arXiv:2403.08989v1 [cs.IT] 13 Mar 2024

Maximum Channel Coding Rate of Finite Block Length MIMO Faster-Than-Nyquist Signaling

Zichao Zhang, Student Member, IEEE, Melda Yuksel, Senior Member, IEEE, Halim Yanikomeroglu, Fellow, IEEE, Benjamin K. Ng, Senior Member, IEEE, and Chan-Tong Lam, Senior Member, IEEE

Abstract—The pursuit of higher data rates and efficient spectrum utilization in modern communication technologies necessitates novel solutions. In order to provide insights into improving spectral efficiency and reducing latency, this study investigates the maximum channel coding rate (MCCR) of finite block length (FBL) multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO) fasterthan-Nyquist (FTN) channels. By optimizing power allocation, we derive the system’s MCCR expression. Simulation results are compared with the existing literature to reveal the benefits of FTN in FBL transmission.

Index Terms—Faster-than-Nyquist, finite block length, maximum channel coding rate, multiple-input multiple-output.

I. INTRODUCTION

The ever growing need for higher data rates and more efficient spectrum utilization poses challenges to the development of the new generation of communication technologies. The novel usage scenario for 6G and beyond such as ultra-reliable low-latency communications (URLLC) requires extremely low latency, which is required to be ten times smaller than the one in LTE standards, with the guarantee of quality of service (QoS) [1]. In the classic literature of information theory, the channel capacity is achieved when block length goes to infinity. However, longer block length results in longer transmission and longer processing times, making it impractical for URLLC applications. The study of finite block length (FBL) information theory provides an indication that it is possible to do transmission with a specified reliability at a finite block length. Thus, non-asymptotic information theory is a promising solution to some of the use cases in 6G and beyond, such as internet of things and machine-to-machine communications [2].

Multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO) systems have emerged as a pivotal technology, offering significant improvements in channel capacity compared to single-input singleoutput (SISO) systems [3]. In MIMO, capacity increases linearly with the minimum of the number of transmit and receive antennas and thus offers spatial multiplexing gain.

This work was funded in part by a Discovery Grant awarded by the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada (NSERC), in part by the Scientific and Technological Research Council of Turkey, TUBITAK, under grant 122E248.

Z. Zhang and H. Yanikomeroglu are with the Department of Systems and Computer Engineering at Carleton University, Ottawa, ON, K1S 5B6, Canada e-mail: zichaozhang@cmail.carleton.ca, halim@sce.carleton.ca.

M. Yuksel is with the Department of Electrical and Electronics Engineering, Middle East Technical University, Ankara, 06800, Turkey, e-mail: ymelda@metu.edu.tr.

Benjamin K. Ng and Chan-Tong Lam are with the Faculty of Applied Sciences, Macao Polytechnic University, Macao SAR, China e-mail: bng@mpu.edu.mo, ctlam@mpu.edu.mo.

MIMO has undergone further advancements, evolving into massive MIMO [4] and cell-free MIMO [5].

The faster-than-Nyquist (FTN) signaling concept, as an extension of Nyquist’s theorem, improves spectral efficiency by transmitting data symbols at a rate that surpasses the Nyquist rate while introducing inter-symbol interference (ISI). Ever since the pioneering work of Mazo [6] came out, there have been numerous works on different aspects of FTN, such as information-theoretic studies, signal detection problems, and pulse shape design [7]. FTN improves spectral efficiency without requiring more transmission power, making it favorable for energy-efficient communication and a viable candidate for 6G and beyond [8], [9]. The integration of MIMO with FTN signaling has been shown to be promising in [10]. Therefore, it is reasonable to study the performance of MIMO FBL FTN systems, as both MIMO and FTN improve spectral efficiency, while FBL communication lowers latency.

Polyanskiy et al. derived rigorous non-asymptotic achievability and converse bounds for FBL transmission. They also extended the study to other types of channels such as parallel AWGN channels [11]. In [12], based on the results of [13] and [14], the authors derived the maximum channel coding rate (MCCR) of the SISO FBL FTN system. However, their input power constraint is not the one at the output of the FTN modulation, but at the input, and therefore the result does not represent the exact MCCR. Concurrently and independently from our work, Kim [15] also examined the MCCR of SISO FTN. However, [15] assumes a fixed time-bandwidth product.

In this paper, we embark on a rigorous exploration of the MCCR of FBL MIMO FTN channels for a fixed number of symbols. In Section II, we derive the system model for FBL MIMO FTN system, in Section III, we form the MCCR problem. We then use optimal power allocation to solve it and get the final expression. In Section IV we provide the simulation results. Finally, in Section V we conclude the paper.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

Assume the transmitter has K antennas and the receiver has M antennas. The input alphabet is A ∈ R^{N×K} , where N is the number of symbols we transmit. The transmitted signal from the kth antenna is written as

x_k(t) = N−1∑ n=0 a_k[n]p(t − nδT ), (1) where a_k[n] is the nth transmitted symbol from the kth antenna, k = 0, . . . , K − 1. The parameter T is the signaling period and δ ∈ (0, 1] is the acceleration factor. Note that in (1) there is intentional ISI, as the effective signaling interval is δT . We modulate the symbols using a pulse-shaping filter with the impulse response p(t). Since p(t) is band-limited, we can represent it with a set of orthonormal basis signals [16] as p(t) = ∞∑ l=−∞ p_lϕ(t − lδT ), (2)

where ∫_∞ −∞ ϕ(t − iδT )ϕ^∗(t − jδT )dt = { 0, i ≠ j 1, i = j , (3)

for i, j ∈ Z, and^∗ denotes the conjugate operation. The coefficient p_l, l ∈ Z is the projection of p(t) on ϕ(t − lδT ); i.e., p_l = ∫_{+∞} −∞ p(t)ϕ(t − lδT )dt. The Fourier transform of ϕ(t) needs to be constant over the bandwidth^1_{δT} so that δT orthogonality in (3) holds. Therefore, (1) can be written as

x_k(t) = N−1∑ n=0 ∞∑ l=−∞ a_k[n]p_lϕ(t − (l + n)δT ). (4) The MIMO channel experiences quasi-static fading, and we denote the channel coefficient between the kth transmit antenna, k = 0, . . . , K, and the mth receive antenna, m = 0, . . . , M − 1, as h_{mk}. We then define the channel matrix as H, which is an M × K matrix with entries (H)_{m,k} = h_{mk}. Then, the received signal at the mth receive antenna, m = 0, . . . , M − 1, becomes

ỹ_m(t) = K−1∑ k=0 h_{mk}x_k (t) + n_m(t), (5)

where n_m(t) is the zero mean, circularly symmetric complex Gaussian noise at the mth receive antenna. We assume the noise variance is σ^2_0 = E[n(t)n^∗ (t)], where E is the expectation. The received signal at each of the antennas are then correlated with a set of receiver filters ϕ^∗(t−jδT ). Therefore, we can write the jth sample, j ∈ Z, at the output of the receiver filter, y_m[j], as

y_m[j] = ∫_∞ −∞ ỹ_m(t)ϕ^∗(t − jδT )dt (6) = K−1∑ k=0 h_{mk} N−1∑ n=0 a_k[n]p_{j−n} + η_m[j], (7)

where η_m[j] = ∫_∞ −∞ n(t)ϕ^∗(t − jδT )dt is the noise sample at the mth receive antenna, and (7) is because of the orthogonality defined in (3).

In order to have sufficient statistics, we need to keep all the y_m[j] samples for all j ∈ Z [12]. However, in practice, p_l will become negligible when l is large enough, so we assume that p_l = 0 for |l| > L. In other words, L is the time truncation parameter after which p_l becomes negligible. Thus, we only need N +2L samples to detect N samples. For this finite case, we can also write (7) in a matrix multiplication form as

y_m = K−1∑ k=0 h_{mk}P a_k + η_m, (8)

where

y_m = [y_m[−L], . . . , y_m[N + L − 1]]^T , (9)

η_m = [η_m[−L], . . . , η_m[N + L − 1]]^T , (10)

a_k = [a_k[0], . . . , a_k[N − 1]]^T , (11) and^T is the transpose operator. The structure of the (N + 2L) × N matrix P is given as (P )_{i,j} = p_{i−j−L}, 1 ≤ i ≤ N +2L, 1 ≤ j ≤ N. We let p_n, n = 0, . . . , N −1 to be the nth column of the matrix P , and we write P = [p_0, . . . , p_{N−1}]. The colored noise η_m is uncorrelated with the covariance matrix E [ η_mη^†_m ] = σ^2_0 I_{N+2L}, (12)

where † is the Hermitian transpose, and I_{N+2L} is the identity matrix of size (N + 2L) × (N + 2L). The input-output relationship of the channel can therefore be written as Y = (H ⊗ P ) A + Ω, (13) where ⊗ is the Kronecker product, Y = [ y^T_0 , . . . , y^T_{M−1} ]_T , A = [ a^T_0 , . . . , a^T_{K−1} ]_T , and Ω = [ η^T_0 , . . . , η^T_{M−1} ]_T . III. CAPACITY DERIVATION

In this section, we will decompose the FBL MIMO FTN channel into a series of parallel channels and then derive the power constraint expression. Based on that, we optimize the input power distribution and obtain the MCCR for FBL MIMO FTN channel. The proofs and derivations in this section are special for MCCR.

Theorem 1: [11, Theorem 78] The maximum channel coding rate of the finite block length parallel AWGN channel is a function of both the block length N and the error probability ϵ, and is given as C(N, ϵ) = C_K − √ V_K N Q^{−1}(ϵ) + log_2(N) 2N + O ( 1 N ) , (14)

where C_K is the capacity of K parallel AWGN channels and V_K is the channel dispersion. The definition of C_K and V_K can be found in [11, (4.229), (4.230)].

In MIMO FTN, we can also express the channel as composed of KN parallel complex Gaussian channels, which we prove next.

Assume that the matrices H and P have the respective singular value decomposition expressions H = U_H Σ_H V^†_H , (15)

P = U_P Σ_P V^†_P , (16) where U_H , U_P , V_H and V_P are orthonormal matrices with size M × M, (N + 2L) × (N + 2L), K × K and N × N, respectively. The M × K matrix Σ_H has the entries [σ_h[0], . . . , σ_h[min(K, M) − 1]] on its main diagonal. Similarly, the main diagonal for the (N + 2L) × N matrix Σ_P is [σ_p[0], . . . , σ_p[N − 1]]. We define D = min{K, M} so that our derivation is general for any MIMO size. By applying the mixed product property of the Kronecker product [17], we can decompose the matrix H ⊗ P as (U_H ⊗ U_P ) (Σ_H ⊗ Σ_P ) (V^†_H ⊗V^†_P ). Then, we multiply the left-hand side of (13) by (U^†_H ⊗ U^†_P ) to get

(U^†_H ⊗ U^†_P )Y = (Σ_H ⊗ Σ_P ) (V^†_H ⊗ V^†_P )A + (U^†_H ⊗ U^†_P )Ω. (17) Defining Ȳ ≜ (U^†_H ⊗ U^†_P )Y , Ā = (V^†_H ⊗ V^†_P )A, and Ω̄ ≜ (U^†_H ⊗ U^†_P )Ω, we can further simplify the input-output relationship in (17) as Ȳ = (Σ_H ⊗ Σ_P ) Ā + Ω̄. (18)

It is easy to see that the noise component Ω̄ = (U^†_H ⊗ U^†_P )Ω is uncorrelated. Therefore, we have turned the composite FBL MIMO FTN channel into a collection of DN parallel complex Gaussian channels, where each of the parallel channels has the gain equal to the product σ_h[d]σ_p[n], 0 ≤ d ≤ D − 1, 0 ≤ n ≤ N − 1. Next, we compute the power of the transmitted signal P_{T X} . P_{T X} = E [ 1 NδT D−1∑ d=0 ∫_∞ −∞ |x_d(t)|^2 dt ] (19)

= 1 NδT D−1∑ d=0 ∫_∞ −∞ N−1∑ n=0 L∑ l=−L N−1∑ m=0 L∑ s=−L E [a_d[n]a^∗_d[m]] × p_lϕ(t − (l + n)δT )p^∗_sϕ^∗(t − (s + m)δT )dt (20) = 1 NδT N−1∑ n=0 N−1∑ m=0 D−1∑ d=0 E [a_d[n]a^∗_d[m]]

× L∑ l=−L L∑ s=−L p_lp^∗_s Δ[l + n − (s + m)]

(21) = 1 NδT D−1∑ d=0 N−1∑ n=0 N−1∑ m=0 E [a_d[n]a^∗_d[m]] ( p^†_mp_n ) (22)

= 1 NδT D−1∑ d=0 E [( a^†_dP^† ) (P a_d) ] (23) = 1 NδT tr (( I_D ⊗ P^†P ) Σ_A ) . (24)

Here, (21) is obtained due to (3), Δ[·] denotes the Kronecker delta function, and Σ_A = E[AA^† ]. We assume that P_{T X} is limited by P ; i.e. P_{T X} ≤ P . By applying the decomposition in (16) to (24), we write

P_{T X} = 1 NδT tr (( I_D ⊗ Σ^†_P Σ_P ) E [ (( V^†_H ⊗ V^†_P ) A )

× ( A^† (V_H ⊗ V_P ) ) ]) (25) = 1 NδT tr (( I_D ⊗ Σ^†_P Σ_P ) Σ¯_A ) , (26)

where, the covariance matrix of Ā is defined as Σ¯_A = E[ĀĀ^†].

Before, we pose the rate optimization problem, let us denote both the input-output relationship in (18) and the power constraint in (26) in singleletter form. Note that Ā ∈ C^{KN×1} and Ā = [ā_0[0], . . . , ā_0[N − 1], . . . , ā_{K−1}[0], . . . , ā_{K−1}[N − 1]]^T , Ȳ = [ȳ_0[−L], . . . , ȳ_0[N + L − 1], . . . , ȳ_{M−1}[−L], . . . , ȳ_{M−1}[N + L − 1]]^T ∈ C^{M (N+2L)×1} , and Ω̄ = [η̄_0[−L], . . . , η̄_0[N + L − 1], . . . , η̄_{M−1}[−L], . . . , η̄_{M−1}[N + L − 1]]^T ∈ C^{M (N+2L)×1} . Since N + 2L > N, there will be some channels that have zero gain, and thus we ignore those channels. The remaining parallel complex Gaussian channels have the input-output relationship as ȳ⌊ i_N ⌋ [ i − N ⌊ i N ⌋ − L ]

= σ_h [⌊ i N ⌋] σ_p [ i − N ⌊ i N ⌋] ā⌊ i_N ⌋ [ i − N ⌊ i N ⌋]

+ η̄⌊ i_N ⌋ [ i − N ⌊ i N ⌋ − L ] , i = 0, . . . , DN − 1, (27) where ⌊·⌋ means the floor operation. Also, we denote σ^2_a[i], i = 0, . . . , DN − 1 be the ith diagonal value of KN × KN matrix Σ¯_A. Notice that σ^2_a[i] is also the input power for the

ith channel, since σ^2_a[i] = E [| | |ā_⌊ i_{N ⌋}[i] | | |^2 ] . From (26), we

obtain the power constraint in single letter form by directly multiplying the diagonal values of the diagonal matrices Σ_P and Σ¯_A as 1 NδT DN−1∑

i=0 | | | |σ^p [ i − N⌊ i N ⌋ ]| | | 2 σ^2_a[i] ≤ P. (28)

As a result, we can form the optimization problem for computing the capacity for DN parallel complex Gaussian channels as C_{DN} = max σ^2_a [i],∀i DN−1∑

i=0 log_2 ( 1 + | σ_h[⌊^i_N ⌋]σ_p[i − N⌊^i_N ⌋] |_2 σ^2_a[i] σ^2_0 ) , (29) subject to the power constraint (28). The Karush-Kuhn-Tucker conditions to solve this problem are ( − σ^2_0 | σ_h[⌊^i_N ⌋]σ_p[i − N⌊^i_N ⌋] |_2 σ^2_0 + | |σ_h[⌊^i_N ⌋]σ_p[i − N⌊^i_N ⌋] | |^2 σ2_a[i] + μ (| |σ_p[i − N⌊^i_N ⌋] | |^2 ) NδT − λ[i] ) = 0, ∀i (30a) 1 NδT DN−1∑

i=0 | | | |σ^p [ i − N ⌊ i N ⌋]| | | 2 σ^2_a[i] ≤ P (30b)

σ^2_a[i]λ[i] = 0, ∀i (30c) σ^2_a[i] ≥ 0, ∀i (30d) where μ and λ[i] are dual variables. The optimal power allocation solution is then written as

σ̄^2_a[i] = σ^2_0 | σ_p[i − N × ⌊^i_N ⌋] |_2 ( NδT μ − 1 | σ_h[⌊^i_N ⌋] |_2 )_+ , (31) where (a)^+ = max(a, 0). The variable μ can be solved by

σ^2_0 NδT DN−1∑

i=0 ( NδT μ − 1 | |σ_h[⌊^i_N ⌋] | |^2

)_+

= P. (32)

Overall, we obtain DN parallel complex Gaussian channels, and we use D(N + 2L) samples to detect DN symbols. By combining these parameters as well as the optimal power allocation and applying Theorem 1, we get the maximum channel coding rate of FBL MIMO FTN in bits/channel use as given in the next theorem.

Theorem 2: The maximum channel coding rate of the FBL MIMO FTN channel is a function of both the block length N and the error probability ϵ, and is given as C(N, ϵ) = N N + 2L ( C_{DN} − √ V_{DN} DN Q^{−1}(ϵ) + log_2(DN) 2DN + O ( 1 DN )) , (33)

Fig. 1. MCCR versus block length N for MIMO and SISO FBL FTN, for β = 0.5, and SNR = 20 dB.

where C_{DN} = 1 N × DN−1∑

i=0 log_2 ( 1 + | |σ_h[⌊^i_N ⌋]σ_p[i − N⌊^i_N ⌋] | |^2 σ^2_a[i]

σ^2_0 ) , (34) and V_{DN} = (log_2 e)^2 N × DN−1∑

i=0 1 − ( 1 + | |σ_h[⌊^i_N ⌋]σ_p[i − N⌊^i_N ⌋] | |^2 σ2_a[i]

σ^2_0 )_{−2} . (35)

Remark 1: Note that if we set K = M = 1, the above result reduces to the maximum channel coding rate of SISO FTN. Note that the SISO result in [12] is based on the power constraint at the input of FTN modulation, whereas Theorem 2 uses the power constraint at the output of the transmitter, taking ISI into account.

Remark 2: When N goes to infinity, we can get the capacity of MIMO FTN channel as in [10].

Remark 3: We can also obtain the MCCR in bit/s/Hz by normalizing with the bandwidth to obtain C̄(N, ϵ) = 1 δ(1 + β) C(N, ϵ), bits/s/Hz, (36) if p(t) is a raised cosine pulse with roll-off factor β ∈ [0, 1].

IV. SIMULATION RESULTS In this section, we present the performance of FBL MIMO FTN and its improvement over SISO and Nyquist transmission. In the figures, we set the symbol period T = 0.01, and the number of truncation L = 10. For L = 10 the energy of the pulse p(t) is well contained and the discarded part has energy less than 10^{−4}. The MIMO size is 2 × 2 for all curves. Raised cosine pulse with roll-off factor β is used for p(t) and we use sinc pulse √ δT sin(πt/(δT ))/πt for ϕ(t). All channel coefficients h_{mk} are independent and identically distributed according to the complex Gaussian distribution CN (0, 1/K). We average all curves over 1000 random channel realizations.

In Fig. 1, we set the error probability ϵ = 10^{−6}. The signal-to-noise ratio SNR =^P_{σ20} is 20 dB. We plot MCCR

Fig. 2. MCCR versus block length N for different ϵ values, for both FTN (δ = 0.67) and for Nyquist (δ = 1) transmission, for β = 0.5, and SNR = 10 dB for 2 × 2 MIMO.

versus block length N and compare MIMO FBL FTN (δ = 0.67) stated in Theorem 2 with both MIMO FBL Nyquist transmission (δ = 1) and the SISO case (δ = 0.67) to see the performance gains. For N = 500, FTN increases Nyquist MIMO MCCR by approximately 1.93 bits/s/Hz. We also examine the optimal power allocation with uniform power allocation, where the latter is stated as “uniform” in the legend to express uniform power allocation in time and/or space. When we compare MIMO FBL FTN (δ = 0.67), which is obtained with the optimal power allocation for MCCR, with uniform power allocation (MIMO, δ = 0.67, “uniform”) the gain is only 0.18 bits/s/Hz. Therefore, we state that uniform power allocation closely follows the optimal power allocation scenario. Note that for the SISO, δ = 1 case, equal power allocation is inherently optimal. Finally, comparing MIMO curves with SISO curves, either with FTN or for Nyquist, we can easily deduce the gains due to multiple antennas.

In Fig. 2, we display MCCR versus block length N to study the influence of the probability of error, ϵ, for both FTN (δ = 0.67) and for Nyquist (δ = 1) transmission, for β = 0.5, and SNR = 10 dB for 2 × 2 MIMO. When we compare the performance for different ϵ values, we observe that if we pursue a lower probability of error, for example, if we are going from ϵ = 10^{−6} to ϵ = 10^{−9}, the MCCR will only experience 1.93% decrease when (δ, β) = (0.67, 0.5). Therefore, the price we pay for better performance is affordable, and FBL MIMO FTN is quite suitable for URLLC applications.

In Fig. 3, we set the error probability ϵ = 10^{−6} and N = 100. We display MIMO FBL FTN with SISO FBL FTN MCCR as a function of SNR and see the improvement brought by MIMO. This improvement also increases with increasing SNR. We also compare FTN performance for δ = 0.67 with Nyquist signaling with δ = 1 to show the performance improvement brought by FTN both in MIMO and SISO cases. We observe that there is a significant difference between the slope of FTN curves and the slope of Nyquist signaling. This is due to the degrees-of-freedom (DoF) gain brought by FTN. According to the study [18], in MIMO spatial DoF gain is due to transmitting independent symbols through virtual parallel channels. Similarly, in FTN signaling, we are able

Fig. 3. MCCR versus SNR for MIMO and SISO FBL FTN for different (δ, β) pairs, ϵ = 10^{−6}, and N = 100.

to decompose channels in both space and time into equivalent parallel channels and thus increase DoF. The DoF gain of SISO FTN can be computed as the limit of the ratio of C_{DN} of FTN over the capacity of Nyquist signaling as P/σ^2_0 goes to infinity. For raised cosine pulses with roll-off factor β and 1 1+β ≤ δ ≤ 1 this ratio becomes

r = lim_P σ20 →∞ 1 2δ(1+β) log(1 + δT P σ^2_0 ) 1 2(1+β) log(1 + T P σ^2_0 ) = 1 δ . (37)

Therefore, when we compare FTN curves and Nyquist signaling curves in Fig. 3, we can see that the slope of FTN is approximately^1_δ = 1.5 times the slope of the Nyquist curve for the SISO case. As the DoF gain from MIMO is min{K, M} = 2 [18], for MIMO transmission, the overall DoF gain from both FTN and MIMO is min{K, M}/δ, and the slope of MIMO FTN curve is approximately 3 times that of SISO Nyquist transmission. In Fig. 3, we additionally study the impact of β on the MCCR. We can see that for δ = 0.67, β = 0.5 outperforms β = 0.6 both for SISO and MIMO. This suggests that for a fixed δ value, we should choose β closer to^1_δ − 1, which is also confirmed in [10].

In Fig. 4, we show MCCR versus δ and also study the influence of N over the MCCR. We also include the infinite block length channel capacity for MIMO FTN [10] as an upper bound. We can see that the MCCR approaches the channel capacity as the number of symbols increases. N = 2000 attains 97.4% of the capacity, while N = 200 attains 86.58% of the capacity. On the other hand, N = 20 is severely limited, achieving only 42.73% of the capacity.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we study the MCCR of FBL MIMO FTN systems. By decomposing the MIMO FTN channel into parallel channels, we are able to obtain the optimal power allocation for FBL transmission with FTN. The simulation results show the benefits of FTN in FBL MIMO. Our study suggests that FBL MIMO FTN provides significant improvement even for relatively small block lengths, and the gain brought by MIMO and FTN jointly improves spectral efficiency. The ability to achieve a high transmission rate while maintaining exceptional

Fig. 4. MCCR versus δ for different N values, with SNR = 20 dB, ϵ = 10^{−6}, and β = 0.5.

error probability performance positions FBL MIMO FTN as a compelling candidate for URLLC applications.

REFERENCES

[1] L. Chettri and R. Bera, “A comprehensive survey on internet of things (IoT) toward 5G wireless systems,” IEEE Internet of Things Journal, vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 16–32, 2020.

[2] B. S. Khan, S. Jangsher, A. Ahmed, and A. Al-Dweik, “URLLC and eMBB in 5G industrial IoT: A survey,” IEEE Open Journal of the Communications Society, vol. 3, pp. 1134–1163, 2022.

[3] A. Paulraj, D. Gore, R. Nabar, and H. Bolcskei, “An overview of MIMO communications - a key to gigabit wireless,” Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 92, no. 2, pp. 198–218, 2004.

[4] E. G. Larsson, O. Edfors, F. Tufvesson, and T. L. Marzetta, “Massive MIMO for next generation wireless systems,” IEEE Communications Magazine, vol. 52, no. 2, pp. 186–195, 2014.

[5] H. Q. Ngo, A. Ashikhmin, H. Yang, E. G. Larsson, and T. L. Marzetta, “Cell-free massive MIMO versus small cells,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 16, no. 3, pp. 1834–1850, 2017.

[6] J. E. Mazo, “Faster-than-Nyquist signaling,” The Bell System Technical Journal, vol. 54, no. 8, pp. 1451–1462, 1975.

[7] T. Ishihara, S. Sugiura, and L. Hanzo, “The evolution of faster-than- Nyquist signaling,” IEEE Access, vol. 9, pp. 86 535–86 564, 2021.

[8] Z. Zhang, M. Yuksel, G. M. Guvensen, and H. Yanikomeroglu, “Capacity region of asynchronous multiple access channels with FTN,” IEEE Communications Letters, vol. 27, no. 7, pp. 1719–1723, 2023.

[9] Z. Zhang, M. Yuksel, H. Yanikomeroglu, B. K. Ng, and C.-T. Lam, “MIMO asynchronous MAC with faster-than-Nyquist (FTN) signaling,” IEEE Globecom 2023, 04-08 December 2023, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia.

[10] Z. Zhang, M. Yuksel, and H. Yanikomeroglu, “Faster-than-Nyquist signaling for MIMO communications,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 22, no. 4, pp. 2379–2392, 2023.

[11] Y. Polyanskiy, H. V. Poor, and S. Verdú, “Channel coding: nonasymptotic fundamental limits.” PhD thesis, Princeton University, 2010.

[12] M. Mohammadkarimi, R. Schober, and V. W. S. Wong, “Channel coding rate for finite blocklength faster-than-Nyquist signaling,” IEEE Communications Letters, vol. 25, no. 1, pp. 64–68, 2021.

[13] Y. Polyanskiy, H. V. Poor, and S. Verdu, “Channel coding rate in the finite blocklength regime,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 56, no. 5, pp. 2307–2359, 2010.

[14] T. Erseghe, “Coding in the finite-blocklength regime: Bounds based on Laplace integrals and their asymptotic approximations,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 62, no. 12, pp. 6854–6883, 2016.

[15] Y. J. D. Kim, “On merits of faster-than-Nyquist signaling in the finite blocklength regime,” arXiv:2312.01253, 2023.

[16] A. I. Zayed, Advances in Shannon’s Sampling Theory. CRC Press, 1993.

[17] R. A. Horn, Matrix Analysis, 2nd ed. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2013.

[18] L. Zheng and D. Tse, “Diversity and multiplexing: A fundamental tradeoff in multiple-antenna channels,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 49, no. 5, pp. 1073–1096, 2003.