arXiv:1302.4767v1 [cs.IT] 19 Feb 2013

Low-power Secret-key Agreement over OFDM

Francesco Renna^∗, Nicola Laurenti^†, Stefano Tomasin^†, Marco Baldi^‡ Nicola Maturo^‡, Marco Bianchi^‡, Franco Chiaraluce^‡, and Matthieu Bloch^§

∗Instituto de Telecomunicações, Departamento de Ciência de Computadores, Universidade do Porto,

frarenna@dcc.fc.up.pt

†Department of Information Engineering, University of Padua, {nil, tomasin}@dei.unipd.it

‡Department of Information Engineering, Università Politecnica delle Marche, {m.baldi, n.maturo, m.bianchi, f.chiaraluce}@univpm.it

§School of Electrical Engineering, Georgia Institute of Technology, GT-CNRS UMI 2958

matthieu.bloch@ece.gatech.edu

Abstract

Information-theoretic secret-key agreement is perhaps the most practically feasible mechanism that provides unconditional security at the physical layer to date. In this paper, we consider the problem of secret-key agreement by sharing randomness at low power over an orthogonal frequency division multiplexing (OFDM) link, in the presence of an eavesdropper. The low power assumption greatly simplifies the design of the randomness sharing scheme, even in a fading channel scenario. We assess the performance of the proposed system in terms of secrecy key rate and show that a practical approach to key sharing is obtained by using low-density parity check (LDPC) codes for information reconciliation. Numerical results confirm the merits of the proposed approach as a feasible and practical solution. Moreover, the outage formulation allows to implement secret-key agreement even when only statistical knowledge of the eavesdropper channel is available.

Index Terms

OFDM; physical-layer security; secret-key agreement; wiretap channel

I. INTRODUCTION Wireless communication systems and networks are particularly prone to attacks, because the inherent broadcast nature of the radio channel makes any terminal in the transmission range a potential threat. Physical-layer security aims at strengthening these systems by exploiting the imperfections of communication channels with appropriate coding and signaling strategies at the physical layer. Since the seminal works [1]–[3], physical-layer security has mainly focused on two mechanisms: secret communication over the wiretap channel, and secret-key agreement with the aid of a public side channel.

While several results have established the benefits of diversity, fading [4], and multiple antenna [5], [6], to improve secret-key rates over wireless channels, little has been done to analyze secret-key agreement in the context of OFDM systems, which have become the reference wireless physical layer technique for high data rate wireless communications. Previous work on secret-key agreement in OFDM systems and fading environments has used a source model for secret-key agreement based on channel reciprocity [7], so that separate measurements of the channel coefficients of the wireless link between the legitimate terminals could be used as the shared randomness. Other related works have also considered the problem of secure communication over OFDM channels by modeling them as parallel wiretap channels [8], [9], based on the fact that an OFDM system is designed to avoid interference among subchannels and among symbols. However, a sophisticated eavesdropper may refuse to implement the canonical OFDM receiver,

AuTxG_R+yRvBw_RG^E+zE w_Epublic channel

Fig. 1. Block diagram for the vector/matrix representation of a secret key agreement scheme based on OFDM.

keeping the cyclic prefix (CP) samples to increase the amount of information he can get out of it, and thus creating interference among the wiretap channels.

In this paper, we consider the problem of generating secret cryptographic keys over a wireless channel by using OFDM transmission with CP for randomness sharing. We consider a channel model for secretkey agreement, in which randomness is injected into the channel by one of the legitimate terminals. Moreover, we analyze slow fading dispersive channels, for which the channel impulse responses are assumed to remain constant over the whole duration of the randomness sharing phase. We first show that in the low-power limit the strategy to allocate all transmit power on the subchannel having the highest channel gain to the legitimate receiver is first-order optimal. We derive the secret key achievable rates in this case, and observe that first-order optimality is retained by replacing Gaussian inputs with a quaternary phase shift keying (QPSK) constellation with the same variance. Then, as a practical solution, we propose the use of LDPC coding for information reconciliation. Indeed, LDPC codes are state-of-the-art error correcting codes, characterized by soft decoding algorithms able to approach the unconstrained channel capacity, with limited complexity. They have already found several applications in physical-layer security, either as codes for near-optimal information reconciliation in secret-key agreement schemes [10]–[12], or as codes for secure communication over wiretap channels [13], [14]. In order to assess the merit of the practical solution we also consider as performance metric the security gap defined as the ratio between the legitimate and eavesdropper signal to noise ratio (SNR) which allows reliable decoding for the legitimate receiver, while keeping the eavesdropper bit error rate (BER) and frame error rate (FER) sufficiently close to 0.5 and 1, respectively. We focus on regular LDPC codes, since both their optimization and implementation are simpler than for irregular codes. In addition, regular LDPC codes also include several classes of structured codes [15], which are well suited to practical implementation [16]. Lastly, we discuss the design of the system based on an outage approach, when the channel of the eavesdropper is known only statistically to the legitimate transmitter.

We denote vectors and matrices with lowercase and uppercase boldface letters, respectively, and the complex conjugate transposed of matrix A as with A^∗. The eigenvalues of an L×L matrix A are denoted by λ_i(A), i = 1, . . . , L. Given a vector g ∈ C^L , we denote by Toep_N (g) the (N + L − 1) × N Toeplitz matrix having [g_1, 0, . . . , 0] as its first row and [g_1, . . . , g_L, 0, . . . , 0] as its first column.

II. SYSTEM MODEL In the typical physical-layer key-agreement scenario, two legitimate terminals, which we call A and B, aim at deriving a common bit sequence (the key) that must be kept secret from an adversary who will be called E. For this purpose, A and B have access to a noisy wireless link and to a public, error-free authenticated channel. However, it is assumed that, due to the nature of the wireless medium, a link also exists from A to E and that messages on the public channel may be observed by E.

We consider that the wireless link is implemented through an OFDM system with M subcarriers, equally spaced in frequency, and a CP of μ samples. For convenience, we use the matrix representation of the OFDM/CP system introduced in [17], that can be inferred from Fig. 1. The description is based on the discrete time equivalent of the system with N samples per symbol period, and its efficient implementation through the fast Fourier transform (FFT) algorithm. We assume that the CP is longer than the main channel impulse response g_R in order to avoid intersymbol interference (ISI) and interchannel interference (ICI) at the legitimate receiver. The input-output relationships are then a special case of the multiple input multiple output (MIMO) Gaussian wiretap channel:

y = G_Rx + w_R and z = G_Ex + w_E (1) where the vector x ∈ C^N contains the signal samples corresponding to an OFDM symbol, transmitted on the channel, while multiplications of x by the Toeplitz matrices G_R = Toep_N (g_R) and G_E = Toep_N (g_E) are the convolutions of the input signal with the channel impulse responses g_R = [g_R(0), . . . , g_R(L_R − 1)] and g_E = [g_E(0), . . . , g_E(L_E − 1)], having lengths L_R and L_E, respectively. The noise vectors w_R, w_E ∼ CN (0, I_{N+Li−1}), with i = R, E, comprise independent, zero-mean, unit-variance, circularly symmetric complex Gaussian variables.

To impose the OFDM structure on the transmitted signal, we write

x = Tu, (2)

where the vector u ∈ C^M contains the frequency domain symbols loaded on the M subcarriers. The OFDM modulation matrix T is an N × M matrix that can be written as T = AF^∗, in which F represents the FFT matrix of size M, while A ∈ C^{N ×M} is responsible for inserting μ = N − M redundant samples that are needed to overcome the delay spread of the dispersive channel, i.e., A = [ 0 I_μ I_M ] . (3)

Similarly, demodulation at the receiver is represented by the multiplication v = Ry of the legitimate channel output by the matrix R = FB. Here B is such that under the condition L_R ≤ μ,

RG_RT = diag(G_R(f_i)), (4)

in which G_R(f_i), i = 1, . . . , M is the length M FFT of the legitimate channel impulse response. Thus, B = [ 0_{M×μ} I_M 0_{M×(LR−1)} ] . (5)

Given the above, the OFDM system scenario with generic eavesdropper can be represented as an equivalent MIMO Gaussian wiretap channel: v = H_Ru + w^′_R and z = H_Eu + w_E (6) with H_R = diag(G_R(f_i)), H_E = G_ET and w^′_R = Rw_R. Consequently, the covariance matrix of the demodulated noise at the legitimate receiver is K_w′_R = RR^∗ = I_M .

III. LOW POWER RANDOMNESS SHARING AND ACHIEVABLE SECRET-KEY RATES From known results regarding the MIMO Gaussian wiretap model, the secret-key capacity with a given input covariance matrix K_u is obtained with Gaussian inputs, and is given by [6]

R = log_2 | |I + K^1_{2u} (H_{∗R}H_R + H_{∗E}H_E) K^1_{2u} | | − log_2 | |I + K^1_{2u} H_{∗E}H_EK^1_{2u} | | . (7) On the other hand, from [6, Proposition 2], we also know that, in the low-power regime, i.e. when the available power P goes to zero, the optimal transmission strategy is to concentrate all the power along the eigenspace of the legitimate channel H_R corresponding to the maximum eigenvalue, regardless of the eavesdropper’s channel. In our case, the optimal input covariance matrix that satisfies the total power constraint tr (K_x) = tr(TK_uT^∗) ≤ P , (8)

is diagonal, with only one nonzero entry, corresponding to the subcarrier that exhibits the maximum channel gain. Namely,

K_u = P 1 + ρ e_me^∗_m, (9)

in which ρ = μ/M, {e_i} is the canonical base of R^M and

m = arg max_i |λ_i(H^∗_RH_R)| = arg max_i |G_R(f_i)| . (10)

Accordingly, the secret-key rate achieved for P > 0 with the low-power optimal transmission strategy is

R = log_2

1 +^P_{1+ρ} |G_R(f_m)|^2 +^P_{1+ρ} ‖H_Ee_m‖^2

1 +^P_{1+ρ} ‖H_Ee_m‖^2

= log_2

1 + Λ_R + Λ_E

1 + Λ_E

(11)

where Λ_R =^P_{1+ρ} |G_R(f_m)|^2 and Λ_E =^P_{1+ρ} ‖H_Ee_m‖^2 are the SNR of the two channels, relative to the chosen subcarrier.

Moreover, by leveraging the low-power, first-order expansion of mutual information in [18], the result in [6, Proposition 2] can be extended to any complex input with the same covariance matrix, and independent real and imaginary components. Therefore, in the low-power regime, Gaussian signaling is no longer necessary to achieve the secret-key capacity of the channel, and A can transmit symbols from a discrete constellation (e.g., QPSK) without incurring significant losses with respect to expression (11)^1.

IV. PRACTICAL SOLUTION The choice of a QPSK modulation for randomness sharing simplifies the design of the information reconciliation phase. Indeed, as reconciliation of continuous variables is not needed, it can be effectively implemented through standard soft decoding techniques of a binary code in an additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN) channel with binary input. For instance, [12] employs fixed LDPC codes with syndrome transmission on the public feedback channel.

In this section, as an alternative to the standard reconciliation scheme, we derive a suboptimal, still more convenient, practical approach. We first observe that since the transmitter chooses the best subchannel to the legitimate receiver, it is quite likely that Λ_R > Λ_E. Therefore, the proposed approach is to use the resulting wiretap channel (said to be stochastically degraded) to deliver a secret key created at the transmitter, without leveraging the presence of a public, noiseless, side channel for discussion.

1An analogous result holds for low-power secrecy capacity of a MIMO Gaussian channel [19].

As a further step towards practice, we consider finite length codes. In this context, we aim for a looser notion of secrecy, based on the eavesdropper BER rather than mutual information.

We now focus on the use of LDPC codes as secrecy codes for the wiretap channel. We observe that their behavior can be approximated by assuming that if the SNR working point Λ is close to the decoding threshold Λ_{th}, a small decrease of Λ would cause the code to be unable to correct the errors. On the other hand, a small increase of Λ would allow to decode correctly all of them. The threshold Λ_{th} will be derived in the following. Under the physical-layer security viewpoint, the ideal condition would be reached if an eavesdropper at Λ_E = Λ_{th} −ε, with ε arbitrarily small, was unable to get any information on the received codewords, while the authorized receiver at Λ_R = Λ_{th} + ε can perfectly recover the message. In this case, the security gap S_g = Λ_R/Λ_E needed to achieve the security and reliability conditions would be very small.

In order to approach the ideal condition, we can consider rather long codes together with scrambling [14], [20], [21]. Under the hypothesis that the scrambler can approach the perfect scrambling condition, as defined in [21], the BER is about half the FER; so, the eavesdropper’s performance is strongly affected by his degraded channel.

For the derivation of Λ_{th} we consider the density evolution technique, whose core is represented by the following recursion [22]:

ξ_i = Ψ^{−1} (( Ψ ( 2E_c σ^2

+ (w_c − 1)ξ_{i−1} ))_{wr−1}) . (12)

In (12), ξ_i denotes the mean of a randomly chosen message from a check node in the associated Tanner graph at iteration i, E_c is the energy per codeword bit, σ^2 is the noise variance, w_c and w_r are the parity-check matrix column and row weights, respectively, while the function Ψ is defined as follows:

Ψ(x) = 1 √ 4πx ∫_{+∞} −∞ tanh(y/2)e^{− (y−x)24x} dy. (13) The decoding algorithm is supposed to perform a maximum number of iterations equal to I. If ξ_i becomes greater than 1 for some i ≤ I, this means that the LDPC code is able to correct all errors. Thus, by using (12), we can obtain the maximum channel noise levels for which the message-passing decoder will be able to correct all errors, which is also known as the decoding threshold for the specified ensemble of LDPC codes. For the ease of implementation, we use the approximated version of density evolution which assumes that all messages are Gaussian and also consistent (that is, with variance equal to twice the mean).

As an example, we have considered a QPSK modulated transmission over the AWGN channel, and an SNR working point Λ = −2 dB. Using density evolution, we find that Λ_{th} ≈ −2 dB for regular LDPC codes with: i) w_c = 3 and code rate 0.25; ii) w_c = 4 and code rate 0.15; iii) w_c = 5 and code rate 0.03. We have focused on w_c = 3, and used the progressive edge growth algorithm [23] to design two (almost) regular LDPC codes with rate 0.25 and length 5 000 and 10 000, respectively. With QPSK modulation, the above code rate corresponds to 0.5 bits per channel use. Their performance has been assessed through numerical simulations, using the log-likelihood version of the sum-product algorithm [24] for LDPC decoding. The results obtained are reported in Fig. 2. If we fix the security condition as to ensure that E experiences a FER ≥ 0.9, this is reached, for both codes, when Λ_E ≤ −2.2 dB. Concerning B’s reliability condition, we can require that the frame error rate he experiences is ≤ 10^{−4}. This is achieved for Λ_R ≥ −1.2 dB, for the first code, and Λ_R ≥ −1.45 dB, for the second code. Thus, the security gap is S_g = 1 dB and S_g = 0.75 dB, respectively. Obviously, using longer codes would further reduce the security gap.

Fig. 2. Simulated frame error rate for two LDPC codes with rate 0.25, parity-check matrix column weight 3, codeword length 5 000 and 10 000.

V. OUTAGE-BASED PROTOCOL DESIGN While it seems reasonable to assume that the legitimate channel is perfectly known to both the legitimate terminals, and hence the optimal subcarrier index m and the corresponding value Λ_R, assuming knowledge of the eavesdropper channel state is in general unrealistic. In the following, we assume that the transmitter only has statistical channel state information (CSI) about the eavesdropper channel.

The legitimate parties must therefore pursue a tradeoff between the key rate they settle for, and the secret key outage probability (that is the probability that the actual secret key capacity is lower than their intended rate). A possible approach is to always adjust the transmitted power P so that Λ_R has a fixed value. Then, the secret-key rate must be chosen so that the outage probability is small enough. An example is reported in Fig. 3, which illustrates the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the achievable secret key rates (11) assuming the legitimate and eavesdropper channel coefficients are random realizations drawn from the same fading distribution. We considered an OFDM system with M = 256 subcarriers, CP length μ = 16, that is, transmitting over frequency selective channels with length L_R = L_E = μ. Both the channel impulse responses towards B and E have independent Rayleigh fading taps with exponentially decaying power delay profile (PDP) and Γ_R = ∑ i E {|g_R(i)|^2} = −10 dB and Γ_E = ∑ i E {|g_E(i)|^2} = −10 dB.

However, the transmission power P is adjusted in order to guarantee Λ_R = −1 dB. We see that by fixing an outage probability of 10^{−3} we should aim at a secret key rate R = 0.28 bit per channel use. For the sake of comparison, we also show in the figure the CDF of the achievable secrecy rate for the same system and with the same input. Observe that the secrecy rate is always much lower than the secret-key rate with public discussion and may result in a zero rate with very high probability. On the other hand, when the eavesdropper average SNR is much lower than the one of the main channel, the achievable rates

Fig. 3. CDF of the achievable secret key rates and secrecy rates when both the channels to B and E have an exponential PDP with ΓR = ΓE = −10 dB, and the transmitted power P is adjusted so that ΛR = −1 dB.

for the two schemes are quite close, as shown in Fig. 4.

Notice that, in order to characterize the secret-key outage probability, it is important to determine the statistical description of the random variable Λ_E. In the Rayleigh fading case, as multiplying a complex Gaussian random variable by a constant phase term does not change its distribution, it can be seen that Λ_E is distributed as

Λ̃_E = 1 M L_E−1∑

n=1 (_n ∑ i=1 g_E(i)

)_2

+ (N − L_E + 1) (_{LE} ∑ i=1 g_E(i)

)_2 + L_E−1∑

n=1 (_{LE} ∑ i=n+1 g_E(i) )_2 . (14)

Then, Λ̃_E can be easily rewritten as the quadratic form Λ̃_E = γ^∗Cγ, in which γ ∼ CN (0, I_{LE} ) and C is a positive semidefinite matrix function of the system parameters M, N and of the channel PDP. Therefore, Λ_E is distributed as the sum of independent exponential random variables with means equal to the eigenvalues of C, λ_1(C), . . . , λ_{LE} (C). Then, the CDF of Λ_E is obtained as

F_{ΛE} (ϑ) =

L_E∑

i=1 λ_i(C)^{LE−1} ∏ j≠i(λi(C) − λj (C)) ( 1 − e^{− ϑλ}i^{(C)} ) . (15)

Similarly, also when considering the practical solution based on the used of LDPC codes for the wiretap channel scenario, described in Section IV, we can easily assess the effect of knowing E’s channel only in statistical terms. After having defined the security condition in terms of Eve’s frame error probability, which implies Λ_E < Λ_{th} − ε, we can obtain the security outage probability as follows:

P {Λ_E ≥ Λ_{th} − ε} = 1 − F_{ΛE} (Λ_{th} − ε). (16)

Fig. 4. CDF of the achievable secret key rates and secrecy rates when both the channels to B and E have an exponential PDP with ΓR = −10 dB and different values of ΓE, and the transmitted power P is adjusted so that ΛR = −1 dB.

VI. CONCLUSIONS We have considered the problem of information theoretical secret-key agreement by sharing randomness at low power over an OFDM link, in the presence of an eavesdropper.

The low power assumption greatly simplifies the design and performance evaluation of the optimal scheme, even in a fading channel scenario and when the potential eavesdropper cannot be modeled as an OFDM receiver. In fact, by leveraging the analogy with a Gaussian MIMO channel, we have shown that the randomness sharing phase can be designed with complete ignorance of the eavesdropper channel state, without loss of optimality. It results in a QPSK modulation over the subcarrier that exhibits the maximum amplitude of the legitimate channel frequency response. As a further consequence, LDPC codes, and their efficient soft decoding techniques can be employed effectively for information reconciliation, or directly as codes for the wiretap channel.

We have also provided an outage formulation and have explored the tradeoff between the secret key rate and the probability of secrecy outage, for proper dimensioning of the scheme.

We point out that a similar approach can also be used for higher transmitted powers, although, in that case, a water-filling power distribution on the legitimate channel frequency response is suboptimal for randomness sharing. However, it is shown in [6, Section V] to provide satisfactory results, and to achieve secret-key capacity again in the high power limit. The design of a protocol exploiting this solution will be pursued in our future work.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS This work was partially supported by the Italian Ministry for Education and Research (MIUR) project “ESCAPADE” (grant no. RBFR105NLC) under the“FIRB - Futuro in Ricerca 2010” funding program.

REFERENCES

[1] A. Wyner, “The wire-tap channel,” Bell System Technical Journal, vol. 54, no. 8, pp. 1355–1367, Oct. 1975. [2] U. Maurer, “Secret key agreement by public discussion from common information,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, vol. 39, no. 3, pp.

733–742, May 1993.

[3] R. Ahlswede and I. Csiszár, “Common randomness in information theory and cryptography-part I: secret sharing,” IEEE Trans. Inform.

Theory, vol. 39, no. 4, pp. 1121–1132, Jul. 1993.

[4] L. Lai, Y. Liang, and H. V. Poor, “A unified framework for key agreement over wireless fading channels,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Forens.

Secur., vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 480–490, Apr. 2012.

[5] M. Bloch, J. Barros, M. R. D. Rodrigues, and S. W. McLaughlin, “Wireless information-theoretic security,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, vol. 54, no. 6, pp. 2515–2534, Jun. 2008.

[6] F. Renna, M. Bloch, and N. Laurenti, “Semi-blind key agreement over MIMO fading channels,” IEEE Trans. Commun., 2012, IEEE early access.

[7] Y. Liu, S. C. Draper, and A. M. Sayeed, “Exploiting channel diversity in secret key generation from multipath fading randomness,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Forens. Secur., vol. 7, no. 5, pp. 1484–1497, Oct. 2012.

[8] Z. Li, R. Yates, and W. Trappe, “Secrecy capacity of independent parallel channels,” in Proc. Allerton Conference on Communication, Control and Computing, Allerton, IL, 2006, pp. 841–848.

[9] E. A. Jorswieck and A. Wolf, “Resource allocation for the wire-tap multi-carrier broadcast channel,” in Proc. IEEE International Conference on Telecommunications, ICT, Athens, Greece, Jun. 2008, pp. 1–6.

[10] M. Bloch, A. Thangaraj, S. W. McLaughlin, and J.-M. Merolla, “LDPC-based Gaussian key reconciliation,” in IEEE Information Theory Workshop, ITW, Punta del Este, Uruguay, 2006, pp. 116–120. [Online]. Available: http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/lpdocs/epic03/wrapper.htm?arnumber=1633793 [11] D. Elkouss, A. Leverrier, R. Alléaume, and J. J. Boutros, “Efficient reconciliation protocol for discrete-variable quantum key distribution,” in IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory, ISIT, Seoul, Korea, 2009, pp. 1879–1883. [Online]. Available: http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/lpdocs/epic03/wrapper.htm?arnumber=5205475 [12] C. W. Wong, T. F. Wong, and J. M. Shea, “Secret-sharing LDPC codes for the BPSK-constrained Gaussian wiretap channel,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Forens. Secur., vol. 6, no. 3, pp. 551–564, Sep. 2011.

[13] D. Klinc, J. Ha, S. W. McLaughlin, J. Barros, and B.-J. Kwak, “LDPC Codes for the Gaussian Wiretap Channel,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Forens. Secur., vol. 6, no. 3, pp. 532–540, Sep. 2011. [Online]. Available: http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/lpdocs/epic03/wrapper.htm?arnumber=5740591 [14] M. Baldi, M. Bianchi, and F. Chiaraluce, “Non-systematic codes for physical layer security,” in Proc. IEEE Information Theory Workshop (ITW 2010), Dublin, Ireland, Aug. 2010.

[15] M. Baldi, F. Bambozzi, and F. Chiaraluce, “On a family of circulant matrices for quasi-cyclic low-density generator matrix codes,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, vol. 57, no. 9, pp. 6052–6067, Sep. 2011.

[16] M. Baldi, G. Cancellieri, and F. Chiaraluce, “Finite-precision analysis of demappers and decoders for LDPC-coded M-QAM-systems,” IEEE Trans. Broadcast., vol. 55, no. 2, pp. 239–250, Jun. 2009.

[17] F. Renna, N. Laurenti, and H. V. Poor, “Physical-layer secrecy for OFDM transmissions over fading channels,” IEEE Trans. Inform.

Forens. Secur., vol. 7, no. 4, pp. 1354–1367, Aug. 2012.

[18] D. P. Palomar and S. Verdú, “Gradient of mutual information in linear vector Gaussian channels,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, vol. 52, no. 1, pp. 141–154, Jan. 2006.

[19] M. C. Gursoy, “Secure communication in the low-SNR regime,” IEEE Trans. Commun., vol. 60, no. 4, pp. 1114–1123, Apr. 2012. [20] M. Baldi, M. Bianchi, and F. Chiaraluce, “Increasing physical layer security through scrambled codes and ARQ,” in Proc. IEEE International Conference on Communications (ICC 2011), Kyoto, Japan, Jun. 2011.

[21] ——, “Coding with scrambling, concatenation, and HARQ for the AWGN wire-tap channel: A security gap analysis,” IEEE Trans.

Inform. Forens. Secur., vol. 7, no. 3, pp. 883–894, Jun. 2012.

[22] T. K. Moon, Error Correction Decoding, 1st ed. Wiley Interscience, 2005.

[23] X. Y. Hu and E. Eleftheriou, “Progressive edge-growth Tanner graphs,” in Proc. IEEE Global Telecommunications Conference (GLOBECOM’01), San Antonio, Texas, Nov. 2001, pp. 995–1001.

[24] J. Hagenauer, E. Offer, and L. Papke, “Iterative decoding of binary block and convolutional codes,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, vol. 42, no. 2, pp. 429–445, Mar. 1996.