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Abstract

This paper studies the ergodic capacity of wideband muhighannels with limited feedback. Our
work builds on recent results that have established theilghigsof significant capacity gains in the
widebandlow-SNR regime when there is perfect channel state information \@8lkthe transmitter.
Furthermore, the perfect CSI benchmark gain can be obtamigtdthe feedback of just one bit per
channel coefficient. However, the input signals used inahmsthods are peaky, that is, they have a
large peak-to-average power ratios. Signal peakinesdatedeto channel coherence and many recent
measurement campaigns show that, in contrast to previcausrgdions, wideband channels exhibit a
sparse multipath structure that naturally leads to cotoerém time and frequency. In this work, we
first show thatevenan instantaneous power constraint is sufficient to achibeebtenchmark gain
when perfect CSl is available at the receiver. In the morést@anon-coherent setting, we study the
performance of a training-based signaling scheme. We shatwultipath sparsity can be leveraged to
achieve the benchmark gain under both average as well aniaseous power constraints as long as
the channel coherence scales at a sufficiently fast rate sigtmal space dimensions. We also present
rules of thumb on choosing signaling parameters as a funcffahe channel parameters so that the

full benefits of sparsity can be realized.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent research on the fundamental limits of widelglovd- SNR communications has focused

on the non-coherent regime where the impact of channelistatenation (CSI) on the achievable
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rates is critical. From a capacity perspective, spreadiggats has been shown to be sub-
optimal [1] and peaky or flash signaling schemes are nege$2hr[3] to achieve the non-
coherent wideband capacity. Recent work by Zheh@l. [4] has emphasized the crucial role
of channel coherence in the Ic8NR regime and the importance of impligéxplicit channel
learning schemes that can bridge the gap between the colagr@nhe non-coherent extremes.
However, these results have been derived based on an itmgeisumption of rich multipath
where the number of independent degrees of freedom (DoFjeirdélay domain scale linearly
with bandwidth.

Recent measurement campaigns in the case of ultrawidelystehs show that the number
of independent DoF do not scale linearly with bandwidth [BH. In fact, the physical layer
channel model proposed by the IEEE 802.15 working group foawideband communication
systems exhibits sparsity in the delay domain (see for elgntipe measurement data in [12,
p. 15]). Motivated by these works, we introduced the notibnmultipath sparsityin [13] as a
source of channel coherence and proposed a channel motétalingwork to capture the impact
of sparsity in delay and Doppler on achievable rates. Théysisan [13] shows that multipath
sparsity can help in reducirigliminating the need for peaky signaling in achieving wialeth
capacity.

In this work, we build on the results in [13] and study the imipaf channel state feedback
on achievable rates in sparse wideband channels. Althcardjlereworks (for example [14]-[16]
and references therein) have explored capacity with tratenCSl, it is only recently [2], [17],
[18] that the impact of feedback in the IG®NR, non-coherent regime has received attention. In
particular, in the lowSNR regime, it is shown in [2], [17] that with an average power stoaint,
the capacity gain with perfect transmitter and receiver 6&r the case when there is only
perfect receiver CSI ig (i< ). More interestingly, it is shown thatlamited feedbaclscheme
where only one bit per independent DoF is available at thestratter can also achieve a gain of
log (ﬁ) [2], [17]. However, for both the optimal waterfilling scherfiet], [19] as well as the
one bit limited feedback scheme, the input signal tends tpdaky (or bursty) in time, leading
to a high peak-to-average power ratio, and difficulties framimplementation standpoint. The
need to reliably estimate the channel at the receiver leatiset use of peaky training followed
by communication in [17]. Similar results have also beeroregul in [18] where the authors

study the optimization of the training length, averagentrag power and spreading bandwidth
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in a wideband setting.

The focus of this work is on leveraging multipath sparsityoteercome or reduce the need
for peaky signaling schemes. We work towards this goal byidnog a concise description of
the sparse channel model [13] in Sec. Il. We then study thfoqmeance in the case where the
receiver has perfect CSI and the transmitter has one biti{ependent DoF) in Sec. lll. In
contrast to [2], [17], [18] which study the performance onlyder anaverage(or long-term)
power constraint, we also consider iastantaneougor short-term) power constraint. We restrict
our attention taausalsignaling schemes that can be realized in practice. We dtatvah optimal
threshold of the formh, = Alog (=) for any A € (0,1) provides a measure of achievable tate
which behaves aél + h;) SNR in the wideband limit. Thus when approached, we achieve
the perfect transmitter CSI capacity which is the benchnfiarlall limited feedback schemes.
We derive a sufficient condition under which this benchmak be approached even with an
instantaneous power constraint. A key parameter that detes this condition i [D.g], the
average number dctiveindependent channel dimensions, the number of indepemtiamninel
coefficients that exceed the threshold in the power allonaticheme. In particular, with an
instantaneous power constraint, the benchmark capadityiggachieved whei [De¢| —h, — oo
asSNR — 0. We discuss the feasibility of the above condition when thanoel is rich as well
as sparse.

In Sec. IV, the focus is on the case where the receiver has naaQ@fiori and a training-
based signaling scheme is employed. Along the same lines @], [18], we study the rates
achievable with this scheme, albeit for sparse channelth Ah average power constraint, it
is shown that as long as the channel coherence dimemsiasctales withSNR as N, = SN%
for somep > 1, the rate achievable with the training scheme convergesdocapacity with
perfect transmitter CSI, the performance benchmark, invitteband limit. Furthermore, this
condition is achievable only when the channel is sparse angravide guidelines on choosing
the signal space parameters (signglpacket duration, bandwidth and transmit power) such
that,, > 1 is realized. The critical role of channel sparsity is furthevealed when we impose
an instantaneous power constraint. In contrast to peakyabigy that violates the finiteness

constraint on the peak-to-average power, channel spassitgcessary to realize the conditions

1Al logarithms are assumed to be basand the units for all rate quantities are assumed to be natshamnel use.
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required to approach the performance gain with an instaots power constraini: > 1 and
E [Desr] — hy — 0o. We summarize the paper in Sec. V by highlighting our contidns and
placing them in the context of [2], [17], [18].

II. SYSTEM MODEL

In this section, we elucidate the model developed in [13]djoarse multipath channels. Our
results are based on an orthogonal short-time Fourier (SibRpling framework [20], [21] that

naturally relates multipath sparsity in delay-Doppler therence in time and frequency.

A. Sparse Multipath Channel Modeling

A discrete, physical multipath channel can be modeled as

y(t) = /o m/_jd h(r,v)x(t — 7)e?*™ dv dT + w(t) (1)
hrv) = > Bud(r=7)0(v —va),  y(t) =Y Bux(t — 7)™ + w(t) 2)

where h(7,v) is the delay-Doppler spreading function of the chanmgl, =, € [0,7,,] and

v, € [-Wy/2,W,/2] denote the complex path gain, delay and Doppler shift astatiwith the
n-th path.T,, and W, denote the delay and the Doppler spreads, respectively.qubatities
x(t),y(t) andw(t) denote the transmitted, received and additive white Ganssiise waveforms,
respectively. Throughout this paper, we assumeiaerspreacchannel wherd’,, W, < 1.

We use avirtual representation[22], [23] of the physical model in (2) that captures the
channel characteristics in termsrekolvable pathsind greatly facilitates system analysis from a
communication-theoretic perspective. The virtual repnégtion uniformly samples the multipath
in delay and Doppler at a resolution commensurate with $iiggpndoandwidth’? and signaling

durationT’, respectively. Thus, we have

L M

y(t) = Y > hpma(t — /W) (i) (3)
=0 m=—M

hem ~ > Ba 4)
nESTﬁgﬂSu,m

where L = [T,,W] and M = [TW,;/2]. The sampled representation (3) is linear and is

characterized by the virtual delay-Doppler channel caefiits { /., } in (4). Eachh,,, consists
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of the sum of gains of all paths whose delay and Doppler shétwithin the (¢, m)-th delay-
Doppler resolution binS,, N S, of size A7 x Av, At = 4., Av = 7 as illustrated in
Fig. 1(a). Distincth,,,’s correspond to approximatelyisjoint subsets of paths and are hence
approximately statistically independent. In this work, a&sume that the channel coefficients
{he.n} are perfectly independent. We also asstiRayleigh fading in which{4,,,} are zero-
mean Gaussian random variables.

Let D denote the number of non-zero channel coefficients thatctefte (dominant) statis-
tically independent DoF in the channel and also signifiesddlay-Doppler diversity afforded
by the channel [22]. We decompoge as D = DDy where Dy denotes the Dopplétime
diversity and Dy, denotes the frequenggielay diversity. The channel DoF or delay-Doppler

diversity is bounded as

D = DTDW < Dmax £ DT,maxDW,max (5)
DT,maX - [TWd—I 5 DW,max = [TmW—I (6)

where Dy .., denotes the maximum Doppler diversity abgl ... denotes the maximum delay
diversity. Note thatDr .. and Dy, max inCrease linearly witli” and W, respectively, and thus
represent aich multipathenvironment in which each resolution bin in Fig. 1(a) coosds to
a dominant channel coefficient.

However, there is growing experimental evidence [5]-[1dttthe dominant channel coeffi-
cients get sparser in delay as the bandwidth increaseshdforbre, we are also interested in
modeling scenarios with Doppler effects, due to motion. chscases, as we consider large
bandwidths angbr long signaling durations, the resolution of paths in bag¢hay and Doppler
domains gets finer, leading to the scenario in Fig. 1(a) whezedelay-Doppler resolution bins
are sparsely populated with paths, i[@.< D, .

In this work, we model multipath sparsity bysaib-linear scalingof Dy and Dy, with 7" and
W, respectively:

Dy ~ gi(W) , Dy ~ go(T) (7)

2Note that the Rayleigh fading assumption is used only foheattical tractability. The general theme of results wilhiinue
to hold as long as the fading distributions have an expoakttil. See [17] for details and [13] for a discussion on mivge

issues.
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whereg; and g, arearbitrary sub-linear functions. As a concrete example, we will focasao

power-law scaling for the rest of this paper:
Dr = (TWy)™, Dw = (WT,)™ 8)

for somedy, d; € (0, 1). But the results derived here hold true for any general sdat scaling
law. Note that (6) and (7) imply that in sparse multipath, tb&al number of delay-Doppler
DoF, D = Dy Dy, scalessub-linearlywith the signal space dimensiaw = T'WV.

Remark 1. With perfect CSI at the receiver, the parameferdenotes the delay-Doppler
diversity afforded by the channel, whereas with no CSl, fleats the level of channel uncertainty;

the number of channel parameters that need to be learned eddiver for coherent processing.

W f
Wd/z [ [ " ] " Tcoh
u n I uT
] Coherence
" " Subspace| Wcoh
[h e
4 . . T,
& o
S . . MULTIPATH w -
. . Basis
. . Functions
w,/2
T t
(a) (b)
Fig. 1. (a) Delay-doppler sampling commensurate with signalingdbadth and duration. (b) Time-frequency coherence

subspaces in STF signaling.

B. Orthogonal Short-Time Fourier Signaling

We consider signaling using an orthonormal short-time oUWSTF) basis [20], [21] that
is a natural generalizatidrof orthogonal frequency-division multiplexing (OFDM) fdime-
varying channels. An orthogonal STF basis,,.(t)} for the signal space is generated from

a fixed prototype waveforng(t) via time and frequency shiftsb,,(t) = g(t — (T,)e?? Vot

3STF signaling can be treated as OFDM signaling over a blo€RRIDM symbol periods with an appropriately chosen symbol

duration.
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whereT,W, =1, ¢ =0,--- , N —1, m =0,--- ,Nyw — 1 and N = NrNy = TW with
Nr =T/T,, Nw = W/W,. The transmitted signal can be represented as

Np—1 Ny —1

)= > Tmbm(t) 0<t<T (9)

=0 m=0
where{z, } denote theV transmitted symbols that are modulated onto the STF basisfaans.

The received signal is projected onto the STF basis wavefaoyield
Yom = <y7 ¢Zm> = Z hémj'm' Ty ! + Wer - (10)
7 m

We can represent the system using/érdimensional matrix equation [20], [21]
y= Hx+w 11

wherew is the additive noise vector whose entries are i€4/(0,1). The N x N matrix H

consists of the channel coefficien{s +} in (10). We assume that the input symbols that

tm,0'm

form the transmit codeword satisfy an average power constraint

SB[ < P 12

Since there aréV = T'W symbols per codeword, we define the paramst¢R (transmit energy
per modulated symbol) for a given average transmit poiv@sSNR = % = %. In this work,
the focus is on the wideband regime whéiéR — 0 asW — oo for a fixed P.

For sufficiently underspread channels, the paramé&tgandV, can be matched t6,, andV,
so that the STF basis waveforms serve as approximate eiggitns of the channel [20], [21];
that is, (10) simplifies tbye, ~ hunTim + Wem. Thus the channel matrik is approximately
diagonal. In this work, we assume thHtis exactly diagonal; that is,

H= diag[hn s h1N5, hoy«-- h2N5 T ﬁm T hDNg]- (13)

g g

Subspace 1 Subspace 2 Subspace D

The diagonal entries oH in (13) admit an intuitive block fading interpretation inrres of
time-frequency coherence subspaf@y illustrated in Fig. 1(b). The signal space is partigon
asN =TW = N.D where D represents the number of statistically independent tireguency

coherence subspaces, reflecting the DoF in the channelyargpresents the dimension of each

“The STF channel coefficients are different from the delapiider coefficients, even though we are reusing the same dgmbo
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coherence subspace, which we refer to asctifeerence dimension. In the block fading model
in (13), the channel coefficients over tivh coherence subspaée,, - - - , h;y, are assumed to
be identical (denoted b¥;), whereas the coefficients across different coherencepaabs are
independent and identically distributed. Thus, the chhisneharacterized by th® distinct STF
channel coefficients,h; }, that are i.i.d. zero-mean Gaussian random variables éRpyfading)
with (normalized) variance equal 8]|;|?] = >, E[|3,|*] = 1 [20].

Using the DoF scaling for sparse channels in (7), the scdbeigavior for the coherence

dimension can be computed as

w T
Wcoh = D—W ~ fl (W), Tcoh = D—T ~ f2(T) (14)
Ne = WeonTeon ~ fl(W)fZ (T) (15)

where 7., is the coherence timeand W, is the coherence bandwidtlof the channel, as
illustrated in Fig. 1(b). As a consequence of the sub-litgaf ¢g; and g, in (7), f; and f, are
also sub-linear. In particular, corresponding to the pelaer scaling in (8), we obtain

T1—51 W1—52
01 ) coh — PP
W T

Remark 2: Note that when the channel is sparse, bthand D increase sub-linearly with

Tcoh - (16)

N, whereas when the channel is ridh, scales linearly withV, while N, is fixed.

In this work, the focus is on computing achievable rates i mtion-coherent setting with
feedback and as we will see in Sec. Ill and IV, the rates tumtowe a function only of
the parametersV. andSNR. Thus, in order to analyze the I08NR asymptotics, the following

relation betweenV, andSNR (= P/W) plays a key role:

1
N02W7 p>0 17)

where the parameter reflects the level of channel coherence. We will revisit (&l discuss

its achievability and implications in Sec. IV.

IIl. ACHIEVABLE RATES WITH PERFECTRECEIVER CSI AND LIMITED CHANNEL STATE

FEEDBACK

In this section, we study the scenario when there is perf&ita the receiver. We assume

throughout this paper that both the transmitter and theivecbave statistical CSI - knowledge
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of T,,, Wy, g1, g2, f1 and f, so that the scaling i and N, are known. On one extreme, with
perfect receiver CSI and no transmitter CSI (no feedbadie),coherent capacity per dimension
(in nats/s/Hz) equals

H
Como(SNR) = sup P llogdet (Inp + HQHT)]

18
Q:Tx(Q)<TP N.D (18)

The optimization is over the set @f.D-dimensional positive definite input covariance matrices
Q=E [xxH] satisfying the average power constraint in (12). Due to thgahal nature oH

in (13), the optimal is also diagonal. Furthermore, with no transmitter CSI,uh#orm power
allocationQ = %INCD = SNR - Iy,p achieves this optimum. The corresponding capacity in
the limit of low-SNR is [2], [4]

Ceono(SNR) = SNR — SNR?. (19)

On the other extreme is the case of perfect receiver andnittes CSI, where the receiver
instantaneously feeds back all the channel coefficigitg,? ;, corresponding to th® indepen-
dent coherence subspaces to the transmitter. The optimamantitter power allocation in this
case is waterfilling [14], [19] over the different cohererstéspaces. In the Io&NR extreme,
it is shown in [2], [17] that the capacity with perfect tranger CSI scales akg (ﬁ) SNR.
That is, the capacity gain (compared with the receiver C3} oase) is directly proportional to

the waterfilling thresholdp,, ~ log( , and this gain serves as a benchmark for all limited

1
)
feedback schemes. More interestingly, it is shown in [2]] [that this maximum capacity gain
can be achieved with just one bit of feedback per channefficetft.

In the case of limited feedback, both the transmitter and¢keiver have priori knowledge

of a common threshold denoted hy. The receiver compares the channel strength*( i =

1,2,---, D) in each coherence subspace with and feeds back
1 if |h? > hy
bi = (20)
0 if |hi* < he.

At the transmitter, power allocation is uniform across tbberence subspaces for whigh= 1
and no power is allocated to those subspaces for which 0. The input power allocation is
conditioned on the partial CSI available at the transmiftemoted byCSl), which is {b;}7 ;.
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10

This power allocation, which we still denote 16y with an abuse of notation, takes the form

Q(CSI) = diag (E[1[?|CSI), E[|22[*CSI], - - -, E[|lzn[*|CSI]) (21)
= diag(@lw" 4L, 42, 542, , 4Dyt >QD) (22)
—— N—— N————
Ne Ne Ne
¢ = Po-x([hf> > hy). (23)

The choice ofP, depends on the type of power constraint and also on the nafueedback.
To explore this further, leD.s denote the number active subspaces, those which exceed the
thresholdh,. We have

D
Det = »  x(|hal* > hy) (24)
=1
(@) 2 ®) 1 —h
E D] = DE [x(|h| > ht)] = De (25)

where (a) is due to the fact that;}”, are i.i.d. and (b) is due to the fact that for a standard
GaussianE [x(|h;]? > hy)] = Pr(|h]? > h) = e,
If we assume knowledge dfy;}2, at thebeginningof each codeword, albeit non-causally,

at the transmitter, then we can uniformly divide power amtmgactive subspaces. That is

TP
P = —. 2
’ NcDesr (26)

The rate achievable with this power allocation, denoted’ty, ; (7(SNR), is

TP
Ceon11T(SNR) = max— ZE {log (1 + — N.D \hi\Q) X (VM\Q > ht)} . (27)

The power allocation in (26) satlsfles the power constraistiaintaneously as well as on average.

To see this, note that
D

c TP
|nst nc — ZQZ - z; NcDefFX (|hz|2 > ht) =P (28)

and clearlyE [Pystnc) = P as WeII. The non-causality of the scheme is more relevanhén t

scenario when the receiver estimates the channel coefficén}?, and feeds bacKb;}2,
based on these estimates. This motivates us to insteadleoastausal power allocation scheme,
one in which for alli = 1,--- , D, ¢; in (23) depends oi; only through the indicator function

and P, is independent o{b-}.D From (23) we have

E [||x]?] = N. ZE [¢:] = N, ZP E [x(|h]* > hy)] = N.P,E [Der] . (29)
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11

Thus to satisfyE [||x||?] < TP, the power allocation for the causal scheme is given by
TP TP

P07c - NCE [Deff] = NCDe_ht (30)
and the corresponding raté€,, 1 7(SNR), is given by
—~ jj 9 9
Cropn 111 (SNR) = max—ZE {log (1 + e i ) N ht)} @)

The causal power allocation policy in (30) satisfies the ayerpower constraint but can have a

large instantaneous power. This is because

D
N, TP Defr
Piste = h; 2 > h P. 32
YT T & NDe X (11l = he) = <De—ht) (32)

Thus E [Pyt ] = P, but unlike (28),Pinst7C € [0,00) depending on the choice of. We will
address this issue in Sec. IlI-B, but first, we study the aerpower constraint case more

carefully.

A. Achievable Rates under Average Power Constraint

The following theorem establishes that a threshold of thenfb, ~ Alog (s3z) for some
A € (0,1) provides the solution to (31).

Theorem 1: Given any\ € (0,1), a causal on-off signaling scheme under an average power
constraint achieve@LB < 5coh,17LT(SNR) < @,B with an optimal threshold of the form:

h

AR Nog (o) | (33)

where

Cus = SNR. {1og(1+ASNR1 Mog (gig)) + log (1+1HSN§TR§1;(%))} (34)

~ 1 1-
A -2
Cig = SNR™"- {log (1 + ASNR* log (S,iIR)) + 2 log (1 + 1+/\S,\|2§l\ﬁ 1°g(s§R))} . (35)

Proof: Starting from (31), we have
~ TP )
Ceoh11T(SNR) = max— ZE [log <1 + — N.De | |2) x(Jhil” > ht)] (36)

W E [log (1+ SNRe"™ |hf2) x(|A]* > hy)] (37)
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where (a) follows from the fact thgth;} are i.i.d.CA(0,1) andh is a generic i.i.dCN (0, 1)
random variable. The expectation in (37) can be computenguyg@4, 4.337(1), p. 574]. With

A 14SNRhe eht
a = TR, we have

~

Ceon11r(SNR) = ¢ - [log (1 4+ SNRhee™) + exp (a) [ <" ] (38)
= e ™. [log (1+ SNRheeM) + 1] (39)

wherev, = exp (a) f;o e%dt. As a — oo, the following bounds hold for, [25, 5.1.20, p.
229]:

1 2 1
—log <1+—) <, <log <1+—). (40)
2 @ «

It can be checked that the choice lefmaximizing (39) is obtained by setting its derivative to

zero and satisfies

1
A 21 —1log (1+SNRhee™) — Vg = 0. 41
og( +5S e ) SNRor e 0 (42)
Now, if h, is such that lim —%—~ = 1 for some\ € (0, 1), then asSNR — 0, we have
SNR—0 )\log(SN—R)

SNRheeM — 0 anda — oo. Thus using (40), we can approximatg asv, ~ <. With this

approximation in (41), we havg,\ﬁ VRS — 1. Using the choice of, as in (33),

it follows that asSNR — 0, A — 0. Substituting this choice di, in (39) and using the upper
and lower bounds om, in (40), we obtain the bounds in (34) and (35). [ |

It can also be shown that the rate achievable with the cawudense is asymptotically (in
low-SNR) the same as the non-causal capacity in (27). Tha@i@%l,g(SNR) is a tight bound
t0 Ceon 1.7 (SNR) and for all X € (0,1), we have

lim ‘Ccoh,l,LT(SNR) - acoh,l,LT(SNR)‘
SNR—0 Ceoh,1,L.T(SNR)
The proof of the above statement can be found in Appendix A.

= 0. (42)

Corollary 1: The capacity gain for thé-bit channel state feedback, causal power allocation

scheme over the capacity with only receiver CSI in (19) is

~

C(coh,l,LT(SNR) - - 1
S O o(ONR) (L) =14 Alos { i - (43)

Proof: A Taylor series expansion of the upper and lower bounds i &l (35) shows

that they are equal up to first-order. This common term is sbah

~

Ceon11T(SNR) = SNR (1 + Alog (SNLR)) = (1+ hy)SNR. (44)
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Cleon.0(SNR
Ceont®NR) — (1 4 0(1)).

Thus the desired result follows. [ ]

On the other hand, with CSI at the receiver alone, we have {9y

Remark 3: The capacity gain due to feedback is directly proportionah.tand the highest
gain is obtained by choosing— 1, and equals the benchmark where perfect CSl is available at
both the ends [17]. Statements analogous to those in Thebramd Corollary 1 are well-known
from prior work; see [2], [17], [18] for details.

We now revert our attention back to the instantaneous tranmwer case described in (32).
Note that asD — oo, P« — P as a consequence of the law of large numbers. However,
for any finite D, P, . may be much larger thaR. This is a serious issue in practical systems
that typically operate with peak power limitations. Thussiimportant to analyze the impact of

constraints on the instantaneous power in (32), as disdussd.

B. Achievable Rates under Instantaneous Power Constraint

In addition to the average power constraint, let us imposerestcaint on the instantaneous
transmit power of the form
Pinst,c S AP (45)

where A > 1 is finite. With this short-term constraint, we now compute thte,(?coh,l,ST(SNR),
achievable with the causal signaling scheme. We are phatigunterested in exploring condi-

tions under whichﬁcoh,LST(SNR) = écohvl,LT(SNR). To this end, we employ the following power

allocation
Q = dlag(glv 7q117g27"' >Qg>"' y 4D, " " 7QD) (46)
N~ N~ E/_/
Ne Ne¢ Nc
¢ = Pocx(|hil>>he)x (E X([h;? = he) < ADe"“) : (47)
j=1

The second indicator function in (47) checks for the comstren (45) causally, during each
time-frequency coherence slot, and allocates power orlyisf constraint is met. Note that the
choice of¢; in (47) meets the average power constraint with an inequalid henceg; can

be enhanced further. On the other hand, the right-hand ditleecargument within the second

indicator function has to be reduced by the fac%)rwhereil} corresponds to the time duration
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over which thei coherence subspaces under consideration are encountégedlill not bother

with these secondary issues in the ensuing analysis. Wehinen

6coh,l,ST (SNR)
D
Z log (

E |log (1 +SNR - €™ - [h;[*x(|hs|* > hy)) x (Z x(|h)? > hy) < ADe‘ht>]

J=1

b

X([hi]* > h : he
IQ—(|D|6_ht Jy (Z (s = he) < ADe™" ))]

=1

Sl = |

||Mu ||Mb

(ZX |hj|*> > hy) < ADe” ) E [log (14 SNR-e" - |h;|*x(|hi|* > hy))]

7j=1

Zi’;l Pr (23:1 X(|hj‘2 > ht) < ADe_ht)
D

(@)

E [log (1 +SNR- " - |h*x(|h[> > hy))] -
Zi:l Di

D
Where@oh,l,LT(SNR) is the rate achievable with only an average power constiaak (a) follows
from the fact that{h;} are i.i.d. and

pi & Pr (Z Xy = h) < ADe-'“> - (48)

j=1

- Acoh,l,LT(SNR) .

Thus, characterizinfcoh,l,ST(SNR) is equivalent to computing;. In particular, under what

condition doesz# — 1? This is discussed in the following proposition.

Proposition 1: With h; ~ Alog (SNR) as in (33), we havea—lpl > L where

L~1-— 4 _ D(1-A/2) 49
SNRA(1+SNRA/4)%Q*1 (1+SNR>\/4)D(A*1)2 (49)

if 1< A<?2,and if A > 2, we have
4

L~1- —. (50)
SNR* (1 4 SNR*/4)”47Y

In particular, if
E [Des] — hy = De™™ — hy ~ DSNR* 4 A log(SNR) — oo as SNR — 0, (51)
thenL — 1 forall A > 1 and ﬁcoh,LST(SNR) — CA*coh,l,LT(SNR) .

Proof: See Appendix B. [ |
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C. Discussion: Rich vs. Sparse Multipath

The result of Theorem 1 implies that the rate achievable thighD-bit channel state feedback
scheme approaches the benchmark, the perfect transmilecapacity whem — 1. Further-
more, this benchmark can be attained in the wideband lew&nwhen there is an instantaneous
power constraint. As described in Prop. B [D.s] — hy — oo provides a sufficient condition.
We now discuss the feasibility of satisfying these condsievhen the channel is rich and when
it is sparse. The behavior @& [D.| provides key insights in this regard.

A1) Rich multipath: For a rich channel, from (6) we note thRtscales linearly withl" and V.
For a fixedT', D ~ SNR™ (sinceSNR = %). That iS,E [Deg| —hy = DSNR)‘—l—)\log(SNR) — 00
for 0 < A < 1. We can thus conclude that for rich multipath the perfect kSichmark is attained
trivially with both average and instantaneous power c@msis.

A2) Sparse multipath: From the power-law scaling in (8), ignoring the constartdtdas, we
have D ~ T%WW% and therefore

E [De] — hy ~ T*SNR 2 4+ X log(SNR). (52)
For a fixedT, asSNR — 0, we have

o0 Hfo< A< (52
E [Deff] — ht — (53)

While we can approach the benchmark capacity with an avgrageer constraint, (53) suggests

a cap on)\, the highest achievable gain with an instantaneous powssti@nt.

D. Capacity Optimal Packet Configurations

From (53), we see that the perfect CSI gain is not always wahle when there is an
instantaneous power constraint. However, we note thati€8grived assuming fixed choice
of T', while we know that sparsity in Doppler facilitates any degiscaling in the DoF with
increasingl’. Leveraging both delay and Doppler sparsities, we propesddlilowing solution
to get around the restriction iA2. Instead of signaling with a fixed duratidh, let us suppose
that we maintain a scaling relationship foras a function ofit’. For example, lef” ~ W7 for

somep > 0. ConsequentlyD ~ Tt ~ W2+, and we have
E [Der] — he ~ SNRY 2771 4 X log(SNR). (54)
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Thus in the limit asSNR — 0, the asymptotic behavior df [De¢| — h; is given by

o0 if 0 <A< dy+ pdy
E [Deff] — ht — (55)

—o0 1 >if A > 6y + pdy.
Note that in (55), we have
1 — 09

Oy +poy > 1 <= p> 5
1

(56)

which consequently leads to the desired result BadD.¢] — h, — oo for all A € (0,1). Thus
the benchmark gain is achievable even under an instantargmuer constraint.

To further illustrate this idea, we present an example whemnoel sparsity follows the power-
law scaling in (8). For simplicity, let us assume that= 5, = 6. From (56), we requir@” ~ W?*
with p > % to achieve the benchmark performance. With= TW, the capacity optimal
(T, W) packet configuration is then given by

T~ N, W~ N, (57)

Fig. 2 illustrates the optimal packet configuration relasioip for a rich multipath channéb —
1), for a medium sparse chanriél= 0.5) and for a very sparse chanriél— 0). They show that
in sparse multipath channels, the perfect CSI capacity igaachievable with limited feedback
under both average and instantaneous constraints on thentigsion power by appropriate

signaling strategies. These guidelines can be easily é&teto generic sub-linear scaling laws.

V. ACHIEVABLE RATES WITH CHANNEL ESTIMATION AT THE RECEIVER

In contrast to the perfect receiver CSI case, we now congitemore realistic case where
no CSI is availablea priori. We first consider only an average power constraint and shaiv t
the first-order term of the benchmark capacity can be actiévie channel is sparse and the
channel coherence dimensiaN,, scales withSNR at an appropriate rate, allowing the receiver
to learn the channel reliably. We also show that this is isitda when the channel is rich, due
to poor channel estimation.

More specifically, the focus is here on a training-basedaigg scheme where the trans-
mitted signals include training symbols to enable chanmséimation and coherent detection.
The restriction to training schemes is motivated by thesyeeealizability. The total energy

available for training and communication #7°, of which a fractionn is used for training and
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Rich

§—1 Medium Sparse
0=05
Very Sparse
6—0
W W WI
-4 >
T
-—————»
T
-
T

Fig. 2.  Optimal packet configurations with perfect receiver CSI Amited feedback as a function of richness of the channel.

Three cases are illustrated here: Rich multigath 1), medium sparsityd = 0.5) and very high sparsitp — 0).

the remaining fraction1 — n) is used in communication. With the block fading model, this
means that one signal space dimension in each coherencpasebs used for training and
the remaining(N. — 1) are used in communication. This is pictorially illustratedFig. 3. We
consider minimum mean-squared error (MMSE) channel estmand the reader is referred

to [13, Sec. lic] for more details on the training scheme.
A. Achievable Rates under Average Power Constraint

Let (j*train,LLT(SNR) denote the average mutual information achievable (peedsion) with
the causal training scheme under the average power carisiiée proceed along the same lines
as the no feedback case [13, Lemma 1] to characteﬁzaew,LLT(SNR). Let H be the actual
channel,H be the estimated channel add = H — H denote the estimation error matrix. We
begin with the following well-known lower-bound [26] tﬁtrain,LLT(SNR):

E [1og det (T, 1yp + HQH (14 Say) " )]
N.D

étrain,l,LT(SNR) Z sup (58)
Q
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f T(toh

v

\J \J T ¢
t= Tb 71() + Itoh

Training Symbol

Fig. 3.  Training-based signaling scheme in the STF domain. IDhestimated channel coefficients determine Ehéeedback

bits for the communication scheme with limited feedback.

where the supremum is ovéf : Tr(Q) < (1 —n)T'P}. The optimalQ is again diagonal and
analogous to (23), equals
Q = dlag(Ql7 7Q147 q2, - 7Q%7"' »yd4dD, " 7QD) (59)
—_——

-~

~
Nc.—1 Nc.—1 N.—1

- _ (Q—mrP X <@\2 > h%rain)
% = (Ne-1)D g [X (|ﬁ|2 > hErain>:| (60)

where h@" is the threshold in the training case. The following theor@escribes conditions

under which the rates achievable with the training schemmerge to those in the coherent
case.

Theorem 2: If N, = <l for someyu > 1, then

~ SNRH
i Crain1ir(ONR) ) (61)
SNR=0" Ceon,1,07(SNR)
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Proof: Using the choice ofQ from (60) in (58) and proceeding along the lines of (48),

we obtain

~ . 1— 1 NCSNR htrainSNR
Coranair (N 0, N, SNR) = 5, [bg <1+( (1 + 7 )ht )

(1 —n)SNR + k1Ko

+ V(ln)(1+71NCSNR)h{'3i”SNR+(171)SNR+n1n2:| s (62)
n(1—n)NcSNR2

h?ain(1+71NcSNR) 1
K1 = €_W7 Ro = 7]( - 1)SNR + (1 - F) (63)

C

wherev, is as defined following (39). The tightest lower bound to (B2)btained by maximizing

@,ain,lﬂ (h?ai”,n, N, SNR) over 5, the fraction of energy spent on training, and okt":

t*rain’LLT = max maXCtra,nl(h”a'“,n,Nc,SNR)} (64)

htl’aln
Performing the optimization in (64) seems difficult. Motied by our study in Sec. Ill, we now
assume a specific form for the threshobd®" = ¢log (g )-
with this choice ofhf@", the optimal choice for; and N, can be obtained in closed form and

It is shown in Appendix C that

the desired result in (61) is established.
Alternatively, we demonstrate a sub-optimal, but simpfgsraach that suffices to obtain (61).
This approach uses the choice mfthat optimizes the average mutual information in the no

feedback case [13, Lemma 2]. This choice, denotedhys given as

o NCSNR+NC—1 ) NcSNR(Ne—2)
no= 2)N.SNR [\/1 N.SNREN—1 1 (65)
train,* _ n*N.SNR 1 * ) *

Let ht = mht Where ht ~ )\log (SN—R)’ K1 = K1 n*7htra|n,* and Ry = K,2|n*. If we

define,
_ (1—n*)(1+4n* N.SNR) h™™ *SNR
A o= (1— )SNR—}-;@l.&;2 ’ (66)
_ * train, %
Ay — (1—1*)(147* NeSNR) h"™™ *SNR+(1—7*)SNR++3 K3 67)

n* (1—n*)N.SNR? )

it is cumbersome, but straightforward to show that

: 1
sty 11 =0 A gl 7 =0 ©9
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for any . > 0. From (62), we then have

max C(traln ,1 LT(htrama n, Nca SNR) 2 étrain,l,LT(h:raim*7 77*7 Nca SNR) (69)
htl’aln
= K- [log (1 + Al) + I/Az] (70)
(a) 1 2
> k- |log(1+Ay) + slog 1+ — (71)
2 Ay
(b) 1
~ A 72
o [ ] (72

where (a) follows from (40) and (b) is the I08NR approximation to (71). Substituting for
hi"@™* and simplifying we can reduce the lower bound in (72) to
~ N, n*N.SNR
; > (1—n* .
Clrain. 17 (SNR) > (1 — ") (Nc — 1) (1 n n*NcSNR) [1+ h SNR (73)

Substituting forn* from (65) andN,. =

ﬁ, it can be checked that when> 1 the leading
term is [1 + h;] SNR which equals the first-order term of the coherent capacitgezsribed by
Corollary 1. On the other hand when< 1, the leading term takes the ford (SNRB%“> and
hence,u > 1 is necessary. [ |
Having established the result with an average power cansttat us consider the instantaneous

power constraint case.

B. Achievable Rates under Instantaneous Power Constraint

We impose a constraint as in (45) for the communication ploasee training scheme. With

the same power allocation scheme as in (47) (Sec. 1lI-B), htaio

C hil2q:(1 + E,,
C’train,l,ST(SNR) = (1 — —) ZE lOg (1 + | | q( + b )

1+qz+Etr

htr2iN (149 NeSNR)

ADe™ N NcSNR
Z Y ‘h ‘2 htram) (1 — 7]) (74)
Y train
= C(train,l,LT(SNR) . EITPZ (75)

ht"2iN (149 NeSNR)

where E;, = N, SNR andpt™" = Pr (Z X([hy|? > hireiny < ADe RS ) Understand-

= (1-n)

ing when% — 1 is similar to the case studied in Sec. IlI-B. Taking recoutgethe
analysis of Prop. 1 by using a threshold of the fdiffi™ * = {LEStE-h, wheren” is as in (65)
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andh, ~ Alog (sg), it can be shown that thgil,#”t is lower bounded by the same expression
as in (49) and (50) with4 replaced byﬁ. After some simplifications, we can conclude that
if El[_L;fﬂ — hy — oo, then 5train71,5T(SNR) — étrain,leT(SNR). Note that the condition in the

perfect CSI case is more stringent than in the trainingrsgtilhat is, if the channel is such that

E [Desr] — hy — oo, then it automatically ensures th&% — hy = o0.

C. Discussion

The analysis in Sec. IV-A and IV-B reveals that the followicgnditions are critical:
C1) The channel coherence dimensiay, scales withSNR according toN, ~ ﬁ, > 1,
and

C2) The independent degrees of freedom (DaP),in the channel scales witBNR such that

E[Defr] _ h __ DeMt
1_77* t — 1_77*

—hy = o0 asSNR — 0.

With only an average power constraifit] is necessary and sufficient so th%tain,l,LT(SNR) —
@oh,LLT(SNR). In particular, with\ — 1, we approach the perfect CSI benchmark. When there
iS an instantaneous power constraint, we need to sdigtyC1 andC2 so that the benchmark
can be attained.

We now study the implications of these conditions. Note @hpredicates a certain minimum
channel coherence level to ensure the fidelity of the trgipi@rformance. That is, the larger the
value of x and hence)V,, the more easier it is to meet the benchmark. On the other, l@d
describes the required growth rate in the DBE-so thatE [D«| —h, — oo and the instantaneous
power constraint is satisfied without any rate loss. Thathis,larger the value oD, the more
easier it is to meet the benchmark. It is clear that the twaitmms are somewhat conflicting
in nature since for a richer channel, it is easier to increRsbut more difficult to increase
N., while for a sparser channel, it is the reverse. Thereforataral question is if they can be
satisfied simultaneously.

To understand this, we first study the achievability@f. What are the conditions on the
channel parameterg(,, W, 6, andd,) and how do they interact with the signal space parameters
(T, W and P) so thati, > 1 is feasible? As we discuss next, by leveraging delay and [Bopp
sparsities and using peaky signaling (when necessary),l is achievable.

B1) Rich multipath: When the channel is rich in both delay and Dopplér,= —— is fixed

T’nLWd
and does not scale witbNR. Thus we can never maintain the scaling relationshigvinas in
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Theorem 2 andC1 can never be satisfied. Therefore, we cannot attain the bearéheven under
an average power constraint.

B2) Doppler sparsity only: In this caseW,,, = ﬁ is fixed and the scaling inV, is only
throughT.., ~ fo(T) (see (15)). Therefore, by scalifig with W according toT’ ~ f,* (W*)
and choosing: > 1, we haveN, ~ T,,, ~ fao (f;'(W")) ~ <xzz- FOr the power-law scaling
in (16), we obtain

T~ Wt (76)

Note that as); increases and the channel gets more richencreases monotonically in (76).
B3) Delay sparsity only: In this case,T.,, = W% and N, = W, T.,, scales withSNR

only throughW,,, ~ fi ( ). Therefore, for any sub-linear functiofi(-), we cannot satisfy

7
i1 > 1. A possible solution to overcome this difficulty is to use lpeaignaling where training
and communication are performed only on a subset of/theoherence subspaces. Modeling
peakiness as in [4], [13] and definigg= SNR”, ~ > 0 as the fraction oD over which signaling
is performed, it can be shown that [13, Lemma 3] the condifanasymptotic coherence gets
relaxed toN, =

from the original N. = where fipeay = £+ . We require

1
SNRFpeaky SNR“

Ipeaky > 1 Which is the same ag > 1 — v. For the power-law scaling in (16), we have
Ne~ fl(W) ~ W22~ i
satisfy the desired condition.
B4) Delay and Doppler sparsity: Using (15), we havéV,,, ~ fi(W) and T.,, ~ foT).
Therefore, if we scal@” with W according to

T f(W) with fo(x) = f;' ( f1<”)) 7)

Thus, if the peakiness coefficientsatisfiesy > J,, we can

we haveN, = W Toon ~ (W) fa(f3(W)) = (W) fa <f2 (MW )) ~ SNR“ Thus with
w>11in (77), we attain the desired scaling 8f with SNR. For the power-law scaling in (16),
the desired scaling iV, can be obtained by choosirig W and P according to the following

canonical relationship that is obtained using (16) in (77)

+62

<T52W51)1 51 W i 61
P18 51 )
From the above discussion, it is clear that channel spassitgcessary and in addition we also

T = (78)

require a specific scaling relationship betw&éand1V as defined in (78). But this is necessary
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for achieving the benchmark capacity with an average powestcaint (satisfyingc1). We now
study how this scaling law impacts the scaling/@fwith SNR, as in the instantaneous power
case. This is critical in determining the achievability ©2, which we discuss next. We recall

that by definition
T™W

N,
Using (78) in (79) and simplifying, we obtain the inducedIsgabehavior onD with SNR as

= TW SNR. (79)

91(0—p)—do

D~SNR T -, (80)

01(1—p)—09

Therefore, we hav& [Deg] — h, = SNRM ™ e 4 Alog(SNR) and consequently

0o if 0 < ) < 2EHe=ba
E [Deff] — ht — = (81)

. d2+(p—1)d

It is easily seen that

S+ (u—1)6 1— 6,
1

which yieldsE [Deg] — hy — oo for all A € (0,1), andC2 is satisfied as desired. The special

1>1<:>M> (82)

cases of delay sparsity only and Doppler sparsity only (€B2randB3) are simple extensions
and follow naturally.

To summarize,

iu>1 = C1lis achievable (83)
1-— . .
> — %2 _. C2isachievable (84)
1
Therefore,
1 |
/1 > max <1, 52) — C1 and C2 are achievable. (85)
1

We now elucidate the optimal packet configurations for d#ife levels of channel sparsity.
Analogous to the discussion in Sec. IlI-D, we focus on the grelaw scaling and illustrate
rules of thumb for choosing’ and W for a given N = TW. Assuming symmetrical sparsity
(61 = 95 = ), we note the following two cases:

1-96 1—-0
Casel:T>1<:>5<0.5, TNWP,p>T (86)

1 —
Case2:T5<1<:>5>0.5, T~W”,p>16f5. (87)
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The corresponding packet configurations are shown in Figard 0, 6 = 0.5 and§ — 1.

It is observed that the slowest scaling Thwith VW is obtained foré = 0.5 when the DoF
follow a square-rootscaling law with signal space dimension. On either extrefrt@ie square-
root law, the required scaling if" with W/ only gets worse. This conclusion is expected and
is consistent with the contradictory requirements presgeily C1 and C2. Whend < 0.5, the
channel conditions are more favorable towards scaligas a function ofSNR (specified by
C1). However, the required scaling éf with SNR (specified byC?2) is non-trivial and ultimately
dominates the required scaling Bfwith 1//. On the other hand, when> 0.5, the relatively less
sparse channel conditions are favorably disposed towhedsdaling ofD as a function oSNR,

but this is at the cost of scaling iN.. For the case of asymmetrically sparse channels, it can be

shown that this desirable condition (slowest scaling oivith 17) generalizes t@; + d, = 1.

Rich Medium Sparse

6—1 0=05 Very Sparse

6—0

% W

Fig. 4. Optimal packet configurations in the non-coherent scenaitio limited feedback. Three cases illustrated here affe ric

multipath(6 — 1), medium sparsitys = 0.5) and very high sparsit{y — 0).

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we studied the achievable rates of sparseipathit channels with limited
feedback. The focus of our analysis is in the widebdma-SNR regime. Our investigation
includes constraining both the average and the instantsneansmit powers. We first analyzed
the case when the receiver has perfect CSI and when one biti{penel coefficient) of this CSI
is known perfectly at the transmitter. We established diorts under which the rates achievable
with this scheme approach the capacity with perfect receawel transmitter CSI. For sparse

channels, these conditions translate to certain optimetgiaconfigurations for signaling. When
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the receiver has no CSl priori, we studied the performance of a training scheme. It is shown
that with only an average power constraint, channel spaisihecessary to attain the coherent
performance. With an instataneous power constraint, vabksthed conditions on optimal packet

configurations in order to approach the benchmark capaeity @asymptotically aSNR — 0.

TABLE |

CONDITIONS NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE THE PERFECESIBENCHMARK OF log (i) SNR.

Csl CSI | Power Necessary Signaling
RXx. Tx. | Const. Conditions Parameters
Perf. | Perf. - hw ~ log (six) Waterfilling; see [2], [17]

Perf. | 1bit | Avg. | he = Alog (syg), A — 1 | No constraints on richness @, W;
see [2], [17], [18]

Perf. | 1 bit | Inst. he = Aog (zi7) Rich channel: no constraint dfi or W,
for A < 1, and Sparse T fixed): A < d2 limits rates,
E [De] — he — 00 Sparse (general)l' ~ W*, p> 152

Train. | 1 bit | Avg. N ~ SN%7 u>1 Rich channel: Impossible,

Sparsity (Doppler): Non-peaky
scheme withl" ~ Wﬁ,
Sparsity (delay): Peaky scheme with
peakiness coefficient > 02,
Sparsity (both): Non-peaky scheme;
see (77) and (78)
Train. | 1 bit | Inst. N ~ ﬁ, pn>1 Rich channel: Impossible,
and ?LL;E] —hy = o0 Sparse (both)u > % for no rate
loss, else < S0

We contrast the results of this work with recent observation[17], [18]. The focus in [17],
[18] is on training schemes and on scenarios whggg increases aSNR decreases, although
there is no mention of how such a scaling law can be realizedactice. In particular, the authors
show that capacity scales &s (T..,) SNR if log(T.n) = log (siz) and equals the coherent
capacity,log (sxg ) SNR, whenlog(T..;) = log (). On the other hand, we have shown that

when the channel is sparse, channel coherence scalesliyatitta 7" and11 and the benchmark

gain,log (ﬁ) can always be achieved by appropriately choodirand V. Furthermore, while
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[17], [18] considered only an average power constraint, exelestablished achievability under
both average and instantaneous power constraints. Alayeining schemes are necessary in
the framework of [17] to achieve perfect training perforrm@anSuch schemes would violate any
finite instantaneous power constraint. Our findings hereaiethat channel sparsity is a degree
of freedom that can be exploited to obtain near-cohererfopeance with non-peaky training
schemes. Table | provides a short summary of our contribstand places them in the context
of [2], [17], [18].

Finally, we note that the results obtained here closelyllghreur earlier work [13] where we
studied the achievable rates with training and no feedbaekshowed that whefv, = ﬁ with
1 > 1, the channel imsymptotically coherenthannel estimation performance is near-perfect at
a vanishing energy cost. Analogous to [13], we have showa tieat under the assumption of
an error-freeD-bit feedback link, the rate achievable with the traininhesme converges to the
perfect CSI benchmark. Furthermore, the cost of feedbaelgsnred in terms of the number of

feedback bits per dimensidrD/N) converges asymptotically to zero in a sparse channel.

APPENDIX

A. Tightness oﬁoh,l,LT(SNR) t0 Ceon1.7(SNR) @asSNR — 0

Ccoh,l,LT(SNR)_acoh,l,LT(SNR)|
C1coh.,1,L'|'(SNR) ’

Let y; denote the random variabg |h;|> > h,). Definingy £

have
REE Tplhgxz'(l?e*"t —hZL- Xi)
i XilNeDe Mt
7= 5B |log |1+ TP (88)
i=1 N.De—ht
12D Tplhgxz'(l?e*"t —hZZ- Xi)
iXiNcD€7 t
@ 1 & [t T
< —M E iXilleDe~ T (90)
o s
TP | 1hlxi [De™ = 32, xi]
= N.D2ehe Z TP|hi|2x: (91)
¢ i=1 Zi Xi (1 + NeDeht )
TP h 2 De‘ht — - X
(:) E | 1‘ Xl‘ ZzX‘ é’YO (92)

N.Deh TP
o (1+ S )
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where (a) follows from the log-inequality and (b) from thetféhat{A;} are i.i.d. Conditioning

on i, we now have

Y L g Pt [ e = 04 5000 (93)
0 = 7_}“ 1 hlv{xj7j>1} 2
NeDe (1420551 %) (1 + ﬁgf;i'ht)
SNR - E E[pe — 0+ 500) (94)
= By {51} :
(1 + 2j>1 Xj) <1 + JQPD‘ZUM)
De™™ — (143251 X;)
(a) |ha|? ) i>1 A5
@ SNR.E, |— | B (95)
( FIENEEAITTC i 1+ 22551 X5)
[Deh — (14 %01 x)
< SNR-E[|h]’]- Eqy, o1} ’ 2y (96)

(142251 %))
where (a) follows from the fact that; and {x;,j > 1} are independent.

To show the closeness (ffcoh,LLT(SNR) to Ceon1..T(SNR), we now produce an upper bound
for 4, that tends tad) asSNR — 0. Our goal is to show that given any choice bf <z is
bounded. Consider

De™™ — (143, X))

De"
{x5,d>1} (1 T 2j>1 Xj) {x;j,7>1}

(1+ Ej>1 Xj)

where (a) is a consequence of Cauchy-Schwarz inequalityE ldeenotee—". We then have

b)

( 2DE
Y2 < \|1+D2E2~EX].

1+ (D-1)E

1
(1 + Ej>1 Xj)2

where in (b) we have used the fact tﬁat[%} > ﬁ for a positive random variablX. We

(97)

now estimatex = E, . It is easy to check that

1
J |:(1+2j>1 Xj)2]

= (D-1\E(1-E)P1
““2( z) G+1)2 (96)

i
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Noting that

D—-1
D -1\ .
D—-1 __ )
(1+) —§<¢)y (99)
and integrating twice both sides of (99) with respecytave have
1+ y)D—H B b-l/pn_q yit?
D(D+1) —2; i (i+1)(i+2) (100)
Usingy = 5 in (100), we have
D-1 .
1 B D —1\ E{(1 —E)P-1-
D(D+1)E2 ; < i ) G+1)(i+2) (101)

Observe that 7 < iy for all i > 0 and an upper bound foy, is

2D?%E? 2DE D?E—-4DE+3D —-E+1
wgw+D( - :V o)

D+1)E 1+(D-1)E (D+1)(DE—E+1)
which is bounded for any choice db. (In fact, the upper bound convergesit@as D — ).
Note that the bound in (102) is loose and one might expect fat— 0 as D — oo as a
consequence of the law of large numbers. However, for oypqas, the proposed loose upper
bound in (102) is sufficient.

B. Proof of Proposition 1

To computep; = Pr (Z;zl x(|h;]? > hy) < ADe‘ht), we need the following result [27,
Theorem 2.8, p. 57] on the tail probability of a sum of indegemt random variables.
Lemma 1:Let X;,i = 1,---,n be independent random variables wig{X;] = 0 and

E[X?] = o7. Define B, = 3" | o2. If there exists a positive constaft such that

)

E[X!] < %m!ame—2 (103)

for all i andz > £z, then we have’r( Y7 | X; > z) <exp (— 75). If 2 < 2, then we have
Pr(Y>", X; > x) Sexp(—%). u
To apply Lemma 1, we set =i andX; = x(|h;]? > he) — E [x(|h;]? > ho)] = x(|h,]> > he) —
e "™ =y;—Eforj=1,--- i Then, a simple computation of the higher momentXgfimplies
that E[X? = o2 = E(1 — E), B; = iE(1 — E), E[X"] = E(1 — ) - (1 — E)™" 4 (—1)mE™~1).
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It can be checked thaf = (1 —E) is sufficient to satisfy the conditions of Lemma 1. With this

setting, we have

AD—i)E P
) _ exp <_(4(1—E)) ) if 1 < LATJ,
- AD—i)%E e
exp (_(4i(1_)E) ) if i > [42] +1.

Pr (Z x(|h;]* > hy) —iE > (AD —4)E

j=1

If 1< A<2, withk= using (104), the following lower bound;, holds for 2= 1pl:

4(1 E)
N2k
L = 1— |eADs Z 62/@_‘_ Z (AD ) (105)
L i<|4P) [ 4P ] +1
" [ o—r(AD=1) _ (oul42] _ AD
@ ,_|€ (e"l 72 )+ p_ |22 o~a-n2Ds (106)
e —1 2
[ 1
> 1| (%=1 1 (14 DA —A/z))e—m—lfﬂ (107)

where (a) follows by first usinéADii‘i)2 > (A —1)2D for all 1 <i < D and then upon further
simplification using the sum of a geometric series.
If A> 2, we have the following lower bound tg%:

1

L=1-— —AD ik oy 1 — —k(D(A-1)-1) | )
exp( K) Z e e pr—

1<i<D

(108)

With h, = \log (gi=) SNR

With this choice ofh, in (107) and (108) and simplifying, we obtain the desiredrmsiin (49)
and (50). It is also straightforward to check that whersatisfiesD SNR* + A log(SNR) — oo

asSNR — 0, L — 1 in both the cases. [ |

as in (33), the dominant term & is SNR* and hence ins is

C. Completing the Proof of Theorem 2

The choice ofh, we study ish, = elog( ) for somee > 0. First, with this fixed choice

SNR
of h,, note that maximizin@tra;nvl,g (n, N, SNR) is equivalent to setting its derivative (with
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respect top) to zero. Then, it is straightforward to check that the darnxe is

he (1 —n)(1 +nN.SNR)h,SNR
10ge (1 * (1 —H)SNR—F/{l/{g

~
1l

Vﬁht _|_
Y 7]
N~ -

(Vﬁ—%) {H ( 1 ) (NanSNRJrQn—l he(1 + nN.SNR)
T enb . 1

"W, (1—n)? nNSNR(L — 1)) ) ~ONRt 1)1

-~

I
hSNRENy  NeSNRE(L—n)? — ssa(1 + nSNRN) (1+ i)
(1—m)SNR+rika (1 —1)SNR+ rirz + (1= 1)(1+nNSNR)hSNR
v
For simplicity, we will denote the four terms in (109) Ibyil, 11l and1V. We will further assume

(109)

thatn = SNR*,z > 0 and N, = ﬁ,y > 0. For a given choice o, our goal is to determine
the relationship between andy such that the derivative in (109) can be zero. We consideethr
cases: ijy >1+uz, i) y<l4+zxzandii)y =1+ x.

Casei: First, note that)/N.SNR = SNR™* for somez > 0. The dominant terms of can be seen
sng) and thus, up to first ordet = 2. Similarly, (1 —7)SNR + ;4

up to first order equalSNR“*. Note from [25, 5.1.20, p. 229] that; = O (%) if B — o0
and hencel is elog (

to beﬁ—i—elog(

oir) sy~ It can also be checked théttis (clog (ghg))” syere=r

vy —5=0 <%> and hencdll is €log (sg ) surer—= @S long agy < 1+ 2z. Under the same
assumptiony < 1+ 2z, IV is — (elog (ﬁ))2 <=+ Thus, by playing with constants the
derivative can be set to zero in this caseylf 1 + 2z, | and Il remain unchanged, bull is
SNR***7¥~¢ andIV is —elog (gi=) SNR***~¥~“. By comparing the coefficients, we see that the
only way the derivative can be zero isif= 1 + 2z.

Caseii: In this case, the first order terms show the following behaWith w = 1+z—y > 0,

lis SNR* ™, Il is elog (=) loglog (=) snmes I11is —SNR**~*—L— andIV is SNR* %+,

elog(SNR)
It can be seen that the derivative can never be zero and hkisceatse is ruled out.

Case iii: In this case, based on a similar analysis, we see that theatlee can again be set to
zero.
Therefore, ife € (0,1), x >0 and1+x <y < 1+ 2z, we have

elog (sug) SNR'™“(1 — SNR?)
T ENRY + SNR.

atrain,l,LT(SNR) > SNR® log (1 + (110)
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Thus, @train,l,LT(SNR) is up to first order the same zf%coh,l,LT(SNR) and Ceon 1.7 (SNR). If

y =1+ x andnN.SNR = a for some choice ot (positive, finite and independent 6f\R), we

needa > = and we have

~ c(14a) e(14a) 1 a
: > | = log | =—— : .
Clrain,1.7(SNR) > SNR og (1 + eSNR og <SNR)) + T+ a SNR (111)
If y < 1+ z, the training scheme is strictly sub-optimal (in the limit$N\NR) from an ergodic
capacity point-of-view. Putting things together, we obtthe desired conditiory > 1. [ |
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