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Abstract

In this paper we investigate the achievable rate of a systenhincludes a nomadic transmitter with several
antennas, which is received by multiple agents, exhibitimgpendent channel gains and additive circular-symmetri
complex Gaussian noise. In the nomadic regime, we assurh¢hthagents do not have any decoding ability. These
agents process their channel observations and forward théne final destination through lossless links with a fixed
capacity. We propose new achievable rates based on elam@atapression and also on a Wyner-Ziv (CEO-like)
processing, for both fast fading and block fading channa¢éswell as for general discrete channels. The simpler
two agents scheme is solved, up to an implicit equation wiingle variable. Limiting the nomadic transmitter
to a circular-symmetric complex Gaussian signalling, ng@pear bounds are derived for both fast and block fading,
based on the vector version of the entropy power inequdlibese bounds are then compared to the achievable
rates in several extreme scenarios. The asymptotic seftitgnumbers of agents and transmitter's antennas taken
to infinity is analyzed. In addition, the upper bounds arelyditally shown to be tight in several examples, while
numerical calculations reveal a rather small gap in a fidite2 setting. The advantage of the Wyner-Ziv approach
over elementary compression is shown where only the formerachieve the full diversity-multiplexing tradeoff. We
also consider the non-nomadic setting, with agents thatleande. Here we give an achievable rate, over fast fading
channel, which combines broadcast with dirty paper codimg) the decentralized reception, which was introduced
for the nomadic setting.

Index Terms

MIMO, Decentralized detection, wireless networks, Wy#Aer- CEO, compress-and-forward
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|I. INTRODUCTION

In this paper we deal with a network in which a nomadic tratt@nhas several antennas and is communicating
to a remote destination, where no direct link exists betwbertransmitter and the final destination, as is depicted
in figure[d. The final destination receives all of its inputsnfr several separated agents, which are connected to
it through fixed lossless links with a given capacity. Thitieg is identical to the setting of [1], only that here
we focus on fading channels. Namely, the channel betweetrahemitting antennas and the agents is a Rayleigh
fading channel with independent channel gains, where thension to other fading statistics is straight forward. In
this contribution we consider both fast fading and blockrigachannels. The channel fading coefficients, or channel
state information (CSI) are known in full to the agents ane fimnal destination, but not to the transmitter. This

setting is closely related to the setting of the multipleuhmultiple output (MIMO) channel, which is thoroughly
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treated in the literature, see [2]. The multiplexing gaimisommon asymptotic measure of performance of MIMO
systems. It assesses the capacity increase, for high smnalse ratios, due to the use of multiple antennas [3] in
the scheme. In this paper, we analyze the multiplexing gaiirttfe suggested network, where recent examples for
the multiplexing gains of multi terminal networks are [4]dafb]. The results reported here have implications on
other MIMO-related channels, such as the MIMO broadcastiel[6], the MIMO relay channel [7], and ad-hoc
networks [8]. All these works deal with situations where tiplé antennas are transmitting and the signals are
received in a distributed fashion, either by relays, desiims or any combination of the above. In addition, results
regarding ad-hoc networks [9], relay channels [10] andtjogll-site processing [11] are closely related, providing
yet another aspect of the achievable rates in wireless mkswavhere relays form, in a distributed manner, the
required spacial dimensions.

Our model assumes that the transmitter is nomadic, whicmm#eat the agents do not possess the codebook
in use, and thus do not have any decoding ability [1]. A goog tzamodel a nomadic setting is by letting the
transmitter use random encoding. Such model excludes agddey from the agents. Given that the codebook is
random, we further assume that it is Gaussian. In this castheamodel becomes close to source coding and the
Gaussian CEO (Chief Executive Officer) [12], we were able litaim analytic expressions for an achievable rate
and for upper bounds. Relevant works here are distributacceccoding by Wyner and Ziv (WZ) [13], [14] who
deals with the multiple terminals WZ problem and the Gaus§i&O by [15], among others.

The achievable rates derived in this paper extend the aalievates from [1] to the case of fading channels, and
multiple antennas at the transmitter and at the receives. t€bhniques that are used for the derivation are based
on the well known CEO or WZ distributed source coding. Thesdniques, although intended for source coding
problems, enable better utilization of system resources fdr channel coding problems, as done for example by
[16],[17] and [18].

The upper bounds in this paper were derived using the veamion of the entropy power inequality, which
was used for several known problems which are based on Gaustsitistics. These include the MIMO broadcast
channel [6] and the Gaussian CEO with quadratic distortlids].[Several generalizations to the original entropy
power inequality exist, among them are [19],[20] and [21].

The Gaussian signaling used by the transmitter results thithchannel outputs being Gaussian and for the
nomadic setting, also memoryless. Notice that unlike ti@utl source coding problems that use the CEO or WZ
techniques, and examine the resulting distortions, wedauthe allowed communication rates. Thus any upper
bounds or even optimality shown for a source coding problthpugh strongly connected, is not identical to our
problem. Therefore the technique used to show optimalithefdistributed WZ with two terminals problem ([14])
does not carry over to our setting.

This paper is organized as follows, in sectigh Il the settmndescribed and the basic definitions and notations
are given. Section Il describes the elementary compresgiproach and gives several results about the achievable
rates when using this approach. Secfion IV improves upomafiroach taken in sectidnllll by including CEO

compression (as in the CEO problem) at the agents and thed@sdination. An upper bound to the achievable
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rate, when using nomadic transmitter and non-decodingtagisngiven in sectiof V, and then demonstrated by a
numerical example, to be rather close to the achievablewh&n using the CEO compression. In the last section,
an achievable rate for when the agents are informed of thescaded by the transmitter, and the transmitter is
informed of both agents’ processing and channel coeffisiengiven in section V]l. Concluding remarks are then

made in sectiof VTII.

Il. SETTING AND MODEL DEFINITION

Throughout this paper, boldfaced letters are used to devexttors X of length n, calligraphic letters7 to
denote sets, capital letted$ are usually used for random variables, and lower case ddtterealizations of random
variablesz, indicesi, j, k, and counters,, r, t. Subscript denotes an element within a vector and supptskfi
denotes the seX,..., X,.

The statistical mean is denoted B * denotes the transpose conjugate &hd(=,>) stands for complex
Gaussian random variable with meanand covariance..

An example for the model appears in Figlte 1. The model ctnefsa transmittetS which hast transmitting
antennas and which transmits duringhannel uses. In each channel use, the transmitter sendsoa ¥ec C[** ]
to the channel, wheré "' E[X(k)*X (k)] < P. The transmitter uses circular-symmetric complex Gaussia
signalling, which is known to be optimal for various probkemvolving the Gaussian channel. The communication
rate is denoted byR. The message to be sehf is encoded by a random encoding functi&h= ¢g (M) such
that for all messaged/, the outputs of the encoding function are randomly and irddpntly chosen according

to probability Px ().We indicate the random encoding function by a random vhziab That is,
bs.r:[1,..., 2" = &xm, (1)

The agents are not informed about the selected encddjrigut are fully aware ofPx.

We haver agentsA,, ..., A, each receiving the scalar channel outputs
Yi(k) = H;(k)X (k) + Ny(k), i=1,...,r, k=1,...,n (2)

where H; (k) € CI'*4 is the vector of the channel transfer coefficients, whicheitieer ergodic (fast fading) or
static, non-ergodic (block fading). In both cases, the faciehts are distributed independently from each other, and
from any other variable, according to circular-symmetrienplex Gaussian distributioBA (0, 1). Similarly, the
noises are distributed a¥;(k) ~ CN(0,1), and are independent of each other and along time. For the afak
brevity, we drop the time indek from now on.

Most of the results which are reported here can be easilyndrte by including other fading distributions, such
as Ricean, invoking the results of [22].

Ther agents are connected to a remote destinaflonith lossless links, each with capacify; bits per channel
use. The final destinatio® decodes the messagé from ther messages, which are sent from thagents, where

decoding function ispp r : [1,...,22" "% = [1,...,2"%]. This setting is depicted in figutg 1.
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Fig. 1. A system that includes a transmitter wite= 2 and two agentsA; and Az (r = 2), connected to the final destination with capacities

of C1 and (3, respectively. The channel fading coefficiedfsare designated byH; ;}.

For fast fading channels, the rafeis said to be achievable, if for eveey> 0, there exists: sufficiently large

such that
2nR
Q%R " Pr(N £ m|M = m) < e, 3)
m=1

wherePr(]\Z/ # m|M = m) includes averaging over the channel and the random codingaiallel, the rate-vs-

outage probability ok, for block fading is said to be achievable if there existsufficiently large such that

2nR

WLR Z Pr(M Zm|M =m) <e. (4)

m=1

The transmitter is nomadic [1], that is the codebook thatsisdyf, is unknown to the agents, but is fully known
to the final destination. This way the agents treat inputaignot accounting for the coded transmission, in a CEO
or multiple WZ approach. All the reported results in this papssume that the transmitter is limited to using only
a circular-symmetric complex Gaussian codebook. Notieg the Gaussian codebook is not necessarily optimal,
(a counter example exists for the non fading case, whergyusimary signaling at the transmitter with a simple
two level demapper at the agents can outperform the Gausigjaaling scheme, see [1]). However, the Gaussian
codebook does provide a good candidate, as’for> oo andC — 0 the Gaussian codebook is indeed optimal.

In addition to the nomadism, the transmitter has no infoimmategardingl = {H (k)}}_,, where

H (k)
H(k) = | : :

H,(k)
while the final destination is fully informed aboi{. By default, each agent has the full CHl. However, many
of the presented schemes require each agent to know onlwitscbannel coefficient#Z ;, as is stated in the text.

Although the transmitter is unaware of the channel reatimatH , it does have the full knowledge of the channel

statistics, as well a§C;}, which is used to calculate the rate in which the transmitti#irencode its messages.
Alternatively, higher layer control layers can indicate ttode-rate which is to be used, based on an ACK/NACK
mechanism.

As said, the multiplexing gain of any scheme describes thaéngclaws of its capacity, a® is increased [3].
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Definition The multiplexing gain of a scheme is defined as

= li S
m Pgnoo 10g(P)7 ( )
whereas the diversity is defined by
. log (Pr{outage})
d= Plgnoo log(P) ©)
We will use = and < to denote equality and respectively inequality, under therationlimp_, o, %. The

norm|V|? for a vectorV is defined agV|?> = ", |Vi|*.

IIl. ELEMENTARY COMPRESSION SCHEME

In this section, a scheme that incorporates elementary @ssijpn at the agents is analyzed. By elementary
compression, we mean compression process that does ndbeiserrelations betweefly’; }, and thus does not
require the agents to have full CSlI, rather, they just nBEd In addition, the implementation of such compression
and especially the decompression are rather simple anidedatith low complexity algorithms at the agents and

the final destination.

A. Ergodic Channel

We first propose an achievable rate for general ergodic @iann

Proposition 1: An achievable rate for an ergodic channelthwelementary compression is
Rpe = I(U"; X|H), @)

(EC stands for elementary-compression) with the constraints:
where

Pxyrurm(z,y",u",h) = Px(x)Pg(h) HPmX,H(yz'lu’m h)Py, v, m (wilyi, h). 9)

=1

The proof involves the random generation of codewolds,according to[[;:_, Py, u(Ui(k)|H (k)), as done in
standard rate-distortion problems with non-casual siderination (H). These codebooks are made available to
both all encoders and decoder. The proof appears in App@hdix

Applying Propositior 1l to the Gaussian MIMO channel, onesget

Proposition 2: An achievable rate for ergodic setting usglgmentary compression is equal to:

_ . o—qi(H) ¥
Rec QEP,{Qi:éI[}%)t(]_?R«F}::l En {1og2 det (IT + diag (1 2 )i:1 HQH )} , (20)
when the maximization ifi_(1LO) is such that
En [logy (270 1) (HiQH; + 1) +1)| <Ciy i =1,....m, (12)
where
P={Q:Qi; =0fori#j Q;:>0, trace(Q) < P}. (12)
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Here each agent employs the elementary compression schhiitle iw based on an underlying additive circular-
symmetric complex Gaussian noise chanliigk Y; + D;, whereD; is the compression noise. As in the Gaussian
CEO problem, there is a difference between the used forionlaind the backward channg] = U; + D;, used
for standard rate-distortion compression.

Another issue here is that the known fading affects the magaof the compression noise. The quantization
noise is circularly-symmetric complex Gaussian with vac@Pp, (k) that depends ol (k). Let us further define

qi(h) & 1(Y:; U;) X, H = h), which, due to the Gaussian model, is equivalent to:

1
=1-27%, 13
1+ Pp, 13)
Notice that for alli = 1,...,r, ¢; is a function ofH = {H,}7_, and thus is a random variable.

It is easy to verify that the optimization problem in Propiosi[2 includes a concave objective functign](10) but
a non-convex domaih_(11). Notice that sinfl&) H* is distributed the same &V QV*H* for any unitaryV, we
can still limit the search for optima to non-ordered elements of a diagodal(which is the setP).

Remark 1:Despite the name elementary compression, it requires anteafiumber of codebooks at the agents
and the final destination, since they should correspondfioitiely many fading coefficients.

1) An Achievable Rate whent — oo: Let us consider the case where= 7t, symmetric agents with constant
total capacity from the agents to the final destinatiéh € C;/r, ¢« = 1,...,7).Such scheme can account for
bottleneck effects in the channel between the agents anfinhledestination. Let us take — oo, and find the
limiting rate which is reliably supported by the schermeX M) First consider that wheh— oo, we have
|H;, |?

==L — 1, almost surely. Applying this td (13) anf{11), and alsoisgtt”’, to be identical for all the agents

4 *
t

(the maximalPp, unlike what was done irf_(25), which s&p to be the minimal), we get

. . PA/t >} . 77 Pv
lim Rpc <7 lim rEg |lo 1+ ——F— )| =7 lim rE, |lo 14—, 14
o v < 7 i o (14 75 )| = o (1 o
where )\ is one of the unordered eigenvalugs;} andv = m is a random variable with some finite mean.

We can exchange the order of the expectation and the limitauminant convergence

. | 14 TTPv
m 710 P
ot P U T

lim Rpc < 7E,

T—00

(15)

_E, |:Ct TTPr(l + P)] _ r

(1+ P)? 1+ P

whereEv = max{r, %}. Since alscargmaxlgig@ — 1, the inequality in equation (15) is in fact an equality.
Thus we have the following corollary:

Corollary 1: In the limit ofr, ¢ — oo, an achievable rate using elementary compressioﬁ’tii’:—P.
Discussion:This result can be explained by noticing that the MIMO charmapacity is approximately linear with
r when P is fixed, which leaves the fixe@! to limit the performance, where we can not getpbecause of the
nomadic setting. In addition, this rate reacligsin the limit of large P, as expected. Notice that the rdte](15) does
not depend on the ratio between the number of receive ansntibantennas;. This is because the signal to noise

ratio (SNR) at the final destination, from every antenna.eg/\xsmall C;/r = log(1 + %) — Cy/r = %). So
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that the total SNR at the final destinationﬂ% = Pic')r, and the achievable rate can be calculated as (small

Ci+(1+P
PN
log, |[I + P'/tHH*| — rP'. (16)
Notice that [16) indeed does not dependronTaking P’ = % in (I6) results with[(Ib).

B. Block fading channel

For block fading channel, the Shannon capacity is zero, hadcbncept of rate-vs-outage is the leading figure
of merit.

1) Rate vs Outage:

Proposition 3: The rate-vs-outage region for the block fegdthannel, is calculated using the same equations
(@J) and [(11), used for the fast fading channel only withtietéxpectation oveH. This results with an achievable

outage probability for rateR, calculated as

2Ci — 1 "
Pr(outage) = glel% Pr <R > log, det (IT + diag <W)i_1 HQH*)) . a7
The underlying MIMO channel enables us to analyze the pmgeshemes using the diversity multiplexing tradeoff.
2) Diversity Multiplexing Tradeoff (DMT)An analysis for the diversity-multiplexing tradeoff is @iv next. The
diversity and multiplexing are defined in the end of seclibrSInce our links are lossless, any outage event in the

system is due to the underlying block fading channel. Thiesfiwall these links to carry information in the rate
C; = Zlogy(P) e, i=1,...r (18)
T

wherem < min{r,t} is the multiplexing gain which is used by the system, and 0 is some fixed positive
constant.

Proposition 4: The DMTd(m) of any scheme witlC; as in [18) and non-ergodic block fading underlying
channel, is upper bounded by the minimum between the pisedimiear function of(k, (r — k)(¢t — k)), for
k=0,...,min{¢,r} and

¢ (1 - T) , (19)

wherem stands for the multiplexing gain.

For example, the maximum diversity achieved here is with= 0, which results withi(0) = ¢, which is smaller
thanrt. This result can be understood by considering that whegr- 0, the capacity of the links between the
agents and the final destination are very small. So thatngettbod channel between the transmitter and only one
agent will not suffice to forward the information. So we needad channel at every agent, which results with
diversity order oft and notrt.

An implication of the result is with respect to the MIMO braadt channel. In order to achieve the full
multiplexing gain in a MIMO broadcast channel, the transeniis required to have full CSI [6]. Here, an elementary

compression scheme, with limited cooperation between éstirthtions achieves the full multiplexing gain without
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channel state knowledge at the transmitter (which usuafyuires some feedback). Further, such cooperation is
usually easier to obtain when the destinations are co<ddcat
Proof: The proof is based on the cut-set bound [26]. For any covegiannstrainE[X X *] = @, and channel
H, any achievable rate is upper bounded by the cut-set boon@nfy cutS C {1,...,r}
R.=I(X;Ys|H)+ Y C; =logy det(lis| + HsQHZ) + (r — |S]) %10g2(P)+6}. (20)
jese
So that for any scheme that achieves the daté/) for channelH, with input covariancey, the probability of
outage is limited by
Y R*>0: Pr{R(H) < R*} > Pr{R.(H) < R*}. (21)

Now we can calculate the upper bound on the DMT:

. log(Pr(outage))
< — _—_— L =
d(m) < Plgnoo log(P)

. . mingep log Pr (log, det (Ijs| + HsQH%) < Z|S|log(P) — |S%]e)
min — lim . (22)
SC{l,..,r} P—oo log(P)

Using [3], for eachS we get that the diversitds(m) is the piecewise linear function connecting poifks(|S| —
k)(t — k)), with @ as the argument. Next, we need to minimize thigm) over all subsetsS. SincePr{0 <
—re} = 0, we can limit the search space to subsets that include dt de@selement. Define = |S|, so that we
can use

Pr{outage with s} > sp~ds(m) = p=ds(m) (23)

Let us use the underlying functions @§(m), before applying the piecewise linear operation

min (s — ﬂ) (t — ﬂ) . (24)

1<s<r r r
The minimum of [(24) is obtained by either takisg= 1 or s = r, regardless ofn. Since the piecewise linear
function exhibits the same behavior, we get Proposiiion 4. [ ]
Corollary 2: The elementary compression achieves the fultipiexing gain, but fails to achieve the DMT.
Proof for Corollary[2
1) Next we show that elementary compression suffices to eehtee full multiplexing gainm = min{r,¢}.

The first step is to lower boun@{10) by a specific choic&ofnd Pp,. We can lower bound(10) by taking

Q = £, and the following suboptimal quantization noise powgy, = 713/;\01114 *1 and by further taking
Pp 2 Pp., i = argmax{Pp, }
Rpc > Eplog, det I+£ diag(A Ar) | =
EC = Lpglogy r t1+PD1g TyewesAp =
-1
E ilo (1 + ks ) = ilo I+ [1+ [HiP 7+ PA: (25)
! i=1 . 1+ Pp HiF= 82 P%2c—1 t ’
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where{)\;} are the eigenvalues df H*. Now since fori =1, ...,/m we have that\; > 0,

|Hif\2$+1)’1 P
log, (1 + (1 By T e

m
li = — 26
P log,(P) r’ (26)
we get
. Rgc — _
Phjgo log,(P) - 27)
||

2) As for the DMT achieved by elementary compressidgA), upper bound the outage probability from equation

(@I37), and calculate the resulting diversity

log Pr (log2 det (IT + Pdiag{%}r HH*) < mlog(P))
i 1

=

< _ 1
dpo(m) < Ph—r>noo log(P)

_ log Pr (log, det (I, + ¢ (P 2° — 1) HeHY) < mlog(P))
e log(P) ’

(28)

where the inequality i (28) is Sincﬁ/tfgﬁizci < Pg/ilig_lp and sincdog, det(I + HQH*) < log, det(I +

PHH*) for any diagonaly with trace(Q) < P [3]. The matrix H, is defined as

H,
[H1l

Hy =

Hy,
[Hr]

Next, sincedet(P* I,.) = P™ we have the equality

Pr (log, det (I + ¢ (P%26 —1)H H}) < mlog(P)) =
Pr (logydet (P71, +t (2= P~ %) H/H}) <0). (29)

Taking the limit with respect ta?, one gets

lim Pr(logydet (P~% I, +t(2°—P ") HH%) <0) = Pr(logydet (H H2) < —(29"). (30)
P—oo

Using Hadamard'’s inequality, as long &s- 1, the limit of the probability in[(3D) is strictly larger thazero,
so that when taking the logarithm and dividing lmg(P), one gets that

drpc(m) =0, (31)

for all m > 0. So the optimal DMT is not achievable using elementary c@sgion, for more than a single
agentr > 1, and multiplexing gain of more than zero. ]

3) This sub-optimal DMT is since there exist correlationsagen the received signals at the different agents
||HH|—T;}JI‘ > 0, we get thal H¢H?%| < 1. As these correlations decrease, for example, by takitigbe very
large compared with:, the outage probability becomes smaller. In the next sectie will exploit these

correlations by a CEO approach, to reach the optimal DMT.
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IV. CEOBASED SCHEME

In this section we consider the same setting as in the prevéeation, but use the technique from [23], that
is compression followed by bining, for better utilizatioh the capacity of the links, exploiting the correlations

between the received signals at the agents.

A. Ergodic Channel

Proposition 5: An achievable rate, for the ergodic chanmahen using CEO compression is:

R = max min Ci—1(Y;U;| X,H)|+ I(Us; X|H , 32
CEO PUiyi,H(uf,yi,h){sg{l,...,r}{gg:c[ ( | )]+ 1(Us; X| )}} (32)
where

Pxyr.mur(@,y" hu") = Px(x)Pa (h) [ [ Pyijmx (il 2) Po, .y, (sl by s). (33)

Proof guidelinesThe proof involves the random generia:tilorw,‘)c according t [;'_; Py, i (ui(k)|h(k)), and then
randomly partitioning the resulting code book ir®“: bins, as done in a WZ or a CEO based quantization. Then,
each agent selecld; which is jointly typical with the receivedY ;, H). It proceeds by sending the corresponding
bin index to the final destination through the lossless lifike final destination know#f and the bins in which
U™ fall in. Finally, the destination looks farX, U") which is jointly typical, and from deciding on the transrat
X, declares the decoded message.

The formal proof is by degenerating Proposition 15, such Wi are constants, and the random encoding, which
is represented by is known to all parties. ]

Focusing on the Gaussian channel, for the fast fading ctharsiveg [32) the following proposition is derived.

Proposition 6: An achievable rate when using CEO compressier Gaussian channel with fast fading is:

Rcro = max min Ey
{gi:ClrxtI Ry | SC{1,...,r}

S

Z [C; — qi(H)] + log, det (I|5 + ?diag (1 — 2_‘17‘(H))
€8¢ (34)
where Hs = {H; }ics.

The Proposition is proved by using the underlying charfigh ;; for the compression, such that the quantization
noise is independent of the signal, as done for the elementanpression scheme in section Ill. Similarly, define
Pp, as the power of the circular-symmetric complex Gaussiamtizegtion noise and;(H) is the corresponding
parameter, calculated ds {13).

The rate in[(34) is calculated assuming signalling véjth= %It. The proof that such signaling indeed maximizes
the achievable rate is relegated to Apperdix IIl. This mehasthe achievable rate from Propositidn 6 applies also
to the sum-rate of multi access channel, see [22]. Noticedltlaough introducing correlation i) improves the
compression, since it uses the correlation to save bandwiidtomes on the expense of the achievable rate, due
to the reduced degrees of freedom. Thus, the total ratellisrstkimized by taking@ = %It.

Remark 2: The optimization ovel; in the above problem is a concave problem, and thus can béegffic

solved. The optimization results with an achievable rateilavassuming full knowledge of CSIH) in the final
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destination and in all the agents. However, this requirdnte@s not impose severe limitations. This becomes
evident in the sequel where Correlatidd$b, 7 describe apeases, where; (H) is fixed, so onlyH; is required
at the agent.

Notice that[(3#) includes joint optimization over all pddsichannel realizations. A simpler non-optimal approach

is to optimize separably for every channel

Rcpo,2 =maxEpg
’ QEP

OB s { 3G al gy det (T + diag (1 =27), s HsQ115) H |

(35)
Unlike many channel coding problems over fast fading chinf@4],[25], where there is no loss in optimality
when using different codebook for every channel realiratitere there is a strict gain to using a single codebook,
such that the decoding is done jointly over the differentizations of H. So thatRcro,2 < Rcro. with high
probability.

Remark 3:As in [1], Eg; in both [34) and[(35), can be interpreted as the rate wasteth@mompression of
the additive noise by thé™ agent’s processing. So that, for example takihg= {¢} in (34), results with the
achievable rate OELl[Ci — Eggq;]. Of course, this represents only one2f! elements within the minimum.

Remark 4:When the agents do not havé, but rather onlyH;, that is, each agent has only its own channel to
the transmitter, and not the channels of the other agersgtimization in Propositionl 6 is done in this case over
g : C S R,

Next, we give a solution to the optimization problem issugdPbopositiori 6, for the symmetric case with= 2.
Such setting results with

Proposition 7: An achievable rate for the symmetric settivith » = 2 and ergodic setting is equal to
Rcpo = 2(C — Eglai(H, 0))), (36)
where (a]* = max{a,0})

1+§ H;|? +
{— logy (%ﬁﬂ 0 > Fr(xyirp)

G(H,60) = N R @7
|~ logy(AHE=L Ry ()| 0 < Fu(sfip),
with
! (A+ 5+ [Fi +HoP)A
Fr@) &2 —  [1+20—/(14+20)2—40(1+6 L 38
w0 = sy M \/( 2007 A0 O R B A T [P (38)
A P *

A & det(HH") (39)
(40)

and # > 0 which is set such that

P 2

Ey log, det (12 + —diag (1 - 2*%(’“’)) B HH*) = 2(C — Eglqi(H,9)). (41)

The proof is relegated to Appendix]IV.
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Fig. 2. The resulting compression parametgrsand g2, as function of9, the Lagrangian for some specifi¢, and also average results when

averaging over 1000 channel$, t = 2 and P = 7 dB.

An intuition into the solution offered by Propositidd 7 is lwpnsidering bothy; and ¢». For that, assume

|]Jl|2 > |H2|2| theanl (ﬁ) < Flgl (ﬁ) and

2
» A = —logy(AHEL Fy(0))
PP\ Ay ime) A+ H[? (42)
1 @@ = —logy(=—x-Fu(0))
1+ 2 |Hy)?
A P g = —log, (ﬁPtiz)
Fll— =) <0< —|H*: +0 TH) 43
P = 0
ZIH2<6: n (44)
t @2 = 0.

This reveals the structure of the optimal solution, which ba described as a variant of the famous “water-filling”.
This is since as in classic water-filling, depending on thailalle bandwidth, the parametérdetermines how
the compression depends on the channel realizations. Whenvery large,d is very small, and fewer channel
realizations result withy; = ¢go = 0 (44). Wheng, = ¢» = 0 the scheme does not relay any information regarding
the channel outputs, thus saving bandwidth for better oblamalizations.

This is demonstrated in Figuké 2, fét = 7 dB, and2 x 2 system, where the averaged maximum and minimum
of ¢; and ¢2, over 1000 channels is depicted, as function of the Lageangi It is observed that the average
difference between the two compression parameteend g, is about 0.4 bits/channel use. Figlie 2 also draws
andg, for some specific channél. It is seen that, is always larger than,, since|H;|? < |Ha|?, for the specific
channel. Formg = 2 on, ¢; = 0, which means that no information is sent from agdntto the final destination

for this channel realization, wheh> 2.
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1) An Achievable Rate whent — oo: For the case where/t = 7, C; = C;/r andr — oo, we repeat the
suboptimal assignment and again fix= ¢* = C;/r.

Next, we definey, = rq* = C;. Now we can write for anys:

log, |15 + ?(1 —2%/"HsH}%| = %V:t 10gy (14+P/t(1=29/T)\;) =500 TsTE log, (1 +P(1— 2qf/T)TTSu5)
=1
(45)
Wherers £ 'S‘TW, vs & \Slﬁ and\ denotes min.
Now we can exchange the order of the expectation and the dio@tto dominant convergence:
7sE [Tlggorlogg (1 +P(1- 2%”)7751/3” = 772¢, PEvs] = Pqt|f—|, (46)
sinceE[vs| = max{@, I?t\} On the other hand, for that sante
Sic-al =2l - a). (47)

=]
Next, we sety;, such that the right hand sides 6f(46) ahd] (47) are equas fEsults with the achievable rate of
Repo =Ci—q; = Ctz%y Notice that this rate is identical to the elementary coragian [I5). One would expect
that the Wyner-Ziv approach will improve asis increased, because then the correlations between te&edc
signals is increased, improving the compression rates.adewyfrom [15), it is observed that for small powers, the
mutual information is independent gfso that also the correlations between the received sighalse independent
of 7. In addition, from the discussion below Correlatidn 1, iteigdent that the equivalent signal to noise ratio
when received at the final destination is very low, so thatitier-agent correlations are also low, diminishing the

effect of the CEO compression.

B. Block Fading Channel

As in elementary compression, here we again use the rabetese figure of merit, and then also give the DMT
for the CEO based scheme.

1) Rate vs Outagefor the non-ergodic block fading channel, equatiod (34nds for the averaged mutual
information. Since the rate-vs-outage is not concave wagpect toQ, as in the fast fading channe]) = %I is
no longer optimal [2], and we need to optimize also ofer

Proposition 8: An achievable ratB is correctly received over a block fading channel, with atege probability

of at moste, as long as the following holds (obtained from1(34)):

P i log, det | 1 diag (1 -27%). . HsQHZ Ci —qi <R| <
r(@ep,{o@iﬁa}:l{ m}nyr}{ogz e ( 5] + diag ( )ies Hs@Q s) +i;$c[ Q]}} ) e

(48)
where the probability is with respect td.
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2) Diversity Multiplexing Tradeoff (DMT)The CEO approach can get to the upper bound of the DMT, and thus
gives the optimal DMT.
Proposition 9: The full Diversity Multiplexing Tradeoff(m) is the minimum between the piecewise linear

function of (k, (r — k)(t — k), for k =0,..., min{¢,r} and
¢ (1 - T) : (49)

T
where0 < m < min{r,t}. This tradeoff can not be achieved using the elementary mssjon, only using the
CEO approach.
This Proposition is proved by showing that the upper boundtren DMT from Propositiof 4 is achievable.
Proof: Consider agairC; = ™ log(P) + ¢ and then fixg; = 0.5¢ in equation [(4B). Let us write the diversity

here asicro, where CEO stands for chief executive officer

. log(Pr(outage))
d = — 1 _—_— L =
cro(m) e log(P)
. B mingep Pr (log, det (Ijs) + (1 — 2795 HsQH}%) < 2|S|log(P) — 0.5|S|e)
Sg?ll}.r.l.,r} P log(P) '

The difference between the upper bound in equafioh (22) B8Yi¢ with the attenuation afl — 2°-5¢). Since this

(50)

attenuation diminishes aB gets large, it is evident that we get the same diversity asigiper bound.
Next, we show the achievability of the full multiplexing gaithus proving the DMT. We get the following

achievable rate:
Rcro = mlogy(P) + o(logy(P)), (51)

wherem = min{r, ¢t} andlimp_, % = 0. This is since

m'}n {|S|? log, (P) + min{r — |S|, m} log,(P) + 0(10g2(P))} = mlogy(P) + o(logy(P))  (52)

is fulfilled with $ = ¢ andS = {1,...,7}. m

C. An Achievable Rate For the Case of Multiple Antennas Alsthé\ Agents

The case of multiple antennas at the agents is different tharabove case, where only a single antenna was
used by the agents, in that now the agents can use more dkidbgnapcessing in order to improve the overall
performance. We consider here only ergodic channel, wherdliock fading case follows the same line.

The channel can still be described By (2), only that nbik) is a vector, taking values fro8l" <1 N;(k) ~
CN(0,1,,), and H;(k) € Cr*t again with elements that are independently and idenyichditributed, according
to the circular-symmetric complex Gaussian distributiathwariance of 1.

The difference between this scheme and the previous onegtimtw each agent can add non-white quantization
noise (but still input independent) to the received veattiere such dependency can improve the resulting achievable

rate, by improving the estimation at the final destinatitmotigh better utilization of the lossless links.
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Proposition 10: An achievable rate, over an ergodic chanméth several receiving antennas at each agent, is

) o

Hs =1 Tiu; (54)

Rceo = max min
{A; (H):Clr>xtl-B;}r_ | SC{1,....,r}

_ P - .

lEH{ Z [C; —logy | Im; + A; Y]] + log, Iy omi t Ydlag (I, + Ni)ids) HsHE
(=

where

i€S
and

B; = {M: MeC™ ™ m'<min{r;,t}, M = 0}. (55)
To achieve this rate, each agent performs singular valuendggsition of H; = v;I';u;, so thaty; € Cl"*"il and
u; € C™U are unitary matrices, for calculating'y;. Then each agent looks f@!" which is jointly typical with

(v)Y,;, whenU, andv;Y; are distributed as

Here D, is random vector, independent wiif}, distributed as\VC(0, A;). Definem,; = rank(T';) and redefine the
matrix I'; to include only the non-zero elementslin. The matrixA; € Cl™i*™il representsn; random variables,
like in the previous section, only here it is a vector instedc scalar.

Note thatQ = ?It is optimal in [B3) as in[(34). By assigning = 1, A; = Pp, and noticing thaf;u; = H;,
we see that indee@ (b3) coincides with1(34), as expected.

V. UPPERBOUNDS

In this section several upper bounds are derived, for bathféaling and block fading cases.

A. Cut-Set Upper Bound

The simple cut-set upper bound [26], although quite intaitbften provides good results. This bound is very
general, and is not limited to the nhomadic setting.

Corollary 3: Cut-set: Any achievable rate in the system ipembounded by the cut-set bound,

R< min I(X;Ys|H) C; 57
T SC{l,...,r} 8' 16250 ( )
For the ergodic fast fading channel, this upper bound equals
pP
R< i Eplogy det | 1 —HsH C; 58
< gcpin B logy de ( 51+ 5 Hs 5) +i§0 (58)
Where for the block fading channel, the rate vs outage istdithby
Pr(out =minPr | R > i log, det (Ijs| + HsQHS) Ci 59
r(outage) min Pr scmin logz et (Iis| + HsQH3) Z (59)

The proof is based on [26], considering also the proof of Bs@pn[4, and is omltted due to its simplicity.
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B. Upper Bounds for Nomadic Transmitter

The upper bounds here are calculated assuming nomadianitsers who uses circular-symmetric complex
Gaussian codebook. Thus they show what cannot be achiewadatter what processing is used at the agents, as
long as they are ignorant of the codebook used. In the fotigyve first upper bound general channels, and then
apply the bound for ergodic channel and the block fading nhhn

Proposition 11: The achievable rate for reliable commutima is upper bounded by:

. 1 1
R< min " iz;[ci — i) + —I(X; Vs |[H) + — 5. (60)
Proof: We first give an information theoretic upper bound for theiedble rate, based on [1]. We defibie
to be the message sent from agdntafter receiving: channel outputs. Notice thdf is fully known to all agents

and to the final destination, so they can use it to calculae ¥}.

For any subses C {1,...,r}, the following chain of inequalities holds:
1
> Gz —I(Y";Vs|Vse, H) (61)
€S n
1 kA s 1 T
= lI(W,X;va) - lI(YT,X;VSC|H) (63)
n n
1 1 1 1
1 1 d
= ~I(X;V'|H) = —I(X;Vse|H) + Y ai— ) a (65)
i=1 €8¢
1 . 1
= ~I(X;V7|H) ~ ~I(X; Vse |H) + %;qi. (66)

where [€B) is becausg, is a function ofY'; and H, so we have the Markov chaivi — {YV;, H} — X andg; is

A

defined byg; = %I(Yi; Vi|X, H). By changing order we get

1 . 1
~I(X;V'|H) < ZEZS[CZ- - @]+ ~I(X; Vse|H). (67)
Next we utilize Fano’s inequality
1 1 1
R < —H(M)=—I(M;V",F|H)+—H(M|F,V", H) (68)
1
< EI(M;VT,F|H) +P, (69)
< i pviE) 4+ P (70)
n
< LI(X(M,F);V'|H) + P, (72)
n
1
< Z[Ci = @]+ —1(X; Vsc|H) + P.. (72)
€S
]

The following lemma, which is proved in the Appendix, is régd for obtaining computable upper bounds (single

letter upper bound).
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Lemma 1:If the transmitter is nomadic, so the agents have no decabiligy, and the transmitter uses Gaussian

codebooks, the following inequality holds for asyC {1,...,r}:

1 2 1 L 1
EI(X;V3|H = h) < mlog, <H ‘I‘5| + As(k)|™™ — H |W3(k)|"m> (73)
k=1 k=1

whereAs(k) £ Hs(k)QHS(K),

W) & | QHs(k) ding (2700) g Hs (k) |S] >
U diag (270 Hs(h)QHs (k) |S] <1

%

(74)

gi(h) £ L1(Y";V;| X, H = h) andm £ min{t, |S|}.
Since HQH* is distributed the same aBU*XU H*, whenU is a unitary matrix and: is diagonal,Q can be
restricted to be diagonal if_(I73). However, unlike the achide rate, which is a concave function @f so that
Q o I is optimal, the right hand side df (73) is not concave&jnthus in the sequel, we 1€ be such that) € P.
Notice that the inequality i (73) is tight when the chanmseli = (1,...,1)”, which corresponds to the Gaussian
CEO problem with quadratic distortion [15].

1) Upper Bound for Fast Fading ChannélVe begin the derivation of an upper bound for the fast fadimanoel
by evaluating the bound of Lemni& 1 for the fast fading:

Corollary 4: In the limit of n — oo, due to the ergodic fading process:

1
lim —I(X;Vs|H = h) < F(S.q5) (75)
where
F(S,qs) 2 mlog, (Q%EHUJ logy [I+As| _ 9mBuq) logs ‘WS') : (76)

and we use the notatiop = ¢;(h) andgs = {g;}ics, andAs = As(1), Ws = Ws(1). Consequently[(75) can
be averaged over the channels:
lim LI(X; Vs H) < (S, q5). 7)
The dependence of from (78) on¢;, sterr?s from the definition of;, as the bandwidth used for the noise
compression, and is essential for the bound, as it is usedofumecting the bandwidth for the signal compression
to the achievable rate. Combining proposition 11 with Clargl4 above, we get the following proposition:
Proposition 12: The achievable rate of a nomadic transmittger fast fading channel, is upper bounded by:
R< oep X _ Sgr{rllfr},r} F(8%,4s) + ZEZ;[CZ- —ail¢p- (78)
Remark 5:When C; = C for i = 1,...,r, then the argument which is maximized ovgr;}._, in (79), is
symmetric in{¢;}7_,. Since the argument is also concave{ip};_,, for C; = C, equation[(7B) is maximized by

g =q* fori=1,...,r. So that for the symmetric case:

< 3 C % o )
R< err_gg*gcsgg}{{m}{F(S 4" +1SIC = ¢} (79)
Following remarkh, we give a special case where the uppendbdm propositior IR is tight. Notice that in this

case, the optimal compression strategy used by the agemthi fixed¢* = ¢;. This means that the each agent is
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required to know only its owrf{;, and not the other agen{di;} ;. Furthermore, notice that this conclusion is
due to the tight upper bound, and is not trivially obtaineshfrthe achievable rat€ (34) alone.

Corollary 5: The CEO approach is optimal for infinite transmission powige- %I, andC; =C,i=1,...,r
Here we takeP — oo, and fixedt andr.
Proof: We show it forr < ¢, where the proof for > ¢ follows the same lines.
The achievable rateTaking P — oo and optimizing ovegcro (Whereq; = qcro, i = 1,...,r in equation[(34))

instead of overq; }, results with:
1 1
EI(X; Vs|H) = mlogy(P) + Eg log, |¥H5H§| + mEg log, (1 _ Q—QCEO) +o(P), (80)

whereo(P) — 0 when P — oo.

The upper boundOn the other hand, takin§g — oo equation[[7b) becomes

F(S,qs) = mlog, <2l°g2<P>+éEH log, |+ Hs H3| <20(P) _ H2—g>) _

i€s
1 i
mlogy(P) + Er logy | Hs H| + m log, <20<P> -1 21’s> ., (81)
i€s
SinceC; = C, equation[(7B) is a concave symmetric function{gf}, the solution is when al{¢;} are identical,

denoted ag; = qu . So [81) becomes
1
F(S,qup) = mlogy(P) + Eg log, |¥H3Hf§| + mlog, (20(P) - 2_qUB) ) (82)

which is identical, in the limit, to[{80). Substituting (80) (34) and [[8R) in[(7P) gives the desired equality. m

For P — co andC; = C, there is no need to perform expectation o¥emof the rightmost element of (80), since
takinggcro = qup results with the optimal rate. This means that for lafgand symmetric links, the compression
parameters are independenti@f which in turn means that theth agent needs to know only its owi;. Notice
that the channel state information (C%1,) is still required ati*” agent, for the determination of the codebook of
U (see [1]). This is unlike the classical Gaussian Wyner Zifytem, which does not benefit from side information
at the encoder.

The upper bound of propositignl12 is not tight because theuppund in LemmA]1 was obtained using the vector
version of the entropy power inequality. This inequalitykisown to be tight only for proportional correlation
matrices, which is not our case. Thus the entropy power ialitgiuntroduces a gap that prevents the bound to be
tight. This gap can be mitigated by taking into account senathatrices. The following proposition improves upon
proposition 1P by optimizing also over sub-matricesSof

Proposition 13: An achievable rate of a nhomadic transmitéenich uses circular-symmetric complex Gaussian
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signalling with total powerP, through agents with bandwidtHs™; } is upper bounded by:

R, & min Z F(Zj,qz;) + Z C; — qi) (83)

U;:lz] c {11"'7T}7 J=1 ’LGﬁj:le

iFjr ZiNZi=¢

max
QeP{0<¢; <Ci}7_,

where F(Z;,qz,) is defined as before, in equatidn [75).
The proof is very simple, considering for every group of aiisf subsets{(Z;}’_, : Z; N Z; = ¢ wheni # j)
that coveru;_, Z; = S we can write:

I(X;Vs|H) < I(X;Vz, | H), (84)

j=1

which is due to the Markov chaili; — X —V; when: # j, and then using the upper bound of proposifioh 12 again,
for every element. Since the entropy power inequality, Whicused in proposition 12 is not tight (in general) for
the Gaussian vector case, but is tight for the Gaussianrscade, this upper bound can improve upon the latter.
For the symmetric case, whe® = C for i = [1,...,r], due to the concavity of (83), the maximum [n}83) is

achieved withg; = ¢*, i = [1,...,r], so that[(8B) is written as:

v = P o min D kiF(G g+ (r =Y iK;)(C —q") (85)
T 22:1 gk <r, L=t 3=1
k; >0

By solving the above optimization problem f¢k;}”_, and then solving fog* by explicitly writing F(j, ¢*) we
can simplify [85) to
Corollary 6: The achievable rate of nomadic transmitter in the symmetse,C; = C, i =1,...,r, iS upper

bounded by

1 ; j
. . N C Ep log, |H;QH} |
R 2 1C g | i {20, tog, 11 + Q| — o, (204 2380 o ) UL o)

where H; is the fading coefficients seen by any subsej agents (since the channel is ergodic, it does not matter
which subset).

The improvement of the bound from proposition 13 over therlobfrom propositior 112, is seen in the next
corollary, where the inequality (84) is in fact an equaldpd a conclusive result is obtained.

Corollary 7: The CEO approach is optimal fap = ?I andt — oo while r is fix.
The bound[(8B) is tight, whenh — oo and @) is a multiplicity of the identity matrix. This is sincBlQH* is
proportional to the identity matrix, each agent receivelependent reception. This meangarallel links that can

be optimized separately. Namely, wher> oo while r is fixed we get

1
lim ~HH* = I,. (87)

t—oo t
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Proof:
The achievable rateassigning the limit[(87) in[(34), we get:
lim R(H) = o {Hgin {EZSC [Ci — qi] + ; logy (1 4+ P(1 — 2%))}} . (88)
Notice that [[8B) is independent of the channel realizafifin
The upper boundOn the other hand, taking@ = £1, and 1 H;QH; = 1 for the calculation ofF'({i}, ¢;) in (75)
giveslog, (1 + P(1 —274)). Assigning back to equatiof (83), with; = {i} results with:

lim R, = ' C; — qi log,(1+ P(1 — 2% , 89
Jim {Ogliixci}{mgn{i;[ q]+iezs 0g(1+ P( ))}} (89)
which equals[(88) and proves the optimality. [ ]

2) Upper Bound for Block Fading Channel$n this subsection, we will consider the case if distributed
independently, but once per block, such tifit= H. The resulting rate in equatioh_{34) is actually the average
rate, supported by the scheme. In the sequel of this subaeatie will upper bound the rate-vs.-outage of the
scheme.

For the upper bound, we again use:

1
R(H = h) <maxmin<{ —I(Vs; X|H = h) + Ci —qil p- 90
( >{qi“{n(s H=m+ 3 q]} (90)
For I(Vs; X|H = h), we use the upper bound of equatiénl(73). Silife= H, we get:
G(S,qg)émlogg (’I‘3|—|—A5‘; —|W5|R) (92)
1
EI(X;Vslﬂ =h) <G(S,gs) (92)

whereAs = HsQHS, as before andVs is defined byWs(1) from equation[(74). Combining (90) and {92) and
noticing thatH is a random variable, we get the following upper bound on thiegee vs. rateR:

Proposition 14: An upper bound on the achievable r&iefor given outage probability is the minimalR which

fulfills:
P i G(S C; —q; Rl <e. 93
(er,?&%wi}{scgﬁr}{ (8,as) + Z[ q]}} = ) ‘ (93)

€S
Actually, we can improve upor_(93), the same it was done irp@sdion[13:

40<¢:;<Cs U§:12j C {1,...7T}, j=1 i€Nt_ Z¢

=173
i1#£j: Z;N2Z=¢

but since the problem is not symmetric (due to the non-emfdi we can not further simplify it, as in Corollary
[6. However, the limiting behavior of (87) is true also for thieck fading case. Thus the optimality of the CEO

approach when — oo from correlatior ¥ is assured for the block fading case as. wel

September 5, 2018 DRAFT



20

Ergodic Achievable
|| - —x— Ergodic Outer - Q any

— - — Ergodic Outer — Q identity
—6— Outage —Achievable
[l - —©— - Outage - Outer Bound

w
&

w

R [bits/sec]
N
N 0

=
o
T

10 15 20

Fig. 3. The achievable rates compared to the upper boundsadve 2 system withC' = 2: for fast fading Rayleigh channel with upper bound
according to an arbitrarg) (Q singular) and to a fixQ = %It (Q identity), and for block fading Rayleigh channel, withtage probability of
10~2, where the upper bound was calculated frgml (94). All as ationf P in dB, where the outage probability and the average dver

were done by Monte Carlo simulations ovAr.

C. Discussion

When considering the upper bound, several clarificatiopsiraorder. It is known [15],[1] that when no fading
is present, and the transmitter has only a single anteneajgper bound is in fact tight. It means that when the
sum Z;:j Y; is sufficient statistics, the capacity is established. Hilisation changes when considering fading
channels. It is evident from [27], that whéf — Y5 is sufficient statistics, using our technique, which is blase
the Berger-Tung CEO, is strictly sub-optimal and latticepraach can outperform the random binning. Therefore,

it is not expected that ultimate performance is achievatipabh the upper bound proximity to the achievable rate.

VI. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

The achievable rates and the upper bounds for both fastgaatid block fading channels, were calculated for
a2 x 2 system, withC, = Cy = 2, for several signal to noise ratio#’(in dB), and the results are presented in
figure[3. For the fast fading, both achievable rate and uppend are obtained by averaging over 30 blocks, each
containing 50 channel realizations (the expectation esga@ byEy in (86) and [(3#)). It is seen there that the
upper bound is convex, and that it is close to the achievathée when using CEO compression. For the lower and
higher P the bound is tighter.

For block fading channel, the upper bound frdm] (94) is depialong with the achievable raie {48), for outage
probability of e = 1072. The probability was calculated using Monte Carlo simolasi over 10000 different
realizations ofH. It is seen there that the bound is again very tight for the 8NR region, and the gap becomes

higher, with larger SNR, although it remains rather smadl,nmore than 1 dB throughout the figure.
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VII. AGENTS WITHCODE KNOWLEDGE, AND FULLY INFORMED TRANSMITTER

In this section we consider the same model, as in the predecsons, with two differences. One difference is
that we drop the nomadity assumption, and let the agents leetalilecode messages. The second difference is
that we assume full CSIH) at the transmitter, in a non casual sense, so that the tiiesend the agents have
the same channel state information.

We get to the following proposition, which is proved in the pgmdix.

Proposition 15: In the ergodic regime, when the transmittes full CSl, and the agents are cognizant of the
codebook used, the rate_{95) is achievable
Rcog = maxmin {Z[Ci —I(Us Y| X, W' H)| + I(Use; X|W", H) + Z (Wi YilH) = I(Wis W o [H)] ¢

i€S eS¢ (95)
wherer is a permutation of1, ..., r],
T(m, i) 2 {m, ..., i}, (96)

and

T

Pyr xyrurm(w”,z,y", u"|h) = Py g(w"|h)Pxywr g (zlw", h) H[me_’H(yﬂx, h) Py, v, w, 1 (wilyi, w, h)].

i=1 97)

The transmitter sends messages to the agents via the bsbatleanel [6], by using the dirty paper coding (DPC)

technique [28]. On top, the transmitter also sends infoionab be decoded only at the final destination, invoking
the nomadic techniques of the previous scheme. We actuetyéed the results of [1], to include also DPC and a
random ergodic channel. In [1] Corollary 4, the superpositoding combined with the CEO technique, was used
for that setting, when no fading was present, and when thargiavas degraded. The main difference between
superposition coding and DPC is in that superposition apdéis the destined terminal cancel the interfering
transmissions (which are destined to terminals with weakemnels) and the DPC performs precoding, so that
interference transmissions are canceled at the transitiities the name dirty paper coding).

Next, for the fading Gaussian channel, the combined finaiirt®sn decoding and DPC results with the rate

= inE " — q;] + log, | T diag(l — 27 %)H — Y B;| H;
Rppc, Qﬂﬂy{lgi);};:l min H{;[O qi] +log, |I|sc| + diag( VHsc (Q ; ) s
1+ H; (Q_Z'ei’m Bj) Hi
3 log, ey . (989)
eS¢ 1+ H; (Q - Eje’f(m') B; - Bi) HY
where the maximization is over
g : CIioRy, (99)
Q,B; : Clxti_ k>t (100)

such thatQ, B; = 0, Q — >_] B; = 0 andEg|[trace(Q)] < P. The rate in[(98) can be increased by convex hull

[28], since in general, this problem is non concave.
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This rate is achieved by usin;, as in [28], and the®, v, w, v = Pu, v,z remains the same as in Proposition
[@. The situation in the compression stage, is similar to whging Wyner-Ziv source compression with decoder
side information over Gaussian sources, where supplyiagitte information1;) to the encoder does not improve
the rate distortion.

Although calculating[(98) is hard, due to the non-convegityhe problem, note that a sub-optimal rate can be
calculated for the symmetric cas€;(= C), by using the DPC such that the maximal sum-rate is obtaiaed so
that@ = It’% — Z;Zl B; = 0, and lettingEx [P’] < P. Since the problem is symmetric and the channel ergodic,
each agent decodes the same rate. The DPC sum-rate can medtitg the dual multi-access (concave) MIMO

channel [29].

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this paper we showed the effectiveness of several comsipresechniques for decentralized reception in fast
fading and block fading MIMO channels. We proved that in maages, the elementary compression is sufficient
to get the full-multiplexing gain. In addition, we showedthdvantages of the CEO approach, which were evident
in an asymptotic analysis and in a finite example. We predeunpper-bounds for both fast fading channel and
block fading channel, which are based on the nomadic cletistit of the scheme, along with the EPI, and which
turned out to be quite tight even for relatively smalk 2 scheme. Achievable rate for a non-nomadic scheme was

finally derived, combining the decentralized processinthwhe DPC.
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APPENDIX |

USEFUL DEFINITIONS ANDLEMMAS

Let P4, 4,...a,(a1,0a2,...,ar) be the probability function of the random variablds, ..., A; which take
values inAy, ..., AL, respectively.
Definitions:

1) The marginal probabilities are then defined as

Py, () = Z Pa,as,.. AL (a1,00,. .. ar) (101)
ap\i€EAL

(L is the set{1,...,L}).
2) The conditional probabilities are defined as:

Py, as(ar,as) (102)

PAllAS (al|a5) = P, (QS)
s

for someS C £ andl ¢ S and P4 (as) # 0.

September 5, 2018 DRAFT



23

3) As commonly done (see [26], section 13, problem 10), ddfiee-typical (strongly conditional typical) set
T. of a, as the set for whichV (as, h|as, h) = 0 for any as € As,h € H such thatP, g (as|h) = 0,

and also

T.(h) £ {ag . VS C L, Vas € As,h € H %‘N(ag,h|a3,h) — Pagiulas|h)N(h|R)| < IA—Esl}
(103)
where N (as|as) denotes the counting operator of the number of occurrericé® symbolas in the vector
as.
Lemmas:
Lemma 2:For anye > 0, there existn* such that for alln > n* and randomly generated, according to
[1 Paulac(k)|h(k))
Pr{a; € T.(h)} >1—e (104)

Lemma 3:Fix someS C £ and probability
PAE,WL|H(GL7wL|h)- (105)
Define the jointlye-typical setT.(h), as before, by the joint probability {1I05).
Let a}} be generated according to

ac~ ] {PASCWE,H<a3c<k>|wL~<k>, h(k)) HPAHWZ,H(az(knwz(k),h(k))} , (106)

k=1 eS

where the conditional and marginal probabilities are dated from [10b) andw, is a given vector which was
randomly generated and that belongs to theBeth), as defined by[{103) (that is, there exist that are jointly

typical with w,).

Then the probability of the vectat, which is distributed according té (1I06) to be . (h), which is defined

according to[(Z05) is bounded by:

Pr{(a1, L, wr) € T.(h)} > 9 H(Asc|We, H)=H(Ac|We H)+) e s H(AIWLH)+al - (107)

Pr{(ai pwe) € Toh)} < 2 nHUsclWe ) HAWe )T s HAIWLI o] (108)
wheree; — 0 ase — 0.
Lemma 4:Generalized Markov Lemma
Let
Pas ws,vsia(as,ws,ys|h) = Pws vsia(ws, ys|h) H Pa,jw,. v, 1 (at|we, ye, h). (109)

les
Given randomly generatetsy s according toPy, vy x, for everyi € S, randomly and independently generate

N; > 2nl(AsYilWiH) vectorsa, according to[ [y, Pa,jw, a(@:(k)|w;(k), h(k)), and index them bya" (1 <
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(€]

t < N;). Then there existS| functionst! = ¢;(y,, w;, a; ,...761(.1\“)) taking values in[1... V], such that for

sufficiently largen,

Pr(({af"}ics. ws, ys) € T.(h)) > 1 - e (110
Proof: See [26] and [30] for the proofs of Lemma$ 2-3, while Lenitha 4 mple extension of Lemma 3.4
(Generalized Markov Lemma) in [31]. [ ]

In the following, we use only and remove the distinction betweerande;, for the sake of brevity.

APPENDIXII

PROOF OFPROPOSITIONT]
A. Code construction:
Fix § > 0.
1) For the transmitter, for any codebook usgd,
« Randomly choose"c=o vectorsz, with probability Px (x) =[], Px (z(k)).
« Index these vectors by/cro where Mcogo € [1,27fEC],

2) For the compressor at the agents

For every channel realizatioh

« Randomly generate"“: vectorsu; of lengthn
according to[ [, Py, s (ui(k)|h(k)).

« Index all the generated; with z; € [1,2"¢].

B. Encoding:

Let M be the message to be sent, ghi$ the codebook used. The transmitter then set(dd, f) to the channel.

C. Processing at the agents:
The i** agent chooses any of the such that
(ui(zi, h),y;) € TEC (h), (111)
where TECi(h) is defined in the standard way, &s (1L.03). The event where o sus found is defined as the

error eventk;.

After deciding onz; the agent forwards it to the final destination through thelkss link.

D. Decoding (at the destination):

The destination retrieves” from the lossless links, and usasand the random encodingy

The destination then find&/ such that

(z(M, f),u"(27)) € TE3(n). (112)
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WhereTF¢3 is defined in the standard way, &s (1L03). If there is no suhor if if there is more than one, the
destination chooses one arbitrarily. Define erkgras the event whera/ # McEgo.

Correct decoding means that the destination decldes M. An achievable rateé? was defined as when the final
destination receives the transmitted message with an grobability which is made arbitrarily small for sufficientl

large block lengthn.

E. Error analysis

The error probability is upper bounded by:
2

Pr{error} = Pr (U}, E;) < Z Pr(E;). (113)
=1
Where:
1) Ei: No u;(zi, k) is jointly typical with y,.
2) E,: Decoding errom (M, f) # x(M, f), so thatM # M.
Next, we will upper bound the probabilities of the individi@aror events by arbitrarily smad.
1) E;: According to Lemmald, the probabilifyr{ £, } can be made as small as desired,/iasufficiently large,

as long as

Ci > (U Yi| H). (114)

2) E»: Consider the case wheld # M. There ar@"ficro such vectors, and the probability(@f(M, f),u"(z"))
to be jointly typical is upper bounded by (Lemifga B)"[/(X:U"I1H)~<] Thus the rateR¢ zo is achievable if:

Rcko <I(X;UT|H)—6, (115)

which proves Propositiol 1. [ |

APPENDIXIII

PROOF OFOPTIMALITY OF Q = %It FOR THEERGODIC CHANNEL.

First consider that since the channel is unknown to the mnétter, andV H is distributed ag? whenV is unitary
(eigenvectors of a non diagon@)) all through this work,Q can be limited to be diagonal.

Next, for any giverny;(H) andS, we have that

En {logQ det (13| + diag (1 - 2*%‘<H>) . HSQH;;H (116)

1€
is a concave function af), which is thus maximized by) = ?It [2]. Thus it also maximizes the maximum over
all ¢;(H) andS concluding the proof. [ ]

Notice that this proof does not extend [0](10) andid (35)hst there, the optimal) may not be proportional
to identity, but is still diagonal, though.
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APPENDIX IV

PROOF FOR PROPOSITIONTI

In this Appendix, we give a closed solution to the= 2, symmetric case. We extend what was done in [1] to

the ergodic channel case, with> 1. Equation [(34) for the symmetric case can be written as:

_ . C X *
Reso = max, {win {1570~ )+ Fta} | (117)
where
* P : —qi(H) *
Fs(q*) = max Ey log, det ( I + —diag (1 _ g ) HsH (118)
{ai:Clr<t =Ry }7_, t €S
such that

Enlgi(H)]=q*, i=1,...,7 (119)

Since the channel is ergodic, and the scheme symmetric,sifrs will be equivalent, and due to the concavity of
the problem, the optimal solution is characterizedgby= E [r;(H)]. That is, equal bandwidth that is wasted by
all users on the noise quantization. By writing the equathie way, the ergodic nature of the channel is used,
such that the channel randomness is limited to withiin Since Fs is an increasing function aof*, when solving
it, the solution of [(3#) is readily available numericallyo $/e are left with the concave problem of findiif.

Since Iy, »3(¢*) is an increasing function of*, andr(C' — ¢*) is a decreasing function of*, the point
Fp,...r(q") = r(C — q¥) exists, and further, it is an upper bound to the achievalite fext, using Hadamard

inequality we have that for ang
P g . P . g .
log, det | In + ?dlag(l —279) HH* | <logydet | Is + 7d1ag(1 —279%),csHsHY

P
+ log, det (Isc + ?diag(l — qu)iescHScch) . (120)

Since the channel is ergodic, the minimum[in {117) is ovecfiemals of the channel probability, rather then channel
realizations. In addition, the channel probability is syetrit with regards to the agents, leadingfg, . .3 (q"),
which is the minimum among all the subsétsSo that the achievable rate can be calculated by solvinfptlogving
problem

{qi:C[TgllEE(Rg;:l Exlog, det <IQ + ?diag (1 — 2*‘“(H))f

such thatg;(H) > 0 and

HH) (121)

=1

Eul(H)) =q% i=1,...,r (122)

Let us limit the discussion to the case of= 2. The solution can be obtained through Lagrange multipliass

follows (# > 0)

v log, det (12 n ?diag (1 - 2—qi<H>) HH) 0L, = pu(H). (123)

i=1,2
So for anyu;(H) = 0, such thatg;(H) > 0, we get that{= 3 — i)

—4qi . 974G
i=1,2: 2 (AQHAQ B2 _y

(124)
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andEg(g;) = ¢*, where

A 2 det 12+1;d1ag 1 -2 aH ))i_wHH*) (125)

A 2 det (Iﬁf HH) (126)
A P *

Ay & det | —HH (127)
a P

Ay 2 det ( diag([0,1]) + — HH" (128)

A, & det (diag([l,O])—i—?HH*). (129)

We note that[{124) determines a one-to-one connection ketvandq*. In addition, note that
A=A +2717RA; — 27T A3 — 27 Ay,
and that
P 2
A3:A2+?|H1| (130)
P 2
Ay = A+ ?|H2| . (131)
The solution of [12K) is

A~
—log, <Wﬁ9) <(1 +20) — \/(1 +26)2 — 46(1 + 6) :iz)) . (132)

We note thatﬁ;ﬁj < 1 with equality if and only if H H* is a diagonal matrix. So the square root in equation

(I32) is guaranteed to be positive real. By a simple devigait is easily verified that'; (), defined by[(3B), is

monotonically increasing witld.

Then, in case any of;, i = 1,2 from (I32) turns out negative (sdyy () > AA

0 1+ Z|H;?
—log, <1 iy §|HZ|2 . (133)

If (L33) is negative as well, the solution ¢s = 0. As 6 gets smaller, more channels will result wifh (1132) solved

the solution isg; = 0 andg; is equal to

with ¢; > 0, which means better compression.

Overall, we can write

P 2 +

—log LlJ;ﬂle\ Fu(0) > 22
q1(H,0) = { 2 (1+9 7IH:] )j u(®)> 5 (134)

|~ loga(R2Fu(0)] Fu(0) < 52.

Now 6 is determined by the equation
2
Ejr log, det (12 + ?diag (1 - 2-%<H79>) B HH*) = 2(C — Egq:(H,0))) (135)
and the achievable rate is

RCEO = 2(0 — EH[qi(H, 9)]) (136)
This concludes the proof. ]
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APPENDIXV
PROOF OFLEMMA[T]

The proof is divided into two sections, we start by proving flee case wheréS| < ¢. This division is since
the first case is easier to show, and thus gives better uadeisg of the guidelines and techniques, which are
identical, albeit more involved, for the case |&f > ¢.

For the sake of the proof, define:

o Z2 HsX, wherel(Ys; X|H) = I(Ys; Z|H).

« A\, 2E[ZZ*] = HsQH} = £HsHY (equal toAs).

e Z 2 AY, whereA is the best estimator of from Y, calculated asd = A(T+ A7t

Since|S| < t we have thatA.| > 0. Note that sinceZ is the best estimator
Z=7+N (137)

where Z and N are independent, and sin&8Z2*] = A.(I +A.) 'A., we getE[NN*] = A.(I + A.)~!. Now
we can rely on the independence [in_(1137) and the vector gnpower inequality:

n 1
L W(Z|Vs,H=h) - -t h(Z|Vs,H=h) A (k)] ™
28T > 2m1S] | | —_— . 138

Next we express the required quantity2 11(Z;Vs|H = h) in both sides of[(138). For the left hand side,

L zve H=h = LhzH—n) - 2 % log, (H |Az(k)|> + log, (me) — % (139)

n|S| n|S| S|
The right hand side is more elaborated, and will be done indtages. First note that:
WZ|Vs, H = h) = (2|2, Vs, H = h) + 1(Z; Z|Vs, H = h). (140)
We know thath(Z|Z, H = h) = h(Z|Z,Vs, H = h), from the definition ofZ and V. This means that:
lI(Z- Z|Vs,H = h) = lI(Z- Z|IH=h)-\= 1y ﬁ [T+ A(k) ] — A (141)
n 9 S - - n ) - - n g2 z .

Second, we have tha = AYs, so

WZ|Z, Vs, H = h) = h(Y s|Z,Vs, H = h) + 2log, <H |A(/€)|> =

_ AL (R)]
ieZgh(YAZ,Vi,H = h) 4 2log, (H m) . (142)

defineq;(h) £ 11(Y;; V;| X, H = h) and since we used additive noise with unit variance,

LH(Y|Z,Vi, H = h) = logy(ne) — gi(h). (143)
rewrite [142) as
%h(Z|Z, Vs, H = h) = |S|logy(me) — > q;(h) + % log, <H %) . (144)
i€S z
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Now using [I41) and{144) in the right hand side, written[JAQ), we get to:

N n ﬁ n n\lS\
s h(ZIVs H=h) _ o A= (%)] -
2 Weil;ISQ 11 TrA) [T +AL(k)| 2 (145)
Finally we combine left hand sidé_(1I39) and right hand sid&jland get

1

oy [ st Y Cam (£ AL~ wist ( n st " A (k
(146)

Reordering the equation we get {0173), which proves Lefmar When|S| < t.

We continue to the case whejg| > ¢, where we have more agents than transmitters, so|that= 0. Like in
the previous setting we defing = AY to be the best estimator of out of Y. So that nowAd = QH*(I+A.)~?,
and we have

X=X+N, (147)

where X and N are independent and using the matrix inversion LenitfiN*] = (Q~' + H*H)~! = Q(I +
QH*H)~!. Again we use the entropy power inequality:

n 1

1 1 o 1 1 nt
97t (X|Vs,H=h) - 97;h(X|VS,H=h) H I I - ) 148
= +7T€|Q| P |I+Az(1€)| ( )

Using the same argument as the one used[for] (139), the ledt $ide of [148) becomes

2uth(X|Vs. H=h) _ re10t27 % (149)
The left expression in the right hand side [of (1148) can betenifis the sum of two arguments, as[in {140), where
the right-most mutual information (lik¢_(I4¥1)) is

1 N 1 " 1 .
EI(X;X|V5,H =h)= EI(X;X|H =h)—\= - log, (H T+ Az(k)|> -\ (150)

The difference between the case whgfe< ¢ and|S| > ¢ is evident in the derivation of (1#2), which fo8| > ¢
requires the double use of the entropy power inequality. omant to lower boundz(X’|V5, X,H = h). First,
let us decomposd using the singular value decomposition itto= U; DU, whereU; € C**t andU, € CISI*IS]

are two unitary matrices an® € R**I5| is diagonal matrix. So we have that:
h(X|Vs,X,H = h) = h(U,DU,Y|Vs, X, H = h)
n t n
=logy [ 1Ux(k)[* + [log, [ [ 1D;. (k) + h((U2);Y |Vs, X, H = h)], (151)
j=1

sincel; is unitary matrix. Next we employ the entropy power inedydb lower boundh((U2),;Y |Vs, X, H = h):

2h((U2)jY|Vs,X,H:h) 2 Z 2h(Y¢\V5,X.,H:h) H |(U2(k))]z|2 (152)
€S
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This inequality is achieved with equality for Gaussian ahlés. A lower bound ori (I51) is given by

h(X|Vs,X,H = h) > log, <f[ |U1(k)D(k:)U2(k)diag(2‘“‘(h))iegUz(k)*D(k)*Ul(k)*|> + ntlog,(me)

= log, <H [QH (k)" (I + Ax (k)™ diag(2~ %™ )ies (I + Az(k))lﬂ(k)@) + ntlogy(me)

_ T (1QH (k) diag(2~ " ™));cs H (k)Q)
= log, <H ( 7+ A (F)2 )) + ntlogy(me) (153)

since

* - - U+ QH*H)QH*(I+A.)"'D(I+A.)'HQU + H'HQ)| |QH*DHQ)|
|QH*(I+A.) ' D(I+A.) ' HQ| = T AP Y NE

(154)

To conclude, we usé (149], (150) and (153):
1

15-2 —=2 Inl |Q |2|H (k)*diag(Z qi(h))iGSH (k)| " 1 Inl 1 &
t t > t / A T -
718|(:2| 2 _7182 ( | + z(k)| |I Z(k)|2 —|—7€|(Q| 11 |I Z(k)l

(155)

which by taking expectation with respect I, together with[(I46) proves Lemria K.

APPENDIX VI

PROOF oFPROPOSITIONIE

The proof of Proposition 15 is based on the proof of Theoremogf[1].

A. Code construction:
For every channel realizatiol, determine the maximizing. Fix § > 0 and then
1) For the broadcast transmissions, for evegy 7, ..., T
« Randomly generat@!! ("W .o H)+0] vectorsw;, according taPy, g (wilh) = [Tr_, Puw, m (wi(k)|h(k)).
o For everyws . ;) generated in the previous iteration, find at least anewithin the generated set which
is jointly typical. Joint typicality means that
(wi, Wi, ) € TPV (), (156)
where

TfC,i(h) £ {wi,’f’(w,i) : VS C{i,T(m,4)}, Yws € Ws,h e H

% |N(ws, hlws, h) — Py u(ws|h)N(h|h)| < ﬁ} (157)

« In case no such vector exists, declare error evgnt

« Repeat the last steps fapl/ (Wil H)=I(Wsi W ) [H)=0] times,
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Label the resulting vectors of each repetition, which weiatfy typical, by M;,
where M; e [1, 2" WiVl H)=I(WeWr . [H)=0]) "Then M™ = {My, ..., M,} and further defineM,;, as
the set labeled by/;. So thatw”(M", h) are ther vectors which were selected in the last stage and are
jointly typical.
2) For the message which is decoded at the final destinatioreveryw” defined by somel/”, and for every
random encoding realizatiof
« Randomly choosg™#c=o vectorse, with probability Px iy g (x|w”, h) = [, Pxjwr u(x(k)|w" (k), h(k)).
« Index these vectors by/cro where Mcgo € [1,27Eee0],

Boicy IWa Y H)=1(Was Wy [H) =] different mappings between indicé zo and vectors

« So we have”
x, where the one used is determined k. We will therefore denote:(Mcgo, M™, h) as the vector
indexed byM¢cgo, M". We leave out the notation gf in the sequel, for the sake of brevity, since for
decoding agents, the chosgris known at the agents, so the achievable rate is valid folyeealization
of f, with high probability.
3) For the compressor at the agents
For all w” indicated byM™,

[Ri—(Ci—{I(W3;Y; | H)—1(W;;

« Randomly generatg” W7o H) =001 yectorsu, of lengthn

according to[ [, Py, jw,,a (ui(k)|w;(k), h(k)).

WaYi|[H)=I(W;Wr () [H)=0}) | define the resulting set af;

« Repeat the last step faf = 1,..., 2"l
of each repetition by, .

« Index all the generated; with z; € [1, 2"Ri]. We will interchangeably use the notatiéh, for the set
of vectorsu; as well as for the set of the corresponding

« Notice that the mapping between the indiecgsand the vectors:; depends onw;, h. So we will write

u;(z;, w;, h) to denoteu; which is indexed byz; for some specifiav;, h.

B. Encoding:

Let M = (M", Mcro) be the message to be sedtf{ is defined at the previous subsection), and the channel

realizations bex. The transmitter then sendSMcro, M, h) to the channel.

C. Processing at the agents:

1) Decoding: Thei** agent knowsh and receivegy, from the channel. It looks fot; so that

(y;, @;) € To' (h), (158)
where
Vw € Wi h € H: L |N(w, hlwi, k) — Py, g (wlh)N(h|h)| < T
Ty (h) £ S w;,y,; VyeViheH: ;- |N(y,hly;, k) — Py u(ylh)N(hlh)| < 557

1
we Wiy € VisheH: §|N(w,y, hlwi,y;, k) — Pw, vy, (w,y[h)N (h|h)| < IinZWié
159)
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If no such; exists, chose arbitranp;, and if more than one is found, select one of them arbitrabignote
by E, the error event where the chosen veatior# w;(M", h).
2) Compression:The i*"* agent chooses any of the such that
(ui (Zia wia h)7 Y wz) € Ti72(h) (160)

The event where no such is found is defined as the error evefi.
After deciding onz; the agent transmits;, which fulfills z; € Ss,, and M; to the final destination through the

lossless link, wheré//; corresponds tap,.

D. Decoding (at the destination):

The destination retrieves/” ands” £ (s1,...,8,) from the lossless links.
The destination then finds the set of indicgs2 {%;,..., 2.} of the compressed vectofs and Mcpo which
satisfy

(z(Ncpo, N7 b f), @ (27 NI" . h), @' (V" h)) € T2 (h) (161)

Z2re S, x - xS,
WhereT? is defined in the standard way, &s (103). If there is no slich/- o, or if there is more than one, the
destination chooses one arbitrarily. Define erkyras the event wherélc o #+ McEgo.
Correct decoding means that the destination decldes M. An achievable raté? was defined as when the final
destination receives the transmitted message with an grobability which is made arbitrarily small for sufficientl

large block lengthn.

E. Error analysis

The error probability is upper bounded by:
4
Pr{error} = Pr (UL, E;) < Z Pr(E;). (162)
=1

Where:

1) Ei: No r-tuple w” jointly typical is found.

2) E: A differentw; # w; is selected by the!” agent.

3) E5: No u;(z;,w;, h) is jointly typical with (y;, ;).

4) E,: Decoding errorc(Mcgo, MT, f) # «(M, f).
Next, we will upper bound the probabilities of the individi@aror events by arbitrarily smad.

1) E;: From LemmdH, it is evident thatr(F;) can be made as small as desired, when increased, as long
aso > 0.

2) E»: By Lemma2, the probability of jointly distributed variakleot to bee-typical is as small as desired for
n sufficiently large. According to Lemnid 3, the probabilityattanothend; belongs toT%! is upper bounded by
2-nll(WiYilH)=€ Since there are no more thafl!WeYilH)=I(WaiWs . ) [H)=0] gychqp,, the probability of B,

can be made arbitrarily small asgoes to infinity as long ag(WV;; Wﬂm)|H) +4d>e
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3) Ej3: According to Lemmal4, the probabilifyr{ £5} can be made as small as desired,fiasufficiently large,
as long as
R; > I(U; Yi|W;, H). (163)

4) E4: Consider the case wherd ¢ go # Mcgo andzs # zs. There are

onlRopo+ cs[Ri—(Ci - {T(WiYi |[H) = I(Wi; Wi, 5 |[H)=6})]]

such vectors, and the probability 6f (M), us(2s), usc (£sc)) to be jointly typical is upper bounded by (Lemma

@) 2nH XU W H) = H(X W' H)—H(Usc W', H) =3 s H(Ui|Wi.H)+el  Thys the rateR¢ogo is achievable if:

Repo < Y_[Ci—{I(Wi; Yil H)=I(Wi; Wi o |H) =6} = Rit+-H(Ui|W;, H)|—H(Us| X, W", H)—H(Use| X, Us, W", H)
€S
<Y (G = {T(Wi Vil H) = T(Wis Wy [H) = 8} = (Y5 Us | X, Wy, H)| + I(Use; X|W™, H),  (164)
€S
where the second inequality is due [0 {1163) and because didnkov chainlU; — (W", X, H) — Ui, i—1.i41,...r-

Finally, the overall achievable rate is equal to

Repo + Y {I(Wy Yi|H) — I(Wi; Wi, [H) = 6}, (165)
i=1

which proves Proposition 15. [ |
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