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Check-Belief Propagation Decoding of LDPC Codes
Wu Guan, Member, IEEE, and Liping Liang

Abstract—Variant belief propagation (BP) algorithms are
applied to low-density parity-check (LDPC) codes. However,
conventional decoders suffer from a large resource consumption
due to gathering messages from all the neighbour variable-
nodes and/or check-nodes through cumulative calculations. In
this paper, a check-belief propagation (CBP) decoding algorithm
is proposed. Check-belief is used as the probability that the corre-
sponding parity-check is satisfied. All check-beliefs are iteratively
enlarged in a sequential recursive order, and successful decoding
will be achieved after the check-beliefs are all big enough.
Compared to previous algorithms employing a large number of
cumulative calculations to gather all the neighbor messages, CBP
decoding can renew each check-belief by propagating it from one
check-node to another through only one variable-node, resulting
in a low complexity decoding with no cumulative calculations.
The simulation results and analyses show that the CBP algorithm
provides little error-rate performance loss in contrast with the
previous BP algorithms, but consumes much fewer calculations
and memories than them. It earns a big benefit in terms of
complexity.

Index Terms—Belief propagation (BP), low density parity
check (LDPC) codes, cumulative calculations, check-node to
check-node, check-belief propagation (CBP).

I. INTRODUCTION

LOW-density parity-check (LDPC) codes are well known
for their ability to approach near Shannon capacity limits

at relatively low complexities using iterative decoding [1].
Since their rediscovery in the 1990s, LDPC codes have been
extensively used in various applications, such as digital video
broadcasts (DVBs) [2], IEEE 802.11ad (WiGig) [3] and 5G
New Radio (NR) [4]. Various decoding algorithms have been
suggested to improve the performance of LDPC codes.

The conventional flooding belief propagation (FBP) algo-
rithm, proposed in 1996, was the first successful soft decoding
method [5]. It performs message passing with variable-to-
check (V2C) and check-to-variable (C2V) phases iteratively. In
each phase, the messages are sent from all the variable-nodes
(check-nodes) to the corresponding check-nodes (variable-
nodes). The FBP algorithm can fully propagate messages
between all the nodes in the code graph and has an excellent
error-correcting performance within an acceptable number of
iterations. To reduce the complexity, various simplified FBP
algorithms are presented, such as the min-sum [6], offset min-
sum or normalized min-sum algorithms [7]. They were widely
used in many early coding systems.

Later, in 2004, the most popular decoding method for LDPC
codes, named layered BP (LBP) algorithm, was presented [8].
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Different from the full parallel message exchange between
phases in the FBP algorithm, messages are interactive between
layers, and each layer corresponds to a check-node in LBP de-
coding. The LBP method can reduce the number of iterations
by approximately half that of FBP while maintaining the same
processing complexity [9]. Many variants of LBP, including
row message passing [10], column message passing [11], row-
layered message passing [12] and so on, were proposed during
this period. The resulting convergence performance, combined
with min-sum simplifying methods, makes LBP the main
decoding algorithm in various LDPC code applications [13].

To further reduce the number of iterations, a reliability-
based scheduling method for BP decoding, named residual BP
(RBP), was proposed in 2007 [14]. In RBP, message passing is
fully sequential, and messages are exchanged between edges
in descending order of extrinsic information value (reliability).
The error rate for RBP converges much faster than that
of FBP and LBP. Other methods, including silent-variable-
node-free RBP (SVNF-RBP) [15] and conditional innovation
based RBP (CI-RBP) [16], were also presented to improve
convergence. These reliability-based decoding strategies have
attractive convergence speeds and error-rate performance, and
they have become research focus areas.

To decrease the complexity of LDPC decoding, the al-
gorithms need to not only promote the convergence speed
but also reduce the average calculation complexity of each
message update. As discussed above, the convergence speeds
of the FBP, LBP and RBP increase in order. However, in
these algorithms, as shown in Fig. 1(a), the V2C and C2V
messages are generated from the sum/product of all the other
neighbour edges’ messages of the variable-node/check-node
[2]. In LDPC codes, the neighbour edges for each node are
usually much larger than one. This results in a large number
of complicated cumulative calculations and memory consump-
tion for message updating. It usually makes the decoding
complexity increase rapidly, and lead to large bottlenecks for
implementations.

To further reduce the complexity, LDPC decoding with no
cumulative calculations has been studied. As shown in Fig.
1(b), each check-belief propagates between two check-nodes
through only on variable-node. The CBP decoding updates the
check-beliefs serially. Compared to other algorithms gathering
messages from all the neighbor nodes, CBP decoding renews
each check-belief through only two other nodes. This makes
that there are no cumulative calculations in CBP. It results
in reducing calculations and memories for in-row/in-column
message scheduling, and earns a low complexity decoding.
Simulation results show that the CBP algorithm has little
performance loss in contrast with the previous introduced
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Fig. 1. Message update methods of the previous algorithms and the CBP
algorithm. (a) The previous algorithms gather messages from all the neighbor
nodes through cumulative calculations. (b) The CBP algorithm renews check-
belief from one check-node to another through only one variable-node with
no cumulative calculations.

algorithms. The analyses show that CBP consumes only one
in hundreds of the calculation resources of RBP, SVNF-RBP
and CI-RBP, much less calculation resources than FBP and
LBP. Meanwhile, compared with the previous algorithms, it
can reduce a large number of registers. Altogether, it has a
much lower complexity than the above mentioned algorithms,
making it suitable for high-throughput applications.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section
II reviews the FBP, LBP and RBP scheduling algorithms.
Section III analyses the influence of cumulative calculations in
variant BP decoding. Section IV proposes the CBP decoding
algorithm. The error-rate performance and complexity of the
CBP algorithm are investigated in Section V. Finally, Section
VI concludes this paper.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A binary (𝑁, 𝐾) LDPC code 𝐶 with rate 𝑅 = 𝐾/𝑁 is char-
acterized by a code graph G = (V,C,E), where V, C and E are
the set of variable-nodes, check-nodes and edges, respectively.
There are 𝑁 variable-nodes in V and 𝑀 = 𝑁 − 𝐾 check-
nodes in C. Let 𝑁 (𝑣) and 𝑁 (𝑐) denote the neighbour check-
nodes of variable-node 𝑣 and neighbour variable-nodes of
check-node 𝑐, respectively. The symbols 𝑁 (𝑣)\𝑐 and 𝑁 (𝑐)\𝑣
denote the set 𝑁 (𝑣) except for check-node 𝑐 and the set 𝑁 (𝑐)
except for variable-node 𝑣, respectively. Its degree distributions
are represented by (𝜆(𝑥) =

∑
𝑖 𝜆𝑖𝑥

𝑖−1, 𝜌(𝑥) =
∑

𝑗 𝜌 𝑗𝑥
𝑗−1),

where 𝜆𝑖 and 𝜌 𝑗 denote the percentages of edges with degrees
𝑑𝑖𝑣 and 𝑑

𝑗
𝑐 , respectively. The total number of edges in E is

𝐸 = 𝑁/(∑𝑖 𝜆𝑖/𝑖) = 𝑀/(
∑

𝑗 𝜌 𝑗/ 𝑗). Let X = [𝑥𝑣] and Y = [𝑦𝑣]
be the code transmitted and signal received, respectively.

A. FBP decoding

The FBP algorithm provides full parallel decoding for
LDPC codes [2]. In the decoding, the V2C message sent from
variable-node 𝑣𝑎 to check-node 𝑐𝑖 is updated as follows,

𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐𝑖 = 𝐿𝑣𝑎 +
∑︁

𝑐 𝑗 ∈𝑁 (𝑣𝑎 )\𝑐𝑖

𝑅𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎 (1)

The C2V message sent from check-node 𝑐𝑖 to variable-node
𝑣𝑎 is calculated by

𝑅𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎 =
∏

𝑣𝑏∈𝑁 (𝑐𝑖 )\𝑣𝑎

sgn
(
𝑄𝑣𝑏→𝑐𝑖

)
𝜙
©­«

∑︁
𝑣𝑏∈𝑁 (𝑐𝑖 )\𝑣𝑎

𝜙
(��𝑄𝑣𝑏→𝑐𝑖

��)ª®¬
(2)

where
𝜙(𝑥) = − log

(
tanh

𝑥

2

)
(3)

The posterior information for each variable-node 𝑣𝑎 ∈ V

Λ𝑣𝑎 = 𝐿𝑣𝑎 +
∑︁

𝑐 𝑗 ∈𝑁 (𝑣𝑎 )
𝑅𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎 (4)

is used to make tentative decision X̂ = [𝑥𝑣𝑎 ], where

𝑥𝑣𝑎 =

{
0, Λ𝑣𝑎 ≥ 0
1, Λ𝑣𝑎 < 0

(5)

From the above algorithm, we can see that FBP schedules
all the V2C updates using (1) in the first phase and all the
C2V updates using (2) in the second phase. Therefore, in
each iteration, each edge transfers its extrinsic message to its
neighbours in each update. This results in a full parallel but
slow-message-transfer strategy.

B. LBP decoding

Different from the full parallel updating in FBP, LBP
decoding splits each iteration into multiple propagation layers.
This results in deep layer-by-layer message propagation in
each iteration and hence promotes convergence.

In each layer, the V2C message is derived from the posterior
information as

𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐𝑖 = Λ𝑣𝑎 − 𝑅𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎 (6)

and the posterior information generated from the renewed C2V
messages is

Λ𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑣𝑎

= 𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐𝑖 + 𝑅𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎

(7)

In LBP decoders, each node updates its message using all
its renewed neighbours and propagates its newest message to
others in each iteration. This promotes the depth of message
exchange in each iteration and hence speeds up convergence.

C. RBP decoding

To improve convergence, RBP dynamically schedules the
message with the maximum C2V residuals to be updated [14].
This results in an edge-by-edge update process.

The C2V residual is generated by the magnitude differ-
ence between the current C2V message 𝑅𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎 and the
precomputed message 𝑅𝑝𝑟𝑒

𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎 . The C2V messages 𝑅𝑝𝑟𝑒
𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎 are

precomputed by (2) for all the edges, and the corresponding
C2V message residuals are generated by

𝑟𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎 = |𝑅𝑝𝑟𝑒
𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎 − 𝑅𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎 | (8)

The RBP schedules the edge with the maximum C2V
residual to be updated, and each updated C2V message is
propagated to its neighbours. In this way, the factor for check-
node updates is promoted from all the neighbours’ renewal of
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LBP to every neighbour’s renewal in RBP, which results in a
more frequent message exchange and significantly increases
the convergence speed. Other methods, including NW-RBP,
SVNF-RBP and CI-RBP, can also improve convergence based
on reliability-based scheduling.

III. INFLUENCE OF CUMULATIVE CALCULATIONS IN
DECODING

A. Sole Edge Scheduling

Sole edge scheduling is usually used in informed dynamic
strategies for reliability-based BP decoding, such as RBP,
SVNF-RBP and CI-RBP. In this type of decoding, message
updating is scheduled in an edge-by-edge manner. Each sched-
ule updates the sole C2V message. Both V2C and C2V
updates gather messages from all the neighbours; thus, their
calculations are based on the cumulative sum or cumulative
product of their neighbours’ messages, as described in (1) and
(2). Therefore, the calculation complexity of each update is
𝑑𝑖𝑣 − 1 for the V2C message updating of a variable-node with
degree 𝑑𝑖𝑣 , and 𝑑

𝑗
𝑐 − 1 for the C2V message updating of a

check-node with degree 𝑑 𝑗
𝑐 . As 𝑑𝑖𝑣 − 1 and 𝑑 𝑗

𝑐 − 1 are no less
than one, it results in a large complexity increase. Therefore,
the sole edge scheduling, such as RBP, SVNF-RBP and CI-
RBP decoding, is not a popular method for high-throughput
applications.

B. Row/Column Scheduling

Row scheduling or column scheduling, such as FBP and
LBP, are popular methods for low-complexity BP decoding.
In these methods, the message updating in (1) and (2) are
updated as follows:

𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐𝑖 =

𝐿𝑣𝑎 +
∑︁

𝑐 𝑗 ∈𝑁 (𝑣𝑎 )
𝑅𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎

 − 𝑅𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎 (9)

𝑅𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎 =


∏

𝑣𝑏∈𝑁 (𝑐𝑖 )
sgn

(
𝑄𝑣𝑏→𝑐𝑖

) · sgn
(
𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐𝑖

)
· 𝜙 ©­«


∑︁

𝑣𝑏∈𝑁 (𝑐𝑖 )
𝜙

(��𝑄𝑣𝑏→𝑐𝑖

��) − 𝜙
(��𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐𝑖

��)ª®¬
(10)

In this updating process, the values in [·] are shared. This
means that for each variable-node 𝑣𝑎 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑐𝑖), the message
updating of 𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐𝑖 for all 𝑐𝑖 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣𝑎) uses a shared sum
[𝐿𝑣𝑎 +

∑
𝑐 𝑗 ∈𝑁 (𝑣𝑎 ) 𝑅𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎 ]. Similarly, a shared product is

applied in the check-node processing, as shown in (10). The
output value is obtained from the cumulative result exclusive
of the original message.

In this updating, besides the conventional accumulative cal-
culation for the shared value, an additional in-row/in-column
scheduling process is needed to provide the original messages
for the exclusive operation, as shown in Fig. 2. The shared
cumulative value in [·] can be generated recursively, and the
in-row/in-column scheduling process is used to reserve the
original messages and dispatch them serially when the shared
value is generated. This structure can renew one extrinsic

Fig. 2. In-row/in-column scheduling for cumulative calculations.

Fig. 3. check-beliefs transferred from other check-nodes.

message in each unit time. It can obtain the highest throughput
among the previous various decoding methods [17].

However, the in-row/in-column message scheduling
consumes a large number of resources. First, a pool is
needed for reserving the 𝑑𝑖𝑣 or 𝑑 𝑗

𝑐 messages. As the degrees
of reserving messages varies in a wide range, the pool
depth should be a variable. It should be pointed out that a
variable-depth memory cell (i.e. register) takes up to 10 to 20
times area of a general memory cell to realize its variable-
connections [18]. The pool would consume many resources.
Secondly, dispatching process is needed to select the original
messages for the exclusive operation. Thirdly, a large number
of in-row/in-column scheduling processes should be needed
for parallel message updates in high-throughput applications.

As discussed above, the cumulative calculations are highly
complex, either from a large number of distributed calculations
in the sole edge scheduling or from a large amount of resource
consumption for the in-row/in-column scheduling. Moreover,
a large number of cumulative calculations consume a large
number of registers. It would take 10 to 20 times area of
general memories. This is a very critical drawback for high-
throughput systems. The aim of non-cumulative calculation
algorithms is to decrease the complexity of LDPC decoding.

IV. CHECK-BELIEF PROPAGATION DECODING

A. Check-beliefs Indicate the Probability of Successful Decod-
ing

In conventional decoding, the V2C and C2V messages are
generated with the cumulative calculations of the neighbouring
nodes’ messages. This causes the problem of complexity
enlargement.
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To avoid this problem, we decode the code with message
exchanges between the check-nodes. Here, the check-belief of
the check-node is denoted as follows [19]:

Ω𝑐𝑖 = log
(
𝑃𝑟 (𝑆𝑐𝑖 = 0|Y)
𝑃𝑟 (𝑆𝑐𝑖 = 1|Y)

)
(11)

where 𝑆𝑐𝑖 denotes the parity check corresponding to check-
node 𝑐𝑖 .

The check-belief denotes the probability that the parity
check of the check-node is satisfied. For a satisfied parity
check, the check-belief should be a positive value; otherwise,
it should be a negative value. Thus, for successful decoding,
check-beliefs for all check-nodes should be positive, that is,

Ω𝑐𝑖 > 0,∀𝑐𝑖 ∈ C (12)

The check-beliefs can be propagated. As shown in Fig.3,
in the code graph, the check-beliefs transferred to check-node
𝑐3 are from check-node 𝑐1 through 𝑣3, from check-node 𝑐2
through 𝑣5, from check-node 𝑐4 through 𝑣6 and from check-
node 𝑐4 through 𝑣7. Therefore, the check-belief updating of
check-node 𝑐3 is based on the check-beliefs of check-nodes
𝑐1, 𝑐2 and 𝑐4. Each check-node can receive several check-
beliefs from the other check-nodes. This can help the check-
node to increase its check-belief. By iteratively propagating
the check-beliefs among the code graphs, all the check-beliefs
for the check-nodes can be promoted to positive values, and
thus successful decoding is achieved.

B. Check-Node to Check-Node Check-Belief Propagation

check-beliefs propagate from one check-node to other
check-nodes through variable-nodes. They can be generated
as follows [2]:

Ω𝑐𝑖 =
∏

𝑣𝑎∈𝑁 (𝑐𝑖 )
sgn

(
𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐𝑖

)
· 𝜙 ©­«

∑︁
𝑣𝑎∈𝑁 (𝑐𝑖 )

𝜙
(��𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐𝑖

��)ª®¬ (13)

According to the definition in (13), for every new check-
node, its check-belief Ω𝑛𝑒𝑤

𝑐𝑖
can be updated by renewing each

of its V2C messages 𝑄𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑣𝑎→𝑐𝑖

from its neighbouring variable-
nodes as follows,

Ω𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑐𝑖

=
∏

𝑣𝑎∈𝑁 (𝑐𝑖 )
sgn

(
𝑄𝑛𝑒𝑤

𝑣𝑎→𝑐𝑖

)
· 𝜙 ©­«

∑︁
𝑣𝑎∈𝑁 (𝑐𝑖 )

𝜙
(��𝑄𝑛𝑒𝑤

𝑣𝑎→𝑐𝑖

��)ª®¬
(14)

As proven in Appendix A, the check-belief in (14) can also
be calculated in a recursive manner, that is,

Ω
(𝑛)
𝑐𝑖 = 𝜓+

(
Ω
(𝑛−1)
𝑐𝑖 , 𝑄𝑛𝑒𝑤

𝑣𝑎𝑛→𝑐𝑖

)
(15)

where 𝑛 = 0, 1, · · · , |𝑁 (𝑐𝑖) | − 1, |𝑁 (𝑐𝑖) | is the number of
elements in set 𝑁 (𝑐𝑖), and

𝜓+ (𝑥, 𝑦) = sgn(𝑥) · sgn(𝑦) · 𝜙 (𝜙( |𝑥 |) + 𝜙( |𝑦 |)) (16)

Here, Ω(−1)
𝑐𝑖 is initialized as Ω

(−1)
𝑐𝑖 = ∞ and

Ω𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑐𝑖

= Ω
( |𝑁 (𝑐𝑖 ) |−1)
𝑐𝑖 (17)

Fig. 4. Check-node to check-node check-belief propagation.

As calculated in (6), the extrinsic V2C message 𝑄𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑣𝑎→𝑐𝑖

can be obtained from the posterior information exclusive to
the prior C2V message through variable-node 𝑣𝑎 as follows:

𝑄𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑣𝑎→𝑐𝑖

= Λ𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑣𝑎
− 𝑅𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎 (18)

Furthermore, by combining (6) and (7), we can see that
the posterior information in (18) is renewed by the update of
another neighbouring check-node that is different from check-
node 𝑐𝑖 , denoted as 𝑐 𝑗 . This process is given as follows:

Λ𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑣𝑎

= Λ𝑣𝑎 − 𝑅𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎 + 𝑅𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎

(19)

The C2V message 𝑅𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎

in (19) can be obtained from the
check-belief of 𝑐 𝑗 by excluding its prior message following
(10), that is,

𝑅𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎

=


∏

𝑣𝑏∈𝑁 (𝑐 𝑗 )
sgn

(
𝑄𝑣𝑏→𝑐 𝑗

) · sgn
(
𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐 𝑗

)
· 𝜙 ©­«


∑︁

𝑣𝑏∈𝑁 (𝑐 𝑗 )
𝜙

(��𝑄𝑣𝑏→𝑐 𝑗

��) − 𝜙
(��𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐 𝑗

��)ª®¬
(20)

As proven in Appendix A, by combining (13) and (20), we
can obtain

𝑅𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎

= 𝜓−
(
Ω𝑐 𝑗

, 𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐 𝑗

)
(21)

where

𝜓− (𝑥, 𝑦) = sgn(𝑥) · sgn(𝑦) · 𝜙 ( |𝜙( |𝑥 |) − 𝜙( |𝑦 |) |) (22)

Here, the prior V2C message 𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐 𝑗
is obtained from the

original posterior information following (6), that is,

𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐 𝑗
= Λ𝑣𝑎 − 𝑅𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎 (23)

The above check-belief updating process is shown in Fig.4.
In this process, first, with the original check-belief Ω𝑐 𝑗

of
check-node 𝑐 𝑗 , we can update the C2V message 𝑅𝑛𝑒𝑤

𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎
by

(20). Second, the corresponding posterior information Λ𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑣𝑎

of variable-node 𝑣𝑎 is updated by (19). Third, the variable-
node 𝑣𝑎 sends a new V2C message 𝑄𝑛𝑒𝑤

𝑣𝑎→𝑐𝑖
to check-node

𝑐𝑖 , as described by (18). Finally, check-node 𝑐𝑖 updates its
check-belief Ω𝑛𝑒𝑤

𝑐𝑖
in a recursive manner, following (15). In

this way, check-node 𝑐 𝑗 transfers its check-belief Ω𝑐 𝑗
to check-

node 𝑐𝑖 through variable-node 𝑣𝑎. This process provides a
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Fig. 5. Sequentially check-belief propagation decoding.

way to exchange the check-beliefs between the check-nodes,
which can promote the reliability of the check-beliefs, ensuring
successful decoding.

C. Check-belief Propagation Decoding

Here, there are usually more than two neighbouring check-
nodes connected to variable-node 𝑣𝑎. Thus, there are multiple
check-beliefs transferred from the same variable-node, as
shown in Fig.5. In this code, to update the check-belief Ω𝑐𝑖 of
check-node 𝑐𝑖 through 𝑣𝑎, there are two candidate check-nodes
𝑐 𝑗 and 𝑐𝑘 . Therefore, there are two candidate check-beliefs
Ω𝑐 𝑗

and Ω𝑐𝑘 , which can both transfer their check-beliefs to
check-node 𝑐𝑖 through variable-node 𝑣𝑎. For good message
propagation, we transfer the check-beliefs in a sequential
manner. As shown in Fig.5, firstly, the check-belief Ω𝑐𝑘 is
transferred to check-node 𝑐 𝑗 through variable-node 𝑣𝑎, and
new check-belief Ω𝑛𝑒𝑤

𝑐 𝑗
is generated. Then, the new check-

belief Ω𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑐 𝑗

is used as prior information Ω𝑐 𝑗
, and transferred

to check-node 𝑐𝑖 to generate the check-belief Ω𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑐𝑖

. In this
way, the check-beliefs are sequentially updated.

From the above analysis, we can see that in sequential
decoding, each check-belief Ω𝑐 𝑗

of check-node 𝑐 𝑗 is used
to update the check-belief of the nearest check-node 𝑐𝑖 .
Conversely, the check-belief of check-node 𝑐𝑖 is updated by
the latest check-beliefs through its neighbouring variable-
nodes. This means that for each neighbouring variable-node
𝑣𝑎 of check-node 𝑐𝑖 , there are several neighbouring check-
nodes 𝑐𝑘 , · · · , 𝑐 𝑗 , and thus they correspond to the 𝑁 (𝑣𝑎)
V2C messages 𝑅𝑐𝑘→𝑣𝑎 , · · · , 𝑅𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎 . For effective updating
of the check-belief Ω𝑐𝑖 through variable-node 𝑣𝑎, the latest
check-belief Ω𝑐 𝑗

is used for sequential updating. The newest
extrinsic information is propagated from this check-belief to
other nodes, which results in improving the convergence speed
for sequential decoding.

Meanwhile, only the latest V2C message is used in the
sequential decoding. Thus, all the latest V2C messages can
be denoted by the same symbol, 𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗ .

In this way, the CBP decoding algorithm can be described
as follows.

• Step 1: Initialization.
For each variable-node 𝑣𝑎 ∈ V, the latest V2C message is

𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗ = ln
𝑃𝑟 (𝑦𝑣𝑎 |𝑥𝑣𝑎 = 0)
𝑃𝑟 (𝑦𝑣𝑎 |𝑥𝑣𝑎 = 1) (24)

For each check-node 𝑐𝑖 , the check-belief is

Ω𝑐𝑖 = ∞ (25)

For each edge connected from check-node 𝑐𝑖 to variable-
node 𝑣𝑎, the C2V message is

𝑅𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎 = 0 (26)

Initialize the first check-node as the latest updated one.
• Step 2: Sequentially check the belief update.
For each check-node 𝑐𝑖 , update its check-belief recursively.
(1) check-node to check-node check-belief propagation.
a) For each neighbouring variable-node 𝑣𝑎 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑐𝑖), the

latest updated neighbouring check-node of variable-node 𝑣𝑎
is denoted as 𝑐 𝑗 .

b) Check-belief to variable-node (B2V) message updating
following (21),

𝑅𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎

= 𝜓−
(
Ω𝑐 𝑗

, 𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗

)
(27)

c) V2C message updating. By combining (18), (19) and
(23), the V2C message is as follows:

𝑄𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗ = 𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗ + 𝑅𝑛𝑒𝑤

𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎
− 𝑅𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎 (28)

Meanwhile, according to (19) and (23), the posterior infor-
mation update is generated as

Λ𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑣𝑎

= 𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗ + 𝑅𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎

(29)

It is one part of V2C message updating. Following (29), the
hard decision 𝑥𝑣𝑎 can be obtained by (5).

d) Following (15), V2C message to check-belief (C2B)
updating is as follows,

Ω
(𝑛)
𝑐𝑖 = 𝜓+

(
Ω
(𝑛−1)
𝑐𝑖 , 𝑄𝑛𝑒𝑤

𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗

)
(30)

where Ω−1
𝑐𝑖

= ∞ and Ω𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑐𝑖

= Ω
|𝑁 (𝑐𝑖 ) |−1
𝑐𝑖 .

e) Update the corresponding updated messages for check-
node 𝑐𝑖 and variable-node 𝑣𝑎 as follows.

𝑅𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎 ← 𝑅𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎

𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗ ← 𝑄𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗

(31)

This means that the renewed messages in the updating of
check-node 𝑐𝑖 are used as prior information for the updating
of the next check-node. This results in sequential decoding.

(2) The updated check-belief is renewed as a prior belief as
follows:

Ω𝑐𝑖 ← Ω𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑐𝑖

(32)

(3) Stopping criterion test.
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Fig. 6. No cumulative calculation decoding structure for CBP decoding.

If all the 𝑁 consecutive check-beliefs satisfy (12) and the
posterior information signs in (29) have no flips in the 𝑁

consecutive check-belief updates, the decoding succeeds, that
is,

sgn(Λ𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑣𝑎
) = sgn(Λ𝑣𝑎 ) (33)

Otherwise, go back to Step 2 until the maximum number of
iterations is reached.

• Step 3: Output the hard decision X̂ = [𝑥𝑣𝑎 ] generated in
the V2C phase of Step 2.

During decoding, each check-belief are transferred through
B2V, V2C and C2B phases, following (27), (28) and (30),
respectively. In this way, each check-belief can be transferred
from one check-node to another check-node through only one
variable-node. All the check-beliefs are iteratively enlarged in
a sequential recursive order to ensure that all the parity checks
are successfully satisfied. Different from previous algorithms,
each check-belief is propagated through two other nodes with
no cumulative calculations, which results in low complexity
decoding with little performance loss.

D. Straightforward Decoding Structure with No Cumulative
Calculations

The straightforward decoding structure is shown in Fig.6.
The check-beliefs Ω𝑐𝑖 for all the check-nodes, the latest V2C
messages 𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗ for all variable-nodes and the C2V messages
𝑅𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎 for all the edges in the code graph are retained in each
iteration.

In decoding, there are three phases: the B2V, V2C and
C2B phases. Firstly, in the B2V phase, the check-belief Ω𝑐 𝑗

and the latest V2C message 𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗ are collected, and the
updated C2V message 𝑅𝑛𝑒𝑤

𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎
is generated according to (27).

Secondly, in the V2C phase, the prior V2C message 𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗ ,
the prior C2V message 𝑅𝑐𝑖→𝑣𝑎 and the updated C2V message
𝑅𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎

are gathered, and the updating message 𝑄𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗ is

generated following (28). Specifically, the decision of the
variable-node, 𝑥𝑣𝑎 , can also be decided in this step. Thirdly, in
the C2B phase, the check-belief is updated recursively using
the renewed V2C messages 𝑄𝑛𝑒𝑤

𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗ .
Here, we can see that there are no cumulative calculations

in the three phases. The three phases can be conducted in a
straight pipeline. This results in a low-complexity decoding
structure. Meanwhile, messages are transferred by two edges
in each check-belief renewing. This promotes the message
propagation depth and results in a high convergence speed.

Furthermore, the B2V update in (27) and C2B update in (30)
can be simplified based on a normalized min-sum approach:

𝑅𝑛𝑒𝑤
𝑐 𝑗→𝑣𝑎

=

(
Ω𝑚𝑖𝑛

𝑐 𝑗
== 𝑄𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗

)
?Ω𝑠𝑢𝑏𝑚𝑖𝑛

𝑐 𝑗
: Ω𝑚𝑖𝑛

𝑐 𝑗
(34)

𝑖 𝑓

(
𝑄𝑛𝑒𝑤

𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗ < Ω𝑚𝑖𝑛
𝑐𝑖

)(
Ω𝑚𝑖𝑛

𝑐𝑖
,Ω𝑠𝑢𝑏𝑚𝑖𝑛

𝑐𝑖

)
=

(
𝛼 · 𝑄𝑛𝑒𝑤

𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗ ,Ω
𝑚𝑖𝑛
𝑐𝑖

)
𝑒𝑙𝑠𝑒𝑖 𝑓

(
𝑄𝑛𝑒𝑤

𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗ < Ω𝑠𝑢𝑏𝑚𝑖𝑛
𝑐𝑖

)(
Ω𝑚𝑖𝑛

𝑐𝑖
,Ω𝑠𝑢𝑏𝑚𝑖𝑛

𝑐𝑖

)
=

(
Ω𝑚𝑖𝑛

𝑐𝑖
, 𝛼 · 𝑄𝑛𝑒𝑤

𝑣𝑎→𝑐∗

)
𝑒𝑛𝑑

(35)

where Ω𝑚𝑖𝑛
𝑐𝑖

and Ω𝑠𝑢𝑏𝑚𝑖𝑛
𝑐𝑖

are the minimum and the sub-
minimum value of the min-sum approximation, and 𝛼 is the
normalized parameter [7].

In this way, CBP decoding can be implemented by min
and sum functions instead of the log-tanh functions, making
it suitable for hardware implementation.

V. PERFORMANCE SIMULATION AND COMPLEXITY
ANALYSIS

We compare the performance of the traditional algorithms
and the proposed CBP algorithm through the binary phase
shift keying (BPSK) modulated additive white Gaussian noise
(AWGN) channel. Comparisons are made for the regular
(3,6) LDPC codes and irregular LDPC codes under degree
distributions (𝜆(𝑥) = 0.45𝑥1+0.3708𝑥2+0.0307𝑥3+0.1485𝑥11,
𝜌(𝑥) = 0.5467𝑥4+0.4533𝑥5). The parity-check matrices of the
LDPC codes are constructed using the progress edge growth
(PEG) algorithm [20]. The codes simulated are all rate-1/2
LDPC codes. The maximum number of iterations is 200.

A. Error Correction Performance

Fig.7 show the AWGN performance of the FBP, LBP, RBP,
SVNF-RBP, CI-RBP scheduling strategies discussed above
and the proposed CBP strategy for regular and irregular LDPC
codes, respectively. The figures show that the proposed CBP
has a comparable performance to the other algorithms. As
indicated in Fig.7, the performance differences for FBP, LBP,
RBP, SVNF-RBP, CI-RBP and CBP are less than 0.05 dB for
the same code. This is because these decoding algorithms all
use belief propagation decoding. They use different scheduling
order with different message propagation depth. This can
cause different convergence speeds. However, the extrinsic
information is all generated from the same parity-checks.
Thus, they have similar error-correcting performances. On
the other hand, RBP, SVNF-RBP and CI-RBP can schedule
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(a) (b)
Fig. 7. Performance comparisons of the FBP, LBP, RBP, SVNF-RBP, CI-RBP
and the proposed CBP scheduling strategies. (a) Length-2048 LDPC codes.
(b) Length-8192 LDPC codes.

the flipped nodes firstly. This would decrease the influence
of trapping sets, and win a performance improvement [15].
Especially, CI-RBP can conditionally schedule the flipped
variable-nodes to control the influence of trapping sets, it owns
much better performance than others [16].

Meanwhile, the performance and convergence comparisons
for CBP decoding and its normalized min-sum approach are
shown in Fig. 8 and Fig. 9. As shown in these figures, the
performance loss between the normalized min-sum approach
and the above log-tanh-based CBP is less than 0.2dB, and
the number of iterations in the normalized min-sum approach
is much larger than that of the CBP in the waterfall area
and are almost the same in the low-error-rate area. This is
because CBP uses log-tanh function to accurately calculate
the messages during decoding, but the normalized min-sum
approach uses a normalized-min function to approximate the
log-tanh function. Thus, a little performance loss is observed
when using the normalize min-sum method. However, it can
approximate the log-tanh function in CBP with a very small
deviation. Thus, both approaches have almost the same number
of iterations in the low-error rate area. Thereby, the normalized
min-sum approach of CBP is very suitable for hardware
implementation.

B. Calculation Complexity

The decoding complexity of the LDPC codes includes the
convergence iterations 𝐼, the message updates 𝑄 in each
iteration, and the calculations 𝑊 in each message update. The
total complexity 𝑇 can be denoted as

𝑇 = 𝐼 ×𝑄 ×𝑊 (36)

These factors will be analysed below.
1) Convergence Speed: The convergence speed is measured

by the average number of iterations 𝐼 for LDPC decoding. The
simulation results for the regular and irregular codes are shown
in Fig.10. From the figures above, we can see that the proposed
CBP has twice the convergence speed compared to FBP,

(a) (b)
Fig. 8. Performance comparisons of the CBP and its normalized min-sum
approach. (a) Length-2048 LDPC codes. (b) Length-8192 LDPC codes.

Fig. 9. Iteration performance comparisons of the CBP and its normalized
min-sum approach for length-2048 and length-8192 LDPC codes.

similar convergence speed as LBP, 1/2 the convergence speed
compared to RBP and SVNF-RBP, and approximately 1/3 the
convergence speed compared to CI-RBP. This is because the
FBP exchanges messages between phases in a fully parallel
manner, which results in one update for each message in each
iteration. LBP and CBP exchange messages between layers in
a sequential order; thus, messages can be propagated serially
in columns. Thus, these approaches have better convergence
speed. The RBP and SVNF-RBP approaches can improve the
convergence speed through edge-by-edge updating and finish
the row and column edge updating in two dimensions in each
update. The CI-RBP approach can find the variable-nodes with
probable incorrect decisions in RBP scheduling; thus, it has
the best convergence speed.

2) Updates in Each Iteration: In Table I, the average
updates of the different decoding schedules are presented. The
number of updates for the FBP, LBP, RBP and SVNF-RBP
schedules can be obtained from Table I in [15], while that of
the CI-RBP schedule can be obtained from Table I in [16]. For
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TABLE I
AVERAGE UPDATES IN EACH ITERATION

Schedules V2C C2V B2V C2B Residual Comparison Dispatching CI
FBP 𝐸 𝐸 0 0 0 0 𝐸 0
LBP 𝐸 𝐸 0 0 0 0 𝐸 0
RBP

∑
𝑖 𝐸𝜆𝑖 (𝑑𝑖

𝑣 − 1) 𝐸 0 0
∑

𝑖, 𝑗 𝐸𝜆𝑖𝜌 𝑗 (𝑑𝑖
𝑣 − 1) (𝑑 𝑗

𝑐 − 1) 𝐸 (𝐸 − 1) 0 0
SVNF-RBP

∑
𝑖 𝐸𝜆𝑖 (𝑑𝑖

𝑣 − 1) 𝐸 0 0
∑

𝑖, 𝑗 𝐸𝜆𝑖𝜌 𝑗 (𝑑𝑖
𝑣 − 1) (𝑑 𝑗

𝑐 − 1) 𝐸 (𝐸 − 1) 0 0
CI-RBP

∑
𝑖 𝐸𝜆𝑖 (𝑑𝑖

𝑣 − 1) 𝐸 0 0
∑

𝑖, 𝑗 𝐸𝜆𝑖𝜌 𝑗 (𝑑𝑖
𝑣 − 1) (𝑑 𝑗

𝑐 − 1) 𝐸 (𝐸 − 1) 0 𝐸 (𝐸 − 1)
CBP 𝐸 0 𝐸 𝐸 0 0 0 0

TABLE II
AVERAGE CALCULATIONS IN EACH UPDATE

Schedules V2C
(sums)

C2V
(products)

B2V
(products)

C2B
(products)

Residual
(products)

Comparison
(comparision)

Dispatching
(selection)

CI
(products)

FBP 2 2 0 0 0 0 𝑚𝑎𝑥 (𝑑𝑖
𝑣 , 𝑑 𝑗

𝑐 ) 0
LBP 2 2 0 0 0 0 𝑚𝑎𝑥 (𝑑 𝑗

𝑐 ) 0
RBP (𝑑𝑖

𝑣 − 1) (𝑑 𝑗
𝑐 − 1) 0 0 (𝑑 𝑗

𝑐 − 1) 1 0 0
SVNF-RBP (𝑑𝑖

𝑣 − 1) (𝑑 𝑗
𝑐 − 1) 0 0 (𝑑 𝑗

𝑐 − 1) 1 0 0
CI-RBP (𝑑𝑖

𝑣 − 1) (𝑑 𝑗
𝑐 − 1) 0 0 (𝑑 𝑗

𝑐 − 1) 1 0 2
CBP 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0

(a) (b)
Fig. 10. Convergence performance comparisons of the FBP, LBP, RBP,
SVNF-RBP, CI-RBP and the proposed CBP scheduling strategies. (a) Length-
2048 LDPC codes. (b) Length-8192 LDPC codes.

each check-belief process in CBP, there are 𝑑 𝑗
𝑐 B2V updates,

𝑑
𝑗
𝑐 V2C updates and 𝑑

𝑗
𝑐 C2B updates. Thus, the numbers of

B2V, V2C and C2B updates are all
∑

𝑗 (𝐸𝜌 𝑗/𝑑 𝑗
𝑐) · 𝑑 𝑗

𝑐 = 𝐸 .
3) Calculations in Each Update: In Table II, the average

numbers of calculations for each update of FBP, LBP, RBP,
SVNF-RBP, CI-RBP and the proposed CBP strategies are
presented. The numbers of sums and products in the V2C
updates, C2V updates and precomputation are the node degree
minus one in RBP, SVNF-RBP and CI-RBP. However, the
numbers of V2C updates and C2V updates are all two because
they can be carried out in a row or column scheduling man-
ner. Unfortunately, they need an additional in-row/in-column
scheduling process for reserving and dispatching the original
messages. Furthermore, in CBP, as described in Algorithm 1,
there is one product for the B2V update, two sums (including
substrates) for the V2C update and one product for the C2B
update. Specifically, in CI-RBP, there are exponential functions

and division operations, which are no less than two products.
4) Total Complexity: To determine the total complexity, we

set the convergence speeds as 1, 1/2, 1/2, 1/4, 1/4 and 1/6 for
FBP, LBP, CBP, RBP, SVNF-RBP and CI-RBP, respectively,
as discussed above. By combining the convergence speed and
data in Table I and Table II, the total number of calculations
in each iteration is determined and shown in Table III.

As shown in Table III, the complexity of FBP, LBP and
CBP is 𝑂 (𝐸), while that of RBP, SVNF-RBP and CI-RBP
is 𝑂 (𝐸2/4). As 𝐸 is the number of edges, it is a very big
integer. Thus, the complexity of RBP, SVNF-RBP and CI-RBP
is much larger than that of CBP. Obviously, there are approx-
imately 𝐸 more sums, 𝐸 more products and 𝐸 · 𝑚𝑎𝑥(𝑑𝑖𝑣 , 𝑑

𝑗
𝑐)

more selections for FBP than for CBP. There are 𝐸 ·𝑚𝑎𝑥(𝑑 𝑗
𝑐)

more selections for LBP than for CBP. Thus, the complexity
of FBP and LBP is larger than that of CBP, too. Altogether
CBP has the lowest calculation complexity among the previous
introduced strategies.

To explicitly illustrate the comparisons, numerical results
of Table III are shown in Table IV and Table V for (3,6)
regular LDPC codes and the above (𝜆(𝑥), 𝜌(𝑥)) irregular ones,
respectively. As shown in Table IV and Table V, there are
𝑂 (𝐸2) more comparisons and 𝑂 (𝐸) more products in RBP,
SVNF-RBP and CI-RBP than in CBP. Meanwhile, the number
of sums is much less than that of products and comparisons.
As 𝐸 is usually more than hundreds, the complexity of RBP,
SVNF-RBP and CI-RBP would be hundreds of times that
of CBP. On the other hand, there are multiple of 𝐸 more
selections, 𝐸 more sums and 𝐸 more products in FBP than
in CBP, and multiple of 𝐸 more selections in LBP than in
CBP. Thus, CBP earns a big benefit in terms of calculation
complexity.

C. Memory Consumption

The memory consumed during decoding is depicted in Table
VI. Specially, variable-depth pool uses registers for variable-
connections while the others use general memories. As shown
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TABLE III
TOTAL COMPLEXITY

Schedules Sums Products Comparison Selection

FBP 2𝐸 2𝐸 0 𝐸 · 𝑚𝑎𝑥 (𝑑𝑖
𝑣 , 𝑑

𝑗
𝑐 )

LBP 𝐸 𝐸 0 𝐸 · 𝑚𝑎𝑥 (𝑑 𝑗
𝑐 )/2

RBP
∑

𝑖 𝐸𝜆𝑖 (𝑑𝑖
𝑣 − 1)2/4

∑
𝑗 𝐸𝜌 𝑗 (𝑑 𝑗

𝑐 − 1)/4+∑
𝑖, 𝑗 𝐸𝜆𝑖𝜌 𝑗 (𝑑𝑖

𝑣 − 1) (𝑑 𝑗
𝑐 − 1)2/4

𝐸 (𝐸 − 1)/4 0

SVNF-RBP
∑

𝑖 𝐸𝜆𝑖 (𝑑𝑖
𝑣 − 1)2/4

∑
𝑗 𝐸𝜌 𝑗 (𝑑 𝑗

𝑐 − 1)/4+∑
𝑖, 𝑗 𝐸𝜆𝑖𝜌 𝑗 (𝑑𝑖

𝑣 − 1) (𝑑 𝑗
𝑐 − 1)2/4

𝐸 (𝐸 − 1)/4 0

CI-RBP
∑

𝑖 𝐸𝜆𝑖 (𝑑𝑖
𝑣 − 1)2/6

∑
𝑗 𝐸𝜌 𝑗 (𝑑 𝑗

𝑐 − 1)/6+∑
𝑖, 𝑗 𝐸𝜆𝑖𝜌 𝑗 (𝑑𝑖

𝑣 − 1) (𝑑 𝑗
𝑐 − 1)2/6+

𝐸 (𝐸 − 1)/3
𝐸 (𝐸 − 1)/6 0

CBP 𝐸 𝐸 0 0

TABLE IV
TOTAL COMPLEXITY FOR (3,6) LDPC CODES

Schedules Sums Products Comparisons Selections
FBP 2𝐸 2𝐸 0 6𝐸
LBP 𝐸 𝐸 0 3𝐸
RBP 𝐸 13.75𝐸 𝐸 (𝐸 − 1)/4 0

SVNF-RBP 𝐸 13.75𝐸 𝐸 (𝐸 − 1)/4 0
CI-RBP 0.67𝐸 𝐸 (𝐸/3 + 8.83) 𝐸 (𝐸 − 1)/6 0

CBP 𝐸 𝐸 0 0

TABLE V
TOTAL COMPLEXITY FOR THE ABOVE (𝜆(𝑥 ) , 𝜌(𝑥 ) ) LDPC CODES

Schedules Sums Products Comparisons Selections
FBP 2𝐸 2𝐸 0 12𝐸
LBP 𝐸 𝐸 0 3𝐸
RBP 5.04𝐸 15.76𝐸 𝐸 (𝐸 − 1)/4 0

SVNF-RBP 5.04𝐸 15.76𝐸 𝐸 (𝐸 − 1)/4 0
CI-RBP 3.36𝐸 𝐸 (𝐸/3 + 10.17) 𝐸 (𝐸 − 1)/6 0

CBP 𝐸 𝐸 0 0

TABLE VI
MEMORY CONSUMPTION

Schedules LLR C2V V2C Residual Check-belief variable-depth pool
FBP 𝑁 𝐸 𝐸 0 0 𝑃 · 𝑚𝑎𝑥 (𝑑𝑖

𝑣 , 𝑑
𝑗
𝑐 )

LBP 𝑁 𝐸 0 0 0 𝑃 · 𝑚𝑎𝑥 (𝑑 𝑗
𝑐 )

RBP 𝑁 𝐸 𝐸 𝐸 0 0
SVNF-RBP 𝑁 𝐸 𝐸 𝐸 0 0

CI-RBP 𝑁 𝐸 𝐸 𝐸 0 0
CBP 𝑁 𝐸 0 0 𝑀 0

in Table VI, there are 2𝐸 − 𝑀 more general cells for RBP,
SVNF-RBP and CI-RBP than for CBP. There are 𝐸 −𝑀 more
general cells and 𝑃 · 𝑚𝑎𝑥(𝑑𝑖𝑣 , 𝑑

𝑗
𝑐) registers for FBP than for

CBP. In LBP, there are 𝑀 less general cells, but 𝑃 · 𝑚𝑎𝑥(𝑑 𝑗
𝑐)

more registers than in CBP. It should be pointed out that a
register (not including the mux logics) takes up to 10 to 20
times area of a general memory cell [18]. Thus, CBP owns
the least memory consumption.

Reducing the variable-depth pool can result in a large
improvement. For example, for the parallel decoding of LDPC
codes in 5G NR, assuming a parallel number of 𝑃 = 384,
𝑀 = 46𝑃, the depth of the pool ranges from 3 to 19, and each
message is soft quantized by 8 bits [21]. During decoding,
the CBP can reduce approximately 384 × 19 × 8 = 58, 368
registers. Additionally, it would cost 384 × 46 × 8 = 141, 312

bits of general memories for reserving check-beliefs, which
is equivalent to 14,131 registers. Totally, CBP would reduce
about 58, 368−14, 131 = 44, 237 bits of registers, compared to
other algorithms. A very large number of memory resources
is saved, which will improve the cost significantly.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have presented an innovative strategy, CBP,
based on the check-belief of each check-node. Each check-
belief is propagated from one check-node to another check-
node through only one variable-node in a recursive manner.
This method can strengthen the check-belief sufficiently, en-
suring that the corresponding parity check is satisfied and
successful decoding is achieved. Compared to previous algo-
rithms employing a large number of cumulative calculations,
CBP decoding can renew messages through only two other
nodes with no cumulative calculations. This results in reduc-
ing calculations and memories for in-row/in-column message
scheduling, and earns a low complexity decoding. Simulation
results show that the CBP algorithm has no performance
loss in contrast with the previous introduced algorithms. The
analyses show that CBP consumes only one in hundreds of the
calculation resources of RBP, SVNF-RBP and CI-RBP, much
less calculation resources than FBP and LBP. Meanwhile,
compared with previous algorithms, it can reduce a large
number of registers. It has a much lower complexity than the
above mentioned algorithms.

APPENDIX
PROOF OF INCLUSIVE EQUATIONS

Here, we note that 𝜙(𝑥) in (3) is a self-reciprocal function,
that is, 𝜙−1 (𝑥) = 𝜙(𝑥),∀𝑥 > 0.

Define the right part of (13) as follows:

𝑌𝑛 = 𝜙

(
𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖=0

𝜙 (𝑥𝑖)
)
. (37)

The inverse of (37) is

𝜙−1 (𝑌𝑛) =
𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖=0

𝜙 (𝑥𝑖) (38)
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According to (38), we can obtain

𝜙−1 (𝑌𝑛+1) =
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=0

𝜙 ( |𝑥𝑖 |)

= 𝜙−1 (𝑌𝑛) + 𝜙(𝑥𝑛)
= 𝜙(𝑌𝑛) + 𝜙(𝑥𝑛)

(39)

Thus,
𝑌𝑛+1 = 𝜙 (𝜙(𝑌𝑛) + 𝜙(𝑥𝑛)) (40)

This proves the recursive function in (15).
According to (38), we can also obtain

𝜙−1 (𝑌𝑛−1) =
𝑛−2∑︁
𝑖=0

𝜙 ( |𝑥𝑖 |)

= 𝜙−1 (𝑌𝑛) − 𝜙(𝑥𝑛−1)
= 𝜙(𝑌𝑛) − 𝜙(𝑥𝑛−1)

(41)

Thus,
𝑌𝑛−1 = 𝜙 (𝜙(𝑌𝑛) − 𝜙(𝑥𝑛−1)) (42)

According to (38), we know that 𝜙(𝑌𝑛) > 𝜙(𝑥𝑛−1). How-
ever, the result of (𝜙(𝑌𝑛) − 𝜙(𝑥𝑛)) would be a negative value
when it is very small. Thus, we usually use (42) as follows:

𝑌𝑛−1 = 𝜙 ( |𝜙(𝑌𝑛) − 𝜙(𝑥𝑛−1) |) (43)

This proves the recursive function in (21).
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