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Capacity of a Class of State-Dependent Orthogonal
Relay Channels
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Abstract—The class of orthogonal relay channels in which have access to the side information. Similarly, consider a
the orthogonal channels connecting the source terminal tohe mobile network with a relay (e.g., a femtostation), in which
relay and the destination, and the relay to the destination, the base station (BS) operates in the full-duplex mode, and
depend on a state sequence, is considered. It is assumed tha} it the d link ch It . I IH') h
the state sequence is fully known at the destination while its ransml s on . e- ownlink channet (o a user, 'n pqra €
not known at the source or the relay. The capacity of this clas UPlink transmission of a femtocell user, causing interfiees
of relay channels is characterized, and shown to be achieveady for the uplink transmission at the femtostation. While the
the partial decode-compress-and-forward (pDCF) scheme.flen  femtostation, i.e., the relay, has no prior informationwttbis
the capacity of certain binary and Gaussian state-dependen interfering signal, the BS knows it perfectly and can exploi

orthogonal relay channels are studied in detail, and it is shwn . . ,
that the compress-and-forward (CF) and partial-decode-ad- this knowledge to decode the uplink user’'s message forwlarde

forward (pDF) schemes are suboptimal in general. To the best by the femtostation.
of our knowledge, this is the first single relay channel model  The best known transmission strategies for the three termi-
for which the capacity is achieved by pDCF, while pDF and nal relay channel are the decode-and-forward (DF), corspres
CF schemes are both suboptimal. Furthermore, it is shown anq.forward (CF) and partial decode-compress-and-fatwar
that the capacity of the considered class of state-dependen . .
orthogonal relay channels is in general below the cut-set hmd. (PDCF) sghemes, which were all introduced by Cover and
The conditions under which pDF or CF suffices to meet the El Gamalin [2]. In DF, the relay decodes the source message
cut-set bound, and hence, achieve the capacity, are also dexd. and forwards it to the destination together with the source
terminal. DF is generalized by the partial decode-and-éodwv
Index Terms—Capacity, channels with state, relay chan- (PDF) scheme in which the relay decodes and forwards only
nel, decode-and-forward, compress-and-forward, partialdecode- a part of the message. In the ORC-D model, pDF would be
compress-and forward. optimal when the channel state information is not available
at the destination[[3]; however, when the state information
. INTRODUCTION is known at the destination, fully decoding and re-encoding

We consider a state-dependent orthogonal relay channeIF fi message .transmltyed on the sogrcg-relay link renders th
annel state information at the destination useless. ¢jene

which the channels connecting the source to the relay, aad t that DDF i bootimal for ORC-D i |
source and the relay to the destination are orthogonal, end gxr)e(éF '?h P | IS dsu op 'TZ ord ) |ntgefn§1ra.
governed by a state sequence, which is assumed to be know , the relay does not decode any part of the message,

only at the destination. We call this model tstate-dependent igm S:;nspslg dC(E)Tsprtz S?re; tgeestr'?\(;?'lc\)/ﬁd z!gnal ar:(jargr.wirgds.;he
orthogonal relay channel with state information availalae P : ination using Wy v N9

the destinationand refer to it as the ORC-D model. See Figur%ouowgdI bﬁ sep?hratg cT_anl;l_el ctodlng.l L.Jts_LngkCF :ndthe((;l;«’hc-
[ for an illustration of the ORC-D channel model. model aflows the destination to exploit [ts knowledge

. s ) te sequence; and hence, it can decode messages thattmay no
Many practical communication scenarios can be modell &a q ’ ' 9 Y

by the ORC-D model. For example, consider a cognitiv e decodable by the relay. However, CF also forwards some

network with a relay, in which the transmit signal of th oise to the destination, and therefore, may be suboptimal

secondary user interferes simultaneously with the redeivl certain scenarios. For example, as the dependence of Fhe
ource-relay channel on the state sequence weakens, i.e.,

rimary user signals at both the relay and the destinatio%‘n . . f )
P y 9 Y hen the state information becomes less informative, CF

After decoding the secondary user's message, the destinatl’ .
performance is expected to degrade.
pDCF combines both schemes: part of the source message

obtains information about the interference affecting iherse-
decoded by the relay, and forwarded, while the remaining

relay channel, which can be exploited to decode the primalrsy
transmitter's message. Note that the relay may be obliviods al is compressed and forwarded to the destination. éjenc
F can optimally adapt its transmission to the dependence

to the presence of the secondary user, and hence, may;r"%
This paper was presented in part at the IEEE Information herkshop  Of the orthogonal channels on the state sequence. Indeed, we
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State
relay channels. R }"('3'

« Focusing on the multi-hop binary and Gaussian models, i s H
X . X1 v Yrl » | Xgr Y1
we show_th.at applying eltherlonly the CF or only the DF p(yrlai, 2) = H—{piler, 2) -
scheme is in general suboptimal. g Ao %
« We show that the capacity of the ORC-D model 8V~ 2 ; E W
in general below the cut-set bound. We identify the - X, ¥ Yy g
conditions under which pure DF or pure CF meet the cut- py2lv2, 2)

set bound. Under these conditions the cut-set boundsFig 1. Orthogonal state-dependent relay channel with rublastate infor-
tight and either DF or CF scheme is sufficient to achie\;@aﬁon available at the destination, called the ORC-D model
the capacity.

While the capacity of the general relay channel is still aejr own, and in Section V we show that the capacity is in
open problem, there have been significant ach|evementmvv_|taenera| below the cut-set bound, and we provide conditions

the last decade in understanding the capabilities of varioi,qer which pure DF and CF schemes meet the cut-set bound.
transmission schemes, and the capacity of some classeqziﬁguy Section VII concludes the paper.

relay channels has been characterized. For example, DF iy yse the following notation in the rest of the paper:
shown to be optimal for physically degraded relay channej§ij 2 (X, Xig1, o Xj) for i < j, Xm 2 (Xy,..,Xp)
and inversely degraded relay channels lin [2]. In [3], thg) the complete sequenceX”, , 2 ¢ and zn\i £
capacity of the orthogonal relay channel is characteriaed, Z1s o Zicy Zists oy Zn)

shown to be achieved by the pDF scheme. It is shown In

[4] that pDF achieves the capacity of semi-deterministiayre Il. SYSTEM MODEL AND MAIN RESULT

channgls_ as W.e”.' .CF Is shown to ?"Ch'e"e t.he capacity "\We consider the class of orthogonal relay channels depicted
deterministic primitive relay channels inl [5]. While all tifese

it it btained b ing th t-set bound t% Figure[1. The source and the relay are connected through a
capacily results are obtaineéd by using the cut-set boun {emoryless channel characterized iy r|z1, z), the source
the converse proof [6], the capacity of a class of modulo-su

1Md the destination are connected through an orthogonal mem
relay channels is characterized [in [7], and it is shown that t g ¢

capacity, achievable by the CF scheme, can be below the Cor_less channel characterized pyys|z2, 2), while the relay

t bound. The bDCE sch is sh ; hi th d the destination are connected by a memoryless channel
setbound. The p scheme IS shown fo achieve ecapa%(t 1|zr, z). The three memoryless channels depend on an
of a class of diamond relay channels [in [8].

The state-dependent relay channel has also attracted é?g}ef em\j:r?izr? Tg ggﬂgg?:ya? 'tf]tg%ué:gng;['ifﬁ) 'Sl'tf?ée%ﬁ(t:ean d
siderable attention in the literature. Key to the investiya =1 ' P

. utput alphabets are denoted By, X5, Xr, V1, Vo and Vg,
of the state-dependent relay channel model is whether t%r?d the state alphabet is denoted By

state sequence controlling the channel is known at the node et IV be the message to be transmitted to the destination

of the network, the source, relay or the destination in a. . .
) With the assistance of the relay. The mess#égeas assumed
causal or non-causal manner. The relay channel in Whl{: be uniformly distributed over the s8y — {1,.., M}

the stat.e |nformat|on.|s non-causally available only at th,gn (M, n, ) code for this channel consists of an encoding

source is considered inl[9],_[10], and both causally and nop-_ . )
. : oo : ! unction at the source:

causally available state information is considered [inl [11

The model in which the state is non-causally known only feoAl . M} = X x X, Q)

at the relay is studied in_[12] while causal and non-causaaillSet of encoding functiorfsf,.;}™_, at the relay, whose output
knowledge is considered in [13]. Similarly, the relay chainn g reli=l Y, P

. . .., _at time i depends on the symbols it has received up to time
with state causally known at the source and relay is consitler. v aep Y P

in [14], and state non-causally known at the source, reléy

and destination in[[15]. Recently a generalization of pDF, Xpri = fri(YR1,s YR(i=1)), i=1,..,n, (2)
called the cooperative-bin-forward scheme, has been shoglvrpd a decoding function at the destination

to achieve the capacity of state-dependent semi-detestigini
relay channels with causal state information at the sounce a g: Y x Yy x 2" —={1,..,M}. 3)
destination[[16]. The compound relay channel with inform o . i

relay and destination are discussed linl[17] and [18]. Tehf:zhe probability of errory,, is defined as
state-dependent relay channel with structured state hais be A .
considered in[[19] and [20]. To the best of our knowledge, Yn =3 Z Prig(Y1", Y2", Z2") # wlW = w}.  (4)
this is the first work that focuses on the state-dependeay rel w=1

channel in which the state information is available onlytet t ~ The joint probability mass function (pmf) of the involved

M

destination. random variables over the sEY x Z" x A" x A3 x Xj x
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sectiofz x Vi’ X V3 is given by

Il we provide the system model and our main result. Section n

[l is devoted to the proofs of the achievability and coneersp(w, 2", 27, x5, 2%, Y, Y1, y5) =p(w) Hp(zi)p(:cu,:cgi|w)~

for the main result. In Section IV, we provide two examples i=1

demonstrating the suboptimality of pDF and CF schemes on p(yRi|zi,xli)p(xm|y§;1)p(y1i|xm,zi)p(y2i|xgi,zi).



A rate R is said to beachievableif there exists a sequence Y| & Ry
of (2", n,v,) codes such thatm,, ., v, = 0. Thecapacity g g
C, of this class of state-dependent orthogonal relay channel § L
denoted as ORC-D, is defined as the supremum of the set of X = (X1,X>) g
all achlev_able rates. _ W Source I:p(“’:ly‘”) Y=M2) A
We defineR; and R; as follows, which can be thought as
the capacities of the individual links from the relay to tresd
tination, and from the source to the destination, respelgtiv Fig. 2. The ORC-D as a class of primitive relay channel.
when the channel state sequence is available at the déastinat
. State @
Ry e max I(XR;Y1|Z), RgémaXI(Xg;Y2|Z). (5) T
p(zr) p(z2) X, ¥ Yi o Xp ¥
Let p*(zg) and p*(z2) be the channel input distributions p(yrlor, 2) = =
achievingR; and R, respectively. § 5 .
Let us defineP as the set of all joint pmf’s given by 7 3 £ W
X, = — v | &
PE {p(u,21,2,YRr, YR) : (6) | P 2lwr, 22) l_'

u,T1, 2 Ur) = p(u, x z z1, 2)p(y U
p( b ’yR?yR) p( ’ 1)p( )p(yR| b )p(yRmR’ )}7 Fig. 3. The ORC-D is a particular case of the state dependehogpnal

whereU and Yy are auxiliary random variables defined ovef€@y channel with orthogonal components.
the alphabeté/ and ), respectively.
The main result of this work, provided in the next theorem, ) . )
is the capacity of the class of relay channels describedeabof)- Comparison with previous relay channel models

Theorem 1. The capacity of the ORC-D relay channel is given Here, we compare ORC-D with other relay channel

by models in the literature, and discuss the differences
. and similarities. The discrete memoryless relay channel

C=sup Ry +I(U;YRr)+ I(X1;YR|UZ), consists of four finite setst, Xr, Y and Vg, and a

P . probability distribution p(y, yr|z,xr). In this setup, X

s.t. R1 > I(U;Yr) + I(Yr; Yr|UZ), (7)  corresponds to the source input to the chandélto the

channel output available at the destination, whifg is
the channel output available at the relay, aig; is the
Proof: The achievability part of the theorem is proverthannel input symbol chosen by the relay. We note that the

in Section[II[-A, while the converse proof can be found irthree-terminal relay channel model inl [2] reduces to ORC-
Section II[-B. m D by setting X" = (X7, Xy), Y* = (Y, Y5, 2Z"™),

In the next section, we show that the capacity of this clas®d p(y,yr|lzizr) = p(¥1,Y2, YR, 2|71, 22,2R) =
of state-dependent relay channels is achieved by the pDEE)p(yr|z1, 2)p(v1|z R, 2)p(y2|22, 2).
scheme. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first single-By considering the channel from the relay to the destination
relay channel model for which the capacity is achieved 3s an error-free link with finite capacity, the ORC-D is
pDCF, while the pDF and CF schemes are both suboptimatiuded in the class of primitive relay channels proposed
in general. In addition, the capacity of this relay chansehi in [5] and [23] as seen in Figufd 2, for which the channel
general below the cut-set bound [6]. These issues are disgudistribution satisfie(y, yr|z, zr) = p(y, yr|z). Although
in more detail in Sections IV arfd]V. the capacity of this channel remains unknown in general, it

It follows from TheorendL that the transmission over thbas been characterized for certain special cases. CF has bee
relay-destination and source-destination links can beped- shown to achieve the cut-set bound, i.e., to be optimal, in
dently optimized to operate at the corresponding capaciti¢h], if the relay output,Yz, is a deterministic function of the
and these links in principle act as error-free channels séurce input and output at the destination, i&,= f(X,Y).
capacity R; and R,, respectively. We also note that theThe capacity of a class of primitive relay channels under a
relay can acquire some knowledge about the channel stpseticular modulo sum structure is shown to be achievable
sequenceZ" from its channel outpuf};, and could use by CF in [7], and to be below the cut-set bound. Theofém 1
it in the transmission over the relay-destination link, @i provides the optimality of pDCF for a class of primitive rgla
depends on the same state information sequence. In genatadnnels, not included in any of the previous relay models
non-causal state information available at the relay can fm@ which the capacity is known. It is discussed [in|[23] that
exploited to increase the achievable throughput in mudéru for the primitive relay channel, CF and DF do not outperform
setups [[21], [[22]. However, it follows from Theoreoh 1 thabne another in general. It is also noted that their combonati
this knowledge is useless. This is because the channel stat¢he form of pDCF might not be sufficient to achieve the
information acquired fronY}; can be seen as delayed feedbaatapacity in general. We will see in Sectibnl IV that both DF
to the relay, which does not increase the capacity in point-tand CF are in general suboptimal, and that pDCF is necessary
point channels. and sufficient to achieve the capacity for the class of piwait

where|U| < |X1| + 3 and | V| < [U||Vr| + 1.



relay channels considered in this paper. Since ORC-D is a special case of the general relay channel
It is also interesting to compare the ORC-D model witmodel, the rate?,pcr is achievable in an ORC-D as well. The
the orthogonal relay channel proposed [0 [3], in whichapacity achieving pDCF scheme for ORC-D is obtained from
the source-relay link is orthogonal to the multiple-acce€B) by settingl” = (), and generating’ 7, and X" independent
channel from the source and relay to the destination, i.ef, the rest of the variables with distributiop*(xz) and
p(y,yr|T,zR) = p(y|T2, TR)P(YR|T1,ZR). The capacity for p*(z1), respectively, as given in the next lemma.

this model is shown to be achievable by pDF, and co- .
incides with the cut-set bound. For the ORC-D, we ha\?_emma 1. For the class of relay channels characterized by

tﬁe ORC-D model, the capacity expressidefined in is
p(3,yrlz, 7R) = P(2)p(yalea, 2)pn|zr, 2)pyrlz, 2k, 2). pacity exp W

i.e., given the channel inputs, the orthogonal channellﬂt;ltpa(:hlevable by the pDCF scheme.
at the relay and the destination are still dependent dug.to Proof: See AppendiXA. [ ]
Therefore, the ORC-D does not fall within the class of orthog The optimal pDCF scheme for ORC-D applies indepen-
onal channels considered in [3]. We can consider the classdeint coding over the source-destination and the soureg-rel
state dependent relay channel with orthogonal componatits slestination branches. The source applies message splittin
isfying p(v, z, yr|z, 2r) = p(2)p(y|z2, TR, 2)D(YR|21, TR, 2) Part of the message is transmitted over the source-destinat
as shown in Figurgl3. This class includes the orthogonay relaranch and decoded at the destination usiffgand Z”. In
channel in[[8] and the ORC-D as a particular cases. Howevtire relay branch, the part of the message to be decoded at the
the capacity for this class of state dependent relay channglay is transmitted throughi™, while the rest of the message
remains open in general. is superposed onto this through the channel inj{it At the
relay the part conveyed by is decoded fron’;;, and the
remaining signalY}; is compressed intdA/g using binning
and assuming thaZ™ is available at the decoder. Bolli"”

We first show in Sectio TI-A that the capacity claimedhnd the bin index corresponding 1§; are transmitted over
in Theorem[1 is achievable by pDCF. Then, we derive the relay-destination channel usingy. At the destination,

I1l. PROOF OFTHEOREM[]]

converse result for Theoreim 1 in Sectlon Til-B. X7 is decoded fromyy", and U™ and the bin index are
recovered. Then, the decoder looks for the part of message
A. Achievability transmitted over the relay branch jointly typical withi;

) . within the corresponding bin and™.
We derive the rate achievable by the pDCF scheme for

ORC-D using the achievable rate expression for the pD Converse

scheme proposed inl[2] for the general relay channel. Noté

that the three-terminal relay channel if [2] reduces to ORC-The proof of the converse consists of two parts. First we
D by settingX™ = (X7, XP) andY™ = (Y,Yy, Z), as derive a single-letter upper bound on the capacity, and, then
discussed in Sectidn IHA. we provide an alternative expression for this bound, which

In pDCF for the general relay channel, the source appli€gincides with the rate achievable by pDCF.

message splitting, and the relay decodes only a part of thémma 2. The capacity of the class of relay channels char-

message. The part to be decoded by the relay is transmitiggerized by the ORC-D model is upper bounded by
through the auxiliary random variabl&€®, while the rest of the

message is superposed onto this through channel ifput Rup = sup min{Ry + I(U; Yr) + I(X1; YRIUZ), (9)
Block Markov encoding is used for transmission. The relay -
receivesY and decodes only the part of the message that By Ry — I(YR; YRIX1U2)}. - (10)

is conveyed byU™. The remaining signal’y; is compressed Proof: See AppendixB. u

into Y. The decoded message is forwarded throtigh As stated in the next lemma, the upper boudyg,, given in
which is correlated withU™, and the compressed signal id.emmal2, is equivalent to the capacity expressiogiven in
superposed ontd™™ through the relay channel inp€. At  Theorenfll. Since the achievable rate meets the upper bound,
the destination the received sigril is used to recover the this concludes the proof of Theordmh 1.

message. Segl[2] for details. The achievable rate of the pDCF . .
scheme is given below. Lemma 3. The upper bound on the achievable rdtg, given

in Lemmal® is equivalent to the capacity expressibrin
Theorem 2. (Theorem 7,[[2]JThe capacity of a relay channel Theorenti1L.

p(y,yr|x, zr) is lower bounded by the following rate: Proof: See AppendikC -
Rypor = supmin {I(X;Y,Yz|Xg,U) + [(U; Yr|Xg, V),

I(Xa XRa Y) - I(YR7 YR|X7 XR7 U7 Y)}a

st I(Ye; Ya|Y, Xg,U) < I(Xg; Y|V), (8)

IV. THE MULTIHOP RELAY CHANNEL WITH STATE:
SUBOPTIMALITY OF PURE PDF AND CF SCHEMES

We have seen in Sectidn]lll that the pDCF scheme is

where the supremum is taken over all joint pmf’s of the for@apacity-achieving for the class of relay channels chereretd
R by the ORC-D model. In order to prove the suboptimality
p()p(ulv)p(z|w)p(zr|v)p(y, yrl2, 2R)P(JRITR YR, U).  Of the pure DF and CF schemes for this class of relay



channels, we consider a simplified system model, called the ; {?rl

multihop relay channel with state information availabletiag Ny
destination(MRC-D), which is obtained by simply removing Xi tL )\ Vi
the direct channel from the source to the destination, i.@- Source |x2 : T y2|  Relay | bestination |
Ry =0. ¥
The capacity of this multihop relay channel model and N,

the optimality of pDCF follows directly from Theorem 1.

However, the single-letter capacity expression dependfi@n Fig. 4.  The parallel binary symmetric MRC-D with parallelusce-relay
joint pmf of X1, Yr, Xg qnd Y, together with the auxiliary ::EII: The destination has side information about only ohthe source-relay
random variabled/ and Yg. Unfortunately, the numerical '

characterization of the optimal joint pmf of these random

variables is very complicated for most channels. A simplé an | this scenario, the source-relay channel consists of two
computable upper bound on the capacity can be obtained frggyallel binary symmetric channels. We haVe = (X}, X2),

the cut-set bound [24]. For MRC-D, the cut-set bound is givep, — (Y2, Y2) and p(yrler,2) = plyklzl, 2)p(y3lzd)

by characterized by

Ros = min{ R, max I(X; Y&|2)}- (11) Yi=X'eN oz and Y2=X2®N,,

Next, we characterize the rates achievable by the DF agflere Ny and NV, are i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with
CF schemes for MRC-D. Since they are special cases @f n; — 1} = PN, = 1} = 6, i.e., N; ~ Ber(s) and
the pDCF scheme, their achievable rates can be obtained By . Ber(s). We consider a Bernoulli distributed sta
particularizing the achievable rate of pDCF for this setup. 7 . Ber(p,), which affects one of the two parallel channels,

1) DF Scheme:lf we consider a pDCF scheme that doegn is available at the destination. We have= X2 = YL =
not perform any compression at the relay, i¥g = 0, we L=N, =N, = Z={0,1}.
obtain the rate achievable by the pDF scheme. Note that thg-,om, (1), the cut-set bound is given by
optimal distribution ofX  is given byp*(x,). Then, we have

. 1y2. y1y2
Rypr = min{Ry, sup I(U;Yr)}. (12) Ros = min{fy, e, [(Xi X35 YY1 2))

Pl = min{Ry,2(1 — ha(6))}, (15)
From the Markov chaiiV — X; — Yg, we havel (U;Yg) <
I(X1;Yg), where the equality is achieved iy = X,. That Wherehy(-) is the binary entropy function defined as(p) £
is, the performance of pDF is maximized by letting the relayplogp — (1 — p)log(1 — p).
decode the whole message. Therefore, the maximum ratd’he maximum DF rate is achieved By ~ Ber(1/2) and
achievable by pDF and DF for MRC-D coincide, and is giveX 7 ~ Ber(1/2), and is found to be

b
y Rpr = min{R,, Pﬁ%)I(X%Xl%Y}%YJ%)}
plTyTy

RDF = RpDF = min{Rl, max I(Xl; YR)} (13)
p(z1) =min{Ry,2 — ho(0 % p.) — h2(0)}, (16)
We note that considering more advanced DF strategies based o
on list decoding as i [23] does not increase the achievaffiferea x5 = a(l —5) + (1 — ). _
rate in the MRC-D, since there is no direct link. Following (12), the rate achievable by the CF scheme in the
2) CF Schemeif the pDCF scheme does not perform anparallel binary symmetric MRC-D is given by
decoding at the relay, i.ely =V = (), pDCF reduces to CF. - 1v2 O
Then, the achievable rate for the CF scheme in MRC-D i'CF = max (X1 X7, Yr|Z), (17)

given by st. Ry > I(lyéyﬁ;}jzﬂz)l . o
- overp(z)p(rix zZ,x T J .
Ror = sup I(X1: Vel Z) p(2)p(@121)p(Yrl2, 21)p(YR|v2)P(IR|YRYR)
s.t. Ry > I(Yr;Yr|Z), Let us defineh, ' (¢) as the inverse of the entropy function

(14) ha(p) for ¢ > 0. Forg <0, we defineh; *(¢) = 0.
As we show in the next lemma, the achievable CF rate
A. Multihop Parallel Binary Symmetric Channel in (I7) is maximized by transmitting independent channel
_ ] X ) inputs over the two parallel links to the relay by setting
In this section we consider a special MRC-D as shown R Ber(1/2), X? ~ Ber(1/2), and by independently
Figure[4, which we call thgarallel binary symmetric MRC- compressing each of the channel outpdt$ and Y2 as
D. For this setup, we characterize the optimal performanga _ Vi e @ and }7]% — Y2 @ Q,, respectively, where
of the DF and CF schemes, and show that in general pD T~ Ber(hgl(l ~ Ry/2)) and Qs ~ Ber(h;l(l ~ R1/2)).
outperforms both, and that in some cases the cut-set boung|jsie that forR, > 2, the channel outputs can be compressed

tight and coincides with the channel capacity. This examplgroriessly. The maximum achievable CF rate is given in the
proves the suboptimality of both DF and CF on their own f%llowing lemma.

ORC-D.

over p(z1)p(2)p(yr|z1, 2)p(IRIYR)-



0= h2_1(2 = Ry — ha(p:))

bound 4

pure CF and DF are both suboptimal under these constraints.
For R; > 2, both CF and pDCF achieve the capacity.

Cut-set
The achievable rates of DF, CF and pDCF, together with

the cut-set bound are shown in Figlre 5 with respect to

. for Ry = 1.2 andp, = 0.15. We observe that in this setup,

o §=hy (2- 1) | DF outperforms CF in general, while for< h;*(2 — Ry —

ha(p.)) = 0.0463, DF outperforms the proposed suboptimal

pDCF scheme as well. We also observe that pDCF meets the

pDCF cut-set bound fop > hgl(z — R;) = 0.2430, characterizing

the capacity in this regime, and proving the suboptimality o

both the DF and CF schemes when they are used on their own.

0.2 4

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35 0.4 0.45 0.5

. . B. Multihop Binary Symmetric Channel
Binary noise parameter, ¢

In order to gain further insights into the proposed pDCF
scheme, we look into thieinary symmetridRC-D, in which,

Fig. 5. Achievable rates and the cut-set upper bound for #nellpl binary there is only a single channel Connecting the source to the

symmetric MRC-D with respect to the binary noise paramétéor R; = 1.2

andp, = 0.15. relay, given by
Yr=X1®ONODZ, (19)
Lemma 4. The maximum rate achievable by CF over th@here N ~ Ber(6) and Z ~ Ber(p.).
parallel binary symmetric MRC-D is given by Similarly to Sectior IV=A, the cut-set bound and the maxi-
R, mum achievable rates for DF and CF are found as
RCF_2<1—h2 (5*@—1 (1--))). (18)
2 Rcs = min{ Ry, 1 — ha(0)}, (20)
Proof: See AppendiXD. [ | Rpr = min{R;,1 — ho(d xp.)}, (21)
Now, we consider the pDCF scheme for the parallel binary Rep =1 — ha(6 x hy ' (1 — Ry))), (22)

symmetric MRC-D. Although we have not been able to . ]
characterize the optimal choice @f, Yz, X1, X2) in general, WhereRpr is achieved byX; ~ Ber(1/2), and Rcr can be
we provide an achievable scheme that outperforms both [SROWn to be maxn;mzed b ~ Ber(1/2) andYr = Yr©Q,
and CF schemes and meets the cut-set bound in some regiffgre@ ~ Ber(h, " (1—Ry)) similarly to Lemma 4. Note that,
Let X! ~ Ber(1/2) andX2 ~ Ber(1/2) andU = X2, i.e., the for Yy md_epende;nt ofZ, I.e,p. = 0, DF achieves the cut-set
relay decodes the channel inpk, while Y2 is compressed bound while CFE suboptimal. However, CF outperforms DF
usingYz = Y3 + Q, whereQ ~ Ber(hy *(2 — ha(8) — R1)). wheneverp, > hy (1 — Ry). . . R _
The rate achievable by this scheme is given in the foIIowing For the pDCF scheme, we consider bingly X, Yz), with
lemma. ~ Ber(p), a superposition codeboak; = U & W, where

W ~ Ber(g), andYgr = Y @ Q with Q ~ Ber(«). As
Lemma 5. A lower bound on the achievable pDCF rate ovegtated in the next lemma, the maximum achievable rate of

the parallel binary symmetric MRC-D is given by this pDCF scheme is obtained by reducing it to either DF or

Rypcr > min{R1,2 — ha(8)—hs (6*h;1 (2 = ha(6)—Ry))}. CF, depending on the values pf and R;.
Lemma 7. For the binary symmetric MRC-D, pDCF with

Proof: See AppendixE. binary (U, X, Y%) achieves the following rate.

We notice that forp, < h;l (2 — ha(6) — Ry), Or equiv-

alently, § < hy' (2 — ha(p.) — R1), the proposed pDCF is Rypcr = max{Rpr, Rcr} (23)
outperformed by DF. In this regime, pDCF can achieve the Ry 1 — o5 if l(1— R

same performance by decoding both channel inputs, reducing = min{ Ry, _12( *p=)} I Pz < 2_1( ;
to DF. 1—h2(5*h2 (1—R1)) if Dz ZhQ (1—R1)

Comparing the cut-set bound expressioriid (15) ity in This result justifies the pDCF scheme proposed in Section
(18) andRcr in (18), we observe that DF achieves the cut-sg¥-Al for the parallel binary symmetric MRC-D. Since the
bound if Ry < 2—h(dxp.)—h(5) while Rcr coincides with channelp(y?|z2) is independent of the channel state the
the cut-set bound i?; > 2. On the other hand, the proposedargest rate is are achieved if the relay decodigsfrom Y3.
suboptimal pDCF scheme achieves the cut-set bouit i However, for channep(yi|z1, 2), which depends o, the
2—hy(9), i.e., fors > hy ' (2—Ry). Hence, the capacity of therelay either decodeX !, or compress’;, depending om..
parallel binary symmetric MRC-D in this regime is achieved
by pDCF, while both DF and CF are suboptimal, as stated ¢ \yltihop Gaussian Channel with State

the next lemma. Next, we consider an AWGN multihop channel, called

Lemma 6. If Ry <2 andd > h51(2 — R1), pDCF achieves GaussianMRC-D, in which the source-relay link is charac-
the capacity of the parallel binary symmetric MRC-D, whil¢erized byYr = X; + V, while the destination has access
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Fig. 6. The multihop Gaussian relay channel with sourcayrehannel state A2

information available at the destination. &

50.4;
to correlated state informatiow. We assume that” and I T
Z are zero-mean jointly Gaussian random variables with ao.2r- \
covariance matrix I CF DF
1 14 I . . . I . . . I . . . | . L L | L L L |
Czv = {p J : (24) 0.0 0.2 0.4 06 0.8 1.0

Correlation, p
The channel input at the source has to satisfy the power con-

straint E[| X7'|?] < nP. Finally, the relay and the destinationkig. 7. Achievable rates and the cut-set upper bound for thiéilop AWGN
are connected by a noiseless link of réte (see Figuréle for relay channel with source-relay channel state informatibthe destination
the channel model). for By =1andP =0.3.

In this case, the cut-set bound is given by )
that for p = 0 DF meets the cut-set bound, while for= 1

_2> } ) (25) CF meets the cut-set bound.
1= Although this example proves the suboptimality of the DF
It easy to characterize the optimal DF rate, achieved bysaheme for the channel model under consideration, it does

1
RCS = min {Rl, 5 10g <1 +

Gaussian input, as follows: not necessarily lead to the suboptimality of the CF scheme
1 as we have constrained the auxiliary random variables to be
Rpr = min {Rl, B log(1 + P)} . (26) Gaussian.

For CF and pDCF, we consider the achievable rate when V. COMPARISON WITH THE CUT-SET BOUND
the random variable§X,, U, Yr) are constrained to be jointly
Gaussian, which is a common assumption in evaluating achiev
able rates, yet potentially suboptimal. For CF, we gener
the compression codebook usiig; = Yz + Q, where
Q ~ N(0,07). Optimizing overo?, the maximum achievable
rate is given by

In the examples considered in Section IV, we have seen that
certain conditions, the choice of certain random vdeab
allows us to show that the cut-set bound and the capacity
coincide. For example, we have seen that for the parallakiin
symmetric MRC-D the proposed pDCF scheme achieves the
cut-set bound ford > h;1(2 — Ry), or Gaussian random
Rop — Ry — llog (P+22R1(1 —/)2)) . (27) Variables meet the cut-set bound for= 0 or p = 1 in
2 P+1-p? the Gaussian MRC-D. An interesting question is whether the
For pDCF, we letU ~ A/(0,aP;), and X, = U + T to capacity expression in Theordﬁl 1 always coincides with _the
be a superposition codebook wheFeis independent of/ cut-set bound or not; that is, whether thg cut-s_et boundji ti
and distributed ag” ~ N(0,aP,), wherea 2 1 — a. We for the relay channel model under consideration. _
generate a quantization codebook using the test channel To address this question, we consider the multlhop _blnary
Yr + @ as in CF. Next lemma shows that with this choic&hannel n K_IB) f_orZ ~ Ber(_1/2). The capacityC of this
of random variables, pDCF reduces either to pure DF or puq,gannel is given in the following lemma.
CF, similarly to the multihop binary model in Sectibn IV-B. | emma 9. The capacity of the binary symmetric MRC-D with
Yr=X1 &N ® Z, whereN ~ Ber(§) and Z ~ Ber(1/2), is
achieved by CF and pDCF, and is given by

Lemma 8. The optimal achievable rate for pDCF with jointly
Gaussian(X;, U, Yr) is given by

-1
Ryper = max{RDp, RCF} (28) C=1- h2(5 * hy (1 - Rl)) (29)
{min {Ry,1/2log(1 + P)}  if p? <27201(1 4 P), Proof: See Appendix . [ ]
YR, — 1] P+22R1(1;p2) if p2 > 2-2R1(1 + P). From [20), the cut-set bound is given Bs = 1 — ha (9).
St ( Ptl=p ) P ( ) It then follows that in general the capacity is below the seit-

Proof: See AppendixF. B bound. Note that for this setufipr = 0 and pDCF reduces
In Figure[T the achievable rates are compared with the cta-CF, i.e., R,pcr = Rcr. See Figurél8 for comparison of
set bound. It is shown that DF achieves the best rate whiln@ capacity with the cut-set bound for varyifigzalues.
the correlation coefficient is low, i.e., when the destination CF suffices to achieve the capacity of the binary symmetric
has low quality channel state information, while CF achsevéMRC-D for Z ~ Ber(1/2). While in general pDCF outper-
higher rates for higher values gf. It is seen that pDCF forms DF and CF, in certain cases these two schemes are
achieves the best of the two transmission schemes. Note aafficient to achieve the cut-set bound, and hence, the itgpac



| V1. CONCLUSION

0.25f

Cut-set bound We have considered a class of orthogonal relay channels, in

02f 1 which the channels connecting the source to the relay and the

N ¢ destination, and the relay to the destination, depend oata st
pDCF | sequence, known at the destination. We have charactetieed t
capacity of this class of relay channels, and shown that it is

achieved by the partial decode-compress-and-forward §)DC
scheme. This is the first three-terminal relay channel model
for which the pDCF is shown to be capacity achieving while
0.05 DF 1 partial decode-and-forward (pDF) and compress-and-fatwa
(CF) schemes are both suboptimal in general. We have also
o ‘ ‘ \ ‘ — shown that, in general, the capacity of this channel is below

0 005 01 015 02 025 03 035 04 045 05 the cut-set bound.
Binary noise parameter, 0

APPENDIXA
Fig. 8. Achievable rates, capacity and cut-set upper boanthe multihop
binary relay channel with respect fofor R; = 0.25 andp. = 0.5. PROOF OFLEMMA [Tl

In the rate expression and joint pmf in Theorem 2, we set

X" = (XM X)), Y™ = (Y, Y5, Z™), V = 0, and generate
For the ORC-D model introduced in Sectibn II, the cut-se¢n and X7 independent of the rest of the random variables
bound is given by with distributions p*(z) and p*(z2), which maximize the

Res = Ry + min{ Ry, max I(X1; Yr|Z)}. (30) mutual information terms in{5), respectively. Under thé&t s
"p(a1) ’ of distributions we have
Next, we present four cases for which the cut-set bound is

achievable, and hence, is the capacity: [(X5YYR|XRU) = I(X1 X 1Y2YRZ| X, U)

Case 1)If I(Z;Yg) = 0, the setup reduces to the class of w I(X1X2; Y2 Yr|XrU Z)
orthogongl relay channels s_tud|ed In [3], for which the ®) [(Xa;Ya|Z) + I(Xl;f’RIUZ)
capacity is known to be achieved by pDF. .

Case 2)If H(Yr|X1Z) = 0, i.e., Yr is a deterministic = Ry + I1(X1;YR|UZ),
function of X; and Z, the capacity, given by I(U;YR|XRV) = I(U;Yr|XR) © I(U;YR),

R2+Inin{R1,n(1a)§I(X1;YR|Z)}, I(XXR,Y) X1X2XR,}/1}/2Z)
p(z1

D Xy Xp; V1Ya|Z)

Xr; Y1)+ I(X2;Y2|Z) = R1 + Rs,

is achievable by CF.
Case 3)If max,,,) I(X1;Yr) > Ry, the capacity, given by

I(
(
C = Ry + Ry, is achievable by pDF (
= M2+ [, IS achievable by pLF. I(Yr; YRIXXRUY) = s YR|XrX1XoUY1Y:
Case 4)Let argmax, (s, [(X1;Ya|Z) = pla1). If Ry > (Vi Yal X X ) 0 (AR RIX R X1 XoUY1Y22)
H(Yg|Z) for Yy induced byp(z;), the capacity, given L I(YR; YR|XrX1 X2UY2Z)
by Rs + I(X1;Yr|Z), is achievable by CF. ©) I(Vr: Yr|X U Z),
Proof: See AppendixH. . o
These cases can be observed in the examples from Sectloln( 7 Yr|Y XrU) ; I(Yr; Yr[V1Y22 XrU)
[Vl For example, in the Gaussian MRC-D with= 0, Yz o I( Yr|UZ),
is independent ofZ, and thus, DF meets the cut-set bound I(XgY|V) = I(XR,YlYg ) =1(XRp; Y1) = Ry,

as stated in Case 1. Similarly, far= 1 CF meets the cut-

set bound sinc&’; is a deterministic function o andZ, Wwhere (a) is due to the Markov chainfX;X;) — Xr —

which corresponds to Case 2. Yi; (b),(c),(e),(f),(g),(h) are due to the independence
For the parallel binary symmetric MRC-D in Section 1V-A0f (U, X1) and X, and (d) is due to the Markov chain

pDCF achieves the cut-set bounddif> hy'(2 — Ry) due (Y1Y2) — (X2XRrZ) — X.

to the following reasoning. Sinc¥} is independent ofX{, Then, [8) reduces to the following rate

from Case 1, DF should achieve the cut-set bound. Qtite

is decoded, the available rate to comprEsss given byR; —

I(X1;Y1) = R1—1+h2(0), and the entropy of> conditioned 1t

on the channel state at the destination is givertk{y|2) = R + By = I(Ygs YRl 21U Z) ),

1 — ho(6). Ford > hy (2 — Ry) we haveR; — I(X1;Y;) > sty 2 I(YR; Yr|UZ). (32)
H(Y>|Z). Therefore the relay can compresslosslessly, and rqcysing on the joint distributions i such that the minimum

transmit to the destination. This corresponds to Case 4s,Thi} r is achieved for the first argument, i.e.,

the capacity characterization in the parallel binary synnime

MRC-D is due to a combination of Case 1 and Case 4. Ry — I(Yg; Yr|X,UZ) > I(U; Yr) + I(X1; YR|UZ),

R =supmin{I(U;Yg) + Ry + I(X1;Yr|UZ), (31)
P



and using the chain rule for the mutual information, the ratandom variables satisfying PX2; = 22,Ys; = 42, 2; =

achievable by pDCF is lower bounded by
R >sup Ry + I(U; Yg) + I(X1; Yr|UZ)
P

s.t. Ry > I(U;Yg) + I(X1Yr; YR|UZ), (33)
Ry > I(Yr; YR|UZ). (34)
From [33), we have
Ry > I(U;YR) + I(X1Yr; Yr|UZ)
@ [(U; Yr) + I(Vr: YU Z)
> I(Yr; Yr|UZ), (35)
where(a) is due to the Markov chaiz — (UYR) — (X, Z).

Hence,[(3B) implied(34), i.e., the latter condition is nedant,
and R > C. Therefore the capacity expressiénin (7) is
achievable by pDCF. This concludes the proof.

APPENDIXB
PROOF OFLEMMA [2
Consider any sequence @2"f n,v,) codes such that
lim,, o0 ¥n, — 0. We need to show thak < Rup
Let us definel; 2 (Vi ' X741 Z™V) and Yr; 2 (Vi)
For suchYg; andU;, the following Markov chain holds

Vi — (Ui, Yri) — (Xuis Xoiy Ziy Yai, Yoi, Xgi). - (36)
From Fano’s inequality, we have
HWI|Y'YS' Z") < nep, (37)

such thate,, — 0 asn — oo.
First, we derive the following set of inequalities related t
the capacity of the source-destination channel.

nR = H(W)
@ WYY 2 + H(W Y Y Z")

(b)
< I(XTX3 Y'Y Z™) + ney, (38)

where(a) follows from the independence &f™ andW; and
(b) follows from Fano’s inequality in[(37).
We also have the following inequalities:

I(X3:YZM) =Y H(Ya|Z"Y35 ") — H(Yal Z"Y5, ' X5)

i—1

(a)

< ZH(}/21|Z1) — H(Y2|Z; X5;)
i—1

= ZI(XQU}/M|Z1’)
i—1

b)
(: nI(XgQ/ YYQQ"ZQ’ )
(c)

< nl(Xaq; Yaqr|Zg)

(d)

< nRs, (39)

where (a) follows since conditioning reduces entropih)
follows by defining @’ as a uniformly distributed random
variable over{1,...,n} and (X2q/, Y2q', Zg') as a pair of

z} = P{Xaoq = x2,Yoq = y2,,Z¢q = z|Q = i} for
i = 1,...,n, (¢) follows from the Markov chain relation
Q' — Xa¢ — Yaq and(d) follows from the definition ofRs
in @). Following the same steps, we obtain

I(X3; Y| Z™) < nRy. (40)
Then, we can bound the achievable rate as,
nR = I(W;Y{'Y3' Z") + HOW|Y]'Y5' Z")
I(W:Y{'Y3 Z") + ne,
DLW Y27 + LW YIS Z7) + ey

I(X33 Y5 | Z27) + I(W3 Y'Y Z7) + ney,
< nRy + HYPIYPZ") — HOPIWZ) + e,
Y Ry + H(YP 2" -
03]

HY"\WXTZ") 4 ney,
= nRy + (XY Z™) + ney,
(9)

< nRy + H(X7) — HX?Y'Z™) + ney,

= nRy+ > H(XulXT,,) — HXPY"Z") + ne,

=1
(h) T
< nRy+ Z
=1+
H<X1i|Xﬁ»+1>} -

= nRg‘Fi -
i=1 -

—I(X{4q; YRi|Y1€1Z"\i) + H(XulYéIIZ”\iXﬁﬂ)

I(YE 2™ Yy
H(XTIY"Z™) + ney,

I(nglzn\iXﬁH;YRi)

(X145 Y, lZ"\ZIXMH)] — H(XT|Y"Z") + ney

+H(X1i|Yé11Zn\iXﬁ+1)] — H(XT'IY{"Z") + ne,

= nRz—I—Z[ (Ui Vi) +H(X11|U)}
H(XTY'Z") + nen
)

< TLR2+Z

|: U17YR1 + H(X11|U)

R2+Z[ (Us; Yri) + I( X155 Vril Ui Z3) | + nen,

where(a) is due to Fano’s inequality() is due to the chain
rule and the independence gf* from W; (¢) is due to the
data processing inequalitfy) is due to the Markov chain
relationYy* — (W, Z™)—Y;* and [39);(e) is due to the fact that
conditioning reduces entropy, and th&{" is a deterministic
function of W; (f) is due to the Markov chain relatior” —



X" —W; (g) is due to the independence gf* and X7"; (4)
follows because

- i— n\i n @ - i— n n\i
ZI(Xli;YRllz \ [ XTip1) = ZI(XM;YR11|X11'+IZ \)
i=1 i=1

(™) X 7y i—1 m\i
= ZI(X1i+1§YRi|YR1lz \)7
i=1
where(l) is due to the independence Bf* and X}'; and (m)

is the conditional version of Csiszar's equality [24]. duality
(4) is due to the following bound,

H(XPY'Z") =Y H(XulXT,, 2"
=1
> Y H(Xul Vi X 2
=1
(n) . 1— n ny n
= ZH(XM'YRllei-i—lZ Yli-l—l)
=1
=Y H(X1|UiZiYr:), (41)
=1
where (n) is follows from the Markov chain relatioX'; —
(Vi ' X7, ZmY,,) — Yy, and noticing thatXp, =
fryl-(Y]%Il). Finally, (k) is due to the fact thaZ; independent
of (Xlia Ul)

We can also obtain the following sequence of inequalities

nRi1+nRs
(a)
> I(Xp: Y"1 27) + 1(X3; Y5 Z27)

®)
Y w2 - BOGIXE 2"

FHYPIYEZY) - HOPIXRZY)
= HY"Y3'|2") = H(Y;' | X3 Z2") — H(Y'|XRZ")
() ny n|oyn n|ynynynyn
D FvpYR|ZT) - HOGXPXPYRZ™)

CH(YP XX XPYRYS 2
()
> HY"Y5'|27) = H(Y"YS [ X{ X' YR Z7)
= I"Yy, X{' X5 YR[2")
= I(XT X V"Y' 27) + T Y5 S YR X X5 27)
(e)
S R+ I(YPYP YRIXPXEZM) — ney
LR+ 107 YRIXPZ) = ney
= nR+ > IV YRi| X7V Z7) — ey

i=1
> nR+ ZI(Y{}JA; Yri| XTYE Z™) — ney,
i=1

(9) n i—1
> nR+ ZI(YﬁH;YRﬂXﬁYél Z™) — nep

=1
nR + Z I(YRZ, YRZ|X11U1Z1) — Né€Ep,
=1

where(a) follows from (39) and[(4D)(b) is due to the fact that

10

Y —(X5Z")—(XPYE) andYy" —(XpZ") — (XPXPYRYS);
(d) follows since conditioning reduces entropfe) is due
to the expression in[(38)(f) is due to the Markov chain
(YRY") —(X7'Z™) — (X3Y3") and;(g) is due to the Markov
chain (Y{2,,) — (X7.Y5 ' Z™) — X7

A single letter expression can be obtained by using the
usual time-sharing random variable arguments() & a time
sharing random variable uniformly distributed oVgr, ..., n},
independent of all the other random variables. Also, define a
set of random variable&X ¢, Yro, Ug, Yro, Zq) satisfying

Pr{Xig =z1,Yrg =yr,Ug = u,YRQ =9r, Zg = 2|Q =i}
=Pr{Xy; =21,Ypi = yr, Ui = u,Yri = Jp, Zi = 2} (42)
fori=1,...,n.
DefinelU £ (Ug, Q), Yr £ Yrq, X1 £ X1q, Yro £ Y and
Z £ Zg. We note that the pmf of the tupl&(1, Yz, U, Y, Z)
belongs toP in (@) as follows:
p(u,r1,YR, 2, UR)
= p(q,uqQ, 21Q: YRQ: 2Q, URQ)
p(4, uQ, 210)P(2QYRQIRQ|¢: UQT1Q)
p(q,uq, 21Q)p(2qla, uq, 210)P(YRQ: IRQ|4, uq, 10, 2Q)
(

—
S
Naid

p\g, uQv'rlQ)p(Z)p(yRQ|Q7 uUQ,r1Q, ZQ)
p(yRQ|Q7 uQ,r1Q, ZvaRQ)

—~
=

P(Qa uQ, »”ClQ)p(Z)P(yR|$17 Z)p(gRQch UQ,T1Q,2Q, yRQ)

—~
3]
~

p(q; ug, T1Q)p(2)p(yr|z1, 2)P(IRQ|C: UG, YRQ)
p(u, z1)p(2)p(yrly, 2)p(Jrlu, yr),
where (a) follows since the channel statg” is i.i.d; and
thus p(zglq, ug, r10) = p(2¢lq) = p(z); (b) follows since
p(yRQ|Q7 UQ,r1Q, ZQ) = p(yRQ|q7 T1Q, ZQ) = p(yR|I17 Z)!
(c) follows from the Markov chain in[(36).

Then, we get the single letter expression,

1« .
R<Rp+ — > (Us Vi) + I(X1i; Vail Ui Zi)] + €n
i=1

= Rz + 1(Uqg; Yra|Q) + 1(X10; YrolUoZaQ) + e
< Ry +1(UqQ; Yrq) + 1(X10; YrQQ|UgZg) + €
= Ry + I(U; YR) 4+ I(X1; YR|UZ) + en,

and

1= ¢
R Ry >R+ — I(Ygri; Yri| X1:U; Z;) — ne,
1+ Ry > +n;(R ril X1 ) — ne
= R+ I(Vro; Yagl X10Uq ZoQ) — nen
= R+ I(Yr; Yg|X1UZ) — ne,.
The cardinality of the bounds on the alphabet#/odnd Y75

can be found using the usual techniques [24]. This completes
the proof.

APPENDIXC
PROOF OFLEMMA [3

Now, we will show that the expression dt,, in (@) is

conditioning reduces entropyc) is due to the Markov chains equivalent to the expressighin (7). First we will show that
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C < R,,. Consider the subset of pmf’s iR such that Next we consider the casB(pe) I(XR, Y1). We define
N U* = (U',B), X{ = X, andY}; = (Yg, B). Then, for
R1+R2—I(YR;YR|X1UZ) (43) A=1,
> : : .
holds. Then, similarly to[(35) in Appendix]A this conditios i > R(p.),
equivalent to N
and for\ =0,

I(U*YR) + (X YAIUZ) =0
Hence, we hav€ < R,,,.

< R(pe). 54
Then, it remains to show that > R,,. As R, can be (pe) (54)
extracted from the supremum, it is enough to show that,Once again, as(U*; Yr)+I(X};Y|U*Z) is a continuous
for each(X,,U, Z, YR,YR) tuple with a joint pmfp, € P function of A, by the intermediate value theorem, there exists

Ry > I(U;YR) + I(Yr;: Yr|UZ). (45)

satisfying aXe[0,1] such thatl(U*; Ygr) + I(X{; Y3|U*Z) = R(pe).
. Again, we denote this joint distribution by:. On the other
R(pe) < I(U; Yr) + I()fl?YRWZ)v hand, we have (Y3;; Yr|X;U*Z) = 0, which implies that
whereR(p.) = Ry — I(Yr; Yr|X1U Z), (46)

A R(pe) = Ry — I(Yr; Y| XU Z)
there exist random variablgsXy, U*, Z, Y}, Y}) with joint <R,

pmf p¥ € P that satisfy — Ry — (V5 YRl XU 2). (55)
R(pe) = I(U™; YRA) +1(X{; Yg|U"Z) and That is, p* also satisfied (47).
R(pe) < R — I(Yg; Yr|X7U"Z). (47)  We have shown that for any joint pmf € P satisfying

(6), there exist another joint pmp, that satisfieg[47]). For

This argument is proven next. .
g P & distribution satisfyind[47)) we can write

Let B denote a Bernoulli random variable with paramet
A€ [0,1], i.e., B = 1 with probability \, and B = 0 with R, > [(U*;Yg) + [(X;;YAU*Z) + I(Y; YR|IX{U*Z)

probability 1 — A. We define the triplets of random variables: — [(U*;YR) + [(Yr X Y§|U*Z)
Ny X Y fB:l (i) *, Y *
XV = {(g{ g g) !f BoL gy 9 [(U*: YR) + IV YR|U*Z)
(X1, X3,0) - if B =0, where(a) is due to Markov chainX; — (YpZU*) — Y. This
and concludes the proof.
"o _X X f B - 1
U", X, Yg) = {( LX) ! ’ (49) APPENDIXD
(0,0,0) if B=0. PROOF OFLEMMA [4]
We first conS|der the CaSR(pe) > I(X1;YR). Let U* = Before deriving the maximum achievable rate by CF in
(U',B), X; = X, Y = (Y5, B). For\A = 1, Lemmal4, we provide some definitions that will be used in
. the proof.
(U YR) + (X7 YRIUZ) = I(U; YR) + 1(X1; Ya|U Z) Let X andY be a pair of discrete random variables, where
> R(pe), (50) X =4{1,2,..,n} andy = {1,2,...,m}, for n,m < oo. Let
dqf Py € A,, denote the distribution of", where A, denotes
and forA =0, the (k — 1)-dimensional simplex of probability-vectors. We
IU* YR) + I(X YU Z) = I(X1: YR) define Txy as then x m stochastic matrix with entries

Txy(j,i) = P{X = j|Y = i}. Note that the joint distribution
< R(pe). (51) p(z,y) is characterized b{'xy andpy-.
As I[(U*;YR) + I(Xf;f/}yU*Z) is a continuous function of Next, we define the conditional entropy bound frdm![25],
A, by the intermediate value theorem, there existsa|0, 1] which lower bounds the conditional entropy between two
such thatl (U*; Yg) + I(X7;Y3|U*Z) = R(p.). We denote variables. Note the relabeling of the variables [inl[25] to fit
the corresponding joint distribution hy. our model.

We have Definition 1 (Conditional Entropy Bound)Let py € A,,

IV YR|X[U*Z) = I(f/];; YR|X1U/ZB) be the distribution oft” and T'xy denote the channel matrix
. )\I(Y YR|X,UZ) relating X and Y. Then, forq € A,, and0 < s < H(Y),
B o R4 define the function

< I(Yr; Yr|X1U Z), (52) R
which implies thatp? satisfies[(4l7) since I-ZI)E;J;\%)/:)X_Y_W’
=5, Py =q.
R(pe) = Ry — I(YRr; Yr|X1U Z) That is, Fr,, (q,s) is the infimum of H(X|W) given a

< Ry — I(Y3; YRIX;U*Z). (53) specified distributionq and the value ofH (Y |W). Many



properties of Fr.,. (q,s) are derived in[[25], such as its
convexity on(q, s) [25, Theorem 2.3] and its non-decreasin
monotonicity ins [25, Theorem 2.5].

Consider a sequence ofN random variablesY
(Y1,...,Yn) and denote byq; the distribution ofY;, for
i = 1,..,N, by q™) the joint distribution of Y and by
R SV q; the average distribution. Note thgt, ..., Vi
can have arbitrary correlation. Define the sequede=
(X1,..,Xn), inwhich X;, i =1,. , is jointly distributed
with eachY; through the stochastlc matrlk“xy and denote
by TX]\Q the Kronecker product oV copies of the stochastic
matrix Txy.

Then, the theorem given ir_[25, Theorem 2.4] can hg,

straightforwardly generalized to non i.i.d. sequencesiasng
in the following lemma.

Lemma 10. For N € Z*, and0 < Ns < H(Y), we have

F (N)(q(N)aNS) 2 NFryy (q78)7

T (57)

where equality holds for i.i.dY; components following.

Proof:
Let W, X,Y be a Markov chain, such th&t(Y|WW) =
Then, using the standard identity we have

N
H(Y|W) =) HY:[Y{™L W), (58)
k=1
N
H(X|W) = Z (X5 XE=1 W), (59)
Letting s, = H(Y3[YY ™1, W), we have
1 N
N Z Sk = 8. (60)
k=1
Also, from the Markov chaink;, — (Y=, W) - X571, we
have
H(X[ X7 W) > H(X Y75 X W) (6)
= H(Xx[YT™',W). (62)

Applying the conditional entropy bound i (56) we have
H(Xk|Y]1€_lv W) 2 FTXY (qu Sk)
Combining [59), [(611) and_(63) we have

(63)

N
H(X|W) > ZFTXY (qusk) > NFTXY(q’ S)v
k=1

where the last inequality follows from the convexity of

Fr(q,s) in q ands and [60).

If we let W,X, Y be N independent copies of the
random variablesW, XY, that achieve Fr,, (q,s), we
have H(Y|W) Ns and H(X|W) = T}({Z\Q(QN)
NFr,, (q,s). Therefore,F. (N)( N)y < NFry, (q,s), and
the equality holds for i.i.d. components ot ]

Now, we look into the binary symmetric chann®&l =
X @ N where N ~ Ber(d). Due to the binary modulo-sum
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operation, we hav& =Y @ N, and we can characterize the
ghannelT'xy of this model as
)
Txy = { 1— 5] :

1-46
5

WhenY and X are related through channé&ly in (&4),

Fr., (q,s) is characterized as follows [25].

Lemma 11. LetY ~ Ber(q), i.e.,q = [¢,1 —¢], andTxy be
given as in[(64). Then the conditional entropy bound is

Fryy (Qv S) = h2(5 * h; (S)),

In the following, we use the properties &, (q,s) to
rive the maximum rate achievable by CF in the parallel
binary symmetric MRC-D. Fron (17), we have

I(YR,YR;YR|Z) = I(Xl @Nl SY Z, Xl @NQ;YR|Z)
ZI(Xll@Nl,XfEBNQ,YR|Z)
Let us defineY} = Xl1 ®N; andYgr £ (Y3,Y3), and

the channel inpuK = (X{, X?). Note that the distribution of

Y &, given byq(?), determines the distribution & via T)(O)/
the Kronecker product df'xy in (&4). Then, we can rewrite

the achievable rate for CF i (L7) as follows
I(X,Yr|2)

(64)

for 0 < s < ha(q).

max
p(x)p(2)p(FrIX)P(IRITR,2)

s.t. Ry > I(Yg; Yr|Z).

Rcr
(65)

Next, we derive a closed form expression Brr. First,
we note that ifR; > 2, we haveH (Y ) < R; and Rcr =
2(1 — h(9)), i.e., CF meets the cut-set bound.

For fixed ), if H(Yg) < Ry < 2, the constraint in
(69) is satisfied by an)YR, and can be ignored. Then, due
to the Markov chainX — Y — Yz Z, and the data processing
inequality, the achievable rate is upper bounded by

Rer < I(X,YR) = H(YR) — 2h(3) < Ry — 2h().(66)

For R, < H(YR) < 2, the achievable rate by CF is upper
bounded as follows.

(@)

Rop =& H(X) — H(X|ZYr)

ax
p(x)p(2)P(¥ rIX)P(JR|Y R,Z)
S.t. H(YR|ZYR) > H(YR) — Ry
(b)

< H(X)

< max
p(x)p(¥r|x)p(w|yr)

st.H(Yg|W) > H(Yg)

- HX|W)

~- R

= max [H(X)— min H(X|W)]
p(X)p(S'RJX) p(}U\?R)
S.t. H(YR|W) > H(YR) — Ry

(@] (2)

= max H(X)—-F , S
i ez ) P (@7 5)
s.t.s > H(YR) — Ry

@ max [H(X) - Fe (q®,H(YRg) — Ry)
p(x)p(¥rIX) Xy

(e) _

< [H(X) = 2Pryy (q, (H(YR) — R1)/2)],

max
p(x)p(Yr|%)

where (a) follows from the independence ¢f from X and
Y g; (b) follows since optimizing ovel can only increase the



value compared to optimizing ovéZ, Yz); (c) follows from

the definition of the conditional entropy bound D I(56))

follows from the nondecreasing monotonicitylﬁ}@) (q(2), s)
XY

in s; and (e) follows from LemmaID, andy £ [¢,1 — ¢] =
%(ql + q2) is the average distribution df .
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Proof: Using the chain rule for composite functions, we
have

2 «
ddif? ) _ e — Ry/2),

where f' (u) £ d? f /du®(u).

(71)

Now, we lower bound (Y ). Since conditioning reduces  Sinceg(a) is convex, and is defined over a convex region, it

entropy, we havell (Yg) > H(Ygr|N:N;) = H(X), and
then we can lower bound/ (Y i) as follows:

max{H(X),R1} < H(Yg) < 2. (67)
Let v £ (max{H (X), R} — R;)/2. Then, we have
Rer (68)
< [H(X) ~ 2Fr, , (a,)],

max
p(x)p(¥r|x)

[H(X) = 2ha(3 % hy ' (v))]

max
p(x)p(¥ rIX)

s.t.0 < v < ha(q)

max[H (X) — 2ho (6 hy ' (v))]

p(x)
S.t. R1 < maX{H(X), Rl} < 2+ R1
imax[H(X) — 205y (max{ (), B} — ) /2))

s.t. max{H (X), R} <2
Or<na§1[2a — 2h9(8 * hy H((max{2a, Ry} — R1)/2))]
st ;nax{Rl, 2a} <2,

where (a) follows from (64) and Fr,, (q,s) being non-
decreasing ins; equality (b) follows from the definition of
Fr., (g, s) for the binary symmetric channé€l;) follows since
ha(q) < 1, and we are enlarging the optimization domdid}
follows since there is no loss in generality by reducing th&-o
mization set, sincenax{ H (X), R1} > R; and from [&Y), any
(X,Yg) following p(x,yr) satisfy max{H(X), R;} < 2;
and (e) follows from definingH (X) £ 2a, for 0 < a < 1.
Then, for2a < R;, we have

Rcr € max

0§a§R1/2[2a = 2h2(9)] = R1 = 2h2(9),

(69)

and for2«a > R, we have

< _ 1 .
Ror < | max_ [20 = 2hy(3 % hy ' (o = Ra/2))]. (70)

Now, we solve [[7D). Let us defing(u) £ ha(6 * hy ' (u))

follows that its unigue maximum is achieved either f&(a—
R,/2) =0, or at the boundaries of the region. It is shown in
[26, Lemma 2] thatf”(u) > 0 for 0 < u < 1. Therefore,
the maximum is achieved either at= 0 or atu = 1, or
equivalently, fore = Ry /2 ora = 14+ Ry /2. Sinceg(R;/2) =
R1/2 — hg(é) and g(l + R1/2) = R1/2, ie., g(R1/2) <
g(1+ Ry/2), it follows thatg(a) is monotonically increasing
inafor Ri/2<a<1+Ry/2. [
From Propositiof]1 if follows that foR; /2 < a < 1, g(«)
achieves its maximum at = 1. Then, for2a > R, we have

Ror < 2(1 — ho(xhy (1 — R1/2))). (72)

Thus, from [69) and(72), foR, < H(YR) we have

Rer < 2max{R1/2 — ha(6),1 — ha(6 x hy '(1 — R1/2))}
=2(1 = ha(6% by (1 = R1/2))), (73)
where the equality follows from Propositidh 1 by noting that
the first element in the maximum coincides wifhR;/2) =
R1/2 — h2(0), and the second one coincides witfl).

Finally, Rcr is upper bounded by the maximum over the
joint distributions satisfying? (Y z) < R; given in [66), and
the upper bound for the joint distributions satisfyifyy <
H(Yr) given in [73). Since[(86) coincides with(R,/2),
(73) serves as an upper bound Bar when R; < H(YR).

Next, we show that the upper bound [n(73) is achievable
by considering the following variables

X1 ~Ber(1/2), XI~Ber(1/2), Yr= (Y3 V3
Y=Y Qi, Qi ~Ber(h;'(1- Ry/2)).
Vi =Y3©Qa, Qs ~Ber(hy' (1 - Ry/2)).
Let @Q; ~ Ber(v) for ¢ = 1,2. Then from the constraint in
(I2) we have
I(Yy, Vi Yr|Z)
= H(Yg|Z) - H(YR|YEYEZ)
= HX{ &N ®Q1, X ®N2®Q2) — H(Q1,Q2)
W 9 2n (),
where (a) follows since X¢ ~ Ber(1/2), i = 1,2 and from
the independence @; and Q2. We have2hs(v) > 2 — Ry,

for 0 < u < 1. Then, we have the following lemma froin [26].2nd thusy > hy ' (1 — Ry /2).

Lemma 12 ( [26]). Function f(u) is convex for) < u < 1.

We defineg(a) £ a — ho(  hy *(a — Ry/2)), such that
Rcor < maxp, j2<a<129(c). We have thay(a) is concave
in «, since is a shifted version hy, which is linear, of the
composition of the concave function f(u) and the affine
functiona — Ry /2.

Proposition 1. g(«) is monotonically increasing foR; /2 <
a<1l+Ry/2.

Then, the achievable rate ih {17) is given by
I(X;Yr|Z) = H(YR|Z) — H(Yr|XZ)
= H(X{ © N1 ©Q1, X{ ® No @ Qo)
—H(N1® Q1, N2 ® Q2)
=2—2h(0*xv)
<2—2hy(xhy'(1 — Ry /2)),

where the last inequality follows from the bound onThis
completes the proof.
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APPENDIXE We note that ifp? > 2-%1(P+1), thenG’ («) < 0, and hence,

PROOF OFLEMMA [§] G(«) is monotonically decreasing. Achievable ratds max-
From [7), the achievable rate for the proposed pDCF scheH‘ﬂéZEd by settingy* = =0 Whenp <2 f (P+ 1) we have
. 1,smcewehav1—2 Ry (1+ 1+ >1.
Rypcr = [(X];YR) + (X2, YR|Z) ¢ ) ( P) > (147 )
st. Ry > I(X{;YR) + 1(Yi; Val|2). APPENDIX G
First, we note that the constraint is always satisfied for the PROOF OFLEMMA[9)
choice of variables: In order to characterize the capacity of the binary symmetri

MRC-D, we find the optimal distribution ofU, Xl,f/R) in

1.y1 2.V
[(X1:YR) + 1(YR; YR| Z) Theorem[lL forZ ~ Ber(1/2). First, we note thatU is

= H(Yz) -HN)+HX{ e N @ Q) — H(Q) independent ol since
= 1—ho(6) +1—ha(hy' (2 = h(6) — Ry)) , vy
o a4 I(U;YR) < I(X1;YR) =0, (79)

where the inequality follows from the Markov chdih— X —
Yr, and the equality follows since fof ~ Ber(1/2) the
channel output of the binary channgk = X; ® N @ Z is
independent of the channel inpit; [6]. Then, the capacity
Rpper = I(X1;YR) + I(X3;VR|2) region in [7) is given by

=H(Yg)-HN)+HX{ &N ®Q) - H(V & Q) C =sup {I(X1;Yr|UZ): Ry > I(Yr; Yr|UZ)},
=1—ho(6) + 1 —ha(d % hy (2 — h(5) — R1)),

which completes the proof.

where H(Y2) = 1 since X{ ~ Ber(1/2) and H(X? & Ny @
Q) = 1 since X? ~ Ber(1/2). Then, similarly the achievable
rate is given by

where the supremum is taken over the set of pmf’s in the form
p(u, 21)p(2)p(yrlz1, 2)P(IR|YR, 0).
APPENDIXF Let us definey £ X; @ N. The capacity is equivalent to

PROOF OFLEMMA [8 c I(X:YRp|UZ): HY|YUZ) > H(Y|U) - R
By evaluating [[¥) with the considered Gaussian random =sup {{(Xy; YlUZ) : H(Y] )= A=

variables, we get over the joint pmf’s of the form
R=1log (1 + 2t 1) (1 + %) plus21)p(2)p(Fle1)p(irl, u, =), (80)
— o’ —
g ‘Pq 12 where we have used the fact thatis independent fron¥.
St R > 2log (1 +— 1+ abP+(1-p7) , For any joint distribution for whictd < H(Y|U) < Ry,
L=35%% AP+ 1 2
ob” + 9 the constraint in -O) is also satisfied. It follows from the
We can rewrite the constraint oR; as, _I\/Iarkov_chalnXl—Y Y givenU, Z, and the data processing
 fa & (P+1)(@P+1— p?) 75 inequality, that ) )
2R (aP +1)— (P+1) c< I(nax){I(Xl;Y|ZU) :H(Y|U) < Ry} (81)
plu,z1
SinceR is increasing |ng2 it is clear that the optlmair2 is = max {H(Y|U) — ha(3) : H(Y|U) < Ry}
obtained byr2 = f(a), wherea is chosen such thgt(«) > 0. p(u,71) B
It is easy to check thaf(«) > 0 for < Ry — ha(9).

c [O,min{(l _ g-2Hn) (1 + i) ’1H _ (76) We next consider the joint distributions for whidk; <
P H(Y|U). Letp(u) = PU = u] for u = 1, .., |U|, and we can

Now, we substitutes? = f(«) in (Z5), and write the achiev- write

able rate as a function af as (X0 YR|UZ) HO|U) — ZP X1|YRZu)(82)
R(a) = 110g G(a), (77)
2 and
where ) o
Gla) 2 (1+ aP ) ( . apP ) I(YR;YRIUZ) = I(Y'YR|UZ)
o) = _— _—
aP+1 (1= p2) + f(a) H(Y|U) - ZP H(Y [V Zu), (83)

- 2281 (1 + P)(1 — p? + aP) 79)
(1= p2)22Bi(1+aP)+aP(1+P)

We take the derivative off(«) with respect ton:

where (a) follows from the definition ofY, and (b) follows

from the independence d¢f from Y andU.

R ) R o For eachy, the channel inpufX; corresponds to a binary

Gla) 2 22 P(1+ P)(1-p?) (P+1—2%p ) random variableX, ~ Ber(v,), wherev, £ P{X, = 1|U =
[P(1+ P)a+ 22R1(1 + aP) (1 — pz)]2 u] = p(1ju) for u = 1,...,|4|. The channel output for each
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X, is given byY, = X, @ N. We denote by, = PrlY,, = This bound is achievable by CF. This completes the proof.
1] = P{Yr = 1{U = u]. Similarly, we defineY,, asYp for

eachw value. Note that for each, X, — Y, — Y, form a APPENDIXH
Markov chain. PROOF OF THECUT-SET BOUND OPTIMALITY
Then, we haveH (X:|u) = ha(v,) and H (Y |u) = hy(8 * CONDITIONS

v,). We defines, £ H(Y|YgZu), such that0 < s, <
H(Y,). Substituting [IBIZ) and (83) in_(B0) we have

Casesdl and2 are straightforward since under these assump-
tions, the ORC-D studied here becomes a particular case of

C = max H(X,|U) - Zp H(X|YrZu)] the channel models in [27] and][5], respectively.
p(“’“)p(yR'yR’”) To prove Case3 we use the following arguments. For any
stRy >HY|U) - Zp y|yRZu) channel input distribution to the ORC-D, we have

I(Xl; YR|Z) = H(X1|Z) - I’I()(llyvpb7 Z)
(@) _
= pg}i’f)y[H(XﬂU) Xu:p(u)FTxy((Juvsu)] > H(X,) — H(X1|YR) (88)
=I1(X1;YR),

st.R, > H(Y|U) - Zp(u)su, 0<s,<H(,)
where we have used the independence&gfand Z, and the

®) max [H(X|U) — Zp Yha §*h2 (52))] fact that conditioning red_uce§ entropy. Then, the conulitio
P(Uazl) maxy(z;) I(Xl;YR) > Ry, |mp||es maXp(z,) I(Xl,YR|Z) >
> Rq; and hence, the cut-set bound is givenRys = Rs + Ry,
st. Ry > H(Y|U) u, 0< 5, < H(Y,), Lo :
! (Y1o) Zp )s s which is achievable by DF scheme.
© In Case 4, the cut-set bound is given byR, +
< max H(X1|U) ho 6*h2_1 minﬁ{Rl,I(Xl;YR|Z)} = Ry + I(Xl,YR|Z) since R; >
p(u,z1) H(Yg|Z). CF achieves the capacity by letting; be dis-

st Zp w)sy > H(Y|U) - Ry, tributed Withp(zl), and choosingf/R = Yx. This choice is
always possible as the CF constraint

where (a) follows from _the definition ofFTXY(_q, s) for Ry > I(Yr;Yr|Z) = H(Yr|Z) — H(YRr|Z,YRr) = H(Yr|Z),
channely,, = X, ® N, which for eachu has a matrixl'xy as

in @) ( ) follows from the express|on WTXY (q7 ) for the always holds. Then, the a_Chigvable rate for CFH@F =

binary channell'yy in LemmalTl,(c) follows from noting Ro+1(X1;YR|Z) = Re+1(X1;Yr|Z), which is the capacity.
that —ho (5 * hy ' (s,)) is concave ors, from Lemma 1R and
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