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Abstract—This paper proposes a new iterative gradient descent
decoding method for real number parity codes. The proposed
decoder, named Gradient Descent Symbol Update (GDSU), is
used for a class of low-density parity-check (LDPC) real-number
codes that can be defined with parity check matrices which
are similar to those of the binary LDPC from communication
standards such as WiFi (IEEE 802.11), 5G. These codes have
a simple and efficient two stage encoding that is especially
appealing for the real number field. The Gradient optimization
based decoding has been a relatively simple and fast decoding
technique for codes over finite fields. We show that the GDSU
decoder outperforms the gradient descent bit-flipping (GDBF)
decoder for rates 1/2, 2/3, and has similar decoding performance
for the 3/4 rate of the IEEE 802.11 codes standard.

Index Terms—Belief-propagation, gradient descent, real num-
ber codes, low-density parity-check codes.

I. INTRODUCTION

THERE has been increasing interest in recent years to-
wards applying ideas from coding theory to improve the

performance of various computation [1], [2], communication
[3], [4], or algorithmic based fault tolerant solutions [5]. A
common ground for the majority of these research works
is that they employ some form of real number parity based
error correction code. Employing fixed-point or real numbers
symbols instead of bits is naturally suited for execution on
general purpose and digital signal processors (DSPs), that are
well optimized for working with such data types, opposed
to processing individual bits. The downside of real/fixed-
point number codes is numerical stability due to quantization
induced errors. However, as we will show, these shortcomings
can be mitigated by quantization analysis and the choice of
error correction code, as well as the encoding and decoding
algorithms. Another possible downside is the additional bits
required for representing the redundant symbols with respect
to the data symbols. In a sense, this is the price to pay for
their superior decoding performance with respect to Galois
field counterparts which use modulo operations.

The idea of using real-number codes that can be defined
with generator matrices similar to those of the binary parity-
check codes is not new [6], [7]. Neither is the usage of
maximum likelihood (ML) decoding for real number codes
[6], [8]. However, to the best of our knowledge, this is the
first attempt to propose an iterative gradient based solution for
exact decoding of an implementation friendly subclass of real
number codes inspired from binary quasi-cyclic LDPC codes.

The proposed method is selected to limit the computational
overhead of the encoder/decoder with respect to the binary
counterparts by relying solely operations such as addition,
comparison, counting, and maximum finder.

This paper is organized as follows: Section II discusses
notations, the choice of parity check matrix, and encoding
method, Section III presents the iterative gradient decoding,
Section IV compares the decoding performance of the real
domain with respect to the binary-domain, and provides a
brief discussion of the implementation complexity and sym-
bol quantization aspects for fixed point representation, while
Section V provides some concluding remarks.

II. A CLASS OF REAL-NUMBER QC-LDPC CODES

A. QC-LDPC codes overview and notations

Low-Density Parity-Check (LDPC) codes are linear codes
that can be described using a bipartite graph G̃, or alternatively
using a sparse parity check matrix H representation [9]–
[11]. This work uses Quasy-Cyclic Low-Density Parity-check
codes (QC-LDPC) codes that are a class of structured LDPC
codes that are obtained by expanding a base matrix B by an
expansion factor. Specifically, each B matrix entry is replaced
by either a circulant permuted matrix, or by a zero matrix (de-
noted by −1, or − in B) [12]. The non-negative entries from
the base matrix B are replaced by the unitary matrix shifted by
the corresponding B matrix entry value. The negative entries
are replaced by the zero matrix. The parity check matrix H
will have size (NH − MH) × NH , with NH = z × NB ,
MH = z × MB , with NH representing the codeword size,
MH the source bit/symbols vector(s) length, NH −MH the
parity bits/symbols vector length, z the expansion factor, while
(NB −MB)×MB the size of B matrix.

B. A subclass of QC-LDPC and its encoding

Without loss of generality, we selected LDPC codes that
have H in approximate lower triangular form. These codes are
systematic, while the encoding process has low complexity.
Furthermore, a wide range of LDPC codes for different
communication standards, such as WiFi, WIMAX or 5G-NR,
have this type of structure. Approximate lower triangular form
can be obtained from all parity check matrices, via row and
column permutations [13]; in this case, the source and parity
bits/symbols are interleaved.
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25 26 14 − 20 − 2 − 4 − − 8 − 16 − 18 1 0 − − − − − −
10 9 15 11 − 0 − 1 − 1 18 − 8 − 10 − − 0 0 − − − − −
16 2 20 26 21 − 6 − 1 26 − 7 − − − − − − 0 0 − − − −
10 13 5 0 − 3 − 7 − − 26 − − 13 − 16 − − − 0 0 − − −
23 14 24 − 12 − 19 − 17 − − − 20 − 21 − 0 − − − 0 0 − −
6 22 9 20 − 25 − 17 − 8 − 14 − 18 − − − − − − − 0 0 −
14 23 21 11 20 − 24 − 18 − 19 − − − − 22 − − − − − − 0 0
17 11 11 20 − 21 − 26 − 3 − − 18 − 26 − 1 − − − − − − 0


Fig. 1. 802.11 code rate 2/3 base matrix

For approximate lower triangular form matrices, we parti-
tion the base parity matrix into two sub-matrices, as shown in
Fig. 1. Let H = [Hs Hp] be the partitioned base parity check
matrix, where Hs is a matrix of size (NH − MH) × MH ,
corresponding to the source bits/symbols vector, and Hp a
matrix of size (NH −MH)× (NH −MH), corresponding to
the parity bits/symbols vector. For real number LDPC codes,
we have modified the last diagonal in Hp by replacing the
1 value from each expanded circulant identity matrix on the
diagonal with -1.

The encoding process is performed in a similar way to the
binary version [14], using a two step approach. The first set
of z parity symbols are obtained using (1).

λi = Hp(i, :)× sT , i = 1 : NH −MH (1a)

p(0, j) =

NH−MH∑
k=1

λk(j), j = 1 : z (1b)

The second step consists of obtaining the rest of NH−MH−
z parity symbols. Each set of z parity symbols is derived using
(2).

p(k, j) = p(k − 1, j) + λk−1(j), j = 1 : z (2a)

For the LDPC codes that have the parity check matrix
having similar structure to the one depicted in Fig. 1, the
encoding can be performed based on the parity check matrix
and using only addition/subtraction operations.

III. DECODING PROBLEM FORMULATION

Among possible decoding methods, the hard-decision al-
gorithms such as Bit-Flip [15], or the gradient descent bit
flipping (GDBF) algorithms proposed by Wadayama in [16],
are known low complexity algorithms, since symbols are
represented by one bit. The binary decoders use the maximum
likelihood (ML) decoding in the search for the codeword
x = (x1, ..., xN )T having the maximum correlation with the
vector y affected by noise. This letter investigates the changes
and performance of a gradient descent decoding algorithm
inspired from its binary counterpart the GDBF algorithm
proposed by Wadayama. The operations during each iterations
can be summarized as follows: (1) compute the active set of
symbols for update as the set having the local energy ≥ a
given threshold value, typically equal to the maximum local
energy; (2) flip bits from active set.

The GDBF decoding method [16] defines an objective
function, E(x), also referred to as an energy function, and
aims to maximize it. From it, the local energy function needed

to compute the active set is derived. Furthermore, using an
intuitive gradient descent method, the update operation is
defined as bit-flipping of the active set symbols. Similar, for
real number codes different formulations for the objective
function have been proposed (see [6]). The formulation used
in this letter is similar, with a key difference that stems from
our goal, which is exact decoding. Thus, the metric we use is
the number of symbols that are different at the end of decoding
with respect to the reference instead of the mean square error.
Consequence of this, the energy function computation uses
binarized variables in bipolar notation, similar to the binary
counterparts. Let s denote the syndrome vector computed as
s = Hx, where x refers to the current value of the symbol
decode vector. A possible expression of the constraint function
is:

Ebin
k = (xk − yk)

bin
+

∑
m∈H(:,k)
H(m,k)̸=0

sbinm (3a)

Dk =
∑

m∈H(:,k)
H(m,k)̸=0

sign(sm) (3b)

r = (Ebin
1 + β1 × |D1| , . . . , Ebin

N + βN × |DN |)
(3c)

F bin(x) =
1

2

(
∥r∥l∞

)2
(3d)

with l∞ being the infinity norm, sbinm is the binarized syndrome
value equal to +1 if the parity check is not satisfied, and
−1 otherwise, while sign(x) is the sign function. Note that,
Ebin

k has the same expression as for the binary case, and is a
consequence of the exact decoding requirement. The additional
term Dk expresses whether the signs of all syndromes to
which symbol k contributes agree. If all parity checks are
satisfied, Dk is zero. It favors high column degree symbols.
Furthermore, it is an indicator of the level of confidence in
determining the sign of the error, and the direction for the error
correction. The βk parameter is code dependent, having values
in [0, 1]. We aim to minimize F bin(x). The partial derivative
is:

F local
k =

∂F bin

∂sk
=

(
Ebin

k + βk × |Dk|)
)
× δkj (4)

where δkj is the Kronecker delta equal to one for all cases
where

(
Ebin

k + βk × |Dk|)
)

is equal to the maximum, and
zero otherwise. (4) suggests the active set of symbols indices
needing correction as F = {n′|n′ = arg max

k∈[1,N ]
F local
k }. Since,

ML decoding tries to determine the closest codeword, that
means the smallest number of changed positions of x with
respect to y, and also the smallest possible amplitude for
each correction of an arbitrary component k. In order to
determine the direction of the correction for the approximate
gradient descent method, we define the function MajV (k) –
the majority voter function of the non-zero syndrome vector
sign components, as:

MajV (k) =

{
sign(Dk) if Dk ̸= 0
sign(yk) if Dk = 0

, k ∈ [1, N ] (5)



3

For the magnitude, we select the minimum non-zero value, in
accordance with the ML requirement. Thus, for the active set,
the approximate correction for an arbitrary symbol k, denoted
by δk, is computed as:

j = arg min
m∈H(:,k)
H(m,k)̸=0

sm ̸=0

|sm|

δk = tk ×MajV (k)× |sj |, tk ∈ R+

(6)

Therefore, equation (6) defines the update rule for the real
number codes, and tk is the update step factor.

Algorithm 1 Gradient Descent Real Number Symbol Update
1: Initialization:
2: set xk = yk for k=[1,N]
3: compute syndrome s← Hx
4: while (i ≤ Imax) and ∥s∥l1 = 0 do ▷ Iterative loop
5: Find symbol update position set F
6: compute active symbol set F
7: for all xk, k ∈ F do
8: compute δk acc. to (5)
9: xk ← xk − δk

10: compute syndrome s← Hx
11: set i← i+ 1

12: Offloading: output ← x

The gradient descent algorithm for real number decoding is
presented in Algo. 1. The ∥̇∥l1 is the l1 norm, and Imax is
the maximum allowed number of decoding iterations.

IV. SIMULATION RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

It has been demonstrated that any linear code defined
over a finite field has a corresponding linear real-number
code with similar error detecting and correcting capabilities
[17]. The errors for real number codes can be regarded as
Gaussian additive error values, statistically independent, with
a given variance [5]. Hence, the additive error model has two
components: large amplitude errors, similar to impulse noise,
and many small amplitude errors consequence of noise, or
rounding errors that can be assimilated to white noise. The
second category has been studied in [17], [18], in the context
of practical implementations that reply on finite precision fixed
point numbers, and are more susceptible to round-off and
overflow errors during the encoding, processing and decod-
ing of the codewords. The present work addresses the first
category. In this section, we analyze the decoding complexity
and represent simulation results for real number codes derived
from the binary IEEE 802.11n standard codes as described in
Section II.

For the reliability evaluation Monte Carlo simulations of
up to 100 million input frames per simulation point have
been performed. The channel model is the binary symmetric
channel with crossover probability α. The binary symbols
are flipped, while the non-binary (e.g. real or fixed-point)
symbols are added amplitude errors with α probability. The
metric bit error rate (BER) for the binary codes, and symbol
error rate for the non-binary (SER) account for the number

TABLE I
COMPLEXITY OF IMPLEMENTING BINARY AND REAL NUMBER DECODING

FOR FIXED POINT NUMBERS USING p BITS PRECISION PER SYMBOL

Decoding Binary Real
s computation M × dc XOR ops M × dc ADD ops
Local energies N × dv ADD ops 2×N × dv ADD ops

Max. finder N × (N − 1) comp. N × (N − 1) comp.
Symbol update 1 XOR op per symbol 1 ADD op per symbol

of erroneous decoder output bits, and non-binary symbols
respectively. Similarly, we use the frame error rate (FER), and
the output error rate, to report the ratio of failed output frames
for the binary, and non-binary case, out of the total simulated
frames for a channel parameter α. The parameters βi and ti are
set to 1. As depicted in Figs.2-a,3, this choice is favorable for
the rate 1/2 code, yielding two order of magnitude decoding
performance improvement of the real case with respect to the
binary counterpart, one order of magnitude for the rate 2/3
code, and roughly the same performance for the 3/4 rate code.
For the average iteration, the charts show a similar trend as
for the rate 1/2 code (Fig.2-b).

Without loss of generality, for the complexity analysis we
consider the case of p bit fixed point symbols, and regular
codes with column degree (i.e. number of ones in a parity
check matrix column) denoted by dv , and row degree (i.e.
number of ones in a parity check matrix row) denoted by dc.
We compare in Table IV the number and type of operations
required for computing the binary and the real number gradient
decoding. It can be seen that the additional overhead is limited
to the replacement of the XOR operations from Galois Field 2
with additions. The additional precision bits for the redundant
symbols for fixed point arithmetic considering an adder tree
implementation is ⌈dc⌉. Therefore, the encoder and the parity
check computations need to work with worst adders on p +
⌈dc⌉ precision bits. Also, all redundant symbols require p +
⌈dc⌉+1 bit precision in order to guarantee numerical stability.
If this requirement is met the real number simulation curves
and the fixed point simulation curves have similar the same
performance.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper proposed a novel iterative gradient descent
decoding method for real number parity codes, and evalu-
ated the decoding performance and average iteration count
for a sub-class of QC-LDPC codes inspired by the binary
LDPC communication standard codes. The encoding and the
decoding of QC-LDPC codes investigated in this paper relies
solely on additions based operations. This is both cost efficient,
and also simplifies the numerical stability analysis. For the
rate 1/2 802.11 code, the GDSU outperforms the binary
GDBF, while for higher rates it exhibits slightly higher, or
similar performance as the GDBF. One possible reason for
this behavior is the fact that the βi and tk parameters have
not been properly investigated. They have been set to a default
value of one. This will be the subject of future work.
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(a) (b)

Fig. 2. Wifi 1/2 code rate for the binary (GDBF) and non-binary (GDSU) cases (a) Decoding performance (b) Average number of decoding iterations.

Fig. 3. Decoding performance for rate 2/3 and 3/4 codes
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