expectation of channel dispersion under
different coding modes with ρ = 10 dB.

can achieve an arbitrarily low decoding error probability by

increasing the spatial DoF. Therefore, from another point of

view, spatiotemporal coding can make full use of the spatial

dimension advantages of MIMO to achieve high reliability of

low-latency communication.

Remark 3: Spatiotemporal coding has no extra coding delay

compared with time-domain coding. Because spatiotemporal

codewords are generated in parallel, the encoder output delay

is the same as that of the time-domain coding. At the same

time, spatiotemporal codewords are also decoded in parallel

during the decoding process. Therefore, under the same code

delay constraint, spatiotemporal coding can improve the sys-

tem performance compared with time-domain coding owing

to the spatial DoF.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we first fit the simulation and approximation

of the expectation of channel dispersion and the normalized

maximal achievable rates under different coding modes. Then

the normalized maximal achievable rate and decoding error

probability of spatiotemporal coding and time-domain coding

are compared and analyzed respectively.

Fig. 2 shows the comparison of simulation and approxi-

mation values for the expectation of channel dispersion under

different coding modes and different proportions of transceiver

antennas c = L/N . It can be seen from the figure that the

expectation of the channel dispersion is perfectly fitted under

different coding methods and different transmit and receive

antenna relationships. In addition, the channel dispersion is

determined by the minimum value in the number of transmit

and receive antennas (i.e., the DoF). The channel dispersion

is significantly increased when using time-domain coding

compared to spatiotemporal coding, especially in the case of

greater DoF.

Fig. 3 shows the fitting results and comparison of the av-

erage maximal achievable rate per link under different coding

modes and different receive antenna numbers N with the

change of SNR. It can be seen from the figure that the average

Fig. 3. The fitting results of the average maximal achievable rate per link
under different coding modes with fixed proportion of transceiver antennas
c = L/N = 16, n = 100 and ε = 10

−7.

Fig. 4. The relationship between the average maximal achievable rate per
link and Shannon capacity under different coding modes with ρ = 10 dB
and ε = 10−7.

maximal achievable rate per link is well fitted under different

coding modes. When the spatial DoF is greater than 1, the

average maximal achievable rate per link of spatiotemporal

coding is greater than that of time-domain coding, and the

performance of spatiotemporal coding becomes better with

the increase of spatial DoF. In addition, the average maximal

achievable rate per link almost increases linearly with the

increase of SNR under different coding modes.

Fig. 4 shows the variation of the average maximal achiev-

able rate per link of spatiotemporal coding and time-domain

coding with blocklength under different spatial DoFs. As

can be seen from the figure, with a given blocklength, the

average maximal achievable rate per link in spatiotemporal

coding is closer to the Shannon capacity than that in time-

domain coding, and with the continuous improvement of

spatial DoF, spatiotemporal coding can approach the Shannon

capacity indefinitely. In addition, under the given decoding
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Fig. 5. Comparison of decoding error probability under different coding
modes and different blocklengths.

error probability, the average maximal achievable rate per

link decreases significantly with the decrease of blocklength.

This rate deterioration can be greatly mitigated by increasing

the spatial DoF and using spatiotemporal coding, but cannot

be alleviated by using time-domain coding. This shows the

necessity of spatiotemporal coding in MIMO systems in finite

blocklength regime.

Fig. 5 compares decoding error probability of different

coding methods and different blocklengths under the setting

of coding rate R̄ = 2m bit/s/Hz, in which we set the spatial

DoF as m = 4. As can be seen from the figure, in the case of

a certain coding rate, when the spatial DoF is greater than 1,

the spatiotemporal coding can achieve higher reliability than

the time-domain coding, which validates that spatiotemporal

coding in MIMO systems can achieve highly reliable commu-

nication in low-latency systems. At the same time, to meet

the same requirement on decoding error probability (that is,

the time-domain coding with n = 200 and the spatiotemporal

coding with n = 50 in the figure), the latency can be reduced

by 4 times in spatiotemporal coding. It is revealed that the

latency can be further reduced and low latency communication

can be realized through the spatiotemporal coding in MIMO

systems.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, by analyzing the statistical characteristics of

information density in time-domain coding and spatiotemporal

coding, the compact and explicit performance bounds of finite

blocklength coded MIMO are formed to explore the relation-

ship between blocklength, decoding error probability, rate and

DoF in different coding modes. It is proved that spatiotemporal

coding is more advantageous than time-domain coding in finite

blocklength coded MIMO, in terms of reliability and latency,

owing to the spatial DoF. Furthermore, the results show that

spatiotemporal coding has the potential to achieve extreme

connectivity, which simultaneously requires ultra low latency

and ultra high reliability. We wish these finite-length coding

studies to provide new tools for practical spatiotemporal code

design in 6G MIMO URLLC.

APPENDIX

For the expectation of channel dispersion in time-domain

coding, we have

E

[

√

V TD (H)
]

= E

[

m
∑

i=1

√

1− 1
(

1 + ρ
Lλi

)2

]

log e. (41)

Let gi = − 1

(1+ ρ

L
λi)

2 , then E

[

√

V TD (H)
]

=

E

[

m
∑

i=1

(1 + gi)
1

2

]

log e. Since λi > 0 and ρ/L ≫ 1, then

1 + ρ
Lλi > 1 and −1 < gi < 0. Taking a two-order Taylor

expansion of (1 + gi)
1

2 , we can get (1 + gi)
1

2 ≈ 1 + 1
2gi.

Thus we have

E

[

m
∑

i=1

(1 + gi)
1

2

]

= E

[

m
∑

i=1

(

1 +
1

2
gi

)

]

= E

[

m
∑

i=1

(

1− 1

2

1
(

1 + ρ
Lλi

)2

)]

= m− 1

2
E

[

m
∑

i=1

1
(

1 + ρ
Lλi

)2

]

(a)≈ m− L2

2ρ
E

[

m
∑

i=1

1

λ2
i

]

(b)
= m− L2

2ρ

LN

|L−N |3 − |L−N |
(c)≈ m, (42)

where the conditions for the establishment of (a) and (c)

are per-antenna high SNR ρ/L ≫ 1. The reason for the

establishment of (b) is that we let

U =

{

HHH, L ≥ N
HHH, L < N

be a Wishart matrix, then according to [23] we have

E
[

tr
(

U
−2
)]

=
LN

|L−N |3 − |L−N |
(43)

In summary, we can finally get (35).
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