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On the Minimum Energy of Sending

Correlated Sources over the Gaussian MAC
Nan Jiang, Yang Yang, Anders Høst-Mandsen, and Zixiang Xiong

Abstract

In this work, we investigate the minimum energy of transmitting correlated sources over the Gaussian

multiple-access channel (MAC). Compared to other works on joint source-channel coding, we consider

the general scenario where the source and channel bandwidths are not naturally matched. In particular,

we proposed the use of hybrid digital-analog coding over to improve the transmission energy efficiency.

Different models of correlated sources are studied. We first consider lossless transmission of binary

sources over the MAC. We then treat lossy transmission of Gaussian sources over the Gaussian MAC,

including CEO sources and multiterminal sources. In all cases, we show that hybrid transmission achieves

the best known energy efficiency.

Index Terms

Correlated sources, joint source-channel coding, minimum energy, MAC.

I. INTRODUCTION

In this work, we study the minimum energy of sending correlated sources over the Gaussian MAC

− a problem often referred to as the MAC with correlated sources. On the minimum energy, we study

the general scenario where the source and channel bandwidths are not matched, and if advantageous for

energy efficiency, the channel bandwidth can be as large as necessary.

The general problem of finding the capacity region of the MAC with arbitrarily correlated sources is

still open, only a few special setups have been studied. For lossless transmission of discrete messages, Han
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[1] found the exact capacity region when the messages observed by each user is a subset of independent

messages; by exploring the message structure, Gündüz and Simeone [2] were able to reduce the needed

number of auxiliary random variables to describe the capacity region. Another well-known result is the

single-letter sufficient condition for asymptotically lossless transmission given by Cover et al. [3]. In the

lossy scenario, Gastpar [4] considered Gaussian CEO sources and showed that analog transmission is

exactly optimal when the source and channel bandwidths are matched; in addition, for the bandwidth

matched case, Lapidoth and Tinguely [5] studied the case of bivariate Gaussian sources.

Several examples have been given in the literature (see [3], [6]) to show that separate source channel

coding is sub-optimal in network communications. Recent studies [4], [5], [7]–[11] thus have considered

joint source-channel coding and the general approach is to use either pure analog/digital transmission or

their hybrids. Hybrid transmission has been shown to be exactly optimum in some cases [9] and better

than either pure analog or digital transmission in others [5], [10], [12].

Most existing results are for the case with matched sources and channels, i.e., one channel use

for each source sample (bandwidth matched) and the source type matched to the channel type (e.g.,

Gaussian sources over Gaussian channels or binary sources over binary channels), and moderate (or

finite) bandwidth expansion was considered only in a few works [7], [10]. However, when we use energy

as the cost measure, the sources and channels cannot be easily matched. For example, it is well known

that in a point-to-point AWGN channel [13], the minimum energy per bit is achieved when the bandwidth

approaches infinity. With possibly infinite bandwidth, energy efficiency was studied for lossy transmission

of correlated CEO and bivariate Gaussian sources in [14]–[16], where an energy lower bound was derived

using cut-set arguments before comparison to analog transmission and separate source-channel coding.

In this paper we study the minimum energy of sending correlated information over the Gaussian MAC.

Of both theoretical and practice interests, we consider three source models of correlation:

1) The multi-terminal Gaussian sources under MSE distortion constraint: we extend our results to an

arbitrary number of Gaussian sources that have never been treated before as a joint source-channel

coding problem (see bivariate Gaussian results in [5], [16]). For an arbitrarily number of terminals

including the bivariate case, we provide the best known upper and lower bounds on the minimum

energy.

2) The Gaussian CEO sources under MSE distortion constraint: we give upper and lower bounds on

the minimum energy of sending the Gaussian CEO sources over the Gaussian MAC.

3) Lossless transmission of correlated binary source: we propose that the hybrid digital/analog trans-

mission is also energy efficient for the discrete case, and it tends to approach the lower we gives

May 22, 2022 DRAFT



3

as the number of sources increases.

For all three source models, we lower bound the minimum energy using a cut-set argument (see also

in [16]), and by taking both transmission and distortion correlation into account we improve the lower

bound in the low-energy region. For the achievable schemes, we study the energy-distortion functions of

uncoded transmission and separate source and channel coding scheme as benchmarks. And the hybrid

digital/analog scheme is proposed to achieve the best known energy efficiency.

II. MULTITERMINAL GAUSSIAN SOURCES

A. Problem Setup

We consider the problem in which M distributed encoders observe different components of a memory-

less multiterminal Gaussian source and communicate with a decoder via a Gaussian MAC. The decoder

attempts to reproduce the source subject to MSE distortion constraints on individual components. We

provide upper and lower bounds on the minimum transmission energy such that the target communication

quality is satisfied.

We describe the setup as follows.

1) Sources: Let (S1, S2, · · · , SM ) be a joint Gaussian random vector with zero mean and a circulant

covariance matrix1

ΣS = σ20 ·


1 ρ · · · ρ

ρ 1 · · · ρ
...

...
. . .

...

ρ ρ · · · 1

 , σ
2
0 C(1, ρ,M).

{(S1[k], S2[k], · · · , SM [k])}Kk=1 be i.i.d. drawings of (S1, S2, · · · , SM ). We assume that σ20 = 1 and

ρ ∈
(
− 1
M−1 , 0

)
∪ (0, 1) without loss of generality, since the cases of σ20 6= 1 can be reduce to this

one by normalizing the sources, and the cases of ρ = 1 or 1 can be resolved with special transmission

techniques. For source coding problems of this class of Gaussian multiterminal sources, Wagner et al.

[17] proved sum-rate tightness for ρ ∈ (0, 1); for the cases of negative correlation, i.e., ρ ∈
(
− 1
M−1 , 0

)
,

Wang et al. [18] and Yang and Xiong [19] proved it using two different approaches. An extension of the

exchangeable sources we considered here is the bi-eigen equal-variance (BEEV) case treated by Yang

and Xiong [19].

1We denote by C(a, b,M) a symmetric circulant matrix in RM×M with diagonal elements a and off diagonal elements b.
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2) Encoders: In each epoch indexed by k, transmitter m observes a drawing of one component Sm[k]

and describes the observed source to the decoder over the noisy channel. Denote the encoding function

at transmitter m by f (K,N)
m (·) : RK → RN , that maps the source sequences S

(K)
m = (Sm[1], · · · , Sm[K])

to channel sequences X
(N)
m = (Xm[1], · · · , Xm[N ]). The cost measurement is the transmission energy

(individually measured at each transmitter) defined as the expected power of channel inputs per source

sample
1

K
E
[
|X(N)

m |2
]
=

1

K

N∑
n=1

E(X2
m[n]).

3) The channel: We consider the Gaussian MAC for both practical and theoretical interests and assume

channel symmetry and channel state information (CSI) at the receiver. Under these assumptions, the

channel output at time n is

Y [n] =

M∑
m=1

Xm[n] + Z[n],

where Z[n] ∼ N (0, 1) is an additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN) that is independent of the sources.

Note that there is no loss of generality assuming E[(Z[n])2] = 1 (with double-sided power spectrum

density 1 W/Hz), since normalizing transmitted signals can reduce other cases to this one.

4) The decoder: The decoder reconstructs the source sequences S
(K)
m from the observed channel

outputs Y (N) using decoding functions g(K,N)
m (·) : RN → RK , yielding Ŝ

(K)
m = g

(K,N)
m (Y (N)). The

communication quality is measured by the MSE on individual sources, i.e.,

d(K)
m =

1

K
E
[
|ŜKm − SKm|2

]
=

1

K

K∑
k=1

E
[
(Sm[k]− Ŝm[k])2

]
.

5) Achievability: We are interested in the achievable energy region E(D1, · · · , DM ), defined as the con-

vex hull of achievable energy tuples (E1, · · · , EM ) such that the given distortion constraint (D1, · · · , DM )

is satisfied on the sources. We define the achievability more formally as follows.

Definition 1. For a given distortion constraint (D1, · · · , DM ), an energy tuple (E1, · · · , EM ) is achiev-

able if for any ε > 0 there exist encoding functions
(
f
(K,N)
1 , · · · , f (K,N)

M

)
and decoding functions(

g
(K,N)
1 , · · · , g(K,N)

M

)
such that for m = 1, · · · ,M

1

K
E
[
|X(N)

m |2
]
≤ Em + ε, (1)

d(K)
m ≤ Dm + ε. (2)

To simplify analysis and representation, we give results for the symmetric case, in which the dis-

tortion constraints on individual components are equal, and we study the minimum achievable energy
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E(D) , min{E|(E, · · · , E) ∈ E(D, · · · , D)}, where the line E1 = · · · = EM intersects the boundary

of achievable energy region. We note that our results should apply to the asymmetric case as well.

B. Lower Bound

For the two-terminal case with matched bandwidth, a lower bound on E was derived by assuming

joint encoding and maximum correlation between the transmitted signals in [5]. However, unlike the

Gaussian CEO problem over the MAC, where the lower bound in [4] is always tight, the lower bound

of [5] becomes loose when the target distortion is smaller than a threshold. The main reason is because

in the low-distortion regime, joint encoding requires transmission of the difference between the two

sources, which conflicts with the maximum correlation assumption. For the two-terminal case with infinite

bandwidth, Jain et al. [16] provided a composite lower bound using a cut-set argument. The lower bound

is given by solving a minimization problem over the actual correlation between the transmitted signals.

However, only the individual distortion constraint D was taken into account. In the following theorem,

we present an improved lower bound using ideas from [20] by optimizing over the distortion matrix,

which is defined as

D ,
1

K

K∑
k=1

D[k], (3)

D[k] , cov(S1[k]− Ŝ1[k], · · · , SM [k]− ŜM [k]). (4)

Theorem 1. The minimum energy E(D) of sending multi-terminal Gaussian sources over the Gaussian

MAC is lower bounded by

E(D) ≥ Elb(D) ,
2R(D, θ?, M)

M2

[
(M − 1)2R(D, θ?, 1)

R(D, θ?, M)−R(D, θ?, 1)
+ 1

]
(5)

where

R(D, θ?, M) ,
1

2
log

(1− ρ)M φ(M,ρ)

DM (1− θ?)M φ(M, θ?)
, (6)

θ? ,
1

D
max (0, D + ρ− 1) , (7)

φ(L, x) ,
1 + (M − 1)x

1 + (M − L− 1)x
. (8)

Before proving the lower bound, we give a lemma stating that there is no performance loss in assuming

that the resultant distortion matrix is circulant.
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Lemma 1. Let Ẽ(D) be the minimum energy achieved by a set of encoding functions
(
f
(K,N)
1 , · · · , f (K,N)

M

)
and decoding functions

(
g
(K,N)
1 , · · · , g(K,N)

M

)
such that the distortion matrix is circulant, D = d ·

C(1, θ, M), with θ ∈
(
− 1
M−1 , 1

]
and d ≤ D + ε. The circulant distortion matrix is optimal, i.e.,

E(D) = Ẽ(D). (9)

Proof: The optimality of circulant distortion matrix can be proved by a permutation and time-sharing

argument using source symmetry and channel symmetry. �

Proof of Theorem 1: For any nontrivial cut of the MAC, which only needs to be distinguished by the

size of cut L (L = 1, · · · ,M) due to symmetry, we first upper bound I(Y (N);S
(K)
L |S

(K)
LC ) by (see an

alternative proof for the two-terminal case in [16]) 2

I(Y (N);S
(K)
L |S

(K)
LC ) ≤ I(Y (N);X

(N)
L |S

(K)
LC ) (10)

=

N∑
n=1

I(Y [n];X
(N)
L |S

(K)
LC , Y [1] · · ·Y [n− 1], XLC [n]) (11)

=

N∑
n=1

I(Y [n];XL[n]|XLC [n]) (12)

≤
N∑
n=1

1

2
log
[
1 + var

(∑
l∈L

Xl[n]
∣∣∣XLC [n])] (13)

≤ 1

2

N∑
n=1

var
(∑

l∈L
Xl[n]

∣∣∣XLC [n]) (14)

=
1

2

N∑
n=1

L(1− ρ̂n)φ(L, ρ̂n)var(Xm[n]) (15)

≤ 1

2
L(1− ρ̂)φ(L, ρ̂)

N∑
n=1

var(Xm[n]) (16)

≤ 1

2
KL(1− ρ̂)φ(L, ρ̂)E(D), (17)

where

• (10) follows from the Markov chain of S(K)
L ↔X

(N)
L ↔ Y (N);

• (11) follows from the chain rule of mutual information, and XLC [n] are functions of S(K)
LC .

• (12) follows since the channel is memoryless;

• (13) follows from the Gaussian MAC channel model and the maximum entropy theorem;

2We define L , {1, · · · , L} and LC , {L, · · · ,M}. With abuse of notation, we denote a set of variables by subscripting

the set of their indices, for example, we denote S
(K)
1 , · · · ,S(K)

L by S
(K)
L .
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• (14) is due to log(1 + x) ≤ x (x ≥ 0);

• (15) follows by proving transmitted signals are symmetric due to the symmetry of sources and

channel, cov(X1[n] · · ·XM [n]) = var(Xm[n])C (1, ρ̂n,M), and some calculations on this circu-

lant matrix. The transmission correlation at time n, ρ̂n ,
E(X1[n]X2[n])√

var(X1[n])var(X2[n])
is bounded by the

maximum correlation theory, ρ̂n ∈
(
max

(
− 1
M−1 ,−ρ

)
, ρ
)

(cf. [5, Lemma B.2]).

• (16) follows from the concavity on var(Xm[n]) and ρ̂n, which literally results from mutual informa-

tion’s concavity on the marginal distribution of (X1, · · · , XM ). We define ρ̂ , 1
N

∑n
N=1 ρ̂n which

falls in the same range of ρ̂n;

• (17) uses the achievability definition after ignoring the ε in the asymptotical argument.

On the other hand, we lower bound I(Y (N);S
(K)
L |S

(K)
LC ) by

I(Y (N);S
(K)
L |S

(K)
LC ) ≥Kh(SL|SLC )−

K∑
k=1

h
(
SL[k]

∣∣∣S(K)
LC ,Y

(N)
)

(18)

=Kh(SL|SLC )−
K∑
k=1

h
(
SL[k]

∣∣∣S(K)
LC ,Y

(N), ŜL[k], ŜLC [k]
)

(19)

≥Kh(SL|SLC )−
K∑
k=1

h
(
SL[k]

∣∣∣SLC [k], ŜL[k], ŜLC [k]) (20)

≥Kh(SL|SLC )−Kh
(
SL

∣∣∣SLC , ŜL, ŜLC ) (21)

=Kh(SL|SLC )−Kh(S′1,L(γ)− Ŝ′1,L(γ), · · · , S′l,L(γ)− Ŝ′l,L(γ)|SLC , ŜL, ŜLC )

(22)

≥Kh(SL|SLC )−Kh
(
S′1,L(γ)− Ŝ′1,L(γ), · · · , S′l,L(γ)− Ŝ′l,L(γ)

)
(23)

≥K
2
log
|cov(SL|SLC )|∣∣ΓDΓT

∣∣ , (24)

in which

• (18) is due to the independence bound on entropy;

• (19) follows since Ŝ1[k], · · · , ŜM [k] are functions of Y (N);

• (20) and (23) follow from conditioning reduces entropy;

• (21) follows from entropy is concave on distributions (we omit time index k in the single-letter

characterization that follows);

• In (22), we introduce S′l,L(γ) , Sl − γ
M∑

m=L+1

Sm and Ŝ′l,L(γ) , Ŝl − γ
M∑

m=L+1

Ŝm (l = 1, · · · ,M ;

γ ∈ R);

• (24) is due to the maximum entropy theorem with Γ =
[
IL×L − γ1L×(M−L)

]
.
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Since the inequalities hold for any γ ∈ R, we maximize (23) over γ, which leads to

I(Y (N);S
(K)
L |S

(K)
LC ) ≥max

γ

K

2
log
|cov(SL|SLC )|∣∣ΓDΓT

∣∣
=
K

2
log
|cov(SL|SLC )|∣∣ΓDΓT

∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
γ= θ

1+(M−L−1)θ

= KR(d, θ, L), (25)

with

R(d, θ, L) ,
1

2
log

(1− ρ)L φ(L, ρ)
dL(1− θ)L φ(L, θ)

. (26)

By augmenting the conditioning with ŜLC in (21), we are able to improve the lower bound over that

in [16]. However, we only gain when D ≥ 1− ρ such that ŜLC are correlated with ŜL.

By connecting (24) and (25) and noting that

• the bound is valid for L = 1, · · · ,M and the maximum over all cut-sets applies to the minimum

energy,

• any feasible schemes are subject to the constraints of ρ̂ ∈
(
max

(
− 1
M−1 ,−ρ

)
, ρ
)

, 0 � D � ΣS ,

d ≤ D,

we lower bound the minimum energy by

E(D) ≥ inf
0 � D � ΣS , d ≤ D

ρ̂ ∈
(
max

(
− 1
M−1

,−ρ
)
, ρ

)
max
L

{
2R(d, θ, L)

L(1− ρ̂)φ(L, ρ̂)

}
. (27)

In the sequel, we evaluates the min-max by optimizing over d, θ, and ρ̂.

We first optimize over θ and d. It can be verified that

∂

∂θ
R(d, θ, L) = θ · L [(M − 1)(1 + (M − L− 1)θ) +M − L]

2(1− θ) [1 + (M − 1)θ] [1 + (M − L− 1)θ]
, (28)

which has the same sign as θ, i.e., R(d, θ, L) is minimized by the minimum nonnegative θ that is

allowable in (29), and R(d, θ, L) is monotonically decreasing in d. Using Lemma 1, we are ready to

translates the positive semi-definite constraint to one on the eigenvalues, which yields

max

[
− 1

M − 1
, 1− 1− ρ

d

]
≤ θ ≤ min

[
1,

1− d
(M − 1)d

+
ρ

d

]
. (29)

Those properties are independent of L, and hence the optimality holds at d = D, θ = 1
D max (0, D + ρ− 1).

The next step is to optimize over ρ̂. We denote the cut-set bounds (component objective functions) by

Ê(D, ρ̂, L) ,
2R(D, θ?, L)

L(1− ρ̂)φ(L, ρ̂)
. (30)

As a numerical example, the individual cut-set bounds are evaluated over all ρ̂ ∈ [0, ρ] in Fig. 1 for the

case M = 10, ρ = 0.5 and D = 0.5 (we only plot over positive ρ̂, because all Ê(D,L, ρ̂)’s monotonically
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Figure 1. Ê(D,L, ρ̂)
∣∣∣
D=0.5

for the case M = 10 and ρ = 0.5.

and rapidly increase to infinity with negative ρ̂, and moreover we will show that the min-max is always

achieved by positive transmission correlation).

In the sequel, we prove that there exists a unique transmission correlation in [0, ρ] achieving the

min-max,

ρ̂?(D) =
R(D, θ?, M)−MR(D, θ?, 1)

M(M − 2)R(D, θ?, 1) +R(D, θ?, M)
. (31)

which is the intersection Ê(D, ρ̂, 1) = Ê(D, ρ̂, M).

1) When ρ̂ < ρ̂?(D), we observe that

max
L

Ê(D, ρ̂, L) ≥ Ê(D, ρ̂, M) ≥ Ê(D, ρ̂?, M), (32)

where we use that Ê(ρ̂, M, D) monotonically decreases with ρ̂.

2) When ρ̂ ≥ ρ̂?,

max
L

Ê(D, ρ̂, L) ≥ Ê(D, ρ̂, 1) ≥ Ê(D, ρ̂?, 1) = Ê(D, ρ̂?, M), (33)

noticing that Ê(D, ρ̂, 1) increases with ρ̂.

3) When ρ̂ = ρ̂?, we need the following lemma, whose proof will be given in Appendix A.
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Lemma 2. When ρ̂ = ρ̂?(D),

Ê(D, ρ̂?(D), L) ≤ Ê(D, ρ̂?(D),M) (∀L 6= 1orM). (34)

Therefore,

max
L

Ê(D, ρ̂?(D), L) = Ê(D, ρ̂?(D),M). (35)

Combining (32), (33), and (35), it holds that

inf
ρ̂∈(max(− 1

M−1
,−ρ),ρ)

max
L

Ê(D, ρ̂, L) = Ê(D, ρ̂?(D), M). (36)

The proof is now complete by the existence and uniqueness of ρ̂?(D) proved in the following lemma,

whose proof will be given in Appendix B.

Lemma 3. For any fixed D, there exists one and only one point in [0, ρ],

ρ̂?(D) =
R(D, θ?, M)−MR(D, θ?, 1)

M(M − 2)R(D, θ?, 1) +R(D, θ?, M)
(37)

such that Ê(D, ρ̂, 1) = Ê(D, ρ̂,M), which achieves the min-max. �

The objective function maxL Ê(D, ρ̂, L) is shown in Fig. 2 over 0 ≤ ρ̂ ≤ ρ and 0 ≤ D ≤ 1 for the

case M = 10, ρ = 0.5. In order to offset changes along with D, we normalize the objective function with

max
0≤ρ̂≤ρ

max
L

Ê(D, ρ̂, L). The optimal transmission correlation ρ̂?(D) is also shown in the figure, which

indeed achieves the min-max.

At last, we make an observation on the optimal transmission correlation dictated by the lower bound

for the limit cases of D = 0 and D = 1.

Proposition 1. The optimal transmission correlation for the limit cases is

lim
D→0

ρ̂?(D) = 0, (38)

lim
D→1

ρ̂?(D) = ρ. (39)

that is, in the low-energy regime the optimal transmission correlation tends to the maximum correlation

ρ, whereas in the low-energy regime the optimal transmitted signals tends to be uncorrelated.

Proof: When D → 0, θ? = 0,

lim
D→0

ρ̂?(D) = lim
D→0

1
M log φ(M,ρ)− log φ(1, ρ)

log [(1− ρ)M−1φ(M,ρ)φ(1, ρ)M−2]− (M − 1) logD
= 0. (40)
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Ê(D, ρ̂, L))

ρ̂
⋆(D) (achieving min

ρ̂

max
L
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Figure 2. maxL Ê(D,L, ρ̂) plotted over D and ρ̂ for the case M = 10 and ρ = 0.5.

When D → 1, we have θ? = 1− 1−ρ
D , and R(D, θ?, L) = 1

2 log
φ(L,ρ)
φ(L,θ) . Noting that lim

D→1
θ? = ρ, it follows

that

lim
D→1

ρ̂?(D) = lim
θ?→ρ

d
dθ?

[
1
M log φ(M, θ?)− log φ(1, θ?)

]
d
dθ?

[
1
M log φ(M, θ?) + (M − 2) log φ(1, θ?)

] = ρ. (41)

�

C. Uncoded Transmission

An upper bound on the minimum energy is given by the uncoded transmission. The consideration of

uncoded transmission is motivated by its low complexity and by its optimality (or partial optimality)

shown in related joint source-channel coding problems [4], [5]. In [5] and [16], a bandwidth-matched

uncoded scheme is considered, in which each encoder only sends a scaled version of its observed source,

and thus the decoder received a noisy sum of the sources.

We consider a new uncoded transmission scheme, in which each encoder sends M scaled versions of

the source over M orthogonal subchannels. The motivation is to improve energy efficiency by utilizing a

larger bandwidth ratio (number of channel uses per source sample). The scheme is described as follows.

Denote the coefficient matrix by A ∈ RM×M with (A)ij being the coefficient used by the jth encoder
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over the ith subchannel, and we only consider the non-degenerate case where A is non-singular. The

base station receives

[Y1, Y2, · · · , YM ]T = A · [S1, S2, · · · , SM ]T + [Z1, Z2, · · · , ZM ]T ,

where [Z1, Z2, · · · , ZM ] are i.i.d. unit-variance Gaussian noises over subchannels.

Theorem 2. In uncoded transmission of M -terminal Gaussian sources, it is sufficient that each encoder

transmits M scaled version of the source over M subchannels. The optimal uncoded transmission achieves

Eu(D) ,

 1
D −

[1+(M−2)ρ]
(1−ρ)[1+(M−1)ρ] , D ≤ 1− ρ;

1−D
[1+(M−1)ρ][MD−(M−1)(1−ρ)] , D > 1− ρ.

(42)

giving an upper bound on the minimum energy.

Proof: Using the received signals, the receiver makes MMSE estimation of the sources from the

received signals,

[Ŝ1, Ŝ2, · · · , ŜM ]T = ΣSA
T (AΣSA

T + I)−1 [Y1, Y2, · · · , YM ]T (43)

and achieves a distortion matrix

D = cov ([S1, S2, · · · , SM ] | [Y1, Y2, · · · , YM ]) =
(
Σ−1S +ATA

)−1
. (44)

Minimizing the transmission energy under a symmetric distortion constraint can be described by an

optimization problem,

min
1

M
trace(ATA) =

1

M
trace(D−1 −Σ−1S ), (45)

s.t. 0 �D � ΣS , (46)

(D)ii ≤ D, (i = 1, · · · ,M). (47)

Before solving the problem, we first prove that it is optimal to transmit M linear combinations of the

sources, i.e., to use a scale matrix with M rows. Suppose that a matrix Ã ∈ RM ′×M (M ′ > M) is

optimal. We note that the distortion (44) and energy (45) only depends on Ã
T
Ã, which is an M ×M

matrix. There must exist some coefficient matrix A ∈ RM×M s.t. ATA = Ã
T
Ã, and hence the optimal

energy-distortion performance is achieved.
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We assume D? = C(d, dθ,M) without loss of optimality (cf. Lemma 1), and it is equivalently

transformed to the one below using symmetric circulant matrices’ properties,

min
1

M
trace(D−1) =

1 + (M − 2)θ

d(1− θ)[1 + (M − 1)θ]
, (48)

s.t. max

[
− 1

M − 1
, 1− 1− ρ

d

]
≤ θ ≤ min

[
1,

1− d
(M − 1)d

+
ρ

d

]
, (49)

d ≤ D. (50)

Therefore, the optimal distortion matrix is

d? = D, (51)

θ? =
1

D
max(0, D + ρ− 1), (52)

where we use that

∂

∂θ
trace(D−1) = θ · (M − 1)[(M − 2)θ + 2]

d(θ − 2)2[(M − 2)θ + 1]2
, (53)

has the same sign as θ, and d?, θ? lead to the energy distortion function in (42).

We assume that the coefficient matrix is also circulant and symmetric, A? = C(a, b,M), that is, over

the m-th channel use, only encoder m takes the coefficient a, and all the rest take b. Therefore, under

the symmetric and circulant constraint, we can solve find an optimal coefficient matrix.

The uncoded transmission with bandwidth expansion is compared to that without bandwidth expansion

in Fig. 3. It improves energy efficiency in the high-energy region (D ≤ 1− ρ). In the uncoded without

bandwidth expansion the distortion cannot go lower than (M−1)(1−ρ)
M even with infinite power due to

the interference from the encoders (see also [5]). Whereas in the uncoded with bandwidth expansion,

arbitrarily small distortion can be achieved with large enough energy.

As shown in the Fig. 3, the uncoded is asymptotically optimal (approaching the lower bound with the

same slope) in the low-energy region, which we rigorously prove in the following proposition.

Proposition 2. The uncoded transmission achieves the same energy-distortion slope as the lower bound

does in the low-energy region.

Proof: In the low-energy region, θ? = D+ρ−1
D , and it holds,

lim
D→1

d

dD
Elb(D) = lim

D→1

2 d
dDR(D, θ

?,M)

M [1 + (M − 1)ρ̂?(D)]
= − 1

[1 + (M − 1)ρ]2
, (54)

May 22, 2022 DRAFT



14

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

D

E

 

 

uncoded w/o bandwidth expansion

uncoded w/ bandwidth expansion

lower bound

(a) M = 10, ρ = 0.5.

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

2

D

E

 

 

uncoded w/o bandwidth expansion
uncoded w/ bandwidth expansion
lower bound

(b) M = 20, ρ = 0.3.

Figure 3. Uncoded transmissions.

where we use lim
D→1

R(D, θ?,M) = 0 and lim
D→1

dρ̂?(D)
dD < ∞. By differentiating the uncoded energy-

distortion function in (42), we verify that

lim
D→1

d

dD
Elb(D) = lim

D→1

d

dD
Eu(D). (55)

�

D. Separation Scheme

Motivated by its optimality in the point-to-point scenario, another achievable scheme is separate

source and channel coding. In this scheme, the Gaussian multi-terminal sources are first compressed

to the minimum sum rate, and then the encoded bits are transmitted over the MAC with the minimum

transmission energy Eb min per bit.

Theorem 3. The separation scheme can achieve the following energy distortion function

Es(D) =
1

M
log

[(
1 +

λ1
q(D)

)(
1 +

λ2
q(D)

)M−1]
, (56)
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with

λ1 , 1 + (M − 1)ρ, (57)

λ2 , 1− ρ, (58)

q(D) =
β(D) +

√
β(D)2 + 4λ1λ2D(1−D)

2(1−D)
, (59)

β(D) = (λ1 + λ2)D − λ1λ2, (60)

which upper bounds the minimum energy E(D).

Proof: In [17]–[19], the sum rate tightness is proved for the Gaussian multi-terminal source coding

such that the distortion constraint (on individual source) is satisfied. The encoded bits can be transmitted

with the minimum energy N0 joules per bit, since the indices of source coding are independent [13].

Hence, the separation scheme can achieve the following energy-distortion function,

min
1

M
log
|ΣS |
|D|

, (61)

s.t. D =

(
Σ−1S +

1

q
I

)−1
, (62)

(D)ii ≤ D (i = 1, · · · ,M), (63)

q ≥ 0. (64)

The optimal solution of q can be found as given in (59). Note that the distortion matrix achieved by the

separation scheme is always circulant, and in the optimal case, it is D = DC(1, θ?,M) with

θ? =
ρ q

q + λ1λ2
. (65)

�

The separation scheme is compared to the uncoded transmission and to the lower bound in Fig. 4. It

improves energy efficiency in the high-energy regime. As shown in the Fig. 4, in the high-energy regime,

the uncoded scheme, Eu(D) ≈ 1
D , has infinitely gap from the lower bound, i.e., lim

D→0
[Eu(D)−Elb(D)] =

∞; in contrast, the separation scheme, Es(D) ≈ log 1
D , can keep the gap from the lower bound finite,

although both of them tend to infinity, which we rigorously prove in the following proposition.

Proposition 3. In the high-energy regime (D → 0), the gap between the separation and the lower bound

is finite,

lim
D→0

[Es(D)− Elb(D)] =
1

M
log

(λ1 − ρ)M

λM−11 λ2
. (66)
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Figure 4. Separation scheme.

As the number of terminals increases, the gap tends to zero, i.e., the separate scheme is asymptotically

optimal,

lim
M→∞

lim
D→0

[Es(D)− Elb(D)] = lim
M→∞

1

M
log

(λ1 − ρ)M

λM−11 λ2
= 0. (67)

Proof: We first prove that as D → 0 the separation approaches 2
MR(D, θ

?,M),

lim
D→0

[
Es(D)− 2

M
R(D, θ?,M)

]
=

1

M
lim
D→0

log
(q(D) + λ1)(q(D) + λ2)

M−1

λM−11 λ2
− lim
D→0

log
q(D)

D
= 0,

(68)

in which we use lim
D→0

q(D) = 0 and lim
D→0

q(D)
D = lim

D→0

dq(D)
dD = 1 (see (59)).

In addition, we prove that the lower bound keeps a finite gap away from 2
MR(D, θ

?,M), which is a

cut-set bound of a size-M cut with transmission correlation restricted to be zero,

lim
D→0

[
2

M
R(D, θ?,M)− Elb(D)

]
= lim

D→0

2(M − 1)(R(D, θ?,M)−MR(D, θ?, 1))

M2
(
1− R(D,θ?,1)

R(D,θ?,M)

) =
1

M
log

(λ1 − ρ)M

λM−11 λ2

(69)

where we use

lim
D→0

(R(D, θ?,M)−MR(D, θ?, 1)) =
1

2
log

(λ1 − ρ)M

λM−11 λ2
, and lim

D→0

R(D, θ?, 1)

R(D, θ?,M)
=

1

M
.

Adding up (68) and (69) completes the proof of (66).
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As M increases, one can verify that the separation scheme is asymtotically optimal in the high-energy

region, lim
M→∞

1
M log (λ1−ρ)M

λM−1
1 λ2

= 0. �

E. Hybrid Digital/Analog Scheme

We propose the following hybrid scheme, in which each encoder first transmits αSm using an identical

scale factor α ∈ R such that the decoder receives the sum of sources plus channel noise. Using that

received signal as receiver side information, we employ Gaussian quantization and Slepian-Wolf coding

to transmit the remaining fine information to meet the target distortion.

Theorem 4. The minimum energy is upper bounded by

E(D) ≤ Eh(D) = min
α,q :α≥0, q≥0,

[(
Σ−1
S +α2I+ 1

q
I
)−1

]
ii

≤D (i=1,··· ,M)

α2 +
1

M
log

∣∣∣∣I +
1

q
(Σ−1S + α2I)−1

∣∣∣∣ ,
(70)

which is achieved by the proposed hybrid digital/analog scheme.

Proof: In the hybrid scheme, analog and digital signals are transmitted over separate sub-channels.

For the analog transmission, each encoder sends a scaled version of the source, and hence, the decoder

receives

Ya = α

M∑
m=1

Sm + Z.

In the digital transmission, Ya is used as side information, and the minimum achievable sum rate is

Rsum = I(S1 · · ·SM ; S̃1 · · · S̃M |Ya) = h(S1 · · ·SM |Ya)− h(S1 · · ·SM |YaS̃1 · · · S̃M ). (71)

where S̃m is the quantized version of the source, S̃m = Sm +Qm. The covariance matrix is given by

cov(S1 · · ·SM S̃1 · · · S̃M |Ya) =

 C(σ20 − δ, ρσ20 − δ,M) C(σ20 − δ, ρσ20 − δ,M)

C(σ20 − δ, ρσ20 − δ,M) C(σ20 − δ + q, ρσ20 − δ,M)

 , (72)

with

δ ,
[E(SmYa)]

2

E(Y 2
a )

=
[1 + (M − 1)ρ]2α2σ40

M [1 + (M − 1)ρ]α2σ20 +N0/2
.

Therefore,

h(S1 · · ·SM |Ya) =
1

2
log(2πe)M

∣∣C(σ20 − δ, ρσ20 − δ,M)
∣∣

=
1

2
log

(2πeσ20)
M (1− ρ)M−1[1 + (M − 1)ρ]N0

2M [1 + (M − 1)ρ]α2σ20 +N0
(73)
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h(S1 · · ·SM |YaS̃1 · · · S̃M )

=
1

2
log(2πe)M

∣∣C(σ20 − δ, ρσ20 − δ,M)

−C(σ20 − δ, ρσ20 − δ,M)C(σ20 + q − δ, ρσ20 − δ,M)−1C(σ20 − δ, ρσ20 − δ,M)
∣∣ (74)

The decoder can recover S̃1 · · · S̃M with vanishing probability of error, and use S̃1 · · · S̃M and Ya to

estimate the source Sm. Equivalently, the MMSE estimation is made from S̃m,
∑M

m′=1,m′ 6=m S̃
′
m, and

Ya, and the minimum achievable distortion isSm − ζ1S̃m − ζ2 M∑
m′=1,m′ 6=m

S̃′m − ζ3Ya

2

= σ20q
(1− ρ)[1 + (M − 1)ρ][2(M − 1)α2q +N0]σ

2
0 + qN0

[(1− ρ)σ20 + q][(1 + (M − 1)ρ)(2Mα2q +N0)σ20 + qN0]
(75)

with

ζ1 = σ20
(1− ρ)[1 + (M − 1)ρ][2(M − 1)α2q +N0]σ

2
0 + qN0

[(1− ρ)σ20 + q][(1 + (M − 1)ρ)(2Mα2q +N0)σ20 + qN0]
, (76)

ζ2 = σ20q
ρN0 − 2(1− ρ)[1 + (M − 1)ρ]α2σ20

[(1− ρ)σ20 + q][(1 + (M − 1)ρ)(2Mα2q +N0)σ20 + qN0]
, (77)

ζ3 =
2[1 + (M − 1)ρ]αqσ20

[1 + (M − 1)ρ](2Mα2q +N0)σ20 + qN0
. (78)

The energy-distortion function of hybrid digital/analog scheme is plotted in Fig. 5. We observe from

the numerical result that the maximum gap between the upper and lower bounds happens at D = 1− ρ.

Without a close-form energy-distortion function of the hybrid scheme (the best upper bound), we cannot

prove it rigorously; however it is indeed the case as shown numerically. For the case of M = 10 and

ρ = 0.5, the maximum gap is

Eh(D)− Elb ≤ Eh(D)− Elb(D)
∣∣∣
D=1−ρ

= 0.0586 Joules; (79)

and for the case of M = 20 and ρ = 0.3, the maximum gap is

Eh(D)− Elb ≤ Eh(D)− Elb(D)
∣∣∣
D=1−ρ

= 0.0142 Joules. (80)

III. GAUSSIAN CEO SOURCES

In this section, we study lossy transmission of the Gaussian CEO sources over the Gaussian MAC.
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Figure 5. Upper and lower bounds on E(D).

A. Problem Setup

The well known Gaussian CEO problem is that a CEO, the central decoder, is interested in a remote

Gaussian source S0[k] i.i.d. ∼ N (0, σ20), and deploys M agents (encoders) to observe a noisy version of

S0[k],

Sm[k] = S0[k] +Wm[k],

where observation noises Wm[k]’s are i.i.d. N (0, σ2Wm
), and independent of the remote sources S0[k]. In

the source coding literatures, of interests is the rate distortion region, defined as the set of achievable rate

tuples at the encoders such that the distortion constraint on S0 is satisfied. In this setup, we study the

problem where those encoders convey information to the decoder over the Gaussian MAC. We denote

the encoder as a coding function fm(·) : RK → RN , which is a mapping of source sequences S
(K)
m to

channel codewords X
(N)
m . Hence, instead of rates, transmission energy is the appropriate cost measure,

and the energy of individual encoder (per source sample) is defined as

Em =
1

K
E[‖X(N)

m ‖22]. (81)

The decoder reconstructs S0[k] from the received signal Y (N) from the MAC. For each source sample

(indexed by k), we denote the decoder mapping as a reconstruction function, gk(·) : RN 7→ R. Moreover,

the performance is measured with the mean squared error (MSE)

d(S0[k], Ŝ0[k]) , E{[S0[k]− gk(Y (N))]2}.
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Hereinafter, we use the symmetric case with σ2Wm
= σ2W for all 1 ≤ m ≤ M to illustrate the results.

And for the symmetric case, we study the achievable sum energy for a given distortion constraint, and

the achievability is defined rigorously in the following.

Definition 2. For the symmetric Gaussian CEO problem with the Gaussian MAC, a sum transmission

energy E is achievable for a given distortion constraint D if there exist a sequence of fm(·) and a

sequence of gk(·) such that

lim sup
K→∞

1

K

M∑
m=1

E[‖fm(S(K)
m )‖22] ≤ E, (82)

and

lim sup
K→∞

1

K

K∑
k=1

d(S0[k], gk(Y
(N))) ≤ D. (83)

Before presenting our results, we show that, without loss of generality and optimality, the encoder

functions and transmitted signals can be restricted to be the following simpler forms, which would

simplify derivations of our results.

Lemma 4. For the symmetric Gaussian CEO problem, there is no performance loss using encoding

functions and signals that satisfy

E [Xm[n]] = 0, (84)

K1 = · · · = KM , K, (85)

E
[
(X1[n])

2
]
= · · · = E

[
(XM [n])2

]
, (86)

E [Xm1
[n] ·Xm2

[n]] = ρ̂nE
[
(X1[n])

2
]
, (87)

0 ≤ ρ̂n ≤ ρ , σ2
0

σ2
0+σ

2
W
, (88)

1 ≤ m1,m2 ≤M, and m1 6= m2.

Proof: (84) is true due to the fact that the mean value does not carry any information, and hence

can be subtracted from the encoded signals without performance loss.

The symmetry of encoding functions and outputs in (85)−(87) can be proved by a permutation argument

using the symmetric properties of the observation processes and the MAC.

Finally we can change the sign of each encoded signal and assume ρ̂n ≥ 0 without any performance

loss; the second inequality in (88) follows from the maximum correlation theorem [21], since Xm[n] is

a function of SKm .
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Lemma 5. If (S0, S1 · · · , SM ) are zero-mean joint Gaussian random variables that satisfy

var[Sm1
] = var[Sm2

],

E[Sm1
S0] = E[Sm2

S0],

E[Sm1
Sm2

] = E[Sm3
Sm4

]

for all 1 ≤ m1,m2,m3,m4 ≤ M and m1 6= m2,m3 6= m4, then
∑M

m=1Sm is a sufficient statistic for

S0 relative to (S1, · · · , SM ).

Proof: It can be verified that I(S0;S1, · · · , SM ) = I
(
S0;
∑M

m=1Sm

)
.

B. Lower Bound

A lower bound on the transmission energy is given in the following theorem.

Theorem 5. For the symmetric Gaussian CEO problem over the Gaussian MAC, the energy Es(N0, σ
2
0, σ

2
W ,M,D)

is lower bounded by

E ≥ min
0≤ρ̂n≤ρ

max
L∈{1,...,M}

MN0RL(D)

hL(ρ)
, (89)

where

RL(D),



+∞, D ∈ [0, δ(M)];

−1
2 log2

[
D−σ

2
W
L

(
1− D

δ(M−L)

)
δ(M−L)

]
, D∈(δ(M), δ(M−L)];

0, D ∈ (δ(M−L),∞);

(90)

δ(x),

(
1

σ20
+

x

σ2W

)−1
, (91)

hL(ρ̂n) , L+ L(L− 1)ρ̂n − L2 (M − L)ρ̂2n
1 + (M − L− 1)ρ̂n

. (92)

Proof: Following standard arguments [4], [6], [16], we have

KRL(D)≤
N∑
n=1

1

2
log2

(
1+

1TLE
[
XL

1 [n]X
L
1 [n]

T
∣∣XM

L+1[n]
]
1L

N0/2

)
,

where 1L is an all one L × 1 vector, and XL
1 [n] denotes (X1[n] · · · , XL[n])

T (similarly for XM
L+1[n]).

Note that RL(D) is the rate-distortion function of jointly encoding SK1 · · ·SKL for the remote source

SK0 with SKL+1 · · ·SKM available at both the encoder and the decoder (cf. [22]). RL(D) can be easily

calculated using lemma 5.
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By lemma 4, the covariance matrix of (X1[n] · · · , XM [n]) is circulant symmetric with diagonal

elements var(Xm[n]) and off-diagonal elements ρ̂nvar(Xm[n]). It can be calculated explicitly that

1TLE
[
XL

1 [n]X
L
1 [n]

T
∣∣XM

L+1[n]
]
1L = var(Xm[n])hL(ρ̂n)

We continue the inequalities above with

KRL(D)
(a)

≤ N

2
log

(
1 +

2KEshL(ρ)

NMN0

)
(b)

≤ KEshL(ρ)

MN0
. (93)

where (a) follows from concavity of the logarithmic function and (b) is due to log(1 + x) ≤ x when

x ≥ 0.

For any ρ̂n, the inequality holds for all 1 ≤ L ≤M , and each L gives a lower bound on the minimum

energy. Hence, the energy is lower bounded by the maximum of them. The proof of the lower bound can

be concluded by noting that transmitted signals’ correlation must satisfy 0 ≤ ρ̂n ≤ ρ (cf. Lemma 4).

Note that tightness of the lower bound in Theorem 5 requires

1) Joint encoding, i.e., full transmitter cooperation,

2) That for all n, ρ̂n minimizes maxL
MN0RL(D)

hL(ρ)
,

3) KEs
NMN0

→ 0: N
K → ∞ (wideband), and/or Es

N0
→ 0 (low SNR), and/or M → ∞ (large number of

users).

C. Uncoded Transmission

For the symmetric CEO problem over the Gaussian MAC with matched bandwidth, Gastpar [4] proved

that analog transmission is optimum – it matches a low bound on the transmission energy, which is a

special case of Theorem 5 with N =K. In the analog scheme, each encoder transmits a scaled version

of its observation according to the distortion constraint; the decoder makes a minimum MSE (MMSE)

estimation of the remote source using the received signal. We restate the energy performance of the

analog scheme in the following theorem.

Theorem 6. [4, Theorem 1] For the symmetric Gaussian CEO problem with the Gaussian MAC, the

energy (Ea
s satisfying

Ea
s

N0
=

(σ20 −D)(σ20 + σ2W )

2[σ20(MD − σ2W ) +Dσ2W ]
, (94)

is achieved with analog transmission.

The optimality of analog transmission is due to the fact that scaled observations add up to a sufficient

statistic at the receiver, which is equivalent to joint encoding, and they achieve the maximum correlation,

which leads to a beamforming gain while satisfying individual energy constraints.
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In the general setup where source and channel bandwidths are not matched, the analog transmission is

not optimal anymore, since it does not make full use of the channel bandwidth resources. Nevertheless,

we have the following proposition that analog transmission is asymptotically optimal as the distortion

goes to the source variance.

Proposition 4. For the symmetric Gaussian CEO problem over the Gaussian MAC, analog transmission

is asymptotically optimal in the high-distortion (low-energy) regime in the sense that it achieves the same

slope as the lower bound in (89) when the distortion goes to the source variance.

Proof: As D→σ20 , and thus D>δ(M−L), RL(D)=0, for all L<M. Hence in the high-distortion

regime, the lower bound in (89) reduces to MRM (D)

hM (ρ) log2 e
. Then

lim
D→σ2

0

d

dD

Ea
s

N0
= lim

D→σ2
0

d

dD

MRM (D)

hM (ρ) log2 e
= −

σ20 + σ2W
2Mσ40

.

D. Separation Scheme

Assuming separate source and channel coding, Oohama [23] found the optimal rate region, defined as

the set of achievable rate tuples at the encoders such that the distortion constraint on S0 is satisfied. The

energy achieved by the separation scheme is stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 7. For the symmetric Gaussian CEO problem over the Gaussian MAC, the energy Ed
s (N0, σ

2
0, σ

2
W ,M,D)

satisfying

Ed
s

N0
=


0, D ≥ σ20,

−1
2 ln

[
D
σ2
0

(
1−σ

2
W

M

(
1
D−

1
σ2
0

))M]
, δ(M)<D<σ20,

+∞, D ≤ δ(M),

(95)

(see (91) for the definition of δ(M)) is achieved by separate source and channel coding.

Proof: The minimum sum-rate of Gaussian CEO source coding is found by Oohama [23]. Optimum

channel codes, asymptotically achieving the capacity of the MAC with independent sources, are applied

to the encoder outputs which are now independent (after binning/compression) and the minimum energy

of transmitting one bit information through the MAC is N0

log2 e
, which can be achieved when infinite

channel bandwidth is used [13]. Therefore, an equivalence can be built between the sum-rate of source

coding and sum-energy consumption.
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E. Hybrid Digital/Analog Transmission

We now propose an energy-efficient hybrid transmission scheme whose achievable energy is given by

the following theorem.

Theorem 8. For the symmetric Gaussian CEO over the Gaussian MAC, the energy Eh
s (N0, σ

2
0, σ

2
W ,M,D)

satisfying
Eh

s

N0
= min(

Ea
N0
,q
)
∈A

Ea

N0
+
Ed

N0
. (96)

is achieved by our proposed hybrid analog and digital transmission scheme, where Ea is the energy of

analog transmission, Ed is that of digital transmission, and q is the quantization noise power. The digital

energy is a function of Ea and q,

Ed

N0
=

1

2
ln
∣∣∣cov( S̃M ∣∣∣Ya)∣∣∣− M

2
ln q, (97)

where cov
(
S̃M
∣∣∣Ya) is the covariance matrix of S̃M given Ya,

∣∣∣cov(S̃M ∣∣∣Ya)∣∣∣=M
σ20−

(
σ20+

σ2
W

M

)2
σ20+σ

2
a

(σ2W+q
)
M−1+

(
σ2W+q

)M
, (98)

and σ2a is the variance of the (observation and channel) noise in Ya,

σ2a =
σ2W
M

+
σ20 + σ2W

2M

(
Ea

N0

)−1
. (99)

The energy of hybrid transmission is optimized with respect to
(
Ea

N0
, q
)

over the region

A ,
{(

Ea

N0
, q

)∣∣∣∣ d(Ea

N0
, q

)
= D,Ea ≥ 0, q ≥ 0

}
(100)

where

d

(
Ea

N0
, q

)
=

σ20

[
σ20 +

(
1 + 2Ea

N0
(1− ρ)

)
q
]

[M(1− ρ) + 1]σ2W+
[
1 +2Ea

N0
(Mρ− ρ+1)

]
q
. (101)

Proof: Each user transmits the uncoded analog signal Xm = αSm
3 with α =

√
Ea

M(σ2
0+σ

2
W ) . The

base station receives

Ya = S0 +
1

M

M∑
m=1

Wm +
1

αM
Z,

after normalization, which is the source and an orthogonal noise with variance σ2a (cf. (99)).

3Without ambiguity, we will drop indices k and n when discussing single-letter relations.
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In addition to the analog transmission, Ed

N0
is used to transmit digital (encoded) signals. Without loss

of generality, we can assume orthogonal transmission using the bandwidth resource, such that digital and

analog transmissions will not interfere with each other. We assume optimal quantization in the sense that

each user is able to quantize its observation Sm to S̃m so that the quantization error Qm = Sm − S̃m is

independent of the observations at all users and of the remote source S0, and Qm ∼ N (0, q). Note that,

due to symmetry, q is identical for all users. Then, with Ya as the receiver side information, the sum-rate

of the quantized bits Rd = I
(
SM ; S̃M |Ya

)
is achievable with arbitrarily small probability of encoding

failure, as coding block length K→∞ [24]. With infinite bandwidth (NK →∞), the minimum energy

needed to transmit Rd bits through the MAC is Rd

log2 e
as (97). Note that the conditional covariance of

S̃M given Ya is a circulant matrix and its determinant can be calculated explicitly as (98).

As K,N→∞, there exist source and channel codes such that the base station can decode S̃M with

arbitrarily small probability of error. Therefore, the minimum distortion d is the MMSE between S0 and

S̃0 = E(S0|W ) given W ,
(
Ya,

1
M

∑M
m=1 S̃m

)T
(cf. lemma 5)

d= σ20 −E[S0W
T ]E[WW T ]−1E[WS0],

as given in (101).

Consequently, for a given distortion D, the energy of hybrid transmission is minimized on the boundary

with d = D, as stated in the theorem.

Remark 1. The analog energy decays as 1
M (cf. (94)). However, a digital scheme (see (95)) does not

make good use of user number in the sense that when M is large enough,

Ed
s

N0
≈ 1

2
σ2W

(
1

D
− 1

σ20

)
+

1

2
ln
σ20
D
,

which does not depend on the number of users M any more. When M is large, an alternative hybrid

transmission scheme with lower complexity and negligible performance loss is to have only a part of M

users transmit digital signals. The energy-distortion function of such hybrid schemes can be easily found

following the proof of Theorem 8.

F. Numerical Results

Fig. 6 shows the energy vs. distortion of analog, digital, hybrid schemes as well as the lower bound on

the entire range of achievable distortion. The parameters for the CEO problem are σ20 = 1, σ2W = 0.001,

M = 40. In the high-distortion regime, analog transmission is optimal, as shown in Proposition 4.

However, a digital scheme can use all the bandwidth resources, hence it outperforms in the low-distortion
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regime. A hybrid scheme can take advantage of both the correlation and bandwidth, and therefore can

achieve better energy efficiency. In addition, the hybrid scheme is much better than time-sharing of analog

and digital schemes (which is also plotted in the figure for comparison purposes) because in a hybrid

scheme, digital coding uses the analog signal as side information and only transmits the most useful

information incrementally.
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Figure 6. Energy per sample vs. desired distortion for the CEO problem over the MAC .

IV. CORRELATED BINARY SOURCES

In this section, we study an example of binary sources using hybrid transmission for energy efficiency.

A. Problem Setup

We consider a symmetric Slepian-Wolf problem with binary sources. We assume that each node

observes an identically and independently distributed (i.i.d.) Bernoulli(12 ) source with independent errors

of probability Pc at the nodes. Therefore, the joint distribution of (S1 · · · , SM ) ∈ {−1,+1}M is

p(s1 · · · , sM ) =
1

2

[
P ηc (1− Pc)M−η + PM−ηc (1− Pc)η

]
,
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where η , |{sm|sm = +1}| is the number of +1’s among the sources. The base station desires to

reconstruct all the sources with vanishing probability of error.

B. Lower Bound

Theorem 9. The individual transmission energy is lower bounded by

E = min
ρ̂

max
L

2[1 + (M − L− 1)ρ̂]

L(1− ρ̂) [1 + (M − 1)ρ̂]
H(S1 · · ·SL|SL+1 · · ·SM ), (102)

Proof:

KH(S1 · · ·SL|SL+1 · · ·SM ) (103)

= H(S
(K)
1 · · ·S(K)

L |S
(K)
L+1 · · ·S

(K)
M ) (104)

= I(S
(K)
1 · · ·S(K)

L ; Y (N) |S(K)
L+1 · · ·S

(K)
M ) +H(S

(K)
1 · · ·S(K)

L |S(K)
L+1 · · ·S

(K)
M Y (N)) (105)

≤ I(S
(K)
1 · · ·S(K)

L ; Y (N) |S(K)
L+1 · · ·S

(K)
M ) +KLP (K,N)

e (106)

≤ 1

2
KL(1− ρ̂)φ(L, ρ̂)E +KLP (K,N)

e , (107)

H(S1 · · ·SL|SL+1 · · ·SM ) = H(S1 · · ·SM )−H(SL+1 · · ·SM ) (108)

Bound the correlation,

0 ≤ ρ̂ ≤ E(S1S2)

E(S2
1)E(S

2
2)

= (1− 2Pc)
2, (109)

or conditioned on X1 ↔ S1 ↔ S2 ↔ X2, and (X1, X2) are joint Gaussian,

0 ≤ ρ̂ ≤
√

1− e−2I(S1;S2) =

√
1− 1

4
[P 2
c + (1− Pc)2]2[P 2

c+(1−Pc)2][2Pc(1− Pc)]4Pc(1−Pc), (110)

�

C. Separation Scheme

The baseline scheme is the separate source and channel coding: the sources are encoded using Slepian-

Wolf coding, and the Slepian-Wolf coding indexes are then transmitted over the MAC channel in the

wideband regime. The Slepian-Wolf coding indexes are independent, and hence the following transmission

energy is achievable using infinite channel bandwidth [13],

Es = H(S1, S2, · · · , SM ) ·N0. (111)
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D. Hybrid Digital/Analog Transmission

In the sequel, we present a hybrid scheme to achieve better energy efficiency.

In the hybrid scheme, the sources are first transmitted directly over the analog channel using BPSK,

i.e., each transmitter sends αSm (m = 1, 2, · · · ,M, α ≥ 0). The received (and normalized by α) analog

signal is

Ya =

M∑
m=1

Sm +
1

α
Z, (112)

where Z is additive Gaussian noise with variance N0/2. Given a source realization (s1, s2, · · · , sM ),

Ya ∼ N
(
2η −M, N0

2α2

)
, hence the marginal distribution of Ya is

f(ya)=

M∑
η=0

α · p(η,M)√
πN0

exp

[
−α

2(ya− 2η +M)2

N0

]
.

where p(η,M) , 1
2

(
M
η

) [
P ηe (1− Pe)M−η + PM−ηe (1− Pe)η

]
. Pure analog transmission is not enough

for lossless reconstruction, so it must be followed by modified Slepian-Wolf encoding of some additional

information. We use the following result.

Lemma 6. [Slepian-Wolf with analog side information] Consider the Slepian-Wolf problem, but assume

that the receiver has the analog side-information Ya. Then the sources can be recovered with probability

of error that can be made arbitrarily small if 4

∑
m∈T

Rm ≥ H(ST |Ya, ST c) , ∀T ⊂ {1, 2 · · · ,M}.

Proof: The proof in digital side information case is a slight modification of the proof of the Slepian-

Wolf achievability result [6]. For the analog case, the result can be proven by quantizing the analog

information and letting the quantization step size approach zero. We hence omit the details here.

By lemma 6, we need to transmit H(S1, . . . SM |Ya) nats in addition to analog transmission, such that

all sources can be reconstructed with vanishing probability of error. The achievable energy is given in

the following theorem.

Theorem 10. For (asymptotically) lossless transmission of all binary sources, the proposed hybrid scheme

can achieve transmission energy

Eh = min
α≥0

H(S1, . . . SM |Ya) ·N0 +Mα2. (113)

4With abuse of notation, we denote a set of sources {Sm|m ∈ T } by ST .
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The conditional entropy can be calculated as

H(S1, · · · , SM |Ya) = H(S1, · · · , SM ) + h(Ya|S1, · · · , SM )− h(Ya) (114)

= −
M∑
η=0

p(η,M) log p(η,M) +
1

2
log

πeN0

α2
+

ˆ ∞
−∞

f(ya) log f(ya)dya.(115)

The energy of hybrid scheme is upper bounded by that of the separation scheme in (111), in which case

no energy is allocated to the analog transmission (α = 0).

E. Numerical Results

Fig. 8 shows the energy for pure digital transmission and hybrid transmission with Pc = 0.001. For pure

digital transmission the energy per sample increases with the number of nodes, as more information needs

to be transmitted. But for the hybrid transmission energy decreases with the number of nodes initially.

This is due to the beamforming gain: for small Pc the sources are almost identical and add up coherently

at the destination, which is very energy efficient. Eventually, hybrid transmission is also affected by the

increase in information from the (small) differences of the sources, and the energy increases with the

number of nodes.
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Figure 7. Energy per sample vs. number of nodes M for Pc = 0.001.

May 22, 2022 DRAFT



30

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

Number of sources M

E

 

 
Separate
Hybrid
Lower bound

Figure 8. Energy per sample vs. number of nodes M for Pc = 0.1.

APPENDIX A

PROOF OF LEMMA 2

In order to prove Lemma 2, we need the following two lemmas.

Lemma 7. R(D, θ?, L)/L (cut-set rate per encoder) increases with cut-set size L.

Proof: It holds,

∂

∂L

R(D, θ?, L)

L
=

[φ(L, ρ)− log φ(L, ρ)]− [φ(L, θ?)− log φ(L, θ?)]

2L2
≥ 0, (116)

since θ? ≤ ρ and thus φ(L, ρ) ≥ φ(L, θ?) ≥ 1 and we also use that (x− logx) monotonically increases

when x ≥ 1. �

Lemma 8. Ê(D, ρ̂,M)− Ê(D, ρ̂, L) monotonically decreases with ρ̂ for any L < M .

Proof: It holds that

∂

∂ρ̂
[Ê(D, ρ̂,M)− Ê(D, ρ̂, L)] ≤ R(D, θ?, L)

L

∂

∂ρ̂

[
2

(1− ρ̂)φ(M, ρ̂)
− 2

(1− ρ̂)φ(L, ρ̂)

]
= −R(D, θ

?, L)

L

[1 + (M − 1)ρ̂2](M − L)
(1− ρ̂)2[1 + (M − 1)ρ̂]

≤ 0
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where in the first step we use Lemma 7, i.e., R(D, θ?,M)
M ≥ R(D, θ?, L)

L ≥ 0, and ∂
∂ρ̂

2
(1−ρ̂)φ(M,ρ̂) ≤ 0. �

Proof of Lemma 2: Denote the root of Ê(D, ρ̂,M) = Ê(D, ρ̂, L) (L 6=M ) by

ρ̂0(D, L) =
LR(D, θ?, M)−MR(D, θ?, L)

LR(D, θ?, M) +M(M − L− 1)R(D, θ?, L)
. (117)

One can verify that ρ̂0(D,L) increases with L,

∂

∂L
ρ̂0(D,L) ≥ 0, (118)

using Lemma 7. Therefore, it holds that

Ê(D, ρ̂?(D),M)− Ê(D, ρ̂?(D), L) ≥ Ê(D, ρ̂0(D,L),M)− Ê(D, ρ̂0(D,L), L) = 0, (119)

since ρ̂?(D) = ρ̂0(D, 1) ≤ ρ̂0(D,L), and Ê(D, ρ̂,M) − Ê(D, ρ̂, L) monotonically decreases with ρ̂

(Lemma 8). That is, at ρ̂ = ρ̂?(D), Ê(D, ρ̂?(D), L) ≤ Ê(D, ρ̂?(D),M) (∀L 6= 1orM). �

APPENDIX B

PROOF OF LEMMA 3

Proof: We first prove the existence of intersection point by continuity of Ê(D, ρ̂, 1) − Ê(D, ρ̂,M).

To the end of ρ̂ = 0, by Lemma 7 it holds that

Ê(D, 0, 1) = R(D, θ?, 1) ≤ Ê(D, 0,M) =
1

M
R(D, θ?,M). (120)

To the other end of ρ̂ = ρ,

Ê(D, ρ̂, 1)− Ê(D, ρ̂,M) =
1

DM(1− ρ)[1 + (M − 1)ρ]
log

(1− ρ)M(M−1)ρ ψ(ρ)

[D(1− θ?)]M(M−1)ρ ψ(θ?)
, (121)

where

ψ(x) ,
(1− x)1−ρ[1 + (M − 1)x](M−1)[1+(M−1)ρ]

[1 + (M − 2)x]M [1+(M−2)ρ] . (122)

and we use the monotonicity dψ(x)
d x ≥ 0 in x ∈ [0, ρ], and θ? ≤ ρ, to verify that for all D ∈ [0, 1],

Ê(D, ρ, 1)− Ê(D, ρ,M) ≥ 0:

• When D ≤ 1− ρ,

(1− ρ)M(M−1)ρ ψ(ρ)

[D(1− θ?)]M(M−1)ρ ψ(θ?)
= ψ(ρ)

(
1− ρ
D

)M(M−1)ρ
≥ ψ(ρ) ≥ ψ(0) ≥ 1; (123)

• When D > 1− ρ, we have

(1− ρ)M(M−1)ρ ψ(ρ)

[D(1− θ?)]M(M−1)ρ ψ(θ?)
=

ψ(ρ)

ψ(θ?)
≥ 1. (124)

By continuity, there exists one point ρ̂?(D) in [0, ρ] such that Ê(D, ρ, 1)− Ê(D, ρ,M) = 0.

By monotonicity of Ê(D, ρ, 1)− Ê(D, ρ,M) proved in Lemma 8, ρ̂?(D) is unique. �
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