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Abstract—In this paper, we introduce an achievability bound
on the frame error rate of random tree code ensembles under a
sequential decoding algorithm with a hard computational limit
and consider the optimization of the random tree code ensembles
over their branching structures/profiles and the decoding mea-
sure. Through numerical examples, we show that the achievability
bound for the optimizated random tree codes can approach the
maximum likelihood (ML) decoding performance of pure random
codes.

I. INTRODUCTION

Random codes have been useful since their use for proving
the achievability side of the original channel coding theo-
rem [[1]. The study of random codes under computationally
unconstrained decoding schemes, produced elegant measures
for theoretical analysis, and provided achievability bounds
as performance benchmarks for practical codes. Contrarily,
the characterization of the performance is typically hard for
practical codes due to the intractability of the corresponding
decoding algorithms. As such, the performance of practical
codes is often truly understood through empirical analysis.

Moreover, conventionally the design of practical codes does
not incorporate computational constraints and presumes the
success of a low complexity decoder while targetting low
error rates. However, one can argue that measures involving
the computational constraints on the decoding algorithm will
be beneficial as design guidelines for practical codes. One
such measure is the computational cutoff rate, or simply the
cutoff rate, which estimates the maximum coding rate that the
number of backtracing operations can be kept finite during the
sequential decoding [2]] of a tree code [3]]. Polar codes, which
are the first practical codes that provably achieve Shannon
capacity [4]], emerged as a result of a research program dedi-
cated to the boosting of the cutoff rate [Sl]. In [3], a practical
coding scheme that combines polar codes with convolutional
codes, i.e., polar-adjusted convolutional (PAC) codes, where
the sequential decoding of a convolutional code is improved
with the channel polarization technique is introduced following
the original idea. Notably, PAC codes use convolutional codes
as irregular tree codes where the irregularity is due to the
irregularity of the rate-profile that comes from the polarized
channel.

The aforementioned observations motivates the study of ran-
dom coding based achievability bounds involving the computa-
tional constraints on the decoding algorithm. If the achivability
bound is parametrized with design choices, then practical
codes can be obtanied using the samples from the random code

ensemble that is optimized based on the achievability bound.
A significant advantage of this approach is that the study and
the design of practical codes can be done without an empirical
analysis such as running Monte Carlo simulations. Variational
quantum algorithms [6], such as the quantum approximate
optimization (QAOA) algorithm [7], use a similar approach
in which solutions to optimization problems are obtained
using samples from quantum states prepared with parametrized
quantum circuits that are optimized in order to minimize the
expectation value of an observable that corresponds to the cost
of solutions. For desinging practical codes, an achievability
bound involving computational contraints can play a similar
role to the expectation of the observable guiding the search
for good practical codes.

In this paper, we provide such an achievability bound
for irregular random tree codes under a sequential decoding
algorithm with a hard computational constraint. The decod-
ing algorithm that we consider is a variation of the stack
algorithm [8]], [9], that we refer to as stack-based sequential
decoding with give up (SSDGU) algorithm where the decoding
algorithm returns an error message in case the number of
node checks/visits surpasses a preset computational limit. The
memory capacity of the stack is assumed to be as large this
computational limit. For a particular class of decoding (error
cost) measures that we refer to as accumulating error cost
(AEC) measures where the decoding error cost accumulates
towards the descendant nodes, the SSDGU algorithm returns
either an error message (due to the compuational limit) or the
message with the minimum decoding error cost. Using this
property, the achievability bound we provide can be expressed
as a sum of two terms: (1) a computatinal limit error (CFE)
term and (2) a computational free error (CFE) term. We
consider the optimization of the achievability bound over the
parameters that control the branching structure of the irregular
random tree code. For this purpose, we suggest an optimization
heuristic that we refer to as successive bit placement (SBP)
algorithm. As the computational limit grows, the achievability
bound optimized with the SBP algorithm attains the minimum
value of the CFE part which coincides with the random
coding union (RCU) bound [10] and Gallager’s bound for the
relaxed versions of our achievability bound. However, as the
computational constraint is finite, the optimization emphasizes
computational efficiency. For this reason, we will refer to the
optimized ensembles of random tree codes as computationally
optimized random tree (CORT) codes.

The studies in [11] and [12] are related in targetting ap-
proximate maximum likelihood (ML) decoding performance
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of pure random codes with the use of random codes under
practical decoding schemes. In [11l], an approximate ML
decoding algorithm, i.e., guessing random additive noise de-
coding with abandonment (GRANDAB), where the decoder
searches through an ordered list of noise patterns and abondons
the search if a valid codeword is not found after a fixed
number of queries, is introduced. In [12], a class of codes,
i.e., random staircase generator matrix codes (SGMCs) are
introduces. Staircase-like generator matrices, where only a step
descent at time is allowed, considered in [12] is a special
case of the generator matrices considered in this paper, up
to a change of index orderinﬁ. In fact, SGMCs correspond
to random binary tree codes in our convention. Similarly, the
authors in [[12]] address the computational benefits of SGMCs
for approximating ML decoding error rate performance of
pure random codes while presenting the representative ordered
statistics decoding with local constraints (LC-ROSD) for the
decoding of SGMCs.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Section [l
we provide the descriptions for the encoding and the decoding
schemes that will be consider in the paper. In Section we
will present our results. In Section we will provide the
numerical results showing the evalution of the achievability
bound for CORT codes. In Section [Vl we will make our
concluding remarks.

II. DESCRIPTIONS
A. Encoding

We will consider a parametrized ensemble of (n, k)-random
linear block codes where the ensemble is parametrized through
a sequence of integers {a;}j—1.., With a; € {1,2,--- ,n}
representing the arrival time of the message bit j. Let x €
{0,1}™ and m € {0,1}* denote the coded bits and message
bits, respectively. Then, we have:

x = Gm, (1)

where G represents the generator matrix.

For a randomly picked generator matrix G, G;; = 0 if
i < a; and Gy; is independently chosen to be 0 or 1 with
equal probability if 7 > a;. Without loss of generality, we will
consider {a;}j=1,2,... x with non-decreasing order such that
aj < az for j < 3 For this case, we take a; = 1 as choosing
a1 > 1 fixes coded bits x;, for ¢ < aq, to zero.

Let s(t) : {1,--- ,n} — {1,--- ,k} be the non-decreasing
function that corresponds to the number of bits with an arrival
time not later than ¢, and can computed as:

k
s(t) =Y Ta <t} 2
J=1

where Iy is the indicator function.
Note that as we consider {a;}j—1,2,... x With non-decreasing
order, one can obtain a; from s(¢) using:

a; = min{t : s(t) = j}. 3)
IThe random part of the generator matrices in [12]] is on the lower triangle

side while the random part of the generator matrices is on the upper triangle
side.

Also observe that the considered linear block codes are tree
codes as we have:

X1t = G[l it 1 S(t)]ml:s(t)v “4)

where G[1 : ¢;1: s(t)] is the submatrix of G limited to rows
1:¢ and columns 1 : s(¢).

Accordingly, my.,;) as the subvector of the message bits
m which outputs x;.¢, corresponds to one of the 25(t) possible
paths for the first ¢t coded bits in the code tree. Let &; :
{0,1}*® = {0,1}* represent the mapping for the encoding
of the first ¢ coded bits, i.e., ¢(-) is the linear mapping with
G[l:¢;1: s(t)] as in below:

Et(ml:s(t)) = G[l it 1 S(t)]ml:s(t)- (5)

Particularly, we will be interested in subvectors of message
bits m at branching times which are defined as follows:

Definition 1. Given s(-), the time t is said to be a branching
time/stage if s(t) > s(t—1) for t > 1 and s(t) > 0 for t = 1.

Note that as s(t) > 0, t = 1 is the first branching time. Let
hy represent the last branching time before n. Let b, denote
the hth branching time for A < hy and let by, 11 = n. Then
by, can be expressed as:

b, = min{t : s(t) > s(bp—-1)}, (6)

for 1 < h < hy.

Any binary sequence of lenght s(by) identifies a node at hth
branching time/stage in the code tree. Accordingly, we will
refer a node at hth branching time using the corresponding
binary vector in {0, 1}%. Let C(my.4,)) represent the set
of subvectors that correspond to the children of the node
my.(p,). then it can be expressed as:

C(mlzs(bh,)) = {ml:s(bwrl) : 1'i’llzs(bh,) = ml:s(bh)}- (7

In other words, C(my.g,)) is the set of length s(bpi1)
subvectors that start with subvector m;.,(, ). Let ¢, represent
the number of children nodes of a node at branching time h.
Let mg and ¢y represent the root node and the number of the
children nodes of the root node, respectively.

The random tree code considered in this section will be
refered as a (n, k)-random tree code with the tree structure

s(t).

B. Decoding

Let y € Y™ represent the output of a binary input noisy
channel that takes the coded bits x as inputs where ) is the
output alphabet of the channel. For the decoding of m from
y, we will consider a version of the sequential decoding with
stack, i.e., stack algorithm. The decoding algorithm is associ-
ated with a measure d(-,-) : {0,1}* x Y* — R™, that repre-
sents the decoding error cost for a subvector of coded bits and
the corresponding noisy channel outputs, e.g., d(X1.¢,¥1:t)s
and a computational limit paramater L that represents the
maximum number of node checking steps allowed in the
algorithm. To express the decoding error cost of a node m;.g,
we will use the notation djy, (mji.¢) := d(e,(My:50r,)), Yiir,)



where 7y = max{t < n : s(t) = ¢} for more compact

expressions.

We will consider a particular class of measures for d(-,-)
that we refer to as accumulating error cost (AEC) measures
with the following definition:

Definition 2. The measure d(-,-) is said to be accumulating
error cost (AEC) measure if it satisfies:

d(xl:taylzt) S d(xl:t’ayl:t’) (8)
Jorallx e X", y e Y andt <t

Algorithm 1 The stack-based sequential decoding with give-
up (SSDGU) algorithm:
S + C(my); {Initialize the stack set S with the children
of the root node.}
N, « c¢p; {Initialize the counter N, to the number of
children nodes of the root node.}
while N. < L do
M < arg minges djy (m’);
S+ §/{m};
if m is a terminal node then
return m;
end if
S+ SUC(m);
N, N.+|C(m)|;
end while
m <« ¢;
return m;

As the decoding algorithm, we will consider a variation of
the stack sequantial decoding algorithm that we will refer to
as the stack-based sequential decoding with give-up (SSDGU)
algorithm. Let th € {0, 1}*U{e} denote the decoded message
as the output of the decoding algorithm, where ¢ represents
the error message returned in case L node checks are made
without reaching a terminal node that correponds to a complete
message vector with the minimum decoding error cost. Let S
represent the set of node entries in the stack that can store
L node entries. We assume that the stack is kept ordered
with respect to the decoding error costs of the node entries.
Accordingly, the node with the minimum decoding error is
the top entry of the stack while finding the correct order of
the new entries can be done in O(log,(L)) time using binary
search.

Note that the set of descendants of the set of nodes in
the stack of the decoding algorithm always covers all the
terminal nodes in tree of the code. Due to the definition of
AEC measures, this guarantees that the minimum decoding
error cost among all the terminal nodes is at least as large
as the minimum decoding error cost among the nodes in
the stack at any time during the execution of the decoding
algorithm. Accordingly, if the decoding algorithm returns a
message mm in {0, 1}%, i.e., h # ¢, then it is guaranteed that
the corresponding terminal node has the lowest decoding error
cost among all the terminal nodes.

III. MAIN RESULTS

Our results will be based on the following result:

Theorem 1. If the SSDGU algorithm with an AEC measure
d(-,-) and a computational limit paramater L is used to
decode an independent random message m that is uniformly
selected from {0, 1}* from the output y of noisy channel that
takes the coded bits x = Gm with G being the generator
matrix of a (n,k)-random tree code with the tree structure
s(t), then the probability of error for the decoded message 1h
satisfies:

Pr(mm # m) < D¢gls, d] + Derels, dl, 9

where Dcygls,d] is the computation-limit-error (CLE) bound
which is expressed as

DCLE[S; d] =
Pr|co+ Z Ch Z Ly misa,)<dy(m)y = L
h=1  m’yu,)

, Where the second summation runs over all m'y. 4,y €
{O,l}s(bh) and ¢, = 250nr1)=sn) o = 2s(b1)  gpq
Dcrgls, d] is the computation-free-error (CFE) bound which
is defined as

Dergls, d] =

Pr (Z Liay, (my<dyy (m)y 2 2) ;
ml

where the summation runs over all m’ € {0,1}*.

(10)

Proof. The probability of error that th # m can be decom-
posed into two terms as follows:

Prim# m)=Pr(th =¢) + Pr(h # m,th #¢). (11)

Now, we will give individual upper bound for the RHS terms
in ().

First, observe that any node at branching time A + 1 is not
checked if its parent node m’y.4(3, satisfies djy (m'y.45,)) >
djy(m). The reason is that the stack of the decoding algorithm
always contains an ancestor of m which has a decoding
error cost at most as dj,(m) (due to the definition of AEC
measures) hence a node with a decoding error cost lower than
of m’l:s(bh) always exists. Therefore, the number of nodes that
the decoding algorithm checks NV, satisfies:

hy—1
Ne<eot Y en Y Taymg,)<dytmys  (12)
h=1 m'y(b,)

with probability 1. Accordingly, we have:

PI’(I’fl:E) S DCLE[S,d]. (13)

Secondly, observe that if m # ¢, a wrong message is decoded
only if there exists at least two terminal nodes m’ that satisfy
diy(m') < dj,(m) as m’ = m always satisfies the condition.
Accordingly, we have:

Pr(1h # m, i # ) < Dcrg[s, d). (14)



Combining (1) with (13) and (@4) proves (@). O

Theorem [I] is an achievability result for a communication
system using (n, k)-random tree codes with the tree structure
s(t) and the SSDGU algorithm with the AEC measure d(-, -)
and the computational limit paramater L. Let Dgls, d] repre-
sent the RHS in @), ie., DE[S, d] = DCLE[Sa d] + DCFE[Sa d]
Then, as the LHS in (9) is the sample average of the probability
of decoding errors for (n, k)-random tree codes with the tree
structure s(t), @) guarantees the existence of an (n, k)-code
that achieves a probability of decoding error not higher than
Dg|s, d] if one uses the SSDGU with the AEC measure d(-, -)
and the computational limit paramater L. Particularly, one can
find an (n, k)-code with a probability of decoding error not
higher than aDg|[s, d] for some o > 1, if sufficient number of
indepedent random tree codes can be tested A

As (@) provides better guarantees on the probability of
decoding error with lower Dg[s,d], it is useful to consider
the optimization problem of minimizing Dgls, dJ:

DE[Sud]v (15)

min min
d€Aqg aec sEA;(n,k)
where Agapc is the set of all AEC measures and
Ag(n, k) is set of all non-decreasing functions with mapping
{1, ,n} {1, k}.

Let represent the solution of (I3). A problem that is dual
to (13) is the problem of minimizing L while satisfying
Dgls,d] < e for some € € [0, 1]:

min min L
d€Ag aec sEA; (n,k)
s.t. Dgls,d] <.

(16)

Let D;;(n,k, L) and Lp(n, k, €) represent the solutions of (T3)
and (I6), respectively.

Solving ([3) is analytically challenging and even if its
search space is discretized [, an exhaustive search would
require vast i computational resources. On the other hand,
relaxations of (I3) together with heuristic optimization can be
useful for finding good [s, d] combinations.

We will consider the functionals that upper bound Dgls, d]
with expressions that are more tractable. One example is the
following functional:

Dg"[s,d] = Dyg[s, d] + Dggls, dl, (7
where
D(CUL)E[Sv d] =
E Z Un Pr (d\y(ml:s(bh)) < d\y(m) | X, y) )
h=0 <
(13)

2The probability that the probability of decoding error of a sample random
tree code being larger than aDg|s, d] is smaller L due to Markov inequality,
hence the number of independent tests needed to find such a code is
stochastically smaller than a geometrically distributed random variable with
parameter %

3As As(n, k) is already discrete and finite, only Ag agc requires dis-
cretization.

4At least the cardinality of As(n,k), ie, |As(n,k)|, which can be

expressed as (7”]55;2), is factorially large.

where v, = £25¢n+1) 1y 4, is uniformly selected from
{0, l}s(bh) being independent from other random variables,
djy (My.5(,)) = 0 w.p.1, and

Dyls.d) = E [ [2° Pr (dy(m) < diy(m) | x,y) = 1], |, (19)

where m is uniformly selected from {0, 1}* being independent
from other random variables. Then, we have:

Theorem 2. The functional D\ [s,d] is a uniform upper
bound for Dgls,d] in Agapc X As(n, k), ie.,

DE[Sa d] S D(EU) [Sa d]v
forall s € As(n, k) and d € Ag aec.

(20)

Proof. First observe that:

Z ]I{d\y(m’hs(bh))ﬁd\y(m)}

mll:s(bh)
— 2S(bh')]Eﬁl {H{d\y(ml:s(bh))gd\y(m)} 7Wpl (21)

where the expectation is taken over only on mj.,(,). Then,
consider:

DCLE[S,d]
hy—1
=Pr|co+ Z Ch Z Lay s, <dy (my = L
h=1 m’l,s(bh’)
‘o hy—1 .
=Pr 7 + Z T Z H{d\y(m'l:swh))ﬁd\y(m)} >1
h=1 m'y.5(p,,)
_Co hy—1 o
SENT T > A D Ly wsay) <diy ()
L h=1 m’1:5(6,,) <1
[[hy—1 s(bn)
Ch2 h
=E Z L Em []I{d\y(Iﬁlzs(bm)ﬁd\y(m)}]
| | =0 <1
r hf 1 2S(bh+1)
=K 7 Em []I{d‘y(ﬁqus(bh))gd‘y(m)}}
| | h=0 <1
[[hy—1
<E Z vp Pr (d|y(m1:s(bh)) < d‘y(m) | %, y)
L Lh=0 <1
= D(CUL)E[Sv d]? (22)

where the first inequality is due to that Pr(X > 1) < E[[X]<1]
for a non-negative random variable X, the third equality is
due to (2I), the fourth equality is due to c; = 25(bhr+1)*5(bh),
and the second inequality is due to Jensen’s inequality for the
commutation of []<; and E[- | x, y, m] operations.

Similar to (21)), observe that:

k
> Ly (m)<diy () = 2"Em H{d‘ym)sfz‘y(m)}} ywp.1
(23)



where the expectation is taken over only on m. Then, consider:

Dcrels, d]

=Pr <Z Liay, (m'y<dyy (m)} 2 2)
m/
= Pr <Z Lia,y (m)<djy(m)y =1 = 1)

=E [Z Ly (mn)<dyy (m)y = ]
| Lm
—E | [2"Em [Lay m)<aty ()] — 1 Sl
<E :[Qk Pr (djy(m) < djy(m) | x,y) - ﬂgl}
= DU, d], (24)
where the third equality is due to that Pr(X > 1) = E[[X]<1]

for X € {0,1,---,2"}, the fourth equality is due to 23), and
the inequality is due to Jensen’s inequality for the commutation
of []<1 and E[- | x, y, m] operations.

Combining and proves (20). O
)

An upper bound on D 5[, d], hence a weaker upper bound
on DcLg[s, d], is obtained if []<; operation is omitted in (I8):

D(Cl\ldlii[svd] =
E Z vy, Pr (dIy(ﬁllzs(bh)) < dIy(m) | Xay) )
h=0
(25)

is an upper bound on D [s,d] as [X]<; < X w.p.1 for
any random real variable X. The bound that Dcig[s,d] <
DM, d] could be also obtained appyling Markov’s inequal-
ity on DNU[s,d] and this relation makes the bound more
appealing as we have the following:

Theorem 3. If N, is the number of nodes that the decoding
algorithm checks for a random run of the SSDGU algorithm,
then

E[N.] < DYy [s, d|L

forall s € As(n, k) and d € Ag akc.

(26)

Proof. Applying expectation for both sides on gives (26).
O

Theorem 3] shows that the expected number of node checks,
i.e., E[N.], is a small fraction of L given that DXY1[s, d] is
small. Hence, DY'L[s,d] is relevant considering the average
run time of the SSDGU algorithm as it is proportial to E[N,].

Another advantage of the relaxation of DY L[s,d] to
DA [s, d] is that the latter can be expressed in the following
form which is both analytically and computationally more
convenient:
hy—1
Z Vp, PI" d|y(m1 :s(b, )) < d‘y( )) .
h=0

D[, d] = 27)

While Dcigls,d] and its relaxations, ie., DYg[s,d] and
D& [s, d], depend on computational constraints through the
computational limit L, Dcpgls, d] and its relaxation D(C[}J:)E[s, d)
are free from computational constraints and characterize the
probability of decoding error without computational con-
straints. In fact, the latter can be related to known random
coding achievability bounds as in the following:
Theorem 4. If Y is discrete, s(1) = k and
d(x/lztvyll:t) = —log, ( Vi:|X1:e (y 1| x'1. t)) (28)

then
D&fyls d) =B [[(25 = 1) Pr(i(%,3) 2 i(x,¥) | x,¥)] . J ,
(29

log, (7% )

sity and X is uniformly selected from {0,1}" being indepen-
dent from other random variables.

where i(x',y') = is the information den-

Proof. If s(1) = k, then ¢ = 1 is the only branching time
and hence Gm and Gm are conditionally indepedent for the
conditioning on m # m. Accordingly,

Pr (djy () < djy(m) | x,y)

= Pr (d;y(m) < djy(m) | x,y,m # m) Pr(m # m)

+ Pr(m = m)

=Pr(d(x,y) <d(x,y) | x,y,m # m)Pr(m # m)

+Pr(im = m)

— Pr(d(%,y) < d(x,y) | x,y) Pr(m # m)

+Pr(m = m)

=Pr(d(®,y) <dx,y)|xy) (1-27%) +27% wp.1,
(30)

where the second equality is due that Gm and Gm are
conditionally indepedent for the conditioning on m # m.

Combining (30) and @28) with (19) gives (29). O

Theorem M shows that a special case of Dipg[s,d] is
the random coding union (RCU) bound for uniform input
distributions. In other words, Dcgg[s, d] in (@) can be as small
as the RCU bound for uniform input distributions with the
particular choice of s(1) = k, ie., s(t) = k,Vt, and the
decoding measure in (28) given that it is in Ag.aec. On the
other hand, the decoding measure in (28) is not necessarly
included in Agagc. Yet, we can show that the decoding
measure in 28) is in Aqg agc for channels that are causal in
the following sense:

Definition 3. A channel Py is said to be causal if it satisfies:

Pylztlx” (yllzt | x/l t (31)

H yt/|x1,/ yt'|x1t')

t'=1
forallt € {1,--- ,n}
Accordingly, we have

Theorem S. If the channel Py is causal, then the decoding
measure in 28) is in Agagc -



Proof. Consider a node m’y;(;,) and its descendant m'y, 4,
where 1 < s(t1) < s(t2) < kand 1 < ¢ <t < n where
t1 = 751) and tg = 74(2). Observe that:

5t2 m’ 1: s(tg)

— log, (Py1 toX1:t, (Y1:ts | €6, (m'y, s(tz))))

Y1t2

PYl to X1ty Y1 t2 | X 1t2))

< yt/‘xlt’ yt’ |X1t/)>
t'=1

10g2 <H Yol | Xq.pr yt’|xlt’)>_

t'=1

1Og2 < H Vi | X947 y t’ | X 1: t/)>

t'=ty

—log,

= d(‘gtl (mll S(tl)) Yi: tl) -

1Og2 < H Yor|Xq.pr y t/ | X 1: t/)>

t'=tq

= d(Etl (mll:s(tl))ayl:tl)v (32)

where the third and fifth inequalities follow from the definition
of channels that are causal, and the inequality follows from
the fact that —log,(P) > 0 for P € [0, 1]. O

We will consider memoryless channels in particular as
they are the simplest class of channels that are causal. For
memoryless channels, the following decomposition of the
decoding measure d will be useful,

t
)= Z dp(X'v, '),

t'=1

Ad(xX 1.6,y 14 (33)
where dy (x'y,y’,) terms are independent if either x’ is equal
to x, i.e., the input of the channel, or X , i.e., an independently
selected binary sequence in {0,1}", while y’ = y, i.e., the
output of the channel, as the channel is memorlyless.

Accordingly, we can decompose
Pr (djy(My.5,)) < djy(m)) in as follows:
Pr (d‘y(ﬁll:s(bh)) < d\y(m))
h
= Z Pr (d|y(l’fl1:5(bh’)) < d|y(m) | T = bh/) X
h'=0
PI‘(Th = bh/)
h
= Z Pr (dbh/+1"”[h] (3_(, }’) < dbhurlin(X? Y)) x
h'=0
Pr(Th = bh/), (34)
where ;) = 75,,) and
di,, (X',') Zdtxt,yt (35)

t=ts

where dy ¢, (x',y") = 0 if t; > ty, and

Th = SUP{T/ € {bla an o 7bh} : ITI1:5(7’/) = ml:s(‘r/)}v

(36)

if My.5p,) = My.5p,), otherwise 7, = by for some by < by.

Similarly, we have:
Pr (dy (m) < djy (m) | x,y.7 = by)
=Pr (dth:"(i7y) < dth:n(X7 y) | XYy, T = bh)
=Pr(di, n(X,y) < di, n(x,¥) | X,¥),wp.1

(37)
where 7 = 75, and tj, = bpy1 if b < hy, and t, > n if
h=hy.

Note that
PI‘(Th = bh/) = 2_S(bh,’) — 2_5(bh,’+1)7 (38)

for h > b’ > 0, Pr(m
bp) = 275®n) | and

Pr(r =bn | x,y) (39)

where Pr(t = by,) = 2750n) — 2750n11) for 0 < h < hy,
Pr(r =bg) =1—275t) and Pr(r = by, ) = 27%.

=by) =1 -2 and Pr(r, =

= Pr(r = bp), w.p.1

Therefore, we can express DOy x[s, d] as:

D(CI\E;E[Sv d] =
hf—l h
Z Z vh;h/ Pr (dbh/Jrl:’r’[h] (>_(7 Y) S dbh/+ltn(x7 Y)) )
h=0 h’'=0
(40)
where vy, = +cp, Pr(m, = by), and
D(CI{J)E[Sv d] =
E Z thr(dthin(ivy) Sdth;n(X,y) | va) )
h=0 <1
(4D

where wy, = 28 Pr(r = by,).

The techniques that relax RCU bound to Gallager’s bound
can be used to obtain loose bounds from and for
memoryless channels as in the following result.

Theorem 6. If Py is a memoryless channel, then the
Sfunctional D‘(EC) [s,d] is a uniform upper bound for D‘(EU) [s,d]
in Agapc X As(n, k), i.e

Dgls, d|'V < Di[s, d], 42)
forall s € As(n, k) and d € Ay apc, where
D(EC) [s,d] = D(CCL)E[Sv d] + D(CC;E[S’ d, (43)
where
D(CCL)E[S d| =
hle Z (s { 9Unin! {dbhwl‘"(x”')_dbhwl”w (’_"y)] o ,
h=0 h'=

(44)



for Op.pe > 0 and oppe € [0, 1], and
D(CCI'ZE[Sv d] =
hy—1
E Z ’U}ZhE |:29h[dth:n(X;y)—dth:n(i7y)] |y Pon ,
h=0
(45)

Sor 6, > 0 and py, € [0, 1].

Proof. Observe that:

8)
D(CL)E[Svd] <
hf*l h
Z Z Un;h! Pr (dbhurlir[h] ()_{7 y) < dbhurl:n (X7 y))
h=0 h’=0
hf—l h
Z Z Uh;h! Pr (dbh/+1:r[h] ()_(7 y) < dbhurl:n(xa y))
h=0 h’=0
hf*l h

DPIIE:

h=0 h’'=0

@h;n!

- Ch;n!
{Qﬂh;h/ [y o Goy)=day, g (R)]

= D5, d], (46)

where the first inequality follows from DY g[s,d] <
D& [s,d] and (@Q), the second inequality follows from that
a < a® for a, p € [0, 1], and the third inequality follows from
Chernoff bound.

Then, observe that:
Dgpg[s. d]
[[hy—1

Z wy, Pr (dth;n()_(,Y) < d/th:n(xa y) | y)
h=0

<E

IN
—

(hp—1
<E Z [wh Pr (dp,:n (X, ¥) < dpyin(x,Y) | Y)]g1
L h=0
(hp—1
% Ph

S E Z [wh PI‘ (dth,:n(xa y) S dth:n (X7 Y) | y)]
L h=0
_hfil Ph

> wf'E [2‘“[dtw@‘vy)*dth»n(*»y)] | y}

h=0

= D(CCF)E[S’ d]v

e N

<E

(47)

where the first inequality follows from applying Jensen’s
inequality on @I) for the commutation of [-|<; and E[- | y]
operations, the second inequlity follows from that [a +b]<1 <
[a]<1 + [b]<1, the third inequlity follows from that [a]<; < a”
for p € [0,1] and the fourth inequlity follows from Chernoff
bound. O

Note that the functional DS”[s, d] is easier to evaluate as

we have:

E |:219h‘"' [dbh/+1:”(x’y)fdbh'ﬂ”‘[h] (i,y)]:|

T(n)
H E |:2’L9h:h,/[dt(xt;Yt)_dt(it)Yt)]} X
t:bh,’+1
II E {Qﬁ,L;h,/dt<xt-,yt>} : (48)
t=bp+1
and similarly,
H E {29}1[dt(Xm)’t)—dt(’_(hyf)] | Yt} ,w.p.l, (49

t=tp,

due to the memorylessness of the channel.

Note that the optimization of D,(SU) [s,d] over ¥y > 0 and
On:hs € [0, 1] parameters can be done independently from s(+)
as the optimization reduces to optimizing the expectation in
for every ¥, and pp;, while the expectation is free
from s(-). Hence, we can use the precomputed optimal values
of the expectation in as we evaluate D,(SU) [s, d] for distinct
s(+) where d(-,-) is fixed.

In order to be compatible with Gallager’s bound and com-
putational ease, we will consider a special case of D}(EC) [s,d]
where Up;n = ﬁ 0 = Hlph,, Onhy = 0 and pp = p
for ¢ and p are optimized over [0, 1] to minimize the bound,
which we will refer to as D{[s, d].

For simplifying the optimization over d(-,-), we will con-
sider a parametrized family of d(-,-) such that:

dip1(X' 1401, Y e41) = ¥de (X 141, ¥ 111), (50)

or equivalently,

di(x'e,y") =" (X', y')), (51)

where v € (0, 1] is the discount factor for the decoding error
cost.

We suggest the decoding error cost measures of the form
with the motivation from following observations: (1) In
(@8, the expectation grows due to the product terms for ¢ €
[br, + 1,n] which are always greater than equal to 1. (2) If
my.,p,) diverges from m at an early time, i.e., 7, is close to
1, then the inputs corresponding to My.s(p,) i.e., X1.p,, are
likely to have more disagreement with the output y at early
times compared to cases where my.,, ) diverges from m at
later times, i.e., 7 is close to n. Accordingly, it is useful to
degrade decoding error costs over time. Also note that, the
CFE part of the bound does not benefit from the degrading
of the decoding error costs or having v < 1 as the CFE part
increases with decreasing ~.

We will consider the following decoding error cost measure
for a binary symmetric channel (BSC) with crossover proba-
bility p < 1:

_ 1-
dt(x/tay/t) = Wt ! log, (Tp) H{X’ﬁfy’t}' (52)

For BSC with uniformly distributed inputs, the events x; #



y: and X; # y; are indepedent. Accordingly, we have:

E [2%/ [, on (0¥) iy o @y)]} _

T(n] n
H E |:2719h:h,/dt()_ct.,yt)} H E |:219h:h,/dt(xt-,yt):| ,
t=bp t=bp, 14
(53)
and
B [o9 b -dn(9)] | ]
H B [2—9hdt(>‘ct,yt) | Yt} X
t=tp
H E |:29h,dt(xtvyt)) | yt:| ,W.p.l, (54)
t=tp

for BSC with uniformly distributed inputs and the decoding
error cost measure given in (32), where

—9,. /’Ytil
11 /1- i
=3+5 <—p> BNES)

E |:2—19h,;h/dt()_(tx)’t):|
2\ »p

1—p ﬂh,;h,’yt71
E {219h;h/dt(xhyt)} =1 —p+p (—) ; (56)

+ ,w.p.1,

(57)

o (% 1
E |:2 Onde(Re,ye) |y4 = 5

and,

1 _p eh'yt7
E |:29hdt(xt-,yt)) | yt} =1—-p+p <—) ,w.p.l.

p

(58)
For finding a good tree structure function s(t) based on error
bounds such as D](ZG) [s, d], we will a consider an algorithm that
we refer to as successive bit placement (SBP) algorithm. The
SBP algorithm iteratively updates s(t) starting from s(t) =
1, Vit case such that each update places a new bit to a location
minimizing the increase in the error bound. For example, given
a decoding error cost measure d, the SBP algorithm based on

D5, d), updates s(t) using the following update rule:

swi1(t) =arg min DO s, d], 59
k41 (1) g Juin Dy (s, d] (59)
where
Tl ={s:3j <n,s(t) =5'(t),t <j,s(t) =s'(t)+1,t > j}
(60)

and sg/41(t) is the update for s(¢) at the step k' + 1, ie.,
s(t) = spr41(t) at the k' 4 1st update. Note that for evaluating
D[s, d] with s € S[s], k terms [ should be replaced with
k' + 1 as s corresponds to the tree structure function of an
(n, k' + 1)-random tree code, i.e., sp(n) = k' + 1.

To apply the SBP algorithm based on D](EG) [s,d] with ex-
haustive search for the minimization part, one can evaluate
D®[s,d] n times for each update hence (k — 1)n evaluations
of D,(SG) [s,d] are sufficient for placing all message bits after

3 An example is wy, = 2% Pr(t = by,).

the first one.

Observe that the ensembles of random tree codes resulting
from the application of the SBP algorithm based on D}(EG) [s,d],
i.e., CORT codes , converge to the case where s(1) = k,
i.e., pure random codes, as the computational limit L grows
large. To see this, consider the limiting case L = oo where
D?E[s,d] vanishes and D{C'[s,d] becomes D5y [s,d]. For
Dg) [s,d] = DS)[s,d], the SBP algorithm always choose
the earliest bit, i.e., the first bit, hence giving s(1) = k as
it finishes when all message bits are placed. Note that for
the case with v = 1, the SSDGU returns the message having
the ML codeword unless the computational limit is surpassed.
Accordingly, it can be seen that D'y [s,d] coincides with
Gallager’s bound for the case with v = 1 and s(1) = &,
i.e., pure random codes.

IV. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

In this part, we will evaluate D{'[s,d] considering
(128, 64)-random tree codes. To approximate the true value
of D{P[s,d], the parameters ¢ and p are optimized over a
10-point uniform quantization of [0, 1].

L=10° L =101 L =101
DP[s,d] [3.6x1073[19x1073 ] 1.3x1073
DS [s,d] | 1.7x 1073 | 0.4%x 1073 [ 0.8 x 10~%
DO [s,d] | 20x1073 [ 1.5x 1073 [ 1.2x 1073

TABLE I
THE EVAULATION OF D\ [s, d], D). [s, d] AND DS [s, d] FOR VARIOUS
COMPUTATIONAL LIMIT L VALUES CONSIDEREING (128, 64)-RANDOM
TREE CODES UNDER BSC WITH p = 0.03 WHERE s IS OPTIMIZED USING

THE SBP ALGORITHM AND d IS IN THE FORM @ WHERE v = 1.

L=10° L =101 L =10"T
D®s,d) |27x1073 | 1.7x1073 | 1.5x 1073
DS [s,d] | 0.6 x1073 | 0.2%x 1073 [ 0.7 x 10~%
DS [s,d] | 21x1073 | 1.5x 1075 | 1.4 x 1073

TABLE II
THE EVAULATION OF D\ [s, d], D{S),[s,d] AND D), [s, d] FOR VARIOUS
COMPUTATIONAL LIMIT L VALUES CONSIDEREING (128, 64)-RANDOM
TREE CODES UNDER BSC WITH p = 0.03 WHERE s IS OPTIMIZED USING

THE SBP ALGORITHM AND d IS IN THE FORM (32) WHERE v = 0.9992.

I = 10° L=100 | L=10"
DO[s,d] | 7.2x1075 | 26 x 1075 | 9.4 x 10°°
DS [s,d] | 3.7x 1075 | 1.1x 1075 | 2.8 x 10°©
D& [s,d] | 35 x 1075 | 1.4x 1075 | 6.6 x 10~°
TABLE III

THE EVAULATION OF D\ [s, d], D{S),[s,d] AND D), [s, d] FOR VARIOUS

COMPUTATIONAL LIMIT L VALUES CONSIDEREING (128, 64)-RANDOM
TREE CODES UNDER BSC WITH p = 0.02 WHERE s IS OPTIMIZED USING
THE SBP ALGORITHM AND d IS IN THE FORM (32) WHERE v = 1.

In Table [l and Table [ we evaluate DS”[s, d], D(C?E[S, d)
and DS).[s,d] under BSC with p = 0.03 setting where s is
optimized using the SBP algorithm and d is in the form (32))



L=10° L =101 L =10"T
D®s,d) | 4.6x1075 | 1.7x 1075 | 7.5 x 10~©
DS [s,d] | 22x107° | 0.6x 1075 | 1.8 x 10~°
DSx[s,d] | 24x1075 | 1.1x 1075 | 5.7 x10°°
TABLE IV

THE EVAULATION OF D](EG) [s,d], Déi)E [s,d] AND D(CC;?E[S, d] FOR VARIOUS

COMPUTATIONAL LIMIT L VALUES CONSIDEREING (128, 64)-RANDOM
TREE CODES UNDER BSC WITH p = 0.02 WHERE s IS OPTIMIZED USING
THE SBP ALGORITHM AND d IS IN THE FORM (52) WHERE v = 0.9992.

where v = 1 and v = 0.9992, respectively. For BSC with
p = 0.03, DS[s,d] can be minimized to 1.1 x 10~3 with
pure random codes, i.e., s(1) = 64 case, and setting 7 = 1.

In Table [T and Table [Vl we evaluate DS”[s, d], DS [s, d]
and D). [s,d] under BSC with p = 0.02 setting where s is
optimized using the SBP algorithm and d is in the form (32))
where v = 1 and v = 0.9992, respectively. For BSC with
p = 0.02, DS)[s,d] can be minimized to 2.9 x 1075 with
pure random codes, i.e., s(1) = 64 case, and setting 7 = 1.

Note that one can obtain an upper bound on the expected
number of node checks, i.e., E[N,] , as E[N,] < DS [s, d]L
(see Theorem [3). For example, the expected number of node
checks is lower that 2.2 x 10* where L = 10° with the setting
in Table

Comparing v = 1 and v = 0.9992 cases, it can be observed
that the setting with v = 0.9992 provides computational
efficiency and lower error bounds particularly when L is
relatively low. However, for higher values of L, the setting
with v = 1 closes the gap and can provide even lower error
bounds. The reason is that as v = 1 is optimal (corresponding
to ML decoding) for DS} [s, d], D\[s, d] for the setting with
~v = 1 converges to the minimum error bound for D(C(}};)E[s, d,
i.e., Gallager’s bound, as L grows large.

These numerical examples show that CORT codes can
approach the ML decoding performance of pure random codes
under reasonable computational costs for the decoding.

V. CONCLUSION

We introduced an achievability bound on the frame error
rate of random tree codes considering a sequential decoding
with a hard computational limit. We proposed the design
of practical codes based on the optimization of branching
structure of the random tree codes and the decoding measure
with respect to this achievability bound.

We suggested an algorithm for optimizing the branching
structure, i.e., the SBP algorithm, however we did not suggest
such a method for optimizing the decoding measure. The
varitional methods might be applied for the optimization of
the decoding measure.

Numerical examples show that a heustically optimized and
relaxed version of the achievability bound is effective. Yet, one
can consider the tighter version of the achievability bound and
other optimization methods.

In terms of hardware costs, one drawback of the SSDGU
algorithm is that it is stack based and assumes a stack memory
as large as the computational limit parameter. However, one

can consider a low memory decoding algorithm based on the
SSDGU algorithm.
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