arXiv:2406.08767v1 [cs.IT] 20 May 2024

CODING FOR THE UNSOURCED B-CHANNEL WITH ERASURES: ENHANCING THE LINKED LOOP CODE

William W. Zheng, Jamison R. Ebert, Stefano Rini, and Jean-Francois Chamberland

ABSTRACT

In [1], the linked loop code (LLC) is presented as a promising code for the unsourced A-channel with erasures (UACE). The UACE is an unsourced multiple access channel in which active users’ transmitted symbols are erased with a given probability and the channel output is obtained as the union of the non-erased symbols. In this paper, we extend the UACE channel model to the unsourced B-channel with erasures (UBCE). The UBCE differs from the UACE in that the channel output is the multiset union – or bag union– of the non-erased input symbols. In other words, the UBCE preserves the symbol multiplicity of the channel output while the UACE does not. Both the UACE and UBCE find applications in modeling aspects of unsourced random access. The LLC from [1] is enhanced and shown to outperform the tree code over the UBCE. Findings are supported by numerical simulations.

Index Terms— B-channel; unsourced random access (URA); erasure channel; coding theory.

1. INTRODUCTION

Massive machine-type communication (mMTC) is envisioned to play a significant role in next-generation wireless networks, where a colossal number of unattended, machinetype devices will sporadically seek to transmit short messages to one or more base stations. The rise of this class of network users poses a challenge to wireless infrastructure as traditional multi-user coordination processes are very inefficient under the envisioned traffic patterns. As an alternative multiple access paradigm, unsourced random access (URA) was presented by Polyanskiy [2] in which active users employ the exact same codebook and transmissions occur in a grant-free manner.

This material is based upon work supported, in part, by the National Science Foundation (NSF) under Grants CCF-2131106 and CNS-2148354, by Qualcomm Technologies, Inc., through their University Relations Program, and by the Ministry of Science and Technology (MOST) under Grant 110-2221-E-A49-052. WWZ is with the Department of Information Engineering, the Chinese University of Hong Kong, HKSAR (email: wjzheng@link.cuhk.edu.hk). JRE and JFC are with the Department of ECE , Texas A&M University, College Station, TX 77843, USA (emails: {jrebert,chmbrlnd}@tamu.edu). SR is with the Department of ECE , National Yang Ming Chiao Tung University (NYCU), Hsinchu, 300, TW (email: stefano.rini@nycu.edu.tw). (Corresponding author: S. Rini.)

As motivation for this work, consider the problem of tracking shipping containers using satellite communications [3]. Due to the sheer number of containers and the need for energy efficiency, it is not feasible for the communication protocol to rely on a registration phase before resource allocation and transmission. Instead, it is more effective for the containers to send their data in an unsourced fashion. The satellite then receives the sum of all active containers’ updates at each transmission time. A higher protocol can then be employed to identify the route taken by each specific container, also accounting for the possibility of updates being lost due to channel imperfections and the ambiguity of connecting positional updates for a given container across time.

For this and similar mMTC scenarios, concatenated coding techniques are often employed where an inner code protects against channel imperfections such as fading, asynchrony, and interference and an outer code is used for stitching transmissions together across time [4]. The effective channel as seen by the outer code may sometimes be modelled as the unsourced B-channel.

Prior Work: The B-channel was introduced in [5] as the T -user M-frequency channel with intensity information. In [6, 7], this channel is referred to as the S-user vector adder channel and its capacity under uncoordinated transmissions is investigated. Various coding schemes and their properties have been investigated in [8, 9]; however, we note that these schemes were not designed for an unsourced B-channel. The unsourced paradigm was introduced in [2] and the problem of coding for the unsourced A-channel (that is, the unsourced B-channel without intensity information) has been considered in [4, 10, 11, 12]. In [1], the linked-loop code (LLC) is presented as a promising code for the unsourced A-channel with erasures (UACE).

Main contributions: In [1], the UACE is presented as an extension of the A-channel to the case when users’ transmissions are encoded in an unsourced fashion and channel inputs may be erased with a fixed probability. A novel tailbiting graph-based coding scheme called the linked-loop code (LLC) is then presented as a promising code for the UACE. In this paper, we extend the UACE channel model to obtain the unsourced B-channel with erasures (UBCE), in which the channel outputs the multiset of non-erased input symbols. We enhance the LLC to obtain the eLLC and evaluate its performance over the UBCE. The eLLC outperforms the LLC in part due to its use of successive interference cancellation (SIC). As the UBCE models aspects of certain URA channels, the eLLC is seen as a promising code for improving the performance of URA schemes.

2. CHANNEL MODEL

The UBCE is an extension of the B-channel to the case when all users employ the same codebook and each transmission is erased with a fixed i.i.d. probability. Let Q, where |Q| = Q, denote the input alphabet from which each user selects its coded symbols and let Y_B (ℓ) denote the ℓth output of the Bchannel. Mathematically,

Y_B (ℓ) = ⊎ k∈[K] x_k(ℓ), (1)

where x_k(ℓ) ∈ Q is the kth user’s (potentially coded) symbol at time ℓ and ⊎ denotes the multiset operation. Now, consider the erasure function

δ_E (x) = { x if E = 0 ∅ if E = 1, (2)

where E^{iid}∼ B(p_e), B denotes the Bernoulli distribution, and p_e is the fixed probability of symbol erasure. When all users employ an identical codebook, the ℓth output of the UBCE is given by Y(ℓ) = ⊎ k∈[K] δ_{Ek,ℓ} (x_k (ℓ)) . (3)

When transmissions are coded across L channel uses, the corresponding L channel outputs are given by

Y = [Y(0), Y(1), . . . , Y(L − 1)] . (4)

Note that, unlike |Y_B (ℓ)|, |Y(ℓ)| is a random variable due to the influence of the erasure operator. However, it is known that 0 ≤ |Y(ℓ)| ≤ K ∀ℓ ∈ [L]. 2.1. Binary Vector Representation

We are interested in the case when users’ payloads are obtained from sequences of bits. Let Q = 2^J for some J ∈ Z^+ and let Q = F^J_2 . Thus, x_k(ℓ) may be expressed as the J−bit binary vector v_k(ℓ), where v_k(ℓ) consists of information section w_k(ℓ) and parity section p_k(ℓ). Throughout, we employ the notation x.y to denote the (horizontal) concatenation of two vectors; thus, v_k (ℓ) = w_k(ℓ).p_k(ℓ). To emphasize the fact that we are dealing with sets of vectors, we denote the UBCE output by Y(ℓ) = ⊎ k∈[K] δ_{Ek,ℓ} (v_k(ℓ)) . (5)

Hereafter, it will be convenient to represent user k’s L binary vectors as a single row vector v_k ∈ R^{JL} , where

v_k = v_k(0).v_k(1) . . . v_k(L − 1)

= w_k(0).p_k(0).w_k(1).p_k(1) . . . w_k(L − 1).p_k(L − 1).

The procedure for obtaining p_k(ℓ) depends on the outer code employed. The details of encoding and decoding of the linked loop code are provided in Section 3.

2.2. Performance Metrics for the UBCE

Let W ≜ {v_k : k ∈ [K]} denote the set of codewords transmitted by the K active users and let ^W denote the receiver’s estimate of W. The receiver wishes to recover all transmitted codewords without erroneously recovering a codeword that was not transmitted. These two objectives are measured using the following two metrics.

Definition 2.1 (Payload Dropping Probability). The payload dropping probability, or PDP, is defined as

P_{PDP} = 1 K ∑ k∈[K] P [ v_k /∈ ^W(Y)|v_k ∈ W ] . (6)

This metric quantifies the probability of the decoder not recovering a transmitted codeword.

Definition 2.2 (Payload Hallucination Probability). The payload hallucination probability, or PHP, is defined as:

P_{PHP} = 1 ^K ∑ k^′ ∈[ ^K] P [ v_k′ ∉ W|v_k′ ∈ ^W(Y) ] . (7)

This represents the probability of the decoder recovering a codeword that was not actually transmitted by any active user.

3. ENHANCED LINKED-LOOP CODE

The LLC is presented in [1] as a promising code for the UACE. In this section, we modify the LLC to operate over the UBCE by enhancing its decoder in various ways: (i) we allow for SIC to take place over multiple rounds (ii) we let decoding start from any section, and (iii) we provide flexibility in the coding rate. Given these changes from the original formulation in [1], we refer to this class of codes as the enhanced LLC (eLLC).

An (LJ, RLJ)_{(M,J)} eLLC of rate R is a tail-biting, binary, linear code that encodes RLJ information bits into L binary vectors of J bits each. An eLLC codeword assumes the form

v = w(0).p(0).w(1).p(1) . . . w(L − 1).p(L − 1), (8)

where w(ℓ) ∈ F^{bl}_2 denotes the information portion of section ℓ, p(ℓ) ∈ F^{pl}_2 denotes the parity portion of section ℓ, and

Algorithm 1 Pseudo code of the eLLC decoding algorithm. Input: UBCE output Y = [y(0), . . . , y(L − 1)], T maximum number of erasures to recover Output: A set of decoded messages ^W ▷ Phase 0: codewords suffering no erasures 1: ^W ← ∅ 2: ℓ^† = arg min_ℓ |y(ℓ)| 3: Y[0, 1, ..., L − 1] ← Y[ℓ^†, ℓ^† + 1, ..., ℓ^† + L − 1] 4: ^X_0 ← stitchSections(Y, 0) 5: ^W ← extractInfoBits( ^X_0)

▷ Phase 1: stitching codewords with j > 0 erasures 6: for each j ∈ [1 : T ] do 7: Y ← Y \ ^X_{j−1} 8: ℓ^† = arg max_ℓ |y(ℓ)| 9: Y[0, 1, ..., L − 1] ← Y[ℓ^†, ℓ^† + 1, ..., ℓ^† + L − 1] 10: ^X_j ← stitchSections(Y, j) 11: ^W ← ^W ∪ extractInfoBits( ^X_j )

12: return ^W

b_l + p_l = J, ∀ℓ ∈ [L]. A defining characteristic of an eLLC is the fact that the parity bits in section ℓ depend only on the information bits in the previous M sections, in a tail-biting manner. For each ℓ ∈ [L], consider M generator matrices {G_{([ℓ−r−1]L,ℓ)} ∈ F^{b[l−r−1]L ×pl} 2 : r ∈ [M]}, where [x]_L denotes x modulo L and each matrix entry is the result of a Bernoulli trial with parameter 0.5. Then, p(ℓ) is obtained as

p(ℓ) = ∑ r∈[M] w([ℓ − r − 1]_L)G_{([ℓ−r−1]L,ℓ)}. (9)

For example, if L = 16 and M = 2, the first three sets of parity bits are obtained as:

p(0) = w(14)G_{14,0} + w(15)G_{15,0} (10a) p(1) = w(15)G_{15,1} + w(0)G_{0,1} (10b) p(2) = w(0)G_{0,2} + w(1)G_{1,2}. (10c)

The decoding process is described in Algorithms 1 and 2. With respect to Algorithm 1:

• [line 2]: In phase 0, we decode the messages that have no erased subsections. Decoding starts from the section with the smallest cardinality because that section is the most likely to contain zero-erasure codewords .

• [line 3]: After the decoding root is chosen as ℓ^†, the output is re-labelled to have the section ℓ^† in position zero.

• [lines 4/5]: the function stitchSections is detailed in Algorithm 2. The function extractInfoBits extracts the information bits from the decoded codeword as in (2.1).

• [lines 6]: In phase 1, codewords with erasures up to T symbols are reconstructed.

• [lines 7]: The estimated codewords in the previous iterations are subtracted from Y.

Algorithm 2 Pseudo code of the stitchSections(Y, j) subroutine Input: Y channel output after j − 1 rounds of SIC, j minimum number of erasures per codeword.

Output: ^X_j estimated active codewords with j erasures 1: ^X_j ← ∅ 2: for each x_0 ∈ y(0) do 3: L_j (x_0) ← {x_0} 4: for each ℓ ∈ [1 : L − 1] do 5: for each u ∈ L_j (x_0) do 6: L_j (x_0) ← L_j (x_0) − u 7: for each x_ℓ ∈ y(ℓ) do 8: if parityCheck(u.x_ℓ) then 9: L_j (x_0) ← L_j (x_0) ∪ {u.x_ℓ} 10: if u contains < j number of n\a then 11: L_j (x_0) ← L_j (x_0) ∪ {u.n\a} 12: for each u ∈ L_j (x_0) do 13: if uniquelyDecodable(u) then 14: v ← uniquelyDecode(u) 15: ^X_j ← ^X_j ∪ {v}; Break

16: return ^X_j

• [lines 8]: In phase 1, contrary to phase 0, we choose the section with the highest cardinality. This is due to computational considerations: if an erasure is present in the root during decoding, recovering this missing information is computationally expensive.

With respect to Algorithm 2:

• [line 2,4,8]: For each element in the root section, we “stitch” elements in the following sections that match the parity check consistency through the function parityCheck • [line 10-11,14] If a sub-path contains < j number of n\a symbols, then the decoder inserts an n\a symbol to be resolved. If the stitching process can finish, then the function uniquelyDecode recovers the missing section values through the parity consistency with the other sections.

Let us clarify further the function uniquelyDecode with an example. Consider a codeword v which suffers only an erasure in the 5th section. In the decoding process, there exist a sub-path v(0).v(1).v(2).v(3).v(4).n\a.v(6).....v(L − 1). which is parity consistent. To recover the missing information bits w(5), we can use the (9) to setup the appropriate system of equations. For instance, for M = 2 we have to solve

p(6) = w(4)G_{4,6} + w(5)G_{5,6}, (11a) p(7) = w(5)G_{5,7} + w(6)G_{6,7}. (11b)

Remark 1 ( Innovation with respect to [1]). The main innovations of Algorithm 1 over [1] are: (i) the use of multiple rounds of successive interference cancellation (SIC) in phase

00.10.20.30.40.50.60.7 0.00.005 0.010.015 0.020.025 0.03

.025.05.075.1.125 .15 .025.05.075.1.125.15

.025.05.075.1.125

.025.05.075.1.125

PPDP

PPHP

LDPC from [10] on A-channel LLC (M = 2, w/o SIC) in [1] on A-channel eLLC (M = 2 w/o SIC) on A-channel eLLC (M = 2, w/ SIC) on B-channel eLLC (M = 3, w/ SIC) on B-channel

Fig. 1: Characterization of the performance of the eLLC in terms of P_{PHP} and P_{PDP} under K = 100, L = 16, J = 16. Here, text labels on points denotes the probability of erasure p_e.

0 of Algorithm 2, (ii) the selection of the root section, and (iii) the flexibility to accommodate different rates and different generator matrices.

Remark 2 ( ⋃ vs ⊎ ). A natural question is the difference in the channel output when considering unions vs bag unions in the presence of erasures. With the presence of erasures, P [Y_A = Y_B ] is equal to the probability that all the non-erased symbols are different. Put it mathematically,

P [Y_A = Y_B ] = K∑ m=0 (_Q m ) m! Q^m ( K m ) (1 − p_e)^mp^{K−m}_e . (12)

4. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we seek to numerically characterize the performance of the eLLC over the UBCE.^1 Throughout this section, we fix J = 16 and vary the number of sections L, the window size M, and the probability of erasure p_e. We also fix T = 1, which implies that the maximum number of erasures the eLLC/LLC can correct is 1. Throughout this section, we simulate multiple versions of the eLLC over the same randomly generated set of messages, codebooks, and erasure patterns, when applicable.

Fig. 1 compares the performance of the eLLC/LLC with different window sizes on both the UACE and UBCE. In this figure, both the x− and y−axes represent dependent variables which are functions of the independent variable p_e, which is

1The code used to simulate the eLLC is available at https://github.com/williamzheng0711/linked-loop-code.

50100150200 0.00.01 0.020.03 0.040.05 K

Maximum Pe s.t. PPDP ≤ 0.1 eLLC (M = 2, L = 16) eLLC (M = 2, L = 15) Adapted Tree Code in [4] combined w/ SIC

Fig. 2: Maximal p_e s.t. P_{PDP} ≤ 0.1 vs. K. Tree code here is adapted to the B-channel setting combined with SIC.

provided by text labels over each point. As the goal is to minimize both P_{PHP} and P_{PDP}, the best performing codes are those whose curves lie closest to the origin. The first comparison between the LLC and eLLC over the UACE clearly shows that the eLLC outperforms the LLC; this is due in part to the fact that any section can serve as a root section, thus providing additional decoding flexibility. We also note the reduced P_{PHP} and P_{PDP} achieved by the eLLC over the UBCE when compared to the UACE. Finally, we note that the eLLC with M = 3 curve lies below the eLLC with M = 2 curve; this is because the additional parity structure offers a stronger discriminating power, which leads to a lower P_{PHP}.

In Fig. 2, we study the maximum probability of erasure p_e such that the eLLC can obtain a P_{PDP} ≤ 0.1 as a function of the number of users K. In this comparison, we vary L to change the rate of the eLLC and also compare the eLLC with the contemporary tree code from [4]. From Fig. 2, it is clear that the eLLC outperforms the tree code! We also note that the higher rate code (L = 15) outperforms the lower rate code (L = 16) for low number of users K but that the lowrate code outperforms the high-rate code for a high number of users.

5. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we discuss the problem of coding for the unsourced B-channel with erasures (UBCE). The UBCE is an extension of the UACE in which the channel outputs the multiset, or set with multiplicities, of the input symbols. The linked loop code (LLC) from [1] is adapted and enhanced for use over the UBCE. Numerical simulations show that the eLLC performs competitively over the UBCE.

6. REFERENCES

[1] W.W. Zheng, J.R. Ebert, S. Rini, and J.-F. Chamberland, “Coding for the unsourced A-channel with erasures: The linked loop code,” in 2023 31st European Signal Processing Conference (EUSIPCO), 2023, pp. 1534–1538.

[2] Y. Polyanskiy, “A perspective on massive randomaccess,” in Proc. Int. Symp. on Information Theory. IEEE, 2017, pp. 2523–2527.

[3] A. Seung-Bum, “Container tracking and tracing system to enhance global visibility,” in Proceedings of the Eastern Asia Society for Transportation Studies, 2005, vol. 5, pp. 1719–1727.

[4] V. K. Amalladinne, J.-F. Chamberland, and K. R.

Narayanan, “A coded compressed sensing scheme for unsourced multiple access,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, vol. 66, no. 10, pp. 6509–6533, 2020.

[5] S.-C. Chang and J. Wolf, “On the T -user M-frequency noiseless multiple-access channel with and without intensity information,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 27, no. 1, pp. 41–48, 1981.

[6] A.A. Frolov and V.V. Zyablov, “On the capacity of a multiple-access vector adder channel,” Problems of Information Transmission, vol. 50, pp. 133–143, 2014.

[7] E. A. Bakin and G. S. Evseev, “Remark on ”on the capacity of a multiple-access vector adder channel” by A.A. Frolov and V.V. Zybalov,” Problems of Information Transmission, vol. 52, pp. 1–5, 2016.

[8] A. Frolov, “Coding for s-user vector adder channel,” in 2014 XIV International Symposium on Problems of Redundancy in Information and Control Systems, 2014, pp. 43–46.

[9] E. Bakin and G. Evseev, “Improved sum rate estimation for one coding scheme in s-user vector adder channel,” in 2016 XV International Symposium Problems of Redundancy in Information and Control Systems (RE- DUNDANCY), 2016, pp. 10–12.

[10] V. K. Amalladinne, A. K. Pradhan, C. Rush, J.-F. Chamberland, and K. R. Narayanan, “Unsourced random access with coded compressed sensing: Integrating AMP and belief propagation,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, vol. 68, no. 4, pp. 2384–2409, 2021.

[11] A. Lancho, A. Fengler, and Y. Polyanskiy, “Finiteblocklength results for the A-channel: Applications to unsourced random access and group testing,” in Annual Allerton Conference on Communication, Control, and Computing (Allerton). IEEE, 2022, pp. 1–8.

[12] K. Andreev, P. Rybin, and A. Frolov, “Coded compressed sensing with list recoverable codes for the unsourced random access,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 70, no. 12, pp. 7886–7898, 2022.