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Abstract—Motivated by a host of recent applications requiring codes in the binary error correction setting. Thereforejrth
some amount of redundancyframesare becoming a standard tool  codewords have certain successive spectral componerds equ

in the signal processing toolbox. In this paper, we study a szific to zero. This property is then exploited for error detectio
class of frames, known as discrete Fourier transform (DFT) —_ . .
correction in the complex (real) fieldl[2]Z{9].

codes, and introduce the notion ofsystematicframes for this ) .
class. This is encouraged by a new application of frames, naaty, From the frame theory perspective, DFT codes are harmonic

distributed source coding that uses DFT codes for compressi.  tight frames. In the absence of erasure, tight frames ma@mi
Studying their extreme eigenvalues, we show that, unlike DF the mean-squared error (MSE) between the transmitted and
frames, systematic DFT frames are not necessarilfight. Then, (ocaived signalg [10]=[12]. The MSE is the ultimate measure

we come up with conditions for which these frames can be . L L
tight. In either case, the best and worst systematic framesra of performance in many digital communication systems where

established in the minimum mean-squared reconstruction eor ~quantized analog signal is transmitted. Frames are nbtural
sense. Eigenvalues of DFT frames and their subframes play arobust to transmission loss since they provide an overcet@apl
pivotal role in .this work. Particularly, we deri\{e some bounds on expansion of signal [10]=[14].
tmhgsfxégetwg Iggﬁlrt‘:?lt‘;‘;zeDEgui%t;fr:gevzl"l‘jgﬁz ?r:g;sed dto plrev DFT frames have recently been applied in the context of
' pendest distributed source codingDSC) [15]. More precisely, BCH-
_Index Terms—BCH-DFT codes, systematic frames, parity, DFT codes are used for compression of analog signals with
eigenvalue, optimal reconstruction, quantization, erastes, dis-  gjqe information available at the decoder. In DSC contédé s
tributed source coding, Vandermonde matrix. . R . .
information is viewed as corrupted version of signal, aneh€o
pression is achieved by sending only redundant information
|. INTRODUCTION in the form of parity or syndrome with respect to a channel
RAMES, “redundant” set of vectors used for signatode [16]. Unlike in DSC that uses binary channel codes for
representation, are increasingly found in signal proogssicompression, in the new framework (DSC based on BCH-DFT
applications. Frames are more general than bases as framesades) compression is performed before quantization. As a
complete but not necessarily linearly independenibasis on  result, DFT frames, which are primarily used for compressio
the contrary, is a set of vectors used to “uniquely” represegan decrease quantization error at the same time. Thigsesul
a vector as a linear combination of basis elements. Framesi better reconstruction, in the MSE sense, particulaHgnv
are generally motivated by applications requiring somellevthe sources are highly correlated.
of redundancyand they offer flexibility in design, resilience Motivated by its application in parity-based DSC [15] and
to additive noise (including quantization error), robests to distributed joint source-channel codif®JSCC) [17] that use
erasure (loss), and numerical stability of reconstructivith DFT codes, we introduce the notion systematic framesn
increasing applications, frames are becoming more preval¢his work. For an(n, k) frame, a systematic frame is defined to
in signal processing. be a frame that includes the identity matrix of sizas a sub-
In this paper, we study a specific class of frames known fi@me. Sincdight frames minimize reconstruction error [10]—
discrete Fourier transform (DFT) codes. By using these g0d§L3], we exploresystematic tight DFT frameglthough it is
the ideas of coding theory are described in the signal psacestraightforward to construct systematic DFT frames, wev@ro
ing setting. We consider the Bose-Chaudhuri-Hocquenghéat systematic “tight” DFT frames exist only for specific DF
(BCH) codes, an important class of multiple-error-coriregt frames. More precisely, we show that a systematic frame is
codes, in the DFT domain |[2[=[4]. BCH-DFT codes ardight if and only if data (systematic) samples are circylarl
cyclic codedn the complex (or real) domain, similar to BCHequally spaced, in the codewords generated by that frame.
When such a frame does not exist, we will be looking for
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on theextreme eigenvaluesf V7V, whereV is a square or ~ Central to this work is the properties of tieégenvaluesf
non-square subframe of a DFT frame. The properties of the?V or VV#, in which V is a submatrix of a DFT matr(k.
eigenvalues of such frames are central to establish marheof Hence, we recall some bounds on the eigenvalues of Hermitian
result in this paper. These bounds are used to determine thatrices which are used in this paper. L&étbe a Hermi-

conditions required for a systematic frame so as to be tighin & x & matrix with real eigenvalue$i;(A4),...,\x(4)}
Besides, eigenvalues are crucial in establishing the bas$t avhich are collectively called thepectrumof A, and assume
worst systematic frames. A(A) > A(A) > -+ > M(A). Schur-Horn inequalities

The paper is organized as follows. In Secfidn Il, we presesitow to what extent the eigenvalues of a Hermitian matrix
the basic definitions and a few fundamental lemmas that wilbnstraint its diagonal entries.
be used later in the paper. In Sectloq Ill, we mtr_oduce DFEr position 1. Schur-Horn inequalities21]
frames and set the ground to study the extreme elgenvalueio o T .

: ) . . . et A be a Hermitiank x k& matrix with real eigenvalues
their subframes. Sectidn ]V motivates the work in this paper () > Ao(A) > - > Ae(A). Then, for anyl < iy < iz <
by introducing systematic DFT frames and their application _ ,—<2 == AR : Vsh<t
Some result on the the extreme eigenvalues of DFT frames w=h

and their subframes are presented in Sedfibn V. Sedfiohs VI )\, 1(A) + -+ M(A) < a4y + - + iy,

and@] is plevoted to the gvaluatlon of reconstruction earmd <MA) + A, @)
classification of systematic frames based on that. We cdeclu
in Sectior[ VIII. wherea;1, . .., ax, are the diagonal entries od. Particularly,

For notation, we use boldface lower-case letters for vegtofor I = 1 and/ = k& we obtain
boldface upper-case letters for matricés,! for transpose,

Idface upp matricés, for transpos Me(4) < an < Mi(A), (5)
()" for conjugate transpose.)" for pseudoinverse(.) . )
for conjugatetr(.) for the trace,E(.) for the mathematical Z)"(A) B Z B (©)
expectation, andl.|| for the Euclidean norm. The dimensions — e — -
of square and rectangular matrices are indicated, respbgti ) -7
by one and two subscripts when required. Another basic question in linear algebra asks the degree to

which the eigenvalues of two Hermitian matrices constriaén t
II. DEFINITIONS AND PRELIMINARIES eigenvalues of their sum. Weyl's theorem gives an answer to

In this section, we introduce the definitions and some bagls question in the following set of inequalities.

results which are frequently used in the paper. Proposition 2. Wey! inequalities/[21]

Definition 1. A spanning family ofn. vectorsF” = {f;}7_, in Let A and B be two Hermitiank x k£ matrices with spectrums
a k-dimensional complex vector spa€¥ is called aframeif {A\1(A),..., A\ (A)} and {\i(B),..., \(B)}, respectively.
there exist) < a < b such that for anye € C* Then, fori, j < k, we have

2\ N 2 Ai(A+B) < Xj(A) + Xi—jpa(B)  for j<i, (7)
allz]|” < Z_:Zl|<%',f1>| < bll]*, 6y MALB) > A (A) 4 Aewro(B)  for joi. (8)

where(z, f;) denotes the inner product efand f; and gives Corollary 1. If A+ B = ~vI,v > 0, where A and B are
the ith coefficient for the frame expansion af [12]-[14]. « Hermitian matrices, them\;(A4) + \x_j+1(B) = 7.

andb are calledframe boundsthey, respectively, ensure that
the vectors span the space, and the basis expansion cosive
A frame istight if « = b. Uniform or equal-normframes are
frames with same norm for all elements, .8l = || £l
fori,j=1,...,n. Lemma 1. Let A and B be two Hermitiank x £ matrices and
suppose that, for every < i,j < k, A;; = €/ B, ;; then
AH A and BH B have the same spectrum.

; Proof: It suffice to seti = k andi = 1 respectively in
(&ﬁ and [8), and use,(A + B) = A\ (A + B) = v which is
obtained fromA + B = ~ 1. [ ]

Definition 2. An nxn Vandermonde matrix with unit complex
entries is defined by

1 1 .. 1 Proof: Thg proof is immediate using Lemmal3 [20] since
] it eif2 .. eitn (A A);; = - (BEB), ;i i.e., AFA = BHB. [
wE— . . ) . ;
v ! C IIl. DFT FRAMES
edn=1)61  j(n=1)62 . i(n=1)0n
@) A. BCH-DFT Codes

in which 8, ¢ [0,2r) and8, £ 0, for p £ ¢, 1 < p.q < n. BCH-DFT codes|[B] ardinear block codesver the com-

If 6, — 2=(p — 1), W becomes the well-known IDFT matrix plex field whose parity-check matrikl is defined based on

n A . . the DFT matrix; they insertl — 1 cyclically adjacent zeros
1 q
[18]. For this Vandermonde matrix we can write [19], [20] in the frequency-domain function (Fourier transform) of/an

det(WWH) = | det(W)|? = Ln H |eifr — ¢ifa|2, codeword wherel is the designed distance of that code [2].
n
1<p<g<n

3) INote that eigenvalues af 7V and V'V are equal for a squaré; also,
VHV andVVH have the same nonzero eigenvalues for a non-sguare



Real BCH-DFT codes, a subset of complex BCH-DFT codes, Proof: Let a, s be the(r,s) entry of the matrixGGH
benefit from a generator matrix with real entries. The geoerathen it can readily be shown that
matrix of an(n, k) real BCH-DFT cod@ is typically defined

a—1 n—1
by [6], [8], [11], [15 _1 m(0,—0,) , L m(0,—02)
y (6], [8], [11], [15] am_kzoea + - Zﬁej . (14)
n m= m=n—
G =/ -WHESW,, 9 . , ; on. it i
\/; " g © in which 6, = 2%(x — 1). From this equation, it is clear

thata, s = a,4, s+i; that is, the elements of each diagonal are
equal, which means thatG* is aToeplitzmatrix. In addition,
we can check that,,, = a,411, i.e., the last entry in each
row is equal to the first entry of the next row. This proves
(10)  that the Toeplitz matribxGGF is circulant as well [22]. Also,

a quick look at[(I#) reveals that the elements of the prircipa

0
0
wherea = [n/2] — | (n — k)/2], B = k — a, and the sizes of diagonal(r = s) are equal tol. Similarly, one can see that

zero blocks are such that is ann x k matrix [8]. One can for anyl < p < n, the square matrixs, .G, is also a
check thato's = I, and2%H is ann x n matrix given by Toeplitz matrix; it is not necessarily circulant, however.

Considering Remarkl 1, one can check that (14) is also valid

in which W; represents the DFT matrix of siZze and X is
defined as

Io
Enxk =

TTeo

I 0 0 for complex BCH-DFT codes. Note that, and 3 are less
2= 0 0 o |. (11) constrained for these codes, as mentioned in Refdark 1.
0 0 Ip Remark2. Lemmd2 also holds for complex BCH-DFT codes.
Note that, having: — k consecutive zero row§; insertsn — k Further, in a DFT frame, in general, the— k zero rows of
consecutive zeros to each codeword in the frequency domsirgre not required to be successive if they are not designed
which ensures having a BCH code [2]] [3]. for error correction. That is any matrix that can be rearehg

Remarkl. RemovinglV;, from () we end up with a complex as [l | Oxxn—x]" may represents. Then, XX¥ is not

G, representing @omplex BCH-DFT coddn such a codey  necessarily in the form given in_(IL1); it can be any square

and 3 can be any nonnegative integers such that 3 = k.  matrix of sizen with k£ nonzero elements equal to 1, arbitrary
The parity-check matris, both in real and complex codes /0cated on thel mgwld'_aggna'e- Then, again Lenitha 2 holds

consist of thex — k columns of W # corresponding to the zero P8CaUS&rs = £ 3¢ e/mi@r=09) andm; € {1,...,n}.

rows of ¥; thus, HG = 0. Remark3. Lemmal2 holds for all DFT frames.

B. Connection to Frame Theory IV. SYSTEMATIC DFT FRAMES

In general, every sample in the codewords of a DFT frame is
a linear combination of all data samples of the input blogk, i
the data samples do not appear explicitly in the codewords. A
a complex BCH-DFT code is basically a harmonic fram«]es.peCIfIC method of encoding, known agstematic encoding
eaves the data samples unchanged. These unchanged samples

;rehsill{as ttﬁ: ;agotﬁsp?gf%réﬁ?gl:? ;ig‘:v?r? tfr:c;n:)f]%) zv;r']gh a5gn be exhibited in any component of the codeword, therefore

the analysis frame operator of a harmonic frame, on the otl®efinition 3. An (n, k) frame is said to be systematic if its
hand. The former is then evident &g, is a rotation matrix. analysis frame operator includég as a subframe.

Further, it is easy to see that tfieme operatorGH G and
Gramian GG are equal to

The generator matrig in (@) can be viewed as amalysis
frame operator In this view, a real BCH-DFT code is a
rotation of the well-knowrharmonic frameq13], [14], and

A. Motivation and Applications

GHG = ﬁjk, (12) In the context of channel coding, there is a special inténest
7’3 systematic codef?] since the input data is embedded in the
GGY = EWEEEHWW (13) encoded output which simplifies the encoding and decoding

) , algorithms. For example, in systematic convolutional sode
The following lemma presents some properties of the frang@ 4 can be read directly if no errors are made, or in case only

ppergtor and relevant matrices which are crucial for ounltes parity bits are affect in aerasure channelSystematic codes

in this paper. are also used in parity-based distributed source codin@}DS
Lemma 2. Let G« be a matrix consisting op arbitrary techniques, e.g., DSC that uses turbo codes for co_mpression
rows of G defined by@). Then, the following statements hold{23]-[25]. DSC addresses the problem of compressing corre-

i. GG is a Toeplitz and circulant matrix lated sources by separate encoding and joint decoding and ha
. prkGka, 1 < p < nis a Toeplitz matrix found application in sensor networks and video compression
iii. All principal diagonal entries Oprkaka, 1<p<n [16]. The compression is usually realized through the use of
are equal tol. binary channel codes

Recently, the authors have introduced a new framework that
2Real BCH-DFT codes do not exist whenand & are both everi|3]. exploitsreal-number codefor DSC [15] and distributed joint



source-channel coding (DJSCQ) [17]. Specifically, by usirag the variance of the source becomes larger [27]. Pantigula
BCH-DFT codes it has been shown that this framework cdor Gaussian sources this relation is logarithmic with vari
result in a better compression compared to the conventiomaalce, under the mean-squared error (MSE) distortion measur
one. There are syndrome- and parity-based approaches tdrddSC that uses real-number codés][15], since coding is
DSC [15]-17]; the compression is achieved by representipgrformed before quantization, the variance of transuhitte
the input data with fewer samples, which are a linear combinsequence depends on the behavior of the encoding matrix.
tion of the input samples. To do so, in the former approach the syndrome approachs = Hx [15] and it can be checked
encoder generates syndrome samples with respect to a DRat 05 = o,, that is, the variance is preser\&dHowever,
code, whereas it generates parity samples with respect tasawe show shortly, this is not valid in parity approach and
systematidFT code in the latter case. The parity (syndromeahe variance of parity samples depends on the behavior of
is then quantized and transmitted over a noiseless chanegicoding matrixGsys. In view of rate-distortion theory, it
Assuming the asymmetric DSC _[26], where one source lisakes a lot of sense to keep this variance as small as possible
available at the decoder as side information, the decodé&slo Not surprisingly, we will show that using a tight frame (tigh
for the closest vector to the side information, among th&,,.) for encoding is optimal.
vectors whose parity (syndrome) is equal to the received onelLet « be the message vector, a column vector whose
The parity-based approach is worthwhile as the parity ofedements are i.i.d. random variables with variance and
real DFT code is a real vector contrary to its syndrome whidat y = G.x represent the codeword generated using the
is complex. More importantly, to accomplish DJSCC only thgystematic frame. The variance gfis then given by
parity-based approach is known to be applicable [17]. On the 1 1
other hand, the parity-based approach mandates systematic 05 - EIE{yHy} _ ;E{wHGgsGsysw}

DFT codes and is the main motivation of this work. 1 a7
= —U?E tr (GgSGSyS),
B. Construction and K
In view of Definition[3, the systematic generator matrix for tr (GH Gyys) = tr (G, GGG )

a real BCH-DFT code can be obtained by ' _ %tr ((GkaH)*l)

Gsys = GGlzla (15) n
. . . . . . = —tr (VVi)™) (18)
in which G, is a submatrix (subframé[L1]) &¥ including & k
arbitrary rows ofGG. Note thatGy, is invertible since it can be n<a 1
represented as % ) X

i=1""
Gp = \/EW;finEWk = VAW, (16) in which Ay > Ay > --- > Ay > 0 are the eigenvalues of
k GrGH (or VEVj, equivalently).

in which V1 £ | /ZWH % and W), are invertible as they This shows that the variance of codewords, generated by a
are Vandermonde and DFT matrices, respectively. ObvipushyStematic frame, depends on the submatfixwhich is used

this argument is valid i#V, is removed and/or when the— 10 createGiy,. Gy, in turn, is fully known once the position of
zero rows of% are not successive. This indicates that any Systematic samples is fixed in the codewords. In other words,
rows of a DFT frame make basisof C* and proves tha; * the “position” of systematic samples determines the vagan
and thus systematic DFT frames exist for any DFT frame. Of the codewords generated by a systematic DFT frame. To

Remark4. From the above discussion and Remark 3 one Cg}]inimize the effective range of trapsmitteq gign_al, frana)(1
see that what we prove in the remainder of this paper is vaﬁ@d (18), we need to do the following optimization problem

for “any” DFT frame, not just for real BCH-DFT codes. o koq
o minimize »_ —
The construction in[{15) suggests that for each DFT frame pe — A
there are many (but, a finite number of) systematic frames l; (19)
since the rows ofG can be arbitrarily chosen from those st Z/\’ — kAN SO
of G. This will be discussed in detail later in Section VII-C. AR

The codewords generated by these systematic frames differ i ok . ) . ) ,

the “position” of systematic samples (i.e., input data)jsThWhere' the constraint;_, \; = k is achieved in consideration
implies that parity (data) samples are not restricted tefar ©f Lemmal2 and[{6). ‘

consecutive block in the associated codewords. Such aelegreBy Using the Lagrangian method |28], we can show that
of freedom is useful in the sense that one can find the md&g OPtimal eigenvalues avg = 1; this implies a tight frame

suitable systematic frames for specific applications (atg [10]- In the sequel, we analyze the eigenvalue&pk .G,
one with the smallest reconstruction error.) p < n, that helps us characterize tight systematic frames, so

as to minimize the variance of transmitted codewords.

C. Optimality Condition 3In general, any unitary matriX/ preserves norms, i.e., for any complex

= di . h . Il k h h vector x, ||[Uz|| = ||=||. Note that H is not unitary because it is not a
rom rate-distortion theory, it is well known that the rat%quare matrix; however, its rows are selected from a unitaagrix and are

required to transmit a source, with a given distortion, @&ses orthonormal. This lead tdd HY = I,,_, andtr(HEH) = n — k.



V. MAIN RESULTS ON THEEXTREME EIGENVALUES FH F| the tightest possible frame bounds are, respectively,

In this section we investigate some bounds on the eigenvain (77 F) andb - Amax (F7F) [59]- In other words, for a
ues of GG, whereG is defined in[[B). These boundstight frameAuin(£2" ) = Amax(F7F); i.€., the eigenvalues

play an important role in the performance evaluation of tH¥f FAF are equal([10].

systematic DFT frames. We also determine the exact valugsrollary 2. Tight systematic DFT frames can exist only if
of some eigenvalues in certain cases. n = Mk, whereM is a positive integer.

Theorem 1. Let Gpxi, 1 < p < n be anyp x k submatrix Note that systematic DFT frames are not necessarily tight fo
of G. Then, the smallest eigenvalue®@f. G/’ is no more ,, — rk. In SectiorVI), we prove that tight systematic DFT

than one, and the largest eigenvalue@f. ;G|\, , is at least frames exist forn = Mk and show how to construct such

one. frames.

In the remainder of this section, we shall find exact values,
rather than bounds, for some of the eigenvaluei?é‘ka
whenk < n < 2k. This range ofn is specifically important
in parity-based DSC [15], whene— k parity samples are used
to represent samples and so for compression- k < k.

Proof: From LemmdXR, we know that all principal diag-
onal entries oprkaka are unity. As a result, using the
Schur-Horn inequality in[{5), we obtail,in (Gpx kG, ;) <
1< )\maX(prkGka). This proves the claim.

Note that\; (Gpxx G} 1) = A (G Gpxi) for any G
Nevertheless, this is not correct fay,;, in general. A tighter Theorem 4. For any G, a square submatrix o7 in (9),
bound on); can be achieved whefi, ., is a tall matrix. wherek < n < 2k, the 2k — n largest eigenvalues af, G

Theorem 2. Given a tall (short)G,x, the largest (smallest) are equal ton/k.

eigenvalue onkapxk is lower (upper) bounded by/k.
. . . Proof: From Corollary[1 we know that if two Hermitian
. H
Proof:Letp > k. Since all diagonal entries 6t ;G matrices sum up to a scaled identity matrix, their eigereslu

H p . H —
are unity, from[(6) we hav@ 7", Ai(GpxkGpy i) = p. Onthe add up to be fixed. Thus, il and B have the same spectrum

other hand, since the nonzero eigenvalues}p;kGka and

we obtain
Gl .Gpxi are equalGyxxG1L . hask nonzero eigenvalues
and we get Aj(A) + Me—jr1(4) = 7. (21)
p
=Y _ N(GprGhy) Now, letG be partitioned a&' = GGk wherep = n—k.
i=1 _ _ pXk
k (20) Let A= G}/Gy andB = G/}, Gpxk, thend+ B = GG =
- Z)\i(GHXkaxk) #1I).. Clearly, Corollary(1l holds withy = . Also, note that
= g whenp < k thentkapxk has onlyp nonzero eigenvalues.
< k)\l(Gkaprk)- Therefor(T, in /such a cask— p largest eigenvalues @ty G,
are equal ton/k. [ |
Thus, for any _taIlG‘px.k, A1 (Gkaprk) = M(GpxrGlLy) = ~ Another interesting case arises when= 2k. Numerical
¥ > 1. Following a similar line of proof, for a short submatrixresults shows that under this conditiochand B have the same
(p < k) we obtainAmin (Gl Gpxr) < § < 1. set of eigenvalues. We prove this whéh, either includes

Obviously the same bounds are valid for the extreme eigegiiccessive or every other rows 6f In such cases, one can
values onpkaka. What s more, sincg/k is the average verify that (Gy);; = €7%(Gy); ;; thus, Lemmall holds and
value of eigenvalues, considering thatin(GpxxGyk,) =0  and B have the same eigenvalues. Hence, frbm (21) we get
for p > k, andAmin (G2, Gpxi) = 0 for p < k, from (20) we o o n
conclude that corresgonding bounds on the largest eigsewal 2j(Gl Gr) + Me—jrr (G, Gi) = T 2. (22)

are strict. _ _ - _ B This further implies that for odd values df the middle
It is worth noting that in[(20) the equality is achieved Whe%igenvalue olGH Gy is 1.

p = n; it can also be achieved for “specific” submatrices only \ye close this section with an example illustrating some of
in the case of integer oversampling, i.e., when= Mk, S the above properties. Consider(@n k) DFT frame and the the

we discuss later in this paper. _ following two cases. First, the rows @f, are evenly spaced
We use the above results to find better bounds for trpgws of G (i.e., either odd rows or even rows). This is the
; H ; ; T . . '
extreme eigenvalues @G’ in the following theorem. “best” submatrix in the sense that it minimizes the MSE. For

Theorem 3. For any G}, a square submatrix off in (@) in such a submatrix, all eigenvalues are known to be equaljss it
whichn # MF, the smallest (largest) eigenvalue @f.G'Y is @ DFT matrix. For example, for = 10, k = 5, the best square

Stricﬂy upper (|Ower) bounded by submatrix results im = 1 with mUltlpllClty of 5. The other
_ ) extreme case, which maximizes the MSE, happens when the
Proof: See AppendiX [X-A. ®  ows of G, are circularly consecutive rows @f. Again, for

Theoreni B implies that for 7 Mk we cannot have "tight” 6 anove exampley = {0.0011,0.1056, 1, 1.8944, 1.9989).
systematic frames. Because, for a frame with frame operaiih these examples in mind, we will explore the best and

4An m x n matrix A is called to be tall ifm > n. Similarly, if m < n, ~WOrSt frames in Sectiof MIl. We shall now discuss signal
then A is a short matrix. reconstruction for systematic frames.



VI. PERFORMANCEANALYSIS the effective range of the codewords generated by different

In this section, we analyze the performance of quantiz&tys i €qual, which implies the samg for a given number
systematic DFT codes using the quantization model proposdgduantization levels. However, frori (17) itis known that,
in [10], which assumes that noise components are unccetelafor @ fixed number of quantization levels, depends on

and each noise componepthas mear and variance?, i.e. the variance of transmitted codewordsZX if the quantizer
for anyi, j, ! is designed to cover the entire effective range of codewords

Obviously, thoughaj can vary from one systematic frame to
E{¢:} =0,  E{qiq;} = 0.6i;. (23) another, as shown if_(118).

For one thingg can be uniformly distributed of-A/2, A/2], Theorem 5. When encoding with a systematic DFT frame in

Wherecrg = A?%/12. We assume the quantizer range covers ti{5) and decoding with linear reconstruction, for the noise

dynamic range of all codewords encoded using the systematiodel 23) and given a same number of quantization levels,

DFT code in [(Ib). the MSE is minimum if and only if the systematic frame is
Let # be the signal (message) to be transmitted. Thight.

corresponding codeword is generated by Proof: All systematic DFT frames amount to a same

Yy = GyysT. (24) quantization error provided that the effective range ofezod
o _ . ) ) words are fully covered, as shown [n128). Neverthelessafor
This IS then q”a”t'z?d tg and trans_m|tted. Assuming thegy o g number of quantization levels more codewords are withi
quantization model in[(23), transmitted codeword can k?ﬁe range of quantizer if the systematic frame is tight. T&is
modeled by clear from [I8) and[{19), recalling that {19) is minimized by
§ = Goys + q, (25) the tight frames. Moreover, any frame that minimizes (19) is
required to be tight. This will be proved in Section VII-Aa
where g represents quantization error. This also models theThe problem we are considering in Theoriem 5 is somewhat
received codvector provided that there is no error or eesur the dual of Theorem 3.1 in [12]. Note that in [12, Theorem
channel. Now, suppose we want to estimatiom (23). This  3.1] “uniform” frames are used for encoding which implies
can be done through the use of linear or nonlinear operatiofife same variance for all samples of codewords whereas the
reconstruction error is proportional @:f:l Ai. On the other
A. Linear Reconstruction hand, the frames used in Theorem 5 are not uniform in general;
this result in a codeword variance proportional Ele A

We first considetinear reconstructionof = form g using ; . . - .
while having a fixed, minimum reconstruction error.

the pseudoinversé [110] d@fys, which is defined by

_ k B. Consistent Reconstruction
Glys = (GglsGSyS) 1G§}I/s = _GkGH' (26) . . f .
n Linear reconstruction is not always the best one can edimat
The linear reconstruction is hence given by x from g. Although linear reconstructionis more tractable,
k k consistent reconstructias known to give significant improve-
A H ~ H . . . .
T = EGkG y=x+ EGkG q, (27) ment over linear reconstruction in overcomplete exparssion

L [311-[33]. Asymptotically, the MSE ig)(r~2) for consistent
wheregq represents quantization error. reconstruction, where = n/k is the frame redundancy [32].

Let us now evaluate the reconstruction error. The MeaRy it can pe seen froni_(28), for linear reconstruction this is

sqgared reconstr.uction error, due to the quantizationenoi@(rq)_ The improvement, in consistent reconstruction, is due
using a systematic frame can be written as to using deterministic properties of quantization ratheant
considering quantization as an independent noise dsn (23)

_ ez — 212y = Lriiat gl
MSEq = E]E{”m — ="} = E]E{”GSYSqH t Although the MSE in consistent reconstruction is approxi-

R Py 1, H mated bycr—2, where the constant depends on the source
N E]E{q GlYSGZySQ} ~ % o (GlYSGZyS) and quantization, this is verified only if the oversampling
k5 H H ratio r is very high [33]. In some practical applications of
~ 2% u (GGk G ) (28) frames, e.g., channel coding, this ratio cannot be highugho
_ %aj tr (GH GG G) Particularly, in the context of interest, i.e., DSCs limited
to two [15]. Besides, consistent reconstruction methodsato

_ 102 tr (GHGk) _ Eaz provide a guidance on how to design the frame, as they do not

n 4 F n v point out how to compute the constantMore importantly,

where the last step follows because of Lenitha 2. This sho{&d) proves to be predictive of the performance of consisten

that DFT codes reduce quantization error. reconstruction[[10]; therefore, it can be convincingly dises
The fact that the MSE is inversely proportional to th@ design criterion regardless of the reconstruction method

redundancyf the frame is a well-known result feight frames

[10]-[12], [30]. The above analysis, however, indicatestthe C. Reconstruction with Error and Erasure

MSE is the same for all systematic DFT frames of the sameln the context of channel coding, DFT codes are primarily

size, no matter they are tight or not. This is yet assuming thased to provide robustness against channel impairmenthwhi



can be errors or erasures. Likewise, in DSC these codes plélf decrease the MSE. To show this, 1&t7 = [I | EX].
the role of channel codes to combat the errors due to theavirtdThen, FEF = I, + EFE and, from [8), fori = j, we
correlation channel[15]. Thus, it makes sense to evallege get i; > 1 + & for ¢ = 1,...,k, where¢ is the smallest
performance of these codes in the presence of error. To thigenvalue ofE” E. Clearly,&, > 0 since EZ E is a positive
end, letg = Gz + n wheren = g + e. Assuming that the semidefinite matrix. Further, at leagt > 0 since otherwise

. . . . k 1 .
quantization and channel errors are independent, we wit haE must be zero. Hence,_; " decreases by adding new

T v T T T T rows.
E{n"n} = IE{;; q +2q etegtee} (29) Finally, with consistent reconstruction, we can further de
=nog +vog, crease the MSE. To do so, we check if reconstructed values

wherev is the average number of errors in each codeword afff Systematic samples i (32) are consistent with theines|
E{eTe} £ vo?. Note thatE{eTq} = E{qTe} = 0, because before reconstruction or not, i.e., for any systematic damp
e" ’

¢ ande are independent anghas mean equal to zero. FinallyWe Mmust have)(z;) = Q(Jr;). Otherwise, we replace; with

following a similar analysis as i (28), we obtain . R ) R A
! k . T; = Q(Jri) — sign(Q(Jri) — Ii);- (34)
MSEq e = ~02 = ~ (ag + —ag) . (30)
n n n
From [30) it is clear that reconstruction error has two digti V!l CHARACTERIZATION OF SYSTEMATIC FRAMES

parts caused by the quantization and channel errors. It ajg0The Best and Worst Systematic Frames
proves that DFT codes decrease both channel and quamizatio

errors by a factor of frame redundaney= n/k. The above  AS We discussed in Sectiéni V, the optin@@l; is achieved
results is for the case when no error correction is done. Itf@M the optimization problem[(19). Similarly, to find the
worth noting that, even without correcting errors, the M@ ¢ WOrst Gsys, we canmaximize(L9) instead of minimizing it.
be smaller than quantization error. The optimal elgenyalues are known t_o he=1,1<1 g_ k.

As another extreme case, let us consider the case when effgp how can we find the correspondiag,s, or G equiva-
localization is perfect, i.e., errors are in tasureform. Then, ently? More importantly, if & with A; = 1 does not exist,
we remove the corrupted samples and do reconstruction usingl€re any suggestion for the best matrix? .
the error-free samples. This approach does not require erroVVe approach this problem by studying another optimization
correction in order to reconstruct the message; howeves, itproblgm. To this end, we first prove the following theorem for
shown to be equal to the coding theoretic approach [11]. L&€ eigenvalues oGy

yr andngr denote remaining rows aof andn, respectively. Theorem 6. Let {\;}:_, be the eigenvalues @&, G, where

Obviously, nr includes only quantization error, hence W&y, includesk arbitrary rows of G, then we have
representnr with gr. Also, let I’ denote the rows o€y

corresponding tayz. Then, we can write ko k
P 9 tar argmin sV argmaxH A (35)

yr = Fx + qgr, (31) Moo= Moo=l
& = Flyg, (32) Proof: See Sectiof IX-B. [ |

whereF! = (FH F)~1FH _Thus, similar to[{28) we will have Now, in view of Theorem[(6), the optimal arguments of the
' optimization problem in[(119) are equal to those of

1 R 1
MSEq+, = EE{HiB —z|?} = E]E{HFT(IRHQ} ﬁ
maximize i
Ai .
=1

1 2
= —o2tr (FTHFT
= pogtr (FF) st. S A=k >0,
k =1
1 -l
=7.% Z 0 in which {\;}¥_, are the eigenvalues @, G (or VI V;).
=1

By using the Lagrangian method, one can check fhat (36) has
where subscripp denotes erasure and > pz > --- > up > the maximum of 1 and infimum of 0. Then, considering that
0 represent the eigenvalues 67 F. We assume at leagt

samples are intact which impligs, > 0.

One nice property of systematic frames is that reconstruc-
tion error cannot be more than quantization error as long as
systematic samples are intact. This holds even if consecutive conclude that the “best” submatrix is the one with the
samples are erased. We know that consecutive erasures laggest determinant (possibly 1) and the “worst” submaigix
increase the MSE very fast (e.g., seel[11, Table I]). This céme one with smallest determinant.
be understood fronf_(33) sindé containsly as a subframe and Next, we evaluate the determinant tsz’Vk so as to find
in the worst case we can use this subframe for reconstructitve matrices corresponding to the extreme cases. To this end
which leads taMISEy, = og. Adding any other row (sample) we first evaluate the determinate BfW ¥ whereW is the

[1) = det(Vif Vi) = det(GrGE), (37)

i=1



Vandermonde matrix with unit complex entries as defined imhere the last step is because [0f] (39). Recall that this gives

(2). From [3) we can write the bestV, (and equivalentlyGy), in light of (38). For
1 , such aGy, it is easy to see thafi,,s stands for a “tight”
det(WW ™) = nn H e — et0)? systematic frame and minimizes thg MSE for a given number
lsp<qsn of quantization levels. Effectively, such a frame is penforg
_ L H 4 sin? f(q —p) integer oversamplingThere areM such frames; they all have
" 1<p<q<n n (38)  the same spectrum, though.
gn(n—1) n=1 o Recall that, from[(35)E(37) and Theoréinds (Vi Vi) < 1
_ I1 (sin2 ET) 7 for n # Mk. For such an(n, k) frame, the systematic rows
nto n cannot be equally spaced in the corresponding systematic
frame; instead, we may explore a systematic frame in which

in which 6, = Z8(z —1),r = g — p, andn(n — 1)/2 is the the circular distance between successive systematic sampl
total number of terms that satisty< p < ¢ < n. But, we see . | ible. Then. the circul 3; . bet P
thatW is a DFT matrix, and thus, its determinant must be {3 as evenly as possivle. Then, the circular distance betwee

each successive systematic rows is eithefk| or [n/k].

Therefore, we have . ) :

) More precisely, ift andm, respectively, represent the number

nl:[ ( 2 T )”—T " (39) of systematic rows with circular distance equal[io/k] and

ST T oon(n=1)° |n/k], they must satisfy

r=1
The above analysis helps us evaluate the determinavit of l+m=k,
or Gy, defined in[(AB). Le,, = {ir,,ir,,---,ir, } be those 12 +m|2] =n. (43)

rows of G used to buildGy. Also, without loss of generality, _
assumei,, < ip, < --- < i,. Clearly,i,, > 1,i,, <n, and I the following theorem, we prove that the best performance

we obtain is achieved when the systematic rows are as equally spaced as

det(VViE) = 1 H e _ g2 possible, i.e., wher (43) |?¢, sat|.sf|ed. |
Kk 1<p<q<n Theorem 7. When encoding with an, k) systematic DFT
P.9€Ly, (40) frame in (I5) and decoding with linear reconstruction, for the
Lo T noise modelZ23) and given a same number of quantization
TRk H 4sin ﬁ(q —P) levels, the MSE is minimum when there are n — |n/k|k
1;55&” systematic rows with successive circular distafieg¢k] and

Then, sincesin Ty — sin Z( ), one can see that thisthe remainingm = k — [ systematic rows have a successive
’ S circular distance equal tdn/k].

determinant depends on the circular distance between rows |
Z,, . For a matrix withn rows, we define theircular distance Proof: See AppendiXTX-C. ]
between rowsp and ¢ as min {|q — p|,n — |¢ — p|}. In this Effectively, the above theorem is generalizing Theofém 5.
sense, for example, the distance between rowadn is one. Note thatwhem = Mk, [n/k] = [n/k] = M and there exist
Now, it is reasonable to believe th&i140) is minimized wheh systematic rows with equal distance; in this case, Thegiem 7
the selected rows amrcularly successive Note thatsinu is  reduces to Theoref 5 and the corresponding systematic frame
strictly increasing foru € [0,7/2], and the circular distance s tight. The optimality of this case was proved[inl(42). When

cannot be greater tham/2 in this problem. n # Mk, we cannot have a systematic frame with equally
In such circumstances where all rowsZiy), are (circularly) spaced systematic rows; however, the best performanci is st
successive[(40) is minimal and reduces to achieved when the circular distance between the systematic
ok(k-1) k=1 ke (parit_y) rows is as evenly as p_o_ssible, as detailed abovee No
det(V,V;H) = o H (sin2 _T) i (41) thatin either casel,,, the minimum distance between the
ke n systematic rows, i$n/k|. This is a necessary condition for an

The other extreme case comes up when= Mk (M is a optimal systematic frame, as shown in the proof of Thedrem 7.
positive integer) provided tha®; consists of evernj/th row Further, to satisfy Theorefj 7, the minimum distance between

of G. In such a case[ [(#0) simplifies 19 because the parity rows must bewin = [1/(n — k).
det(ViviH) = ok (k—1) kl:[l (sing EM’I’) k—r B. Numerical Examples
Kk sl n Numerical calculations confirm that “evenly” spaced data
ok(k—1) k=1 o et (42) samples gives rise to systematic frames with 'Fhe best per-
= — H (sin2 Er) formance. When a syst_ema_mc frame is .d0|ng integer over-
r=1 sampling, we end up with tight systematic frames. The first

=1 and last codes in Tablé | are examples of this case. When

n # Mk, data samples cannot be equally spaced; however,

° A set of J rows{ir, < iry <...<ir,} of a matrix are successive if a5 it can be seen from the second code in Table I, still the
they are one after the other, i.¢,, = ri g1 A set of rows are circularly

successive if they or their complement set of rows are ssa@eswhere the best performance IS achieved when they are as equally spaced
complement of a set of rows includes all rows except that Eeoves. as possible. In this table,X’s” and “—'s” represent data

)



TABLE |
EIGENVALUES STRUCTURE FOR TWO SYSTEMATI®OFT FRAMES WITH DIFFERENT CODEWORD PATTERNSA “ X” AND “—" RESPECTIVELY REPRESENT
DATA (SYSTEMATIC) AND PARITY SAMPLES.

Code Codeword Amin Amax §=1 1/ ?:1 Ai
patern
X X X — —— 0.0572  1.9428 19 0.1111
(6,3) X X — X —— 0.2546  1.7454 5.5 0.4444
X X —— X— 0.2546  1.7454 5.5 0.4444
X — X — X— 1 1 3 1
X X X X X —— 0.0396 1.4 28.70 0.0827
(7,5) X X X X — X — 0.1506 1.4 10.32 0.2684
X X — X X =X 0.3110 1.4 7.40 0.4173
X — X X X — X 0.3110 1.4 7.40 0.4173
X X XXX—————0.0011 1.9989 908.21 4.46 x 10—4
XX XX—X————0.0041 1.9959 249.94 0.0047
XX XX——=—Xx——— 00110 1.9890 96.09 0.0122
X X X—X———x—0.0202 1.9798 53 0.0400
XXX ——XX——— 00496 1.9504 25.64 0.0489
X XX —X—x———0.0310 1.9690 35.73 0.0611
(10,5) X X X——X——x— 00512 1.9488 23.41 0.0838
XX X——X—=—X—=——0.0835 19165 16 0.1280
XX —=XX——Xx——0.1056 1.8944 13.79 0.1436
X X ——=XX——=x—0.2497 1.7503 9.56 0.2193
XX —X—X——x— 01902 1.8098 8.86 0.3351
X —X—X—=Xx—=x 02377 1.7623 7.7 0.4189
X —X—=X—=X—X— 1 1 5 1

and parity samples, respectively. Moreover, we observe thidhese properties together show that the frame operators of
circularly shifted codeword patterns behave the same, (e gystematic framesagsGSys), in which the “relative” circular

in the (7,5) code, frames with patterrx — x x x — x distance among the systematic rows are the same, inherit the
and x x — x x — x have the same performance). Alsosame spectrum and thus show the same performance.
reversal of a codeword pattern yields a codeword with the

same performance (e.gx x — x —— is shifted version of
reversedx x — — x— in the (6,3) code). These properties
hold in general, as stated below.

C. Number of Systematic Frames

The number of systematic frames is obviously finite but
their performance depends on the position of the systematic
Property 1. Circular shift of Z,., , the systematic rows of arows, or equivalently, the position of data (or parity) séesp
systematic frame with analysis franié,s, does not change in the associated codewords, and can be the same for differen
the spectrum OGgsGsys- systematic frames. In what follows, we derive an upper and
yields a systematic frame Wi,[hlower bound on the number of system_atic frames with differen

spectrum. In other words, we categorize these frames based o
their performance. To this end, we observe that the problem

Property 2. Reversal ofZ,,
the same spectral properties.

Proof: From (15) we obtain of finding k& x k submatrices of am x k matrix can be
n/k viewed as finding different-subsets of a set with elements.
Mi(GE Gays) = MGG (44) This is given by the binomial coefficient}) and is also

AR equivalent to the number of systematic frames. As stated

fori =1,...,k But G,G¥ is invariant to the circular shift earlier in Property(]1, circular shift of a codeword pattern

of rows of G that makeZ,,, as long as all rows are shifteddoes not change its spectrum, and so its performance. We

the same amount in the same direction. This can be seen frdafine acosetas square submatrices that result in a same

the proof of Lemmal2 in[(14) by defining = r + c wherer’ performance. Each coset has at leastlements k-subsets),

represent the shifted rows by a constarandr € Z,,. This as shown in Tabl&]ll. To find these elements, it suffices to

proves Propertyl1. Likewise, let = n+1—r be the reversed circularly shift a subset times. Equivalently, for a givei-

row indices. Again, from[(14), it is clear that Propdrty 2dml subset, we simply add upto each element of a subset. Note
B that, the subsets elements drerow indices of G,,«, and
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TABLE 1l . . .
DIFFERENT COSETS OK7, 3) DFT FRAME AND THEIR CORRESPONDING  (Tames in this paper. Numerous systematic DFT frames can be

RELATIVE DISTANCES AND SPECTRUMS THE COSET LEADERS ARE IN  made out of one DFT frame; the performance of these frames

BOLDFACE. differs depending on the relative position of the systeanatid
G G G G G parity samples in the codeword. We proved that evenly spaced
L 2 3 4 2 systematic (or parity) samples result in the minimum mean-
Leader ; ; f é g g é § g é i g é 2 g squared reconstruction error, whereas the worst perfarenan
345 346 347 357 356 is expected when the panty_s_amples are circularly Cons_ﬁex:ut
456 457 145 146 467 Further, we found the conditions for which a systematic DFT
567 156 256 257 157 frame can be tight, too. A tight systematic DFT frame can be
167 267 367 136 126 lized onlv if the f . forming i i
127 137 147 247 237 realized only if the frame is performing integer oversamg|i
Distence 112 123 133 223 132 and systematic samples are _c_|rcularly equglly spacedllfina
. for each DFT frame, we classified systematic DFT frame based
Welght 4 6 7 7 6 on their performance.
A 2.1558  1.7539  1.9066 1.2673  1.7539 i i i
o 08170 11133 08424 11601 11133 It would be interesting to extend this work to oversampled

A3 0.0202  0.1328 0.2510 0.5726 0.1328 DFT filter banks, an infinite-dimension of DFT frames, since
oversampled filter banks can be used for error correctioh [34
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thus cannot be greater than Therefore, once a shifted index

« becomes greater tham, we replace it with((z)), where The authors wish to thank the reviewers of the conference
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each coset has at leastsubsets sinces — 1 circular shifts ments. We also thank Sina Hamidi Ghalehjegh and Mohsen
of a given subset are distinct; all these subsets have the saMsbari for fruitful discussions and their comments.

relative distance, though. This can be seen in Table Il. Thus

it is clear that the number of cosets is the bounded by IX. APPENDIX
ne <u= 1 (Z) (45) A. Proof of Theorerh]3
n
- R . Proof: Let n = Mk + 1,0 < I < k, thenG can be
LetZ! denote the reversal &, = {is,,ir,, ..., %, } Where partitioned as@¥ — [GH | GLF | ... |G§€M_1)H|G%£{]H. In
I £ {n+1-T,)n (46) generalGy,G},...,GM 1 and G}, include arbitrary rows

This operation is performed on every elementgf. One can of G, hence they have different spectrums, i.e., different sets

S of ejgenvalues. Suppose, for the purpose of contradictiia,
see that reversal of a subset does not change its distance g PP burp

H — 1- thi i i
spectrum, owing to Properfyl 2. This can reduce the numhb k Gi) = 1; this can oceur only it consist of the rows
. of G such that the distance between each two successive rows
of cosets. For example, in Tallé Il, the reversal{af2,4},

o . ) ) is at leastM 9 Such an arrangement guarantees the existence
which is thecoset leadein C,, is {7,6,4} which belongs to 8 > g

> e . of GL,....GM~! so thatGmHEG™, foranyl < m < M — 1
Cs. This indicatesC, and Cs are essentially one coset. Th G-, Gy G G ylsms ’

. O . “has the same spectrum &87G),. To find the row indices
bound in ) Is tight if and only if there are self r_eversal corresponding t@-7*, we can simply addr to each row index
cosets. Trivial examples of such a code are achieved wh .

. of G. Then, to show these matrices have the same spectrum,
k=n—1ork=1. A self-reversal coset is a coset that the . . m
. ) We use Lemmall. Given @j, one can verify thatG}"); ; =
reversal of its elements belong to itself, eQi, C3, andCy  2am a d thus(Gm ) H —j2Em A VH Theref
in Table[Tl. e?"n (Gr)iy and thus(GY);7; = e/ (Gy);%;. Therefore,

mH ~ym H
On the other handp. > u/2 is a lower bound becauseGk Gy and Gi' Gy, have the same spectrum for afy<

_ Hpro_ ; ; _
there cannot be more than one reversal for a given coset, ;,S M —1. Next, we see thati” G = A+ B in which A =

. (M—1)H ~M—1 — MH ~M i
can be further seen that the coset with smallest weigh) ( cc;cn(s;'g:rat'c;(i)llc‘ the ab(c;:;ke d-zgdsio@(ff”—(;ﬁf ghg(n;, "
is always self-reverse, i.e., the reversal of each elemiefit; o : ! ve discussianiA) = (G Gr)

is its own element for anyn, k) frame. This implies that the for any1 < i < k. Hence, from((B), fo¥ = 1, = k, we wil

: : have
lower bound is not achievable. Therefore, Ae(A) + M (B) < M(A + B)
1 (n 1/n n
— < = . H =
on (k) Snresg (k:) #7 & MG Gr) < = M(B) (48)
One can check that the first two frames in Teble | reach the e MGHG) <E =k 1 <1,
upper bound 1 (7) | whereas the third one satisfies the lower - M L%

1 (n
bound [ () - where the last line follows using; (B) > 1 from Theoreni1L.

. o . I -
VIIl. CONCLUSIONS But this is contradicting our assumption (G, G) = 1, and

~Wwe have introduced the application, proposed the CONStIUCsy, () = 1 is the optimal solution forl{19) and necessitaig;, =
tion method, and analyzed the performance of systematic DF, as discussed in Theordm 7.
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thus completes the proof that, far£ Mk, the largest possible A similar reasoning can be used for other terms that are Bgual

)\k(GkHGk) is strictly less than 1, for an@kﬂ spaced from the two ends.
The proof of the other bound\((GHG)) > 1) is then Clearly, the same argument is valid wher< ;. < M and
immediate becausgf:1 /\Z—(GkHGk) = Zle a; = k. m the other rows are the same, i.éq =ir,l <j<kand
dmin = M — i, . Moreover, when more than one row index
B. Proof of Theorerhl6 is changed, in a way that two or more selected rows have a

Proof: Let {\;}*_, be the eigenvalues af,GY. From distance less than/, the above argument is valid and we can
Lemma2, we know thaEle )\i(GkHGk) = k. Then, subject show that new determinant is even less than the case with one
to this constraint, by using the Lagrangian metHod [28]isits changed index. In fact, in such a case, it is easier to compare
straightforward to see that the optimal values of the omtimi the new one with its parent; i.e., to compare the case with two
tion problems in both sides df (B5) ae = 1,i =1,...,k.  changes with the case with one change. As a result, we can

m see that any combination of rows with,;, < M performs
worse than the case witl,;,, = M, on account of (37); that
C. Proof of Theorerh]7 iS, dmin = M is necessary condition for optimality. In other

Proof: Consider an(n, k) DFT frame, letM = |n/k], words, that optimal systematic frame must satigfy,, = M.
and assume that all rows ., except the first and last rows, Next, we show that among systematic frames with, =
are equally spaced with distanaé (without loss of generality, M the one that satisfies (43) is the best. That is, the optimal
we assume,, = 1, theni,, = (j — 1)M + 1, j < k). Hence systematic frame hak= n — |n/k|k systematic rows with
dmin = M, where the minimum distancé,;, is defined as Successive circular distance of/%k| andm = k—1I systematic
the smallest circular distance among the selected rowsidin s 'ows with successive circular distance|af/k|. To prove this,

a setting, from[{Z40) and similar t6_(42), we can write again we compardet(V;V,”") in (@Q) for this case and the
ok(k-1) k=1 other cases withi,,,;, = M. The arguments are very similar

_ H (sz K]\/f?‘) kirl (49) towhatwe used above. Before moving on, we should mention
k n that forl € {0, 1, k— 1} the proof in the first part is sufficient.

We prove that, in view of [(36), the systematic frame Let Z7 denote the set of rows satisfying the constraints in
corresponding to the above arrangement has better perfdQ); 0bviouslydiiy = M. We claim that any other selection
mance than any other arrangement in whigh, among the of systematic rows, for whicl,,;, is M, results in a smaller

. . . ) H\. i H H
systematic rows is less thaw. To this end, we first assumedet(VeV;."); that is, det(ViVi7)|z,, < det(VaV")lzy . Let
that all selected rows iff,, remain the same except one row:S evaluate the case where only the row index for one of those
which is shifted one unit in a way that,;, decreases. For ! rows varies, provided thak,, = M is keptd We then have

det(Vi Vi) =

example, without loss of generality, consid&r for which det (V. VH k=127 ar
i, =2, =in,1 <j <k hencedp = M- 1. Then, (Vi kH”Lk = kl:[f:.I ilil T, (54)
from (40), we obtain det(ViVi')lze  [I,Z; sin® Z(Mr +1)
det(VkaH)|I/k kall sin? Z(Mr —1) (50) Again it suffice to prove that
b= 2= n <1 5
det(ViVi)lz,, [T7=: sin® ZMr sin M gip 2Mn . gy =DM

To prove the inequality, equivalently, we show that <L (59

n
sin (]M:l)ﬂ— sin (2M7—lﬁ-1)7r . sin ((k—1)711\4+1)7r

L (M=Dr . 2M—Ur . (k=1)M—1)x _ o
S TSI T, S n <1. (51) andthiscan be done by the same divide and conquer approach,
sin M gin 2M7 gy (BN used in the first part of this proof. For instance, for the first
We break up this inequality intdk /2| inequalities, each of and last terms in the numerator and denominator we have
which strictly less than one. First, consider the first arst la i,y M iy, W oS W — cos KM
terms in the numerator and denominator. We can write (M7 . (h—DMIDr h—2) M~ M +2)7
. (M=Dr . (k=1)M—1)7 (k—2)Mn (kM —2)r S == S n CO8 ———— —Cos—
S Py S11 n . COS " — COS <1 (56)
sin 27 gin W cos % — cos HMx
<1 (52 where the inequality follows foros MEDT o5 ’“7‘{”.
(hM—2) Iy Finally, the other cases, where two or more rows change, can
where the inequality follows sinceos -=——~= > cos “7'™, be proved comparing their determinant with their ancestor’

as®Mr < 7. Likewise, for the second and penultimate termgith a similar reasoning. This completes the proof that a

we have systematic frame with the most evenly spaced systematis,row
sin (2Mn—1)7r sin ((k—2)7fl"f—1)7f ~ cos W — oS @ or equivalently data samples in the corresponding codesyord
sin 2Mn g (h=2)Mr cog —DMr _ oM is the best in the minimum MSE sense.
n n n n .
< 1. (53)

8 Note that, with this shift of row, we are looking for an arrangent of a
“Note that whenn = Mk, B is an empty matrix and we must plug systematic frame that does not satigfyl(43); otherwﬂm(VkaH) will not
A1 (B) = 0 into {(8) which result imk(GkH G) < 1 and does not guarantee vary, as the frame properties has not changed essentiatise pecifically, a
a bound strictly less than 1. new, different arrangement will introduce a new distanceaétp [n/k] + 1.
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