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Abstract—We introduce an algorithm for approximating the
codebook probability that is compatible with all successive
cancellation (SC)-based decoding algorithms, including SC list
(SCL) decoding. This approximation is based on an auxiliary
distribution that mimics the dynamics of decoding algorithms
with an SC decoding schedule. Based on this codebook probabil-
ity and SCL decoding, we introduce soft-output SCL (SO-SCL)
to generate both blockwise and bitwise soft-output (SO).

Using that blockwise SO, we first establish that, in terms
of both block error rate (BLER) and undetected error rate
(UER), SO-SCL decoding of dynamic Reed-Muller (RM) codes
significantly outperforms the CRC-concatenated polar codes from
5G New Radio under SCL decoding. Moreover, using SO-SCL,
the decoding misdetection rate (MDR) can be constrained to
not exceed any predefined value, making it suitable for practical
systems.

Proposed bitwise SO can be readily generated from blockwise
SO via a weighted sum of beliefs that includes a term where
SO is weighted by the codebook probability, resulting in a soft-
input soft-output (SISO) decoder. Simulation results for SO-
SCL iterative decoding of product codes and generalized LDPC
(GLDPC) codes, along with information-theoretical analysis,
demonstrate significant superiority over existing list-max and list-
sum approximations.

Index Terms—Polar coding, codebook probability, generalized
decoding, joint error correction and detection, soft-input soft-
output (SISO) decoding.

I. INTRODUCTION

Reliability in physical layer communication hinges on the

frequency of forward error correction decoding errors. Unde-

tected errors occur when the decoder provides a codeword that

is distinct from the transmitted one and the system remains

unaware of this erroneous decision. Undetected errors can be

more harmful than detected errors, which are usually labeled

as erasures. Consequently, code and decoder design objectives

encompass not only reducing the block error rate (BLER) but

also maintaining a low undetected error rate (UER).

Decoding algorithms can be divided into two classes: com-

plete and incomplete. Complete decoders always return a

valid codeword and any maximum-likelihood (ML) decoding

algorithm essentially belongs to this group. In contrast, an

incomplete decoder may provide estimates not fulfilling the

conditions of being a member of the underlying code [2, Ch.1].

If that occurs, the receiver is able to detect the error and,
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for instance, request a retransmission. Both the Bahl, Cocke,

Jelinek and Raviv (BCJR) [3] and belief propagation (BP)

decoding algorithms are well-established incomplete decoders

as a result of their focus on making bitwise decisions for the

coded bits.

The standard method to convert a complete decoder into an

incomplete one is to employ a cyclic redundancy check (CRC)

outer code, which provides error detection capability after us-

ing a complete decoder for the inner code. The addition of the

CRC results in a reduced code-rate, and so the CRC should be

carefully designed to optimize the trade-off between the BLER

and UER. The notion of an optimal incomplete decoding

algorithm, introduced in [4], can be viewed as implementing

ML decoding followed by a post-decoding threshold test that

determines whether to accept or reject the ML decision. This

approach is optimal in the sense that there is no other decoding

rule that simultaneously gives a lower BLER and a lower

UER. The metric for evaluating this test can be efficiently

carried out for terminated convolutional codes [5], [6] and

well approximated for tail-biting convolutional codes [7] via

a modification to the BCJR algorithm.

CRC-concatenated polar codes, as described in [8], [9],

result from the serial concatenation of polar codes with outer

CRC codes. Successive cancellation list (SCL) decoding [8] is

typically used to decode CRC-concatenated polar codes. First,

a SCL decoder creates a list of candidate decodings based on

the inner polar code. If none of the candidates in the list pass

the CRC test, a decoding failure is declared, i.e, an error is

detected. Otherwise, the most likely candidate in the list is

selected as the final decision, leading to an undetected error

if it is not the same as the transmitted message.

Optimal soft-input soft-output (SISO) BCJR decoding of

general linear block codes requires complexity that is expo-

nential in the number of redundancy bits. Pyndiah proposed

a low complexity algorithm [10] to extract the approximated

bitwise soft-output (SO) from a candidate list through list

decoding. This approximation is used for parallel concatenated

polar codes [11] and product polar codes [12]–[14] based on

SCL decoding. BP [15] and soft cancellation (SCAN) [16]

decoding of polar codes provide bitwise SO by applying

the message passing (MP) algorithm on the polar encoding

graph, using flooding-like and successive cancellation (SC)-

like schedules, respectively. Soft list decoding [17] starts with

an SCL decoding, finds the most likely candidate in the list

and performs backwards BP to generate the bitwise SO.

Recently, a blockwise SO measure has been developed

for all guessing random additive noise decoding (GRAND)

algorithms, e.g. [18], [19], which takes the form of an accurate

estimate of the a-posteriori probability (APP) that a single

decoding is correct or, in the case of list decoding, the

http://arxiv.org/abs/2412.03623v1
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probability that each element of the list is the transmitted

codeword or the codeword is not contained in the list [20].

Core to the accuracy of the measure is the approximation that

all unidentified codewords are uniformly distributed amongst

unexplored sequences. In [21], the bitwise SO is approximated

by utilizing the blockwise SO to dynamically adjust the weight

between list observation and channel observation.

In this study, we focus on the blockwise and bitwise SO

for polar [22] and polar-like codes. The novel contributions of

this paper are summarised as follows.

• Codebook probability of polar-like codes: By extending

the main idea in [20] from a guessing-based search to SC-

based tree search, we introduce an approximation of the

codebook probability, which is the sum of the probability

of all valid codewords given the channel observations.

• Soft-output SCL (SO-SCL) decoding: Based on the code-

book probability and SCL decoding, we introduced

SO-SCL to generate both blockwise SO and bitwise SO.

• Generalized decoding with SO-SCL: The blockwise SO

generated by SO-SCL accurately matches the probability

of the output decision being the transmitted codeword.

By availing of that blockwise SO, we demonstrate that

dynamic Reed-Muller (RM) codes using generalized de-

coding significantly outperform CRC-concatenated polar

codes using SCL decoding in terms of both BLER and

UER. Furthermore, the misdetection rate (MDR) can be

constrained to not exceed any predefined value.

• Iterative decoding with SO-SCL: Information theoretic

and simulation results of iterative decoding for product

and GLDPC codes demonstrate the superiority of bitwise

SO generated by SO-SCL.

This paper is organized as follows. Section II provides

background on the problem. An approximation of the code-

book probability of polar-like codes, along with blockwise

and bitwise SO derived from the codebook probability, is

developed in Section III. Section IV presents numerical re-

sults demonstrating the accuracy of the blockwise SO, the

performance of generalized decoding based on the blockwise

SO, the iterative decoding performance using the bitwise SO,

and the information-theoretic consideration of the bitwise SO.

Section V concludes the paper.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Notations

In this paper, length-N vectors are denoted as xN =
(x1, x2, . . . , xN ), where we write xi for its i-th entry. For

completeness, note that x0 is void. A random variable (RV) is

denoted by an uppercase letter, such as X , and its counterpart,

e.g., x, is used for a realization. Then, a random vector

is expressed as XN = (X1, X2, . . . , XN ). The probability

density function (PDF) of a continuous RV and the probability

mass function (PMF) of a discrete RV evaluated at x are

denoted as pX(x), where the extensions to the vectors is

straightforward. A binary-input discrete memoryless channel

(B-DMC) is characterized by conditional probabilities pY |C ,

where the input takes on values in binary alphabet {0, 1} and

the output set Y is specified by the considered channel model.

For natural numbers, we write [a] = {i : i ∈ N, 1 ≤ i ≤ a}.

B. Codeword Probability and Codebook Probability

For a binary linear block code, the codebook C contains all

valid codewords. The codeword cN ∈ C is transmitted via N
independent uses of a B-DMC PY |C .

To avoid ambiguities, we define QCN |Y N (bN |yN ) as the

auxiliary conditional probability of sequence bN conditioned

on channel observation yN , which is not aware of the code-

book information, i.e.,

QCN |Y N

(
bN |yN

)
,

N∏

i=1

PC|Y (bi|yi),

where PC|Y (bi|yi) is given by

PC|Y (bi|yi) =
PY |C(yi|bi) · PC(bi)

∑

a∈{0,1} PY |C(yi|a) · PC(a)
.

On the other hand, the standard codeword probability condi-

tioned on the channel observation PCN |Y N

(
bN |yN

)
is aware

of the codebook information, i.e.,

PCN |Y N

(
bN |yN

)
= 0, ∀bN /∈ C

∑

bN∈C

PCN |Y N (bN |yN ) = 1.

The codebook probability is defined as the sum of the auxiliary

conditional probabilities of all valid codewords,

QC

(
yN

)
,

∑

bN∈C

QCN |Y N

(
bN |yN

)
. (1)

Note that we have the relationship

PCN |Y N

(
bN |yN

)
=

QCN |Y N

(
bN |yN

)

QC (yN )
, ∀bN ∈ C.

C. Polar-like Codes and Their Decoding

A binary polar-like code of block length N and dimension

K is defined by a set A ⊆ [N ] of indices with |A| = K and a

set of linear functions fi, i ∈ F , where N is a positive-integer

power of 2 and F , [N ] \ A. The K-bit message is mapped

onto the subvector uA of the input uN to the polar transform,

where the frozen bits are evaluated as

ui = fi
(
ui−1

)
, ∀i ∈ F . (2)

Observe that each frozen bit ui is either statically set to zero

(since the fis are linear) or they change according to the input

ui−1, which are called dynamic frozen bits [23]. This represen-

tation unifies various modifications of polar codes, e.g., CRC-

concatenated polar codes [8], polar subcodes [23] polarization-

adjusted convolutional (PAC) codes [24] and dynamic RM

codes [25]. The codeword is then obtained by applying a polar

transform as follows

cN = uN
F
⊗ log2 N , (3)
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where F denotes the binary Hadamard matrix [22]. We define

a set U that contains all decoding paths uN that satisfy the

frozen constraints Eq. (2),

U ,

{

uN ∈ {0, 1}
N

: ui = fi
(
ui−1

)
, ∀i ∈ F

}

.

Obviously, the codebook of polar codes is given by

C =
{

cN ∈ {0, 1}
N

: cN = uN
F
⊗ log2 N , ∀uN ∈ U

}

.

At the receiver side, SC decoding observes the channel

output yN and performs a sequential greedy search to obtain

decisions as follows

ûi =







fi
(
ûi−1

)
, i ∈ F

argmax
u∈{0,1}

QUi|Y NUi−1

(
u|yN ûi−1

)
, i ∈ A (4)

where QUN |Y N denotes an auxiliary conditional PMF in-

duced by assuming that UN is uniformly distributed in

{0, 1}N . This implies that QUN |Y N assumes the frozen bits

UF to be also uniformly distributed and independent of

the message bits UA. Observe that SC decoding computes

QUi|Y NUi−1

(
ui|y

N ûi−1
)

by treating Ui and all upcoming

frozen bits, namely Ui+1, . . . , UN , as uniformly distributed

given the channel observation yN and previous decisions ûi−1.

In other words, the frozen constraints are used to determine

which decision to make but don’t impact the reliability of the

decision. Then, a block error is declared only if uA 6= ûA

since Eq. (2) is already used in decoding via Eq. (4).

SCL decoding [8], [26] tracks several SC decoding paths

in parallel. At each decoding phase i ∈ A, instead of making

a hard decision on ui, two possible decoding paths are con-

tinued in parallel threads. The maximum number 2K of paths

implements ML decoding but with exponential complexity in

K . To limit complexity, one may keep up to L paths at each

phase. The reliability of partial decoding path vi is given by

QUi|Y N

(
vi

∣
∣yN

)

= QUi−1|Y N

(
vi−1

∣
∣yN

)
QUi|Y NUi−1

(
vi
∣
∣yNvi−1

)
(5)

where the right-most term QUi|Y NUi−1

(
ûi

∣
∣yN ûi−1

)
can

be efficiently computed by the standard SC decoding and

QU0|Y N

(
∅|yN

)
, 1 by definition.1 Note that the frozen

constraints are used to determine which decision to make

at frozen positions behaving as anchors and are irrelevant to

the reliability of the decoding path. At the end of the N -th

decoding phase, a list LU of paths is collected.2 Finally, the

output is the decoding path maximizing the path reliability:

ûN = argmax
vN∈LU

QUN |Y N

(
vN |yN

)
.

In addition to SCL decoders, there are other improved

SC-based decoders for polar-like codes such as SC stack

(SCS) [27], [28], SC-Fano [24], [29] and SC ordered search

(SCOS) [30], [31], which employ different search strategies

1The term − logQ
Ui|Y N

(

ûi
∣

∣yN
)

is called path metric (PM) for SC-

based decoding in log-likelihood ratio (LLR) domain [26].
2In this work, LU is associated with the list of candidate decisions for uN ,

while LC is associated with the list of candidate decisions for codeword cN ,

i.e., LC ,

{

cN ∈ {0, 1}N : cN = uN
F
⊗ log2 N ,∀uN ∈ LU

}

.

on the SC-decoding tree, utilizing the reliability measure in

Eq. (5).

D. Forney’s Generalized Decoding

Forney introduced a generalized decoding rule [4], which

relies on a threshold test. The decoder output ĉN is accepted

if

pY N |CN

(
yN

∣
∣ĉN

)

∑

cN∈C pY N |CN (yN |cN )
≥

2NT

1 + 2NT
, (6)

where the threshold parameter T ≥ 0 controls the tradeoff

between BLER and UER. Otherwise, the decision is rejected

and decoder outputs an erasure flag, resulting in a detected

error. Forney’s generalized decoding rule is optimal in the

sense of minimizing the UER for a given BLER (and vice

versa). Since the denominator of Eq. (6) is difficult to compute

in general, we may use a suboptimal decoding rule [4], [7],

[32] based on list decoding with

pY N |CN

(
yN

∣
∣ĉN

)

∑

cN∈C pY N |CN (yN |cN )
≈

pY N |CN

(
yN

∣
∣ĉN

)

∑

cN∈LC
pY N |CN (yN |cN )

.

where LC contains the candidate decisions of codeword cN

obtained from the list decoding. Clearly, the approximation

is precise when the list decoder exhaustively enumerates the

entire codebook.

E. SISO Decoding

In various applications, the system requires post-decoding

bitwise SO, e.g., iterative detection and decoding of multi-

input multi-output (MIMO) system, bit-interleaved coded

modulation with iterative decoding (BICM-ID), product

codes [33] and generalized low-density parity-check (GLDPC)

codes [34], [35]. A SISO decoder takes the sum of channel

LLRs ℓch,i, and a-priori LLRs, denoted as ℓA,i, as input,

ℓch,i , log
pY |C(yi|0)

pY |C(yi|1)
, ℓA,i , log

PCi
(0)

PCi
(1)

, i ∈ [N ] .

An optimal SISO decoder outputs APP LLRs, represented as

ℓAPP,i, and extrinsic LLRs, represented as ℓE,i.

ℓAPP,i , log
PCi|Y N

(
0
∣
∣yN

)

PCi|Y N (1 |yN )

= log

∑

ci=0,cN∈C QCN |Y N

(
cN

∣
∣yN

)

∑

ci=1,cN∈C QCN |Y N (cN |yN )

ℓE,i , ℓAPP,i − ℓA,i − ℓch,i, i ∈ [N ] .

For an (N,K) block code, the APP LLRs can be determined

using the BCJR algorithm [3] with 2N−K states.

Clearly, APP LLRs can be approximated from a candidate

list through list decoding by considering only the list LC

instead of the entire codebook C (this is called list-sum

approximation),

ℓlist-sum
APP,i = log

∑

ci=0,cN∈LC
QCN |Y N

(
cN

∣
∣yN

)

∑

ci=1,cN∈LC
QCN |Y N (cN |yN )

. (7)
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message

frozen

message

frozen

Q
U0|Y N (∅|yN ) = 1

visited leaf: 0100 invalid subtreesunvisited subtrees

Fig. 1: Example of the SC decoding tree of a polar code with frozen bits
u1 = u3 = 0. The whole decoding tree consists of three parts: a) visited
leaf: the SC output û4 = (0, 1, 0, 0). b) invalid subtrees: the subtree rooted
at û1 = 1 and the subtree rooted at û3 = (0, 1, 1). c) unvisited subtrees: the
subtree rooted at û2 = (0, 0) and the leaf û4 = (0, 1, 0, 1).

Pyndiah proposed a low complexity algorithm [10] to ap-

proximate APP LLRs from a list, which is generally deemed

suitable for log-domain implementations (this is called list-

max approximation).

ℓlist-max
APP,i = log

maxci=0,cN∈LC
QCN |Y N

(
cN

∣
∣yN

)

maxci=1,cN∈LC
QCN |Y N (cN |yN )

. (8)

If there is no competing codeword in LC for the i-th bit, a

predefined saturation value β is required for both list-sum and

list-max approximation [10], i.e.,

ℓlist-max/sum
APP,i =

{

ℓA,i + ℓch,i + β, if ∀cN ∈ LC , ci = 0

ℓA,i + ℓch,i − β, if ∀cN ∈ LC , ci = 1.
(9)

III. CODEBOOK PROBABILITY OF POLAR-LIKE CODES

Since the polar transform cN = uN
F
⊗ log2 N is a one-to-one

mapping, we have

QCN |Y N

(
cN

∣
∣yN

)
= QUN |Y N

(
uN

∣
∣yN

)
.

The codebook probability Eq. (1) can be rewritten as the sum

of probabilities for all valid decoding paths,

QU

(
yN

)
=

∑

vN∈U

QUN |Y N

(
vN |yN

)
. (10)

To compute the exact value of QU

(
yN

)
, a full traversal of

the SC decoding tree is required.

Here we introduce a method to approximate the codebook

probability of polar and polar-like codes by using SC-based

decoding. An SC-based decoding algorithm divides the decod-

ing tree into three parts,

a) Visited leaves denote the valid visited decoding paths of

depth N . Note that we may have more than one visited

leaf, e.g., a SCL decoder returns L visited leaves.

b) Invalid subtrees stands for the subtrees rooted at the nodes

which are not visited during the decoding due to the

conflict of frozen constraints.

c) Unvisited subtrees are the subtrees rooted at the nodes

which satisfy the frozen constraints, but are not visited

(usually due to the complexity issues).

Now we define sets V , W and I containing the visited

leaves, the roots of unvisited subtrees, and the roots of invalid

subtrees, respectively. For the mini example with SC decoding

shown in Fig. 1, we have

V = {(0, 1, 0, 0)}

W = {(0, 0), (0, 1, 0, 1)}

I = {(1), (0, 1, 1)} .

The codebook probability QU

(
yN

)
is then written as

∑

vN∈V

QUN |Y N

(
vN |yN

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(a) all visited leaves

+

(b) all unvisited valid leaves
︷ ︸︸ ︷
∑

ai∈W

∑

vN∈U
vi=ai

QUN |Y N

(
vN |yN

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(c) all valid leaves underneath node ai

.

The term (c) describes the sum the of probabilities for all valid

decoding paths (leaves) underneath node ai. By extending the

approach [20, Cor.3] from guess-based search to tree search,

we assume that the leaves are uniformly distributed underneath

the unvisited node ai. We have the approximation

term (c) ≈ 2−|F
(i:N)|QUi|Y N

(
ai|yN

)
, (11)

where F (i:N) denotes the set of indices for the frozen bits in

the future, i.e.,

F (i:N) = {j : j ∈ F , i ≤ j ≤ N} ,

and
∣
∣F (i:N)

∣
∣ is the number of frozen bits in the future. The

codebook probability Eq. (10) is then approximated by

QU

(
yN

)
≈ Q∗

U

(
yN

)
,

∑

vN∈V

QUN |Y N

(
vN |yN

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

sum of prob. for all visited leaves

+
∑

ai∈W

2−|F
(i:N)|QUi|Y N

(
ai|yN

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

approx. sum of prob. for all unvisited valid leaves

. (12)

The algorithm to compute Q∗
U

(
yN

)
is compatible with

all SC-based decoders. During SC-based decoding, when the

decoder decides not to visit a subtree rooted at the node ai, i ∈

A, we accumulate the probability 2−|F
(i:N)|QUi|Y N

(
ai|yN

)

as the approximated sum of probabilities for all valid leaves

underneath node ai. For the example in Fig. 1, we have

Q∗
U

(
y4
)
= QU4|Y 4

(
0100|y4

)

+ 2−1 ·QU2|Y 4

(
00|y4

)
+ 20 ·QU4|Y 4

(
0101|y4

)
.

Note that the terms QU2|Y 4

(
00|y4

)
and QU4|Y 4

(
0101|y4

)
are

computed by the SC decoder and do not lead to any additional

computational complexity in the evaluation of the codebook

probability.
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ℓAPP,i ≈ ℓ∗APP,i = log

∑

ci=0,cN∈LC

QCN |Y N

(
cN

∣
∣yN

)
+ φ · PC|Y (0 |yi )

∑

ci=1,cN∈LC

QCN |Y N (cN |yN ) + φ · PC|Y (1 |yi )

where φ = Q∗
U

(
yN

)
−

∑

cN∈LC

QCN |Y N

(
cN |yN

)

(16)

A. Blockwise Soft-Output

As in [20], we define the probability of the output decision

ûN being the transmitted codeword as the (exact) blockwise

SO of the decision ûN , i.e.,

Γ
(
yN , ûN

)
,

QUN |Y N

(
ûN

∣
∣yN

)

QU (yN)
(13)

which is equivalent to the left hand side of Eq. (6). The

blockwise SO can be extended from a single decision to a

list of candidates.

Γ
(
yN ,LU

)
,

∑

vN∈LU
QUN |Y N

(
vN |yN

)

QU (yN )
, (14)

which describes the probability of the candidate list LU

contains the transmitted codeword.

Based on the blockwise SO, we apply a threshold test for

generalized decoding, i.e., joint error correction and detection,

Γ
(
yN , ûN

)
> 1− ǫ. (15)

The final decision ûN is accepted when Eq. (15) is satisfied;

otherwise, the decoder returns an erasure flag. As Γ
(
yN , ûN

)

evaluates the probability of the output decision being correct,

the decision rule mentioned above imposes an upper limit of

ǫ on the MDR, where MDR is defined as the probability of

an accepted decision being erroneous, i.e., the ratio between

UER and BLER.

B. Bitwise Soft-Outputs

By using the same approach as described in [21], we

approximate the bitwise SO ℓAPP,i and ℓE,i based on Q∗
U

(
yN

)

via Eq. (16). The approximated APP LLR ℓ∗APP,i introduces an

additional term φ to dynamically adjust the weight between

list observation and channel observation, where φ is the

approximated sum of the probabilities for all codewords not

in the list, i.e.,

φ ≈
∑

cN∈C,cN /∈LC

QCN |Y N

(
cN |yN

)
.

If the candidates in the list are reliable (small φ), ℓ∗APP,i is

close to list-max approximation; otherwise (large φ), ℓ∗APP,i is

close to the decoder input ℓch,i + ℓA,i. Furthermore, Eq. (16)

eliminates the need for the saturation value β present in list-

sum and list-max approximations Eq. (9).

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we present numerical results of SO-SCL,

demonstrating:

• the accuracy of the approximated blockwise SO,

• the performance of generalized decoding using Eq. (15),

• the iterative decoding performance using Eq. (16),

• the quality of the bitwise SO Eq. (16).

A large collection of polar-like encodings exist [23], [25],

[36]–[50]. As the design of polar-like codes is beyond the

scope of our work, here we consider polar-like codes with

two basic, channel-independent types of information sets,

• 5G polar codes [50]: the information set is selected

according to a reliability sequence,

• RM codes [51], [52]: the information set is selected

according to the row weight in F
⊗ log2 N [40],

and two types of frozen constraints,

• static frozen bits: ui = 0, i ∈ F
• (convolutional) dynamic frozen bits [24] of constraint

length 6:

ui = ui−2 ⊕ ui−3 ⊕ ui−5 ⊕ ui−6, i ∈ F , i > 6.

In general, 5G polar codes and RM codes represent two ex-

treme cases: 5G polar codes perform well under SC decoding,

whereas RM codes perform well under ML decoding. Dy-

namic frozen bits [23] enhance the ML performance of some

polar-like codes without compromising their SC performance.

A. Accuracy of the approximated blockwise SO

By using the approximated codebook probability Q∗
U

(
yN

)
,

we denote the approximated blockwise SO for single decision

and list of candidates by Γ∗
(
yN , ûN

)
and Γ∗

(
yN ,LU

)
,

respectively.,

Γ∗
(
yN , ûN

)
,

QUN |Y N

(
ûN |yN

)

Q∗
U (yN)

(17)

Γ∗
(
yN ,LU

)
,

∑

vN∈LU
QUN |Y N

(
vN |yN

)

Q∗
U (yN )

. (18)

To evaluate whether the approximated blockwise SO

Γ∗
(
yN , ûN

)
matches the probability of the output decision

being the correct codeword, we design a Monte Carlo (MC)

simulation as follows. In the simulation, the codewords are

transmitted over binary-input additive white Gaussian noise

(biAWGN) channels. The SO-SCL decoder outputs a decision

ûN and blockwise SO Γ∗
(
yN , ûN

)
. We gather blocks with

1− Γ∗
(
yN , ûN

)
within specific ranges,

[
1, 10−0.5

)
,
[
10−0.5, 10−1

)
, . . . ,

[
10−4.5, 10−5

)

and compare their BLER to E
[
1− Γ∗

(
yN , ûN

)]
(solid lines).

For reference, we also show the Forney’s approximation
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(dashed lines) with list size |LU | = L′,

Γ′
(
yN , ûN

)
=

QUN |Y N

(
ûN |yN

)

∑

uN∈LU
QUN |Y N (uN |yN )

which approximates the codebook probability QU

(
yN

)
as the

list probability
∑

uN∈LU
QUN |Y N

(
uN |yN

)
.

Fig. 2 plots the BLER given E
[
1− Γ∗

(
yN , ûN

)]

and E
[
1− Γ′

(
yN , ûN

)]
. The results in Fig. 2 show

that E
[
1− Γ∗

(
yN , ûN

)]
accurately predicts the BLER

of the polar-like codes with dynamic frozen constraints

( , , , ). However, E
[
1− Γ∗

(
yN , ûN

)]
shows

a mismatch for polar-like codes with static frozen bits

( , ). The main reason is as follows. The approximated

codebook probability Eq. (12) relies on the assumption of

uniform leaf distribution under the unvisited nodes. However,

the static frozen bits (after the first message bit) may disrupt

this assumption. Thus, the approximation in Eq. (11) has a

mismatch for polar-like codes with static frozen bits. Observe

that our approximation yields accurate predictions for (32, 26)
static RM code ( ) because the number of frozen bits

following the first message bit is minimal and insufficient to

disrupt the assumption of a uniform leaf distribution.3

To conclude, Q∗
U

(
yN

)
provides an accurate approximation

of the codebook probability for polar-like codes of any length

and rate, if the frozen bits are random linear combinations

of previous message bits, as defined in [25, Definition 1].

However, Q∗
U

(
yN

)
may exhibit a mismatch if the frozen con-

straints are static or if the constraint length of the convolutional

dynamic constraints is too short.

Similar to Fig. 2, Fig. 3 plots the list error rate (LER)

given E
[
1− Γ∗

(
yN ,LU

)]
, where the LER is defined as the

probability of the transmitted codeword not being in the list.

The results show that Γ∗
(
yN ,LU

)
accurately predicts the

LER of the polar-like codes with dynamic frozen constraints.

B. Joint error correction and detection

We apply a threshold test to the blockwise SO generated by

SO-SCL decoding. The most likely candidate ûN in the list is

accepted if

Γ∗
(
yN , ûN

)
> 1− ǫ,

otherwise, the decoder returns an erasure flag indicating a

detected error.

Fig. 4 and Fig. 5 show the BLER, UER and MDR of

the proposed decision rule based on SO-SCL. For reference,

we demonstrate the performance of CRC-concatenated polar

codes using SCL [8], [9] with the same list size. If none

of the candidates in the list pass the CRC, an erasure flag

is returned, indicating that an error has been detected. Our

method is compared with 6 bits CRC using L = 4 and 11
bits CRC using L = 8. The threshold ǫ is chosen to achieve

a similar MDR to that of CRC-concatenated polar codes. The

simulation results show that the proposed method outperforms

3Since there are only three frozen bits after the first message bit for
the (32, 26) static RM code, the (32, 26) static RM code has very similar
properties to the (32, 26) dynamic RM code.

10−5 10−4 10−3 10−2 10−1 100
10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

approximated blockwise soft-output

B
L

E
R

(32, 26) static RM, L = 1, L′ = 2, 3 dB

(64, 42) dynamic RM, L = 2, L′ = 4, 3 dB

(128, 64) static RM, L = 4, L′ = 8, 2 dB

(128, 64) dynamic RM, L = 4, L′ = 8, 2 dB

(128, 64) static 5G polar, L = 1, L′ = 2, 2 dB

(128, 64) dynamic 5G polar, L = 1, L′ = 2, 2 dB

Fig. 2: Approximated blockwise SO vs. BLER of polar-like codes with
proposed scheme and Forney’s approximation. The proposed method (solid)
works with SO-SCL decoding of list size L, while the Forney’s approximation
(dashed) works with SCL decoding of list size L′.

CRC-concatenated polar codes in both BLER and UER. More

importantly, the MDR of SO-SCL is restricted to not be higher

than ǫ (the horizontal line in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5).4

C. Turbo decoding of product codes and GLDPC codes

As explained in Sec.II-E, APP LLRs can be approximated

from a candidate list. The list-sum approximation in Eq. (7),

based on SCL decoding, was introduced in [11] for parallel

concatenated polar codes. In [12]–[14], the list-max approxi-

mation in Eq. (8) is used to decode polar product codes with

SCL decoding.

In this section, we show the comparison between the turbo

decoder based on SCL with Pyndiah’s list-max approximation

Eq. (8), and the turbo decoder based on SO-SCL Eq. (16). Both

turbo decoders have a maximum iteration number of Imax =
20. For both turbo decoders, all component codes are initially

decoded by an SCL decoder with list size of L = 4. Then,

“SCL, list-max” and SO-SCL extract the bitwise SO by using

Eq. (8) and Eq. (16), respectively.

In Fig. 6,7,8, we demonstrate the BLER and bit error

rate (BER) of (322, 262), (642, 422) and (642, 572) product

codes based on static/dynamic RM component codes. The

4Note that the MDR of CRC-concatenated polar codes using SCL is
influenced by both the CRC size and the list size. The generator polynomial
is presented with Koopman’s notation [53].
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10−5 10−4 10−3 10−2 10−1 100
10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

E
[

1− Γ∗
(

yN ,LU

)]

L
E

R

(32, 26) static RM, L = 2, 3 dB

(64, 42) dynamic RM, L = 2, 3 dB

(128, 64) static RM, L = 4, 2 dB

(128, 64) dynamic RM, L = 4, 2 dB

Fig. 3: E
[

1− Γ∗
(

yN ,LU

)]

vs. LER of polar-like codes under SO-SCL
decoding with list size L.

1 2 3 4 5 6

10−7

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

Eb/N0 in dB

B
L

E
R

,
U

E
R

,
M

D
R

dynamic RM

CRC + static 5G polar

Fig. 4: BLER(solid), UER(dashed), MDR(dotted) vs. Eb/N0 over the bi-
AWGN channel for the (64, 42) dynamic RM code compared to a (64, 42+6)
static 5G polar code with an outer CRC-6 0x30. SCL with L = 4, threshold
ǫ = 0.1

truncated union bounds (TUBs) of (322, 262) and (642, 572)
codes are provided. In Fig. 9, we show the performance

of a (1024, 640) GLDPC code based on (32, 26) static RM

check nodes introduced in [35]. For “SCL, list-max”, α and

β parameters are iteration-dependent taken from [10]. For

SO-SCL, the extrinsic LLRs are always scaled by 0.5 for all

product codes and 0.6 for the GLDPC code.

Simulation results show that the turbo decoder with pro-

posed SO-SCL significantly outperforms that with list-max

1 2 3 4 5 6
10−8

10−7

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

Eb/N0 in dB

B
L

E
R

,
U

E
R

,
M

D
R

dynamic RM

CRC+ static 5G polar

Fig. 5: BLER(solid), UER(dashed), MDR(dotted) vs. Eb/N0 over the bi-
AWGN channel for the (64, 42) dynamic RM code compared to a (64, 42+
11) static 5G polar code with an outer CRC-11 0x710. SCL with L = 8,
threshold ǫ = 0.005

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5
10−8

10−7

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

Eb/N0 in dB

B
L

E
R

,
B

E
R

TUB

SCL, list-max

SO-SCL

Fig. 6: BLER(solid), BER(dashed) vs. Eb/N0 over the biAWGN channel for
the (1024, 676) product code based on (32, 26) static RM codes.

approximation. For the high-rate (322, 262) and (642, 572)
product codes, the performance is close to their TUBs with

SO-SCL of list size 4. Note that the component polar-like

codes are systematically encoded [54] to reduce the BER.

D. Quality of the bitwise SO

In this section, we evaluate the quality of the bitwise SO

generated by SO-SCL Eq. (16). To the best of the authors’
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1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2 2.2
10−7

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

Eb/N0 in dB

B
L

E
R

,
B

E
R

SCL, list-max

SO-SCL

Fig. 7: BLER(solid), BER(dashed) vs. Eb/N0 over the biAWGN channel for
the (4096, 1764) product code based on (64, 42) dynamic RM codes.

2 2.2 2.4 2.6 2.8 3 3.2 3.4
10−8

10−7

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

Eb/N0 in dB

B
L

E
R

,
B

E
R

TUB

SCL, list-max

SO-SCL

Fig. 8: BLER(solid), BER(dashed) vs. Eb/N0 over the biAWGN channel for
the (4096, 3249) product code based on (64, 57) static RM codes.

knowledge, no information-theoretically motivated evaluation

of SISO decoders has been reported to date. In this work, we

demonstrate the quality of bitwise SO by analyzing: 1) BER,

2) generalized mutual information (GMI), and 3) the ensemble

iterative decoding threshold. We compare SO-SCL with the

list-max approximation Eq. (8), the list-sum approximation

Eq. (7), and the BCJR decoder [3].

1 1.5 2 2.5 3
10−8

10−7

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

Eb/N0 in dB

B
L

E
R

,
B

E
R

SCL, list-max

SO-SCL

Fig. 9: BLER(solid), BER(dashed) vs. Eb/N0 over the biAWGN channel for
the (1024, 640) GLDPC code based on (32, 26) static RM check nodes.

ℓNA

ℓN

+ SISO Dec.
ℓNE

fpp (·, δ, γ) +

ℓN
generalized CN

Fig. 10: Generalized CN based on an SISO decoder.

Bit Error Rate: A bitwise maximum-a-posteriori (MAP)

decoder, defined as

ĉMAP,i , argmax
a∈{0,1}

PCi|Y N

(
a
∣
∣yN

)

which can be implemented by performing a hard decision on

the APP LLRs produced by the BCJR algorithm.

ĉMAP,i =

{

0, if ℓAPP,i ≥ 0

1, if ℓAPP,i < 0.

The MAP decoder provides an optimal BER by its definition.

Higher quality bitwise SO should result in a lower BER.

Tab. I shows the BER of the (32, 26) static RM code by

performing a hard decision on the bitwise SO generated by

SO-SCL Eq. (16), list-max approximation Eq. (8) and list-sum

approximation Eq. (7). For reference, the BER of SCL is also

provided. Simulation results show that the SO-SCL performs

closer to the optimal MAP decoder than other approximations.

Generalized Mutual Information: In systems with iterative

processing, a SISO decoder of an (N,K) code works as a

generalized check node (CN) with N edges. The generalized

CN (Fig. 10) takes the channel observation and the a-priori

information as input and the outputs extrinsic information. Due

to the imperfection of the SISO decoder and the specific struc-

ture of the system, a post-processing is required, e.g., Pyndiah

introduced iteration-dependent parameters α, β [10] for list-

max approximation. In [55], an information-theoretically mo-
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TABLE I
BER OF (32, 26) STATIC RM CODES WITH DIFFERENT SISO DECODERS.

Eb/N0 0 dB 1 dB 2 dB 3 dB 4 dB 5 dB

BER

SO-SCL (L = 4) 0.093712 0.061758 0.032229 0.011629 0.0027179 0.00037739

list-max (L = 4) 0.102810 0.066558 0.034110 0.011980 0.0027626 0.00038120

list-sum (L = 4) 0.097503 0.063655 0.032938 0.011685 0.0027188 0.00037792

SCL (L = 4) 0.102810 0.066558 0.034110 0.011980 0.0027626 0.00038120

MAP 0.093537 0.061489 0.032149 0.011582 0.0027080 0.00037664

TABLE II
1-GMI OF (32, 26) STATIC RM CODES WITH DIFFERENT SISO DECODERS.

Eb/N0 0 dB 1 dB 2 dB 3 dB 4 dB 5 dB

1-GMI

SO-SCL (L = 4) 0.66733 0.76970 0.87071 0.95215 0.98799 0.99838

list-max (L = 4) 0.66553 0.76758 0.86867 0.95092 0.98767 0.99834

list-sum (L = 4) 0.66452 0.76677 0.86838 0.95109 0.98772 0.99836

BCJR 0.67231 0.77658 0.87690 0.95403 0.98829 0.99842

tivated method is proposed to optimize the post-processing,

fpp (ℓE, δ, γ) =

{

γsign (ℓE) , if ℓE = ±∞

δℓE, otherwise

which includes scaling and saturation for ±∞, such that the

1-GMI [56] is maximized. Note that SO-SCL and BCJR do

not necessitate a saturation value.

The generalized CN updates the bitwise LLRs from ℓNch+ℓNA
to ℓNch + fpp

(
ℓNE , δ, γ

)
for the next soft-input device. We use

1-GMI to describe the quality of the bitwise SO, i.e.,

I1 (C;Lch + fpp (LE, δ, γ))

= 1− E
[

log2

(

1 + e−(1−2·C)·(Lch+fpp(LE,δ,γ))
)]

.

The simulation is designed as follows. A large number (106) of

codewords are transmitted over a biAWGN channel. Assume

that we do not have any a-priori information yet, i.e., ℓNA =
0N . The SISO decoder takes only channel LLRs ℓNch as input

and outputs the extrinsic LLRs ℓNE . We evaluate the 1-GMI

with optimal post-processing after the decoding,

max
δ,γ

I1 (C;Lch + fpp (LE, δ, γ)) (19)

which describes the correlation between transmitted codeword

cN and the LLRs ℓNch+fpp

(
ℓNE , δ, γ

)
delivered to the next soft-

input device. The simulation results for the (32, 26) static RM

code are demonstrated in Tab. II. We observe that the SO-SCL

provides higher 1-GMI than other approximations.

Ensemble Iterative Decoding Threshold: In this section,

we analyze the iterative decoding threshold of the turbo-like

ensembles [57]. We consider a regular GLDPC code ensemble

with variable node (VN) degree 2 and all generalized CNs are

(N,K) static RM check nodes [34], [35]. Assume that we

have 2M generalized CNs, each of which is connected to N
VNs. Each VN is part of the constraints of 2 generalized CNs.

The code length is MN , and there are a total of 2M(N −K)

constraints. The ensemble code rate is given by

R =
MN − 2M(N −K)

MN
=

2K −N

N

if all of the constraints derived from the generalized CNs are

linearly independent.

We find the iterative decoding threshold via Monte Carlo

density evolution (MCDE) [58], [59] as follows. We construct

a sufficiently long code with M = 105. Assume that the all-

zero codeword of length MN is transmitted over the biAWGN

channel. We track the empirical distribution of the a-priori

LLRs and the distribution of the post-processed extrinsic LLRs

throughout the iterations. The ensemble iterative decoding

threshold (Eb/N0)
∗ is defined as the lowest Eb/N0 for which

“the post-processed extrinsic LLRs are all larger than zero”

as the number of iterations grows large. The post-processing

for each iteration is individually optimized by maximizing the

1-GMI Eq. (19) as in [55]. The a-priori LLRs and channel

LLRs are permuted before each iteration to mitigate any

dependencies introduced in previous iterations [60].

In Tab. III and Tab. IV, we present the iterative decoding

threshold (Eb/N0)
∗ of the previously mentioned GLDPC code

ensembles with different SISO decoders. The post-processing

for each decoder and each iteration is individually optimized

via Eq. (19). We observe that iterative decoding with SO-SCL

has a lower (Eb/N0)
∗ than with other approximations.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we proposed a method to approximate the

codebook probability of polar-like codes based on SCL decod-

ing. Building upon this codebook probability, we introduced

SO-SCL to generate both blockwise SO and bitwise SO.

Simulation results indicate that the blockwise SO accurately

matches the probability of the output decision being the

transmitted codeword. Dynamic RM codes using generalized

decoding that utilizes blockwise SO significantly outperform

CRC-concatenated polar codes using SCL decoding in terms



10

TABLE III
ITERATIVE DECODING THRESHOLDS FOR THE GLDPC CODE ENSEMBLE WITH (32, 26) STATIC RM COMPONENT CODES.

Algorithm BCJR SO-SCL (L = 2/4/8) list-max (L = 2/4/8) list-sum (L = 2/4/8)

(Eb/N0)∗ 1.48 1.69 1.58 1.52 2.26 1.88 1.65 2.26 1.86 1.60

TABLE IV
ITERATIVE DECODING THRESHOLDS FOR THE GLDPC CODE ENSEMBLE WITH (64, 57) STATIC RM COMPONENT CODES.

Algorithm BCJR SO-SCL (L = 2/4/8) list-max (L = 2/4/8) list-sum (L = 2/4/8)

(Eb/N0)∗ 2.31 2.68 2.54 2.44 3.10 2.76 2.54 3.10 2.75 2.50

of both BLER and UER. More importantly, the MDR can be

constrained to not exceed any predefined value.

To enhance the accuracy of bitwise SO, SO-SCL introduces

an additional term based on the codebook probability to

dynamically adjust the weight between list observation and

channel observation. Both the simulation results of iterative

decoding for product and GLDPC codes, as well as the

information-theoretical analysis, highlight the superiority of

SO-SCL over list-max and list-sum approximations.
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