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Abstract—We consider the problem of identifying defective
items in a population with non-adaptive quantitative group
testing. For this scenario, Mashauri et al. recently proposed a
low-density parity-check (LDPC) code-based quantitative group
testing scheme with a hard-decision decoding approach (akin to
peeling decoding). This scheme outperforms generalized LDPC
code-based quantitative group testing schemes in terms of the
misdetection rate. In this work, we propose a belief-propagation-
based decoder for quantitative group testing with LDPC codes,
where the messages being passed are purely soft. Through
extensive simulations, we show that the proposed soft-information
decoder outperforms the hard-decision decoder Mashauri et al..

I. INTRODUCTION

Group testing encompasses a family of test schemes with

the aim to identify items affected by some particular condition,

usually referred to as defective items (e.g., individuals infected

by a virus), within a large population of n items (e.g., all indi-

viduals). Dating back to the Second World War, group testing

was pioneered by Dorfman [1] to facilitate the identification

of syphilis among soldiers in the US Army at low cost.

The primary objective of group testing is to minimize the

number of tests required to identify the defective items within

the population. The key idea is that, if the number of defective

items is significantly smaller than n, then negative tests on

pools of items can spare many individual tests. Following

this principle, items are grouped into overlapping groups, and

tests are performed on each group. Typically, binary tests

are considered [1], where a positive test implies that at least

one defective item participates in the corresponding group.

Conversely, a negative test implies that all items in the group

are non-defective. After testing, the binary outputs serve as

the input to a decoding algorithm that infers the status—i.e.,

defective or non-defective—of each item in the population. In

general, the inference has some probability of error associated

with it, referred to as misdetection rate.

Since its introduction, group testing has emerged as an

important and powerful tool for solving problems across

several fields including biology, computer science, and data
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science [2]. For example, during the COVID-19 pandemic,

many public health institutions relied on group testing to

identify patients infected by the virus [3]. Group testing may

also be used in situations where the goal is not to reduce the

number of tests. For example, in [4], group testing is used to

privately identify malicious clients in federated learning with

secure aggregation.

While conventional group testing considers only binary test

results, in quantitative group testing [5] the test outcome

is (ideally) equal to the exact number of defective items

in the group, i.e., the test is akin to an adder channel.

Similar to group testing, the quantitative variant has real-world

applications, like in biology [6]. Leveraging the additional

information provided by quantitative tests, the number of tests

can be significantly reduced compared to group testing based

on binary tests [2, Sec. 5.9].

Related work: Group testing is a well-researched area with

connections to several fields, e.g., information theory [2]

and error-correction codes [7]–[10]. In [2], a plethora of

fundamental results on the required number of tests are pre-

sented for several flavors of group testing. Moreover, these

fundamental results are used to benchmark practical decoding

algorithms for group testing schemes. An optimal decoding

strategy for (noisy) group testing, based on the well-known

forward-backward decoding algorithm [11], was presented

in [12]. However, due to its exponential complexity in the

number of tests, the optimal decoder is not practical for large

population sizes. For quantitative group testing, the complexity

of the forward-backward decoding algorithm is even higher.

In [13], [14], the authors proposed a scheme for non-adaptive

noiseless quantitative group testing based on generalized low-

density parity-check (LDPC) codes with w-error correcting

BCH codes as component codes. However, the strongest codes

(large w) do not perform well with iterative decoding and

the best performance is achieved for w = 2 [13], [14].

Recently, the authors in [15] proposed a quantitative noiseless

group testing scheme based on LDPC codes, together with a

corresponding hard-decision decoding algorithm, that outper-

forms the schemes in [13], [14] in terms of misdetection rate.

The scheme in [15] is considered state-of-the-art sparse-graph
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code-based quantitative group testing. The authors in [16]

adopt techniques from compressed sensing [17] to solve the

quantitative group testing problem. However, the proposed

algorithms require the knowledge of the number of defective

items in the population, which is in general not known.

Contribution: In this work, we adopt the quantitative group

testing scheme based on LDPC codes proposed in [15]. Our

novelty resides in a new iterative decoding approach for

quantitative group testing that exchanges soft information.

The decoder is inspired by the well-known belief propagation

decoding for LDPC codes, but utilizes different updates for the

constraint nodes. Through simulation results, we show that the

proposed decoder significantly outperforms the hard-decision

decoding approach in [15] in terms of misdetection rate.

Organization: In Section II, we define our notation. Sec-

tion III describes the system model for quantitative group test-

ing. In Section IV, we present the soft-information decoder for

quantitative group testing and its components. In Section V, we

present the performance of the proposed decoding approach

obtained by simulation. Section VI highlights future work and

Section VII concludes the paper.

II. NOTATION

We use lowercase bold letters, e.g., x, to denote row vectors.

The i-th element of vector x is denoted by xi. To represent

matrices, we use uppercase bold letters, e.g., X . Random

variables representing scalars are denoted by uppercase letters,

such as X . The probability mass function (PMF) of a random

variable X is denoted as PrX(x), where x is a realization.

We use calligraphic letters, such as X , to denote sets with

cardinality denoted by |X |. Fq, with q being a prime, denotes

a finite field. For an integer x, we use the notation [x] to

denote the set of all positive integers less than or equal to x,

i.e., [x] = {1, 2, . . . , x}. We use the symbol 1{·} to denote

the indicator function. The Hamming weight of a vector x is

denoted by wt(x).

III. SYSTEM MODEL

We consider a population of n items represented by a binary

vector d = (d1, d2, . . . , dn) ∈ F
n
2 , where di = 1 if item i is

defective and di = 0 if it is not. We refer to d as the defective

vector, which is unknown.

We consider a probabilistic model for the status of the

items, where D1, D2, . . . , Dn are independently and identi-

cally distributed (i.i.d.) random variables following a Bernoulli

distribution as

PrDi
(b) =

{

1− δ if b = 0

δ if b = 1
, i ∈ [n] .

Adopting the terminology of group testing, we refer to δ as

the prevalence.

The main goal of a group testing scheme is to infer the

defective vector d using r tests. More precisely, items are

grouped into r overlapping groups (also referred to as pools)

v1 v2 v3 v4 v5 v6 v7 v8

c1 c2 c3 c4

Fig. 1. Bipartite graph representation of the assignment matrix A in (2).
The circles denote the variable nodes (VN), while the squares represent the
constraint nodes (CN). The connections of the items to their respective group
are color-coded.

P1,P2, . . . ,Pr, and a test is applied to each pool. We denote

by si the result of the test applied to pool Pi, and collect the

test results for all pools in a vector s = (s1, s2, . . . , sr). The

assignment of items to pools can be represented by an r × n
binary adjacency matrix A = (ai,j), where ai,j = 1 if item

j participates in pool i and ai,j = 0 if it does not. We refer

to A as the assignment matrix. Note that pool Pi, i ∈ [r], is

defined by the set

Pi = {j|ai,j = 1, j ∈ [n]} .

The assignment matrix A establishes a link between group

testing and error-correcting codes. In particular, the parity-

check matrix of an error-correcting code can be used as the

assignment matrix A [7]. The rate of the quantitative group

testing scheme, denoted by R, is defined as the ratio1 between

the number of tests over the size of the population, i.e., R = r
n

.

In this work, as in [13], [15], we consider non-adaptive

noiseless quantitative group testing, where the result of test

i, si, yields the exact number of defective items in pool Pi.

Hence, si : Pi → {0, 1, . . . , |Pi|},

si =
∑

j∈Pi

dj =
n
∑

j=1

djai,j

and

s = d ·A
T

. (1)

Based on s and the assignment matrixA, the goal of the quan-

titative group testing scheme is to infer the defective vector d

through an inference (decoding) algorithm, d̂ = Dec(s,A).
Example 1 (Assignment matrix): Consider the assignment

matrix

A =









1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1
1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0
0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0
0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1









(2)

1Note that the definition is slightly different from the rate used in error-
correcting codes.



sj

(1− δ, δ)

vi

ψ
(ℓ−1)
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ψ
(ℓ−1)
ci2→vi

cj

µ
(ℓ−1)
vj2→cj

µ
(ℓ−1)
vj1→cj
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(ℓ
)
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ψ
(ℓ
)

c j
→
v i

Fig. 2. Visualization of the variable and constraint node updates shown in (3)
and (5), respectively. The circle represents a variable node vi, while the square
represents a constraint node cj . Note that the constraint node cj has the test
outcome of the j-th pool sj as a constraint the incoming messages should
fulfill.

of regular row weight 4 and column weight 2, corresponding to

a scenario with n = 8 items. This matrix instructs the pooling

into r = 4 groups as P1 = {1, 2, 6, 8},P2 = {1, 4, 5, 6},P3 =
{2, 3, 4, 7}, and P4 = {3, 5, 7, 8}.

The assignment matrix and its imposed grouping can be

graphically represented by a bipartite graph consisting of n
variable nodes (VNs) and r constraint nodes (CNs), corre-

sponding to the n items and r tests, respectively. An edge

connects CN ci with VN vj if item j participates in pool Pi.

The corresponding bipartite graph of the assignment matrix A

in (2) is illustrated in Fig. 1. It is a (dv, dc) = (2, 4) regular

graph, where dv is the VN degree and dc the CN degree.

We will use the terminology N (x) to denote the set of

neighbors of node x in the graph, i.e., the set of nodes adjacent

to node x. It holds that the neighbors of CN ci and VN vi are

N (ci) = {vj | j ∈ Pi}, i ∈ [r]

N (vj) = {ci | j ∈ Pi, i ∈ [r]}, j ∈ [n] .

For a regular graph, |N (ci)|= dc, i ∈ [r], and |N (vj)|=
dv, j ∈ [n] and the rate can be written as R = dv/dc.

IV. BELIEF-PROPAGATION DECODING FOR

QUANTITATIVE GROUP TESTING

In this section, we introduce the main contribution of this

paper, the belief-propagation (BP) decoding algorithm for

quantitative group testing.

The decoding algorithm has to infer the defective vector d̂

given the test outcome vector s, prevalence δ, and assignment

matrix A. Implementing a MAP decoder to compute the a

posteriori probabilities Pr(Di|s) as in [12] has complexity

O(2n), which is infeasible for large assignment matrices A.

The BP algorithm attempts to approximate the a posteriori

probabilities operating on the graph of the quantitative group

Algorithm 1: Belief-propagation decoding for quanti-

tative group testing

Input: s, δ, N (ci) for i ∈ [r], N (vi) for i ∈ [n], L.

Output: d̂.

Init: ψ
(0)
ci→vj = (0.5, 0.5) for i ∈ [r], vj ∈ N (ci)

1: for ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , L do

2: /* VN Update */

3: for i = 1, 2, . . . , n do

4: Compute µ
(ℓ)
vi→cj for cj ∈ N (vi) as in (3)

5: end for

6: /*CN Update*/

7: for j = 1, 2, . . . , r do

8: Compute ψ
(ℓ)
cj→vi for vi ∈ N (cj) as in (5)

9: end for

10: /* A posteriori computation and decision */

11: for i = 1, 2, . . . , n do

12: Pr{Di = b|s} ≈ PrDi
(b)

∏

cj∈N (vi)
ψ
(ℓ)
cj→vi(b)

13: Pr{Di = 0|s}⋚
d̂i=1

d̂i=0
Pr{Di = 1|s}

14: end for

15: /* Stopping criterion */

16: if d̂A == s then

17: break

18: end if

19: end for

testing scheme. This approximation is obtained using an itera-

tive message-passing approach between variable and constraint

nodes. A visualization of a message-passing between a con-

straint and variable node is depicted in Fig. 2. The (estimated)

a posteriori probabilities can be used as soft-information to

infer the defective vector d̂.

Let µ
(ℓ)
v→c =

(

µ
(ℓ)
v→c(0), µ

(ℓ)
v→c(1)

)

be the message from VN

v to CN c at iteration ℓ, corresponding to the probability that

the item is non-defective (µ
(ℓ)
v→c(0)) and defective (µ

(ℓ)
v→c(1)).

Similarly, let ψ
(ℓ)
v→c =

(

ψ
(ℓ)
v→c(0), ψ

(ℓ)
v→c(1)

)

be the message

from CN c to VN v at iteration ℓ, corresponding to the belief

from the CN that the item is non-defective and defective,

respectively. The pseudo-code for the proposed BP decoder

for quantitative group testing is shown in Algorithm 1. In the

following, we define the VN and CN updates.

A. Variable Node Update

The message from a VN vi to a CN cj is simply the product

of all incoming message to VN vi, except the one on the edge

(vi, cj), and the prior on the value b:

µ(ℓ)
vi→cj

(b) = PrDi
(b) ·

∏

c′∈N (vi)\cj

ψ
(ℓ−1)
c′→vi

(b) (3)

for ℓ ∈ Z
+, b ∈ F2, i ∈ [n] and cj ∈ N (vi).



B. Constraint Node Update

As illustrated in Fig. 2, the test outcome of the j-th pool is

associated with CN cj for j ∈ [r]. A test outcome sj means

that there are exactly sj defective items among the N (cj)
members of the j-th pool. Therefore, the constraint of CN c

with associated test outcome s can be written as

1







∑

v∈N (c)

bv = s







, (4)

where bv ∈ {0, 1} is the value of VN v.2

The CN update can then be written as

ψ(ℓ)
ci→vj

(b) =
∑

v′∈N (ci)\vj

∑

b
v′
∈F2

1







∑

v′∈N (ci)\vj

bv′ = si − b







(5)

·
∏

v′∈N (ci)\vj

µ
(ℓ−1)
v′→ci

(bv′)

for ℓ ∈ Z
+, i ∈ [r] and vj ∈ N (ci). The main idea behind the

CN update in (5) is that if b = 0, then si defective items should

be in N (ci) \ vj . Hence, the CN update considers
(

|N (ci)|−1
si

)

possibilities that pass the constraint in (4) and multiplies the

incoming messages from its neighboring VNs. Similarly, b = 1
implies that si − 1 defective items are in N (ci) \ vj and it

considers
(

|N(ci)|−1
si−1

)

possibilities that pass the constraint.

Example 2 (Constraint node update): We will take the

example depicted in Fig. 2 to further clarify the CN update.

As illustrated in the figure, the CN cj sends the belief ψ(ℓ)

to the VN vi. Let us assume that the test outcome is sj = 1.

Then, using (5), for b = 0, the defective node should be one

of the two neighbors, namely vj1 or vj2 . Hence one can write

ψ(ℓ)
cj→vi

(0) =
∑

a∈F2

µ(ℓ−1)
vj1→cj

(a) · µ(ℓ−1)
vj2→cj

(1− a) .

On the other hand, for the message b = 1, following (5), the

indicator function requires that only the incoming messages

representing 0 will be considered (since sj − 1 = 0). Hence,

one can write

ψ(ℓ)
cj→vi

(1) = µ(ℓ−1)
vj1→cj

(0) · µ(ℓ−1)
vj2→cj

(0) .

The CN update defined in (5) generalizes and encompasses

the CN update rule from the peeling decoder in [15], since

• If si = 0, then (5) implies that
(

ψ
(ℓ)
ci→vj (0), ψ

(ℓ)
ci→vj (1)

)

= (1, 0) (after normalizing),

which is the same as declaring the j-th node as

non-defective (d̂j = 0).

• If si = |N (ci) |−r
(ℓ)
i , where r

(ℓ)
i is the number of

resolved non-defective members of N (ci) in the ℓ-th

iteration, then (5) implies that
(

ψ
(ℓ)
ci→vj (0), ψ

(ℓ)
ci→vj (1)

)

=

2This constraint is somewhat similar to that defined in [18], which considers
LDPC codes for counter braids.

(0, 1) (for vj representing an unresolved member of

N (ci)). This is equivalent to declaring the j-th node as

defective (d̂j = 1).

C. Computation Complexity

A soft-information decoder generally increases the decoding

complexity compared to a hard-decision decoder (such as the

peeling decoder in [15]). Our proposed decoder is no exception

to that rule. As described in Algorithm 1, the decoding

algorithm is iterative with L iterations. Each iteration involves

n · dv operations for the VNs and r CN updates. Clearly,

the CN update requires more computations than the VN one.

From (5), we conclude that the number of computations for

the CN update is
(

dc−1
s

)

+
(

dc−1
s−1

)

, where s is the test outcome.

Hence, we can upper bound the CN update complexity with

O
(

2dc−1
)

. Since the CN update is the most computationally

heavy part of the decoding algorithm, we state that the

complexity of the proposed soft-decision decoding algorithm

is O
(

2dc−1Lr
)

. For small values of dc, the decoding algorithm

is feasible, while for large number of members in the pool the

decoder becomes practically infeasible.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we present the performance of our proposed

decoder in a quantitative group testing scenario obtained by

numerical simulations. As a benchmark, we consider the

peeling decoder introduced in [15], which outperforms other

sparse-graph codes-based schemes such as the schemes in

[13], [14] based on generalized LDPC codes. As a figure of

merit, we use the misdetection rate for the performance, which

aligns with the group testing literature. The misdetection rate

is defined as

PMD =
1

n

n
∑

i=1

Pr
{

D̂i = 0|Di = 1
}

. (6)

We numerically estimate PMD for the peeling decoder

in [15] and for the proposed decoder using numerical sim-

ulations. In the simulations, we use L = 100 iterations for

the BP decoder3. Similar to [15], we only consider assign-

ment matrices based on regular LDPC codes, but we note

that the proposed decoder is compatible also with irregular

LDPC codes. The defective vector d is randomly picked, with

each entry being i.i.d. following a Bernoulli distribution with

probability of success δ. As we are interested in applying the

decoder to a real-world problem, we investigate the perfor-

mance of the proposed decoder in the short and moderate

blocklength regime and under relatively high values of δ
(corresponding, e.g., to the scenario of identifying malicious

clients in federated learning [4]).

We consider an assignment matrix A corresponding

to a (dv, dc) = (3, 6) regular graph and length n ∈

3From preliminary results, we observed that using slightly fewer iterations,
yielded similar performances. However, if the number of iterations was drasti-
cally reduced, then the performance of the BP decoder degraded significantly.
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Fig. 3. We present the performance in terms of PMD versus δ for a regular
graph with dv = 3 and dc = 6, that yields a rate R = 0.5. The dashed line
shows the performance of the peeling decoder in [15], while the solid lines
show the performance of the proposed soft decoder. The results are shown
for the short-length regime n ∈ {128, 256, 1024}. The lines are color and
marker-coded, such that the same color and marker are used for the same
length n and only the line style (dashed or solid) determines the decoder.

{128, 256, 1024, 2048, 8192, 16384}. In Fig. 3, we plot the

misdetection rate, PMD, of the proposed decoder (solid lines)

and the peeling decoder in [15] (dashed lines) in the short-

length regime (n < 2000) as a function of the prevalence

δ. The performance is displayed in terms of PMD as defined

in (6) versus the prevalence δ. As expected, the performance

improves with increasing n; for a fixed (dv, dc), with increas-

ing n the graph gets closer to becoming cycle-free, allowing

for a good performance from iterative decoders.

We observe that, for all considered n, the proposed soft-

decision decoder outperforms the peeling decoder in [15]. For

a target misdetection rate PMD ≈ 10−3, our decoder has a

gain4 of ≈ 0.02, 0.04 and 0.1 in terms of δ for n = 128, 256
and 1024, respectively.

In Fig. 4, we show the performance of our decoder for

larger graphs, namely for n ∈ {2048, 8192, 16384}. In the

moderate-length regime (2000 < n < 20000), we observe

even higher gains in terms of δ for all the considered lengths.

For a target misdetection rate PMD ≈ 10−3, one can see that

the BP decoder has a gain of ≈ 0.14− 0.18 compared to the

peeling decoder [15]. In general, for all regular graphs with

dv = 3 and dc = 6, the proposed decoder achieves better

performance compared to the peeling decoder [15] and the

gain in terms of the prevalence δ increases with the population

4With a slight abuse of terminology, by gain in the prevalence, we mean
how much higher is the prevalence for a fixed misdetection probability.

0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35 0.4 0.45 0.5
10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

δ
P
M
D

n = 2048 n = 8192 n = 16384

n = 2048 n = 8192 n = 16384

Fig. 4. In this plot, we show the performance of our proposed decoder (solid
lines) and compare it to the peeling decoder in [15] (dashed lines) for a regular
graph dv = 3, dc = 6 for moderate lengths n ∈ {2048, 8192, 16384}. The
plot shows that for all choices of n, the misdetection probability PMD achieved
by the proposed decoder is much lower compared to the one by peeling.

size.

In Fig. 5, we show the performance of the proposed

decoder for a regular graph with (dv, dc) = (3, 9) and size

n ∈ {4095, 16380}. We observe that for a target misdetection

rate PMD = 10−3, the decoder has a gain of around ≈ 0.16
in the prevalence δ compared to the peeling decoder [15].

Our simulation results show that for the two considered

regular graphs, the proposed decoder clearly outperforms the

peeling decoder in [15], for short-length and moderate-length

regime.

VI. FUTURE WORK

In contrast to the schemes in [13]–[15], which, due to their

hard-decision decoding nature, cannot deal with noisy tests

directly, the proposed soft-decision decoder allows to tackling

noisy group testing by incorporating proper soft information

into the decoder. In noisy quantitative group testing, the test

outcome vector t and the syndrome s (true test values) are

not necessarily the same, and usually, the noisiness of the

tests is modeled according to a probability distribution Q(t|s).
The implication of the noise is that the constraint equation

in the constraint node is not necessarily correct. We are

currently investigating the belief propagation decoder for noisy

quantitative tests. Noisy tests have not been considered in the

realm of sparse-graph code-based group testing schemes.

On the other hand, the proposed decoder has an exponential

computation complexity in the check node degree, which

makes it infeasible for very large check node degrees. We leave
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Fig. 5. This plot shows the results as PMD versus δ for a regular graph with
dv = 3 and dc = 9 for n ∈ {4095, 16380}. The rate of the scheme defined
by this regular graph is R = 1/3. The performance of our proposed decoder
is shown in solid lines, while the performance of the peeling decoder [15]
is shown in dashed lines. For both choices of n, the proposed decoder
outperforms the peeling decoder.

for future work the derivation of suboptimal check nodes rules

that are computationally less demanding.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we presented a novel soft-decision iterative

decoder for quantitative group testing based on low-density

parity-check codes. We presented a belief propagation decoder

and we derived the appropriate variable node and constraint

node update rules tailored to a noiseless non-adaptive quanti-

tative group testing scheme. Simulation results show that the

proposed decoder significantly outperforms the state-of-the-art

for the two regular graph choices. The gain in the prevalence

δ for a target misdetection rate PMD = 10−3 varies from 0.02
for short-length graphs to 0.17 for moderate-length graphs.
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