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Polarization under the Channel Noise with Memory
Tianfu Qi, Graduate Student Member, IEEE, Jun Wang, Senior Member, IEEE

Abstract—The channel polarization under the channel noise
with memory is comprehensively studied. With the help of the
genie-aided channel, we prove that the polarized channels also
converge to extremal channels under the standard polar codes
structure. More importantly, the ratio of the perfect channel
can be larger than I(W ) which is the capacity of the original
channel. However, the polarization rate is shown to be slower
than the binary-input discrete memoryless channel (DMC) case.
Specifically, the upper bound of the block error is O(L−c0)
where L is the block length and c0 is some positive constant.
Furthermore, the upper and lower bound of the gap between the
capacity and cutoff rate is investigated when the block length is
finite, which is more useful for practical applications.

Index Terms—Channel polarization, memorable channel noise,
Bhattacharyya parameter, cutoff rate

I. INTRODUCTION

As a breakthrough in the coding theory, polar code is
the first one that can be proved to achieve the capacity for
the binary-input discrete memoryless channels (B-DMCs) [1].
The core is the channel polarization which is implemented
by the iterative transformation of the source input based on

the polarization kernel, i.e., F =

[
1 0
1 1

]
. The generator

matrix with size L is the Kronecker product of logL kernels
with permutation operation. During the procedure, L original
channels are combined to generate a synthesized channel
where L denotes the block length. Then, the combined channel
is splitted into L subchannels with different reliability. When L
increases to infinity, the reliability converges to two extremes.
The first one is the ‘perfect channel’ whose capacity equals 1
and the second one is the ‘completely noisy channel’ which
cannot be used for transmission. Thus, the information bits are
placed on perfect splitted subchannels and the noisy channels
are set by frozen bits which are known in both transceiver
and receiver. Moreover, for the B-DMC case, the percentage
of the perfect channel among all the subchannels is capacity
of the original single channel which is denoted by I(W ).
Consequently, polar code does not bring capacity gain but
makes it possible to sufficiently use the good channels for
transmission with a higher rate.

The polarization phenomenon has been extensively studied
in the channel with memoryless noise. Unfortunately, many
practical scenarios contain channel noise with memory in-
cluding underwater acoustic communication [2], atmospheric
noise [3], LTE in urban environments, wireless digital video
broadcasting terrestrial (DVB-T), etc. It has been shown that
noise samples are not mutually independent and admit cluster
behaviors [2–5]. In this way, some assumptions of the analysis
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used for the memoryless setting will not hold. For instance, the
mutual information relation between the synthesized channel
and original single channel is obtained based on the inde-
pendent channel, that is, the channel noise is memoryless.
Furthermore, the Bhattacharyya parameter transformation is
more complicated because the noise and output are all corre-
lated and the variables in the summation (or integration for
the continuous output alphabet) are difficult to separate. Thus,
the Bhattacharyya parameter of the combined channel cannot
be decomposed to that of the splitted channel.

Şaşoğlu first considers the polarization process with mem-
ory in [6] and proves that the channel polarizes for any q-ary
input which follows the k-th Markov process where k is any
positive integer and q is a prime number. The main conclusions
are the same as the Arikan’s. Afterwards, the author expands
the Markov process to a more general process, namely, ψ-
mixing process [7]. The prime Markov order assumption is
also omitted. Moreover, the polarized rate is shown to be
the same as the memoryless case. Shuval et al. consider the
polar codes for the process characterized by a finite-state
aperiodic irreducible Markov (FAIM) chain [8], which is also a
generalization of the Markov process. They divide the FAIM
process into blocks and utilize the state sharing of adjacent
blocks to deduce the fast polarization for the process with
memory. A similar and more detailed analysis can also be
found in [9].

The existing works about polarization in the presence of
memory mainly focus on that the source has memory. In
this paper, we study a more practical scenario in which the
channel noise is memorable and the polarization process is
comprehensively investigated.1 The main proof is still under
Arikan’s martingale framework but with many non-trivial
modifications. To overcome the challenge brought by the
noise memory, we introduce the genie-aided (GA) channel
to facilitate the following derivations. The GA channel is
physically unachievable since it assumes that all noise samples
before the current instance are completely known. Then, we
construct a combined version of the GA channel based on
which the mutual information of the synthesized channel can
be decomposed. The most surprising discovery is that the ratio
of perfect subchannels after sufficient polarization is not I(W )
but I(W ) + c where c is some non-negative constant. The
constant is related to the correlation between noise samples
and is controlled by the underlying noise process. It may
be not consistent with the intuitive expectation since the
communication performance in the channel with memorable
noise is usually worse than that of memoryless noise. However,
we will subsequently explain that this phenomenon is triggered

1In the following, we assume that the input bits are mutually independent
and therefore, the ‘channel with memory’ and ‘memorable noise’ can be
considered equivalent.
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Fig. 1. The framework of the standard polar encoder with block length L = 2l.

by the successive cancellation (SC) decoding algorithm. This
is also the main difference between our work compared with
the existing literature.

As for the Bhattacharyya parameter, we show that the
convergence also occurs but the polarization rate is much
smaller than the memoryless case. In particular, the rate of
DMC is exponential in the square root of block length but
for the memorable channel noise, it is only the polynomial
with respect to block length. In addition, the cutoff rate of
the channel with memory is provided and bounds of the gap
between the cutoff rate and the capacity with the finite block
length are given. To some extent, this result quantifies the
influence due to insufficient polarization.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section
II, we provide the problem formulation and questions that
will be answered in this paper. Then, the main results are
listed in section III. The proofs of transformations of the
mutual information and Bhattacharyya parameter are given in
section IV and section V, respectively. Then, we discuss the
expansions of the main results to other general cases in section
VI. Finally, we conclude the paper in section VII.

Notations: We utilize uppercase and lowercase to represent
the random variable (RV) and its realizations, i.e., X and x.
The random vector is denoted by X⃗ . xba denotes the vector
[xa, · · · , xb] and xba = ∅ if a > b. EX [f ] denotes the expecta-
tion of f with respect to X . The I(·), Z(·) separately represent
the mutual information and Bhattacharyya parameter function.
‘⊕’ denotes the modular-2 operation. The χj

i = [i, · · · , j] is
the indicator set. If not specified, the base of the logarithm is
2 by default in the sequel.

II. PROBLEM STATEMENT

The polarization framework and some notations used in this
paper are shown in Fig. 1. The block length equals L = 2l.

Let Ui and Xi separately represent the source information and
coded information random process. Here, i is the time index.
The inner bits are denoted by V (k)

j where j and k separately
are the number of subchannels and layers. The polarization
structure with L = 2 is called the polarization unit. The Y0
denotes the final output of the previous block and RL is the
permutation operation with L inputs.

Without loss of the generality, we assume that the noise
process Ni is memorable and forms the first-order Markov
process, that is, every noise sample is only related to the
previous adjacent sample. Other cases including higher order
and fractional order can be similarly analyzed. Define the
channel function W : X → Y . Besides, we also define a
genie-aided channel function W̃ : Xi × N−∞

i−1 → Yi. The
W̃ is assumed to be access to all prior noise information.
For the first-order Markov noise process, the W̃ can be
simplified as W̃ : Xi × Ni−1 → Yi because it can be seen
that the W̃ (yi|xi, n−∞

i−1 ) = W̃ (yi|xi, ni−1) corresponds to the
noise probability density function (PDF). Obviously, W̃ is not
practical since the Ni cannot be obtained in real scenarios.
However, we will see that the W̃ is useful for the derivation
of polarization of channel with memorable noise. It should be
remarked that the W̃ can be also equivalently expressed as W̃ :
X 2 ×Y → Y due to W̃ (yi|xi, ni−1) = W̃ (yi|xi, xi−1, yi−1).
Since the output of the channel is assumed to be continuous-
valued, we need to give the following definition.

Definition 1: The mutual information I(W ) and Bhat-
tacharyya parameter Z(W ) of the channel W are defined as
follows,

I(W ) =

∫
Y

∑
X

W (y, x) log
W (y|x)
W (y)

dy (1)

Z(W ) =

∫
Y

√
W (y|0)W (y|1)dy (2)
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Based on the Definition 1, the parameters for the conditional
PDF of the channel can be likewise defined. In [1], the po-
larization is implemented by channel combining and channel
splitting, which can also be given similarly. For instance, we
have WL : XL → YL, W̃L : XL+1 × Y → YL and

W̃L(y
L
1 |uL1 , x0, y0) =

L∏
i=1

W̃ (yi|xi, xi−1, yi−1) (3)

where x0 and y0 are virtual input and output arguments.
Likewise, they are also unrealizable but they are helpful for
deriving the channel transformation and polarization. (3) cor-
responds to the channel combining operation and the channel
splitting is

W̃
(i)
L (yL1 ,u

i−1
1 |ui, x0, y0)

=
1

2L−1

∑
UL

i+1∈UL−i

W̃L(y
L
1 |xL1 , x0, y0) (4)

Note that (3) and (4) is for W̃ and the version of W can be
obtained directly by EN0

[W̃ (yi|xi, ni−1)] = W (yi|xi). We
also simplify the notation as EN0

[W̃ ] = W if there is no
confusion in the sequel.

Our problem is whether or not the conclusions for memory-
less case still hold, i.e., 2I(W (i)

L ) = I(W
(2i−1)
2L ) + I(W

(2i)
2L ),

I(W
(2i−1)
2L ) ≤ I(W

(i)
L ) ≤ I(W

(2i)
2L ) and lim

L→+∞
Pr[ω ∈ {i :

I(W
(i)
L ) > 1 − ϵ}, ω ∈ {1, 2, · · · , L}] = I(W ). We will first

provide the main result in the next section and then, prove
them in the rest of the paper.

III. MAIN RESULTS

The recursive channel transformation under the noise with
memory is first given without proof. Indeed, the procedure is
similar to [1] and can be checked straightforwardly.

Proposition 1: Let W (i)
L be the composite channel defined

in (4). Then,

W̃
(2i−1)
2L (y2L1 , u2i−2

1 |u2i−1, n0)

=
1

2

∑
U2i

W̃
(i)
L (y2LL+1, u

2i−2
1,e |u2i, nL)

× W̃
(2i−1)
2L (y2L1 , u2i−2

1,e ⊕ u2i−2
1,e |u2i−1 ⊕ u2i, n0) (5)

W̃
(2i)
2L (y2L1 , u2i−1

1 |u2i, n0)

=
1

2
W̃ (i)

n (y2LL+1, u
2i−2
1,e |u2i, nL)

× W̃
(2i−1)
2L (y2L1 , u2i−2

1,e ⊕ u2i−2
1,e |u2i−1 ⊕ u2i, n0) (6)

The proposition 1 indicates that it is feasible to implement
the recursive channel transformation. Then, the main theorem
for the mutual information is first given in the following.

Theorem 1: With the standard polar coding procedure and
the channels defined in (3) and (4), we have

lim
L→+∞

1

L

L∑
i=1

I(W
(i)
L ) = I(W ) + I†(W ) (7)

where

I†(W ) = I(N1;N0)−
1

2
I(Y1;Y0)− I(Y0;Y

+∞
1 ) ≥ 0 (8)

The theorem 1 implies that the total mutual information
after complete polarization increases compared to the original
channel. This conclusion is quite different from that in [1] and
it may not be consistent with the intuitions. However, it does
not contradict the Shannon’s theory. Specifically, we will see
that I(W ) + I†(W ) ≤ 1 in the next section.

It should be remarked that the output of the channel does not
form the first-order Markov process, i.e., W (yi+1|yi, yi−1) ̸=
W (yi+1|yi). In fact, the Markov process has the graph repre-
sentation shown in the Fig. 2. Furthermore, it can be observed
that the i-th output sample is related to all previous output
samples.

1Y

1N

1X

2Y

2N

2X

0Y

0N

0X

3Y

3N

3X



Fig. 2. The graph representation of the Markov process. It contains the
relations between the input X , channel noise N and output Y . Any two
variables are not independent if there exists a path such that the corresponding
vertices are connected. For example, if we delete the ‘Y1’, the ‘Y0’ and ‘Y2’
are still connected and we have W (y2|y0) ̸= W (y2).

Before proceeding to the next theorem, the Bhattacharyya
parameter of the genie-aided channel needs to be defined as

Zg(W̃ |n0) =
∫
Y

√
W̃ (y|0, n0)W̃ (y|1, n0) (9)

Zg(W ) = EN0
[Zg(W̃ |n0)] (10)

Note that the Zg(W ) degrades to Z(W ) when the chan-
nel noise is memoryless. Then, the Bhattacharyya parameter
transformation is provided in the following theorem.

Theorem 2: For the block length L > 2, we have

Z(W
(2i−1)
2L ) ≤Z(W (i)

L ) + Zg(W
(i)
L )− Z(W

(i)
L )

× inf
yL

Zg(W̃
(i)
L |yL) (11)

Z(W
(2i−1)
2L ) ≥ 1

2

[
Z(W

(i)
L ) + Zg(W

(i)
L )

]
(12)

Z(W
(2i)
2L ) ≤ Z(W

(i)
L ) sup

yL

Zg(W̃
(i)
L |yL) (13)

Z(W
(2i−1)
2L )+Z(W

(2i)
2L ) ≤ Z(W

(i)
L )+Zg(W

(i)
L ) ≤ 2Z(W

(i)
L )
(14)

The theorem 2 does not consider the relation between the
Z(W ) and (Z(W

(1)
2 ), Z(W

(2)
2 )). It is a special case because of
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the first-order noise memory and we will complete the picture
in the proof of the theorem 2. In the next, the convergence of
the mutual information of split channel as L increases should
be studied.

Theorem 3: Let the {I(W (ω)
L )} be a random variable

sequence with respect to L. Then, I(W (ω)
L ) converges to 0

or 1 almost surely as L→ +∞.
Combining theorem 1 and 2, we can naturally obtain the

theorem 3 based on the martingale theory. Therefore, we
mainly focus on the proof of theorem 1 and theorem 2 in
the sequel. Furthermore, the ratio of the noiseless subchannel
is given in the following corollary.

Corollary 1: Let ω ∈ {1, 2, · · · , L} and for any ϵ > 0, we
have

lim
L→+∞

Pr
[
ω ∈ {i : I(W (i)

L ) > 1− ϵ}
]
= I(W ) + I†(W )

(15)

Theorem 4: Let the block length be L and i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , L}.
Then,

lim
L→+∞

Pr
[
Z(W

(i)
L ) ≤ c0L

c1
2

]
= I†(W ) (16)

lim
L→+∞

Pr
[
Z(W

(i)
L ) ≤ 2c2

√
L+c3

]
= 0 (17)

where c0 > 0, c1 < 0, c2 < 0 and c3 are some constants.
Based on the theorem 4, the upper and lower bound of the

cutoff rate order of polarized subchannels can be obtained.
Indeed, the cutoff rate may be more useful in practice since
reliable communication with any transmission rate larger than
the cutoff rate is impossible. In [10], Gallager proposed the
analytical cutoff rate by analyzing the error exponent of
discrete memoryless channels, i.e.,

E(R,Q,W ) ≜ max
0≤τ≤1

[E0(τ,Q,W )− τR] (18)

where Q is the input distribution and

E0(τ,Q,W ) ≜ − log

∫
Y

[∑
X

p(x)W (y|x)1/(τ+1)

]τ+1

(19)

In general, the cutoff rate is defined as R0(Q,W ) =
E0(τ = 1, Q,W ). The W (·|·) in (19) is the memoryless
version but it can be easily shown that (19) is also valid
for the channel with memory. Without loss of generality, we
only consider the output of the encoder in GF(2) and thus,
R0(Q,W ) = log( 12 + 1

2Z(W )). Combined with the theorem
4, we have the following corollary without proof.

Corollary 2: Let the block length L ≥ 2 and the information
set A(L) ⊂ {1, 2, · · · , L}. Then, for any i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , L},

Pr[1−R0(Q,W
(i)
L ) ∼ ω(log(1 + 2c2

√
L+c3))] = 1 (20)

and for any i ∈ A(L),

Pr[1−R0(Q,W
(i)
L ) ∼ O(log(1 + c0L

c1
2 ))] = 1 (21)

where f(x) ∼ ω(xp) and f(x) ∼ O(xp) separately represent
that lim

x→0
f(x)x−p = +∞ and lim

x→0
f(x)x−p = 0. The c0, c1,

c2 and c3 are the same as that in the theorem 4.

Remark 1: This corollary is general since it holds for any
L ≥ 2 instead of for only L → +∞. Compared with
the asymptotic result, it is a more useful conclusion for
applications. In practice, the infinite block length cannot be
implemented. When the L is short, the subchannels are not
fully polarized, which will lead to the rate loss. The corollary
2 provides the gap between the cutoff rate and the capacity in
terms of L. In fact, the corollary 2 is useless when L→ +∞ as
it has been proved that the reliable transmission is achievable
for any R < I(W ) + I†(W ).

Remark 2: When L is relatively large, the order can be sim-
plified as log(1 + c0L

c1
2 ) ≈ c0L

c1
2 and log(1 + 2c2

√
L+c3) ≈

2c2
√
L+c3 . It indicates that the gap between the cutoff rate and

capacity due to incomplete polarization decays faster than a
polynomial order but slower than the exponential order.

The corollary 2 indicates the decay order of the gap be-
tween the capacity and cutoff rate of polarized sub-channels.
Furthermore, it is straightforward to obtain the gap between
the overall block cutoff rate and the block capacity, which is
described in the next corollary.

Corollary 3: Let the block length be L ≥ 2 and the
corresponding information set A(L) ⊂ {1, 2, · · · , L}. The
cutoff rate of the block is defined as

RB,0(Q,L) =
∑

i∈A(L)

R0(Q,W
(i)
L )

and then,

|A(L)| −RB,0(Q,L) ∼ O(|A(L)| log(1 + c0L
c1
2 )) (22)

Note that |A(L)| equals the capacity of a block with length
L.

IV. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

In this section, the theorem is proved by first considering the
simplest case, i.e., L = 2 and then, we expand the conclusion
to larger L. However, we will see that the expansion is not
trivial.

Lemma 1: Let the code length L be 2. Then,

I(W
(1)
2 ) + I(W

(2)
2 ) = 2I(W ) + I(N1;N0)− I(Y1;Y0)

≥ 2I(W ) (23)

Proof: Based on the definition of the genie-aided
channel W̃ (y1|x1, n0), its mutual information should be
I(Y1;X1, N0). However, the channel capacity cannot be de-
scribed by I(Y1;X1, N0) because N0 is an auxiliary argument
and does not provide additional rate. In other words, the
function of N0 can be reflected in the decoding and detection
but N0 is not the information that needs to be recovered.
Specifically, we have

I(Y1;X1, N0) =I(Y1;X1) + I(Y1;N0|X1)

=I(Y1;X1) + I(N1;N0). (24)

Consider a very noisy channel such that the receiver can
get little information from the received signal. Thus, we have
I(Y1;X1) ≈ 0 and I(N1;N0) > 0, which implies that the
mutual information of the genie-aided channel is always larger
than 0 even though the transmitted signal power equals 0.
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Obviously, it is not reasonable and also verifies that the W̃ is
not achievable. However, the (24) can be leveraged to obtain
I(Y1;X1) which is needs to be discussed. Based on the chain
rule,

I(W̃
(1)
2 ) + I(W̃

(2)
2 )

=I(Y 2
1 ;U1, N0) + I(Y 2

1 , U1;U2, N0)

(a)
= I(Y 2

1 ;U1, N0) + I(Y 2
1 ;U2|N0, U1) + I(Y 2

1 ;N0|U1)

(b)
=I(Y 2

1 ;X
2
1 , N0) + I(N0;Y2|Y1, U1) + I(Y1;N0|U1)

=I(Y 2
1 ;X

2
1 , N0) + I(Y 2

1 , U1;N0) (25)

where (a) is due to the chain rule and (b) is because there is a
bijection between (U1, U2) and (X1, X2). For a memoryless
channel, the I(Y 2

1 ;X
2
1 ) can be divided into 2I(Y ;X), which

does not hold for the channel with memorable noise. Thus, we
split the I(Y 2

1 ;X
2
1 , N0) to obtain the right-hand side (RHS)

of (23), i.e.,

I(Y 2
1 ;X

2
1 , N0)

=I(Y1;X1, N0) + I(Y1;X2|X1, N0) + I(Y2;X
2
1 , N0|Y1)

(a)
= I(Y1;X1, N0) + I(Y2;X

2
1 , N0, Y1)− I(Y2;Y1)

=I(Y1;X1, N0) + I(Y2;X
2
1 , Y1) + I(Y2;N0|X2

1 , Y1)

− I(Y2;Y1)

(b)
=2I(W̃ )− I(Y2;Y1) (26)

where (a) is due to that the X2 brings no extra information
for Y1 given X1 and N0. The similar reason holds for (b) and
I(Y2;N0|X2

1 , Y1) = 0. Combining (25) and (26),

I(W̃
(1)
2 ) + I(W̃

(2)
2 )− 2I(W̃ )

=I(Y 2
1 , U1;N0)− I(Y2;Y1)

(a)
= I(Y1;X0, Y0) + I(Y2, U1;X0, Y0|Y1)− I(Y2;Y1)

(b)
=I(Y1;X0|Y0) + I(Y2, U1;X0, Y0|Y1) ≥ 0 (27)

where (a) is due to I(Y 2
1 , U1;N0) = I(Y 2

1 , U1;X0, Y0) and
(b) is I(Y2;Y1) = I(Y1;Y0). Finally, based on the (24) and
some manipulations, the lemma. 1 can be concluded.

The lemma 1 demonstrates that the total mutual informa-
tion of channels after the polarization becomes larger. This
phenomenon can be further explained in terms of the error
probability of decoding. If we consider the ML decoding
of two symbols in the original channel separately, the ML
statistic is calculated by W (y1|x1) and W (y2|x2). However,
the relation between noise samples is not considered, which
leads to performance loss and the mutual information cor-
responds to 2I(W ). After the polarization, the information
between the two channels is jointly considered. For instance,
for W (y1|x1), the ML decoding is still the same as before. As
for the second channel, however, the decoder can utilize the y1
as the prior information, which describes the noise distribution
more accurately. In other words, decoding can be implemented
by W (y2|x2, y1) and therefore, the error probability will be
smaller than that of the first symbol. Furthermore, the theorem
1 shows that there is a limitation of the performance gain as

the code length goes to infinity. Before proceeding to its proof,
we still need 2 following lemmas.

Lemma 2: Let Y be the output of the channel with
memorable noise. Then, the sequence {I(Y0;Yi|Y i−1

1 )} is
non-increasing and lim

i→+∞
I(Y0;Yi|Y i−1

1 ) = 0. Moreover,

I(Y0;Y
+∞
1 ) < +∞.

Proof: On one hand, I(Y0;Y L
1 ) = I(Y0;X1, Y

L
1 ) −

I(Y0;X1|Y L
1 ). It is straightforward to show that

f(y0|x1, y1, yL2 ) = f(y0|x1, y1) by means of the Markov
property and then, I(Y0;X1, Y

L
1 ) = I(Y0;N1) < +∞ which

also holds if L→ +∞. Consequently, I(Y0;Y +∞
1 ) < +∞ is

proved. Then, by the chain rule,

I(Y0;Y
L
1 ) =

L∑
i=1

I(Y0;Yi|Y i−1
1 ) (28)

Note that I(Y0;Yi+1|Y i
1 ) = I(Y0;Yi|Y i−1

1 , Yi+1) +
I(Y0;Yi+1|Y i−1

1 ) − I(Y0;Yi|Y i−1
1 ). According to the data

process inequality, it is easy to check I(Y0;Yi|Y i−1
1 , Yi+1) ≤

I(Y0;Yi|Y i−1
1 ) and I(Y0;Yi+1|Y i−1

1 ) ≤ I(Y0;Yi|Y i−1
1 ). In

this way, we conclude that {I(Y0;Yi|Y i−1
1 )} is a monotonic

sequence. Combining the (28) and the monotone convergence
theorem, the lemma 2 is proved.

We remark that the lemma 2 is consistent with intuitive
expectation. For instance, the relation between two signal
samples Yi and Yj is weaker if the time interval |i − j| is
larger. It is also trivial to obtain the next corollary.

Corollary 4: The sequence {I(Y0;Y i
1 )} is increasing

and bounded. Besides, lim
i→+∞

I(Y0;Y
i
1 ) = I(Y0;Y

+∞
1 ) <

I(Y0;N1) < +∞.
Lemma 3: Let L be the code length and L = 2l. Then,

l∑
i=1

2i−1I
(
Y 2l−i

1 ;Y 2l−i+1

2l−i+1

)
=

L−1∑
i=1

I(Y0;Y
i
1 ) (29)

Proof: We first convert the I(Y L
1 ;Y 2L

L+1) to the mutual
information between a single RV and random vector. For
example,

I(Y L
1 ;Y 2L

L+1)

=I(Y 2L
L+1;YL) + I(Y L−1

1 ;Y 2L
L+1|YL)

=I(Y 2L
L+1;YL) + I(Y L−1

1 ;Y 2L
L )− I(Y L−1

1 ;YL) (30)

With similar procedures, it can be obtained that

I(Y L
1 ;Y 2L

L+1) =

2L−1∑
i=L

I(Y0;Y
i
1 )−

L−1∑
i=1

I(Y0;Y
i
1 ) (31)

Plug (31) into (29) with some manipulations, this lemma
can be concluded.

Now we are ready to put the above analysis together to
prove the theorem 1.

Proof of theorem 1: In [1], the I(W (2i−1)
2L ) and I(W

(2i)
2L )

can be represented by I(W
(i)
L ), which is naturally expanded
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from the simplest case L = 2. It is not trivial for our scenario
and for example, it can be calculated that

I(W̃
(1)
4 ) + I(W̃

(2)
4 )

=2I(W̃
(1)
2 ) + I(N0;Y

4
1 , U1)− I(Y 4

3 ;X2|U2, Y2)

− I(Y 2
1 ;Y

4
3 ) + I(Y 4

3 ;U1 ⊕ U2, Y1|U2, Y2, N0) (32)

The RHS of the equation is too complex to simplify due to
the noise memory. To handle this problem, we define that

I
j,(k)
i (W̃ ) = I(Y j

i ;V
j,(k)
i , N0) (33)

The IL,(l−1)
1 can be separated as

I
L,(l−1)
1 (W̃ )

=I(Y
L/2
1 ;V

L,(l−1)
1 , N0) + I(Y N

L/2+1;V
L,(l−1)
1 , N0|Y L/2

1 )

=I(Y
L/2
1 ;V

(l−1)

π−1
L (χL

L/2+1
)
|V (l−1)

π−1
L (χ

L/2
1 )

, N0)

+ I(Y
L/2
1 ;V

(l−1)

π−1
L (χ

L/2
1 )

, N0)− I(Y L
L/2+1;Y

L/2
1 )

+ I(Y L
L/2+1;V

L,(l−1)
1 , Y

L/2
1 , N0) (34)

where V j,(k)
i represents the inner bits of the polarization block

and is shown in Fig. 1. The πL(·) denote index permutation
corresponding to RL and π−1

L is the inverse operation. For
example, let L = 8 and then, V (2)

π−1
8 (χ4

1)
is equivalent to

V
(2)
{1,3,5,7} which is shown in the Fig. 3 by the red line.

Note that I(Y
L/2
1 ;V

(l−1)

π−1
L (χ

L/2
1 )

, N0) = I
L/2,(l−2)
1 (W̃ ) and

I(Y
L/2
1 ;V

(l−1)

π−1
L (χL

L/2+1
)
|V (l−1)

π−1
L (χ

L/2
1 )

, N0) = 0 since Y L/2
1 is only

related to V (l−1)

π−1
L (χ

L/2
1 )

and N0. Furthermore,

I(Y L
L/2+1;V

L,(l−1)
1 , Y

L/2
1 , N0)

=I(Y L
L/2+1;V

L,(l−1)
L/2+1 , YL/2)

+ I(Y L
L/2+1;V

L/2,(l−1)
1 , N0|V L,(l−1)

L/2+1 , YL/2)

(a)
= I(Y L

L/2+1;V
L,(l−1)
L/2+1 , NL/2)

(b)
=I

L/2,(l−2)
1 (W̃ ) (35)

where (a) is because the input of YL/2 is V (l−1)
L−1 which belongs

to V L,(l−1)
L/2+1 . Meanwhile, the Y L

L/2+1 is also independent with

V
L/2,(l−1)
1 and N0 given V L,(l−1)

L/2+1 and YL/2. (b) is due to the
(33). Plug (35) into (34), we have

I
L,(l−1)
1 (W̃ ) = 2I

L/2,(l−2)
1 (W̃ )− I(Y L

L/2+1;Y
L/2
1 ) (36)

Based on the recursive equation, it can be deduced that

I
L,(l−1)
1 (W̃ )

=
L

2
I(Y 2

1 ;X
2
1 , N0)−

logL∑
i=1

2i−1I(Y 2log L−i

1 ;Y 2log L−i+1

2log L−i+1)

(a)
=
L

2
I(Y 2

1 ;X
2
1 , N0)−

L−1∑
i=1

I(Y0;Y
i
1 )

(b)
=LI(W̃ )− L

2
I(Y0;Y1)−

L−1∑
i=1

I(Y0;Y
i
1 ) (37)

1U

2U

3U

4U

5U

6U

7U

8U

 2
1V

 2
2V

 2
3V

 2
4V

 2
5V

 2
6V

 2
7V

 2
8V

 1
1V

 1
2V

 1
3V

 1
4V

 1
5V

 1
6V

 1
7V

 1
8V

8R

Fig. 3. The input set of V 4,(2)
1 with block length L = 8.

where (a) is due to the lemma 3 and (b) is based on the (26).
Then,

1

L

L∑
i=1

I(W̃
(i)
L )

=
1

L

L∑
i=1

I(Y L
1 ;Ui, N0|U i−1

1 )

=
1

L

[
I(Y L

1 ;U1, N0) +

L∑
i=2

I(Y L
1 ;Ui|N0, U

i−1
1 )

+

L∑
i=2

I(Y L
1 ;N0|U i−1

1 )

]

=
1

L
I(Y L

1 ;UL
1 , N0) +

1

L

L∑
i=2

I(Y L
1 , U

i−1
1 ;N0) (38)

Note that IL,(l−1)
1 (W̃ ) = I(Y L

1 ;UL
1 , N0) since there is a

bijection between UL
1 and V L,(l−1)

1 . In accordance with (37),

1

L

L∑
i=1

I(W̃
(i)
L ) =I(W̃ )− 1

2
I(Y0;Y1)−

1

L

L−1∑
i=1

I(Y0;Y
i
1 )

+
1

L

L∑
i=2

I(Y L
1 , U

i−1
1 ;N0)︸ ︷︷ ︸

≜β(L)

(39)

From the corollary 4, (39) can be simplified as

lim
L→+∞

1

L

L∑
i=1

I(W̃
(i)
L ) =I(W̃ )− 1

2
I(Y0;Y1)− I(Y0;Y

+∞
1 )

+ lim
L→+∞

β(L) (40)
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The W̃ should be transformed to the W by I(W̃
(i)
L ) =

I(W
(i)
L ) + I(Y L

1 ;N0|U i
1) and I(W̃ ) = I(W ) + I(N0;N1).

Consequently,

lim
L→+∞

1

L

L∑
i=1

I(W
(i)
L ) =I(W ) + I(N0;N1)−

1

2
I(Y0;Y1)

− I(Y0;Y
+∞
1 )

≜I(W ) + I†(W ) (41)

Finally, we show that I†(W ) > 0 and it is sufficient to
prove that the sequence { 1

L

∑L
i=1 I(W

(i)
L )} is increasing with

respect to L. Indeed, 1
L

∑L
i=1 I(W

(i)
L ) = 1

LI(Y
L
1 ;UL

1 , N0)−
1
LI(N0;N1) and

1

2L

2L∑
i=1

I(W
(i)
L )− 1

L

L∑
i=1

I(W
(i)
L )

=
1

2L

[
I(Y 2L

1 ;U2L
1 , N0)− I(N0;N1)− 2I(Y L

1 ;UL
1 , N0)

+2I(N0;N1)]

(a)
=

1

2L

[
I(N0;N1)− I(Y L

1 ;Y 2L
L+1)

]
=

1

2L

[
I(N0;N1)− I(Y L

1 , XL;XL+1, Y
2L
L+1)

+I(Y L
1 ;XL+1, Y

2L
L+1|XL) + I(Y L

1 ;Y 2L
L+1|XL+1)

]
(b)
=

1

2L

[
I(Y L

1 ;XL+1, Y
2L
L+1|XL) + I(Y L

1 ;Y 2L
L+1|XL+1)

]
≥ 0

(42)

where (a) is based on (36). (b) is due to the
I(Y N

1 , XL;XL+1, Y
2L
L+1) = I(NL;NL+1) = I(N0;N1).

Then, we can complete the proof of the theorem 1. ■
Remark 3: The theorem 1 demonstrates that the relation of

adjacent noise samples is utilized by the polar coder. By the
successive cancellation (SC) decoder, the average capacity of
all polarized channels can be achieved larger than that of the
single original channel.

Remark 4: We consider the channel with memoryless noise
as a special case to examine the generality of our theorem. In
this case, the output samples of the channel are also mutually
independent. Consequently, we have I(N0;N1) = 0 and
I(Y0;Y1) = 0. Then, it can be seen that I†(W ) = 0 and
the theorem 1 coincides to the [1].

Remark 5: The relation of the mutual information of adja-
cent split channels, i.e., I(W (2i−1)

L ) and I(W (2i)
L ), should be

determined. Actually, the proof is quite straightforward and
for example, I(W (2i)

L ) − I(W
(2i−1)
L ) = I(Y L

1 ;U2i|U2i−1
1 ) −

I(Y L
1 ;U2i−1|U2i−2

1 ) = I(Y L
1 ;U2i−2

1 |U2i
2i−1) ≥ 0.

Actually, the relation can be explained from another as-
pect. First, we have I(W

(2i)
L ) = I(Y L

1 , U
2i−2
1 ;U2i) +

I(U2i−1;U2i|Y L
1 , U

2i−2
1 ). For the output of channel Yi, it can

be expressed as Yi = Xbi
i +Ni where bi is the bit index used

to generate Xi. For example, we have b4 = {1, 2, 3, 4} and
b2 = {3, 4} for L = 4 based on the generator matrix. Thus,

I(Y L
1 , U

2i−2
1 ;U2i)

=I((Xb1
1 +N1, · · · , XbL

L +NL), U
2i−2
1 ;U2i)

=I((X
b1\χ2i−2

1
1 +N1, · · · , X

bN\χ2i−2
1

L +NL);U2i) (43)

where χj
i = {i, · · · , j} is the indicator set. b1\χ2i−2

1 rep-
resents that the bits from the first one to the (2i − 2)-th
one are known. Based on the polarization unit, the U2i is
related to more Xb1\χ2i−2

1
1 than U2i−1. Likewise, we consider

I(Y 4
1 , U

2
1 ;U3) as an example,

I(Y 4
1 , U

2
1 ;U3) =I(X

4
1 +N4

1 , U
2
1 ;U3)

=I(X̆4
1 +N4

1 ;U3) (44)

where X4
1 = (U1 ⊕ U2 ⊕ U3 ⊕ U4, U3 ⊕ U4, U2 ⊕ U4, U4)

and X̆4
1 = (U3 ⊕ U4, U3 ⊕ U4, U4, U4). It obvious that

I(Y 4
1 , U

2
1 ;U4) ≥ I(Y 4

1 , U
2
1 ;U3). Similar procedure can be

applied to get I(Y L
1 , U

2i−2
1 ;U2i) ≥ I(Y L

1 , U
2i−2
1 ;U2i−1) and

it can be obtained that I(W (2i)
L ) ≥ I(W

(2i−1)
L ). The analysis

can also be applied to understand the partial order (PO) which
has been widely used in code construction.

Remark 6: It can also be proved that I(W
(2i)
2L ) +

I(W
(2i−1)
2L ) ≥ 2I(W

(i)
L ). To avoid redundancy, we provide

the proof in the Appendix A. It indicates that the mutual in-
formation sum becomes larger after every polarization unit and
the equality can be achieved when the noise is memoryless.

V. PROOF OF THEOREM 2 AND 4

Due to the first-order noise memory assumption, we first
consider the Bhattacharyya parameter transformation from
L = 1 to L = 2 before prove the theorem 2. Then, we
discuss the convergence of the process {Z(W (i)

L )} to show
that Z(W (i)

L ) → 0 or 1 a.s. as L → +∞. The difference of
Z(W ) and Zg(W ) are also explained with examples. Finally,
the relation between the cutoff rate and capacity is discussed.

From [1], the mutual information can be bounded by the
Bhattacharyya parameter as follows,

I(W ) ≥ log
2

1 + Z(W )
(45)

I(W )2 + Z(W )2 ≤ 1 (46)

Obviously, we have Zg(W ) ≤ 1. First, we consider the case
L = 2 and Z(W

(1)
2 ) can be expressed as (51). With similar

manipulations, we can get

Z(W
(1)
2 ) =Z(WQPSK,1) ≥ Z(W ) (47)

Z(W
(2)
2 ) =Z(WQPSK,2) ≤ Z(W ) (48)

where

Z(WQPSK,1)

=
1

2

∑
U2

∫
Y 2
1

√
W (y21 |u2, u2)W (y21 |u2, u2 ⊕ 1)dy21 (49)

Z(WQPSK,2)

=
1

2

∑
U1

∫
Y 2
1

√
W (y21 |0, u1)W (y21 |1, u1 ⊕ 1)dy21 (50)

The Z(WQPSK,2) can be considered that a symbol is repeat-
edly transmitted twice over the same channel. In terms of the
detection based on the Euclidean distance, Z(WQPSK,1) and
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Z(WQPSK,2) separately corresponds to
√
2d and d where d is

the distance of two adjacent QPSK constellation points.
Proof of theorem 2: Based on the definition, Z(W (2i−1)

2L )
can be expressed as (52) where we define W e

L(a) ≜
W̃

(i)
L (y2LL+1, u

2i−2
1,e |a, nL) and W o,e

L (a) ≜ W
(i)
L (yL1 , u

2i−2
1,o ⊕

u2i−2
1,e |a) for simplicity. The (a) is based on the inequality of

the Appendix D in [1]. For the λe(a), it can be simplified as∫
Y 2L
1 ,U2i−2

1

λe(a)

(a)
=

∫
Y 2L
L+1,U

2i−2
1,e

W e
L(a)

∫
Y L
1 ,U2i−2

1,o ⊕U2i−2
1,e

√
W o,e

L (0)W o,e
L (1)

=Z(W
(i)
L ) (53)

where (a) is because the (U2i−2
1 ) and (U2i−2

1,e , U2i−2
1,o ⊕U2i−2

1,e )
form a bijection and we have

∫
Y 2L
L+1,U

2i−2
1,e

W e
L(a) = 1. As for

the λo,e(a), the same simplification does not hold since both
W e

L(a) and W o,e
L (a) are related to yL. We can decompose

λo,e(a) as follows,∫
Y 2L
1 ,U2i−2

1

λo,e(a)

=

∫
YL

∫
Y L−1
1 ,U2i−2

1,o ⊕U2i−2
1,e

W o,e
L (a)

∫
Y 2L
L+1,U

2i−2
1,e

√
W e

L(0)W
e
L(1)

=

∫
YL

W
(i)
L (yL|a)Z(W̃ (i)

L |yL) = Zg(W
(i)
L ) (54)

Recall we define that

Zg(W̃ |n0) =
∫
Y

√
W̃ (y|0, n0)W̃ (y|1, n0) (55)

As for the final part of in (52),∫
Y 2L
1 ,U2i−2

1

√
W e

L(0)W
o,e
L (0)W e

L(1)W
o,e
L (1)

=

∫
Y L
1 ,U2i−2

1,o ⊕U2i−2
1,e

√
W o,e

L (0)W o,e
L (1)

×
∫
Y 2L
L+1,U

2i−2
1,e

√
W e

L(0)W
e
L(1)

≤
∫
Y L
1 ,U2i−2

1,o ⊕U2i−2
1,e

√
W o,e

L (0)W o,e
L (1)

× sup
yL

∫
y2L
L+1,U

2i−2
1,e

√
W o,e

L (0)W o,e
L (1)

=Z(W
(i)
L ) sup

yL

Zg(W̃
(i)
L |yL) (56)

Combined with the above analysis, the (11) can be obtained.
Then, the Z(W (2i)

2L ) is

Z(W
(2i)
2L )

=
1

2

∫
Y 2L
1 ,U2i−1

1

√
W e

L(0)W
o,e
L (u2i−1)W e

L(1)W
o,e
L (u2i−1 ⊕ 1)

=

∫
Y 2L
1 ,U2i−2

1

√
W e

L(0)W
o,e
L (0)W e

L(1)W
o,e
L (1)

=

∫
YL

Zg(W̃
(i)
L |yL)

∫
Y L−1
1 ,U2i−2

1,o ⊕U2i−2
1,e

√
W o,e

L (0)W o,e
L (1)

≤ sup
yL

Zg(W̃
(i)
L |yL)Z(W (i)

L ) (57)

Based on (11) and (13), we know that Z(W (2i−1)
2L ) +

Z(W
(2i)
2L ) ≤ 2Z(W

(i)
L )+sup

yL

Zg(W̃
(i)
L |yL)−inf

yL

Zg(W̃
(i)
L |yL).

Z(W
(1)
2 ) =

1

2

∫
Y 2
1

√√√√EN0

[∑
U2

W̃ (y1|u2 ⊕ 0, n0)W̃ (y2|u2, u2 ⊕ 0, y1)

]
EN0

[∑
u2

W̃ (y1|u2 ⊕ 1, n0)W̃ (y2|u2, u2 ⊕ 1, y1)

]

=
1

2

∫
Y 2
1

√∑
U2

W (y1|u2 ⊕ 0)W̃ (y2|u2, u2 ⊕ 0, y1)
∑
u2

W (y1|u2 ⊕ 1)W̃ (y2|u2, u2 ⊕ 1, y1)

=
1

2

∫
Y 2
1

√∑
U2

W (y21 |u2, u2 ⊕ 0)
∑
U2

W (y21 |u2, u2 ⊕ 0) (51)

Z(W
(2i−1)
2L ) =

1

2

∫
Y 2L
1 ,U2i−2

1

√
W

(2i−1)
2L (y2L1 , u2i−2

1 |0)W (2i−1)
2L (y2L1 , u2i−2

1 |1)

=
1

2

∫
Y 2L
1 ,U2i−2

1

√∏
a∈B

∑
U2i

W̃
(i)
L (y2LL+1, u

2i−2
1,e |u2i, nL)W (i)

L (yL1 , u
2i−2
1,e ⊕ u2i−2

1,o |u2i ⊕ a)

(a)

≤ 1

2

∫
Y 2L
1 ,U2i−2

1

∏
a∈B

∑
U2i

√
W e

L(u2i)W
o,e
L (u2i ⊕ a)−

∫
Y 2L
1 ,U2i−2

1

√
W e

L(0)W
o,e
L (0)W e

L(1)W
o,e
L (1)

=
1

2

∫
Y 2L
1 ,U2i−2

1

∑
a∈B

W e
L(a)

√
W o,e

L (0)W o,e
L (1)︸ ︷︷ ︸

λe(a)

+W o,e
L (a)

√
W e

L(0)W
e
L(1)︸ ︷︷ ︸

λo,e(a)

−
√
W e

L(0)W
o,e
L (0)W e

L(1)W
o,e
L (1)

=Z(W
(i)
L ) + Zg(W

(i)
L )− Z(W

(i)
L ) inf

yL

Zg(W̃
(i)
L |yL) (52)
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However, the upper bound is useless since it cannot assure
that the sum of Bhattacharyya parameter of two adjacent split
channels decreases as the L becomes larger. Actually, the
tighter upper bound for Z(W (2i−1)

2L )+Z(W
(2i)
2L ) can be easily

obtained, i.e.,

Z(W
(2i−1)
2L ) + Z(W

(2i)
2L )

≤Z(W (i)
L ) + Zg(W

(i)
L ) + Z(W

(2i)
2L )

−
∫
Y 2L
1 ,U2i−2

1

√
W e

L(0)W
o,e
L (0)W e

L(1)W
o,e
L (1)

=Z(W
(i)
L ) + Zg(W

(i)
L ) (58)

Based on the lemma 1, we have Z(W (2i−1)
2L )+Z(W

(2i)
2L ) ≤

2Z(W
(i)
L ). Furthermore, the relation between Z(W (2i−1)

2L ) and
Z(W

(2i)
2L ) also needs to be determined. Indeed,

Z(W
(2i−1)
2L ) =

1

2

∫
Y 2L
1 ,U2i−2

1

[∑
b∈B

W e
L(b)

2
∏
a∈B

W o,e
L (a)

+
∑
b∈B

W o,e
L (b)2

∏
a∈B

W e
L(a)

] 1
2

≥1

4

∫
Y 2L
1 ,U2i−2

1

[∑
b∈B

∏
a∈B

√
W e

L(b)
2W o,e

L (a)

+
∑
b∈B

∏
a∈B

√
W o,e

L (b)2W e
L(a)

]
=
1

2
[Z(W

(i)
L ) + Zg(W

(i)
L )] (59)

Now, we know that Z(W
(2i−1)
2L ) ≥ 1

2 [Z(W
(i)
L ) +

Zg(W
(i)
L )] ≥ Z(W

(2i)
2L ). This result also indicates that the

polarization exists in the channel with memorable noise and
we can complete the proof. ■

Subsequently, we know that the sequence {Z(W (i)
L )} forms

a supermartingale and it can be proved that Z(W (i)
L ) →

0 or 1 a.s. with respect to L. Finally, based on (45) and (46)
which are still valid under our parameter definitions, the proof
of theorem 3 can be completed.

Remark 7: From (12) and (14), the decay rate of Bhat-
tacharyya parameter under memorable noise is slower than that
of memoryless channels. However, the Bhattacharyya parame-
ter process converges which demonstrates that the polarization
still exists in the channel with memorable noise.

Remark 8: The transformation of Z(W (i)
L ) is similar to the

relation for parallel channel polarization [11]. However, the
reasons that the square transformation for the ‘good’ subchan-
nel does not hold are different. For parallel polarization, the
underlying reason is that the original channels may not be the
same and theorem 2 is due to the channel noise memory.

From the definition of the Zg(W̃ |n0), its value is related
to the previous noise sample n0. On the other hand, the
Zg(W̃ |n0) is small if the variance of the channel noise
n1 given n0 is small. In other words, the variance of n1
must be the function of n0. If the n0 only influences the
expectation of n1, the Zg(W ) should equal to the Z(W ) and
the Bhattacharyya parameter process is equivalent to the case
in [1]. To facilitate understanding of their difference, we will
provide two examples.

Example 1: Consider the bivariate Gaussian random vector
V⃗ = [V0, V1] ∼ G(µ⃗ = 0⃗,Σ) and denote the diagonal
element of Σ−1 by σ−2. The genie-aided channel at the first
time instant is W̃ (y1|x1, v0) = fV1|V0

(y1 − x1|, v0) where
fV1|V0

(·|·) is the conditional Gaussian distribution of V1 given
V0. Based on the (10), it can be calculated that

Zg(W ) = Z(W ) = exp

(
− 1

8σ2

)
(60)

It can be observed that for colored Gaussian noise, the
process {Z(W (i)

L )} is the same as {Zg(W
(i)
L )}. This is be-

cause the effect of v0 is only on the mean of v1. In this case,
Zg(W |v0) with any v0 will be the same.

Example 2: Consider the bivariate student random vector
T⃗ = [t0, t1] ∼ T (µ⃗ = 0⃗,Σ, ν) where ν is the degree of
freedom (DoF). The genie-aided channel at the first time
instant is W̃ (y1|x1, t0) = fT1|T0

(y1−x1|, t0) where fT1|T0
(·|·)

is the conditional student distribution of T1 given T0. Denote

Σ =

[
Σ1,1 Σ1,2

Σ2,1 Σ2,2

]
. (61)

Then, the fT1|T0
(t1|t0) can be obtained as

fT1|T0
(t1|t0) =

Γ(ν+2
2 )

Γ(ν2 )νπ
√
det(Σ)

× 1

(1 + ((Σ
−1/2
1,1 t0)2 + (t1 − δ)2/σ)/α)

α+p
2

(62)

where fT (·) is the marginal distribution and δ = t0Σ
−1
1,1Σ1,2,

σ = det(Σ)
det(Σ1,1)

. Note that the Zg(W ) and Z(W ) cannot be cal-
culated analytically and we provide the numerical comparison
in Fig. 4.

Fig. 4. The Bhattacharyya parameter comparison for channel noise following
bivariate student distribution. To make fT (t1) visible, the fR,T (t1) is the
normalized version of fT (t1), that is, fT,R(t1) = fT (t1)/max(fT (t1)).
In simulation, we set ν = 1.2, Σ(1, :) = [18, 12.6] and the input signal
x ∈ {0,+100}. The Σ is Topelitz matrix and can be fully constructed by its
first row.

From the Fig. 4, the Zg(W̃ |t0) achieves the minimum when
t0 = 0, in which case the (Σ

−1/2
1,1 t0)

2 in (62) equals 0. Note
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that the larger (Σ
−1/2
1,1 t0)

2 produces a ‘wider’ distribution
function, which is equivalent to that the PDF has a larger
variance even though (Σ

−1/2
1,1 t0)

2 is not the variance. Hence,
the Zg(W̃ |t0) monotonically increases with as |t0| becomes
larger. The Zg(W ) equals weighted summation of Zg(W̃ |t0)
and fT (t1). It can be seen that Zg(W ) is strictly smaller than
Z(W ), which is consistent with the previous proof. In the
next, we propose a lemma that will be used in the proof of
the theorem 4.

Lemma 4 ([12]): Let x be some constant. Define the b =
[bn, bn−1, · · · , b1] ∈ Bn and

xj+1(b) =

{
2xj(b), bj = 1

xj(b) + 1, bj = 0
(63)

Then, for any fixed n,

min
b∈Bn

xn+1(b) = 2H(b) + n−H(b) (64)

where H(x) represents the Hamming weight of x.
The lemma 4 is the dual conclusion of that in [12] in which

the max
b∈Bn

xn+1(b) is given. The proof is the same as [12] and
we omit it.

Proof of theorem 4: Recall that l = logL. We define that
ρ
(i)
l = Zg(W

(i)
L )/Z(W

(i)
L ) and

wl(Y
(i)
L ) ≜

∫
Y L−1
1 ,U2i−2

1,o ⊕U2i−2
1,e

√
W o,e

L (0)W o,e
L (1) (65)

According to the theorem 3,

Z(W
(2i)
2L ) =

∫
YL

Zg(W̃
(i)
L |yL)wl(Y

(i)
L )

=Z(W
(i)
L )

∫
YL

Zg(W̃
(i)
L |yL)wL(Y

(i)
L )

Z(W
(i)
L )︸ ︷︷ ︸

≜λ
(i)
l

(66)

Then, we have

1 + ρ

2
Z(W

(i)

L ) ≤ Z(W
(2i−1)
2L ) ≤ (1 + ρ

(i)
l − λ

(i)
l )

× Z(W
(i)

L ), Bl = 1 (67)

Z(W
(i)

L )2 ≤ Z(W
(2i)
2L ) ≤ λ

(i)
l Z(W

(i)

L ), Bl = 0 (68)

Then, we define the lower process {Sl, l ≥ 2} and upper
process {Ul, l ≥ 2} of {logZ(W (i)

L )}, i.e.,

Sl+1 =

2Sl , Bl = 1

Sl + log
1

2
(1 + ρ), Bl = 0

(69)

Ul+1 =

{
Ul + log λ ,Bl = 1

Ul + log(1 + ρ− λ), Bl = 0
(70)

where ρ = sup
i,l

ρ
(i)
l and λ = inf

i,l
λ
(i)
l . Note that the processes

are defined with l ≥ 2 since the Bhattacharyya parameter
transformation from l = 1 to l = 2 is different from that from
l = 2 to l = +∞. We first consider the upper bound of the

polarization rate. For any fixed ϵ > 0, we have Pr[
∑l

j=2Bj >

( 12 − ϵ)(l − 1)] > 1− ϵ. Thus,

Ul =U2 +

(
1

2
− ϵ

)
(l − 1) log λ+

(
1

2
+ ϵ

)
(l − 1)

× log(1 + ρ− λ)

≤ l − 1

2
log λ(1 + ρ− λ) + ϵ(l − 1) log

1 + ρ− λ

λ
(71)

The inequality is due to Ul ≤ 0. Hence,

lim
ϵ→0

Z(W
(i)
L ) ≤ 2Ul

≤ lim
ϵ→0

2
l−1
2 log λ(1+ρ−λ)+ϵ(l−1) log 1+ρ−λ

λ

=2−
1
2 log λ(1+ρ−λ)

√
L
log λ(1+ρ−λ)

(72)

For the sake of arbitrarily small error probability, as the
block length tends to infinity, we need λ(1+ρ−λ) < 1. Indeed,
it can be verified that the inequality always holds with ρ ≤
1, which has been proved. In addition, based on the similar
procedure in [1] and the analysis of mutual information, we
can conclude that Pr[Z(W (i)

L ) ≤ c0L
c1
2 ] = I†(W ). As for the

lower bound, the derivation is similar. For example,

Sl ≥2(
1
2−ϵ)(l−1)S2 +

(
1

2
+ ϵ

)
(l − 1) log

1

2
(1 + ρ) (73)

The inequality is because of the lemma 4. Without loss
of generality, we set S2 = min

i
logZ(W

(i)
2 ) < 0. After

simplifications, the lower bound of Z(W (i)
L ) can be obtained

with c2 = S2/
√
2 < 0 and c3 = (ρ+ 1)2(l−3)/2. ■

VI. EXPANSION AND DISCUSSION

In the previous sections, the analysis mainly focuses on the
case with noise memory order equaling 1 and the uniform
binary input. Denote the channel noise memory order by p. In
this section, we discuss expansions to more general cases.

A. Memory order p > 1

The channel noise process forms the p-th Markov process
and the state transition function is fN (n1|n01−p). In this way,
the PDF of the single genie-aided channel can be defined as
the function pW̃ : X p+1 × Yp → Y . Other definitions can
be obtained similarly. In the section IV, the main point of
proof is to choose variables of the mutual information such
that the mutual information of high-level polarized channel
can be decoupled to that of low-level polarized channel, i.e.,
(26) and (34). It can be checked that the construction is still
available for p > 1 and a similar conclusion can be obtained.
For instance, we provide the modified version of theorem 1
for p > 1.

Theorem 5: Let the noise memory order p > 1 and L be
the block length. Then,

lim
L→+∞

1

L

L∑
i=1

I(pW
(i)
L ) = I(pW ) + I†(pW ) (74)

where

I†(pW ) = I(N1;N
1−p
0 )− 1

2
I(Y1;Y0)− I(Y0;Y

+∞
1 ) (75)
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Proof: The proof is similar to the analysis of lemma 1
and theorem 1.

The difference between I†(pW ) and I†(W ) is only a
constant I(N1;N

1−p
−1 |N0). I†(pW ) is a increasing function

with respect to p. It implies that the channel noise relation
is more sufficiently extracted by the polarization operation.
In fact, if the polar code is not applied, it is quite difficult to
directly utilize the noise correlation to improve communication
performance. Obviously, the I†(pW ) should be smaller or
equal to 1−I(pW ) since I(pW )+I†(pW ) represents the ratio
of perfect channel. Hence, the I(N1;N

1−p
0 ) must converge to

some constant as p→ +∞.

B. q-ary polarization (q > 2)

q-ary input has been investigated to design the high-
dimension polarization kernel and increase the error exponent
which is related to the asymptotic decoding error probability.
The main challenge arises from that the relation between
Bhattacharyya parameter and mutual information for the bi-
nary input scheme is not tight enough for the q-ary input.
Park et al. propose the average Bhattacharyya parameter and
more general inequalities between I(W ) and Z(W ). In this
way, the polarization can still be proved by the martingale-
based approach, which is leveraged in the previous analysis.
Moreover, it can be seen that we do not need the binary
input assumption in the main proof and therefore, the previous
discussion and conclusions can be naturally expanded to the
q-ary input alphabet.

C. Non-uniform input distribution

Except for the expansion from binary input to q-ary input,
the input distribution can also be arbitrary, e.g., non-uniform
distribution. For example, we still consider that Uj ∈ GF(2)
and Uj ∼ B(a), that is, Pr[Uj = 1] = 1 − Pr[Uj = 0] = a.
Let X2

1 = U2
1F and then, it can be checked that the X1

is not independent with X2 with a ̸= 1
2 . In this case, the

proof of the theorem 1 is not valid since the construction
of Ij,(k)i (W̃ ) is based on the assumption that all V (j)

i are
mutually independent, which is only true if a = 1

2 . In fact,
the case with a ̸= 1

2 is more akin to that the source also has
memory. However, the input does not form the Markov process
and the analysis will be much more complicated, which is out
of the scope of this paper. In addition, the channel capacity
is achieved by the symmetric input in many scenarios and the
non-uniform scheme is rarely used in practice. Thus, we omit
the corresponding discussions.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we demonstrated that channel polarization
occurred under the memorable noise. Meanwhile, the average
capacity of the subchannels with sufficient evolution was larger
than the original channel capacity. The reason is that the noise
correlation is utilized to facilitate the transmission during the
polarization procedure. However, there is a limitation of the
capacity gain with respect to the noise memory order. Then,
the polarization rate in terms of the Bhattacharyya parameter

and cutoff rate was studied. We show that the rate is smaller
than the memoryless channels. These results could be useful
in the design of the polar codes and decoding approaches in
the channel noise with memory.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF REMARK 6

Recall that we still utilize the notations in the Fig. II with
the block length to be 2L. Let l = logL and then,

I(W
(2j−1)
2L ) + I(W

(2j)
2L )

=I(Y 2L
1 ;U2j−1|U (2j−2)

1 ) + I(Y 2L
1 ;U2j |U (2j−1)

1 )

=I(Y 2L
1 ;V

2j,(l)
1 )− I(Y 2L

1 ;V
2j−2,(l)
1 ) (A.1)

Meanwhile, we have I(W
(j)
L ) = I(Y L

1 , V
2j−2,(l)
1,o ;V

(l)
2j−1).

Thus, the (A.1) needs to be further decomposed. With some
manipulations,

I(Y 2L
1 ;V

2j,(l)
1 )

=2I(Y L
1 ;V

2j,(l)
1,o ) + I(Y L

1 , V
2j,(l)
1,o ;V

2j,(l)
1,e )

+ I(Y L
1 , V

2j,(l)
1,o ;Y 2L

L+1, V
2j,(l)
1,e )− I(Y L

1 ;Y 2L
L+1) (A.2)

The (A.2) can be applied for I(Y 2L
1 ;V

2j−2,(l)
1 ) similarly

and therefore,

I(W
(2j−1)
2L ) + I(W

(2j)
2L )

=2I(Y L
1 ;V

2j,(l)
1,o )− 2I(Y L

1 ;V
2j−2,(l)
1,o ) + Ir (A.3)

where

Ir =I(Y L
1 , V

2j,(l)
1,o ;V

2j,(l)
1,e ) + I(Y L

1 , V
2j,(l)
1,o ;Y 2L

L+1, V
2j,(l)
1,e )

− I(Y L
1 , V

2j−2,(l)
1,o ;V

2j−2,(l)
1,e )

− I(Y L
1 , V

2j−2,(l)
1,o ;Y 2L

L+1, V
2j−2,(l)
1,e ) (A.4)

It can be observed that I(Y L
1 , V

2j−2,(l)
1,o ;V

(l)
2j−1) =

I(Y L
1 ;V

2j,(l)
1,o )− I(Y L

1 ;V
2j−2,(l)
1,o ) and

I(W
(2j−1)
2L ) + I(W

(2j)
2L ) = 2I(W

(j)
L ) + Ir (A.5)

Finally, we can verify Ir ≥ 0 by the chain rule and then,
we can conclude that I(W (2j−1)

2L ) + I(W
(2j)
2L ) ≥ 2I(W

(j)
L ).
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