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Bounds on fast decodability of space-time block
codes, skew-Hermitian matrices, and Azumaya
algebras

Gregory Berhuy, Nadya Markin, and B. A. Sethuraman

Abstract

We study fast lattice decodability of space-time block cofte n transmit and receive antennas, written very
generally as a linear combinati(ﬁfl:1 s;A;, where thes; are real information symbols and thg aren x n R-
linearly independent complex valued matrices. We showttirenutual orthogonality conditio; A% + A; AY =0
for distinct basis matrices is not only sufficient but alseessary for fast decodability. We build on this to show
that for full-rate { = n?) transmission, the decoding complexity can be no betten tﬁﬁLQ’“l, where|S] is the
size of the effective real signal constellation. We alsovshiwat for full-rate transmissiorny-group decodability, as
defined in[1], is impossible for any > 2. We then use the theory of Azumaya algebras to derive boundheo
maximum number of groups into which the basis matrices cgpabttioned so that the matrices in different groups
are mutually orthogonal—a key measure of fast decodabiliky show that in general, this maximum number is
of the order of only the-adic value ofn. In the case where the matricds arise from a division algebra, which
is most desirable for diversity, we show that the maximum benof groups is onlyl. As a result, the decoding
complexity for this case is no better thasi|/!/?! for any ratel.

Index Terms

Fast Decodability, Full Diversity, Full Rate, Space-Timedg, Division Algebra, Azumaya Algebra.

. INTRODUCTION

Space-time block codes for multiple input multiple outpabtgnunications withn transmit and receive
antennas and delay and where the channel is known to the receiver consist gfn matricesX =
X(z1,...,7), 1 <n? where the symbols; arise from a finite subset of the nonzero complex numbers.
The matrices are generally assumed to be linear inctheo splitting each; into its real and imaginary

2l

parts, we may writeX = ZSiAZ" where thes; are real valued drawn from the effective real signal

constellationS, and theA; Za_ria fixedR-linearly independent complex valued matrices. The trassion
process may then be modeled as one where points fraldamensional lattice ifR?"” are transmitted
(with the lattice changing every time the channel paramsetéiange), and the decoding modeled as a
closest lattice-point search.

Since closest lattice-point searches are notoriouslycdiffin general (although approximate decoding
methods like sphere decodirg [2] exist, which, by restrigtihe search points to a small region around the
received point, speed up the process in small dimensiong)hrattention has been paid lately on selecting
the matrices4; above so that the resulting lattice breaks off as nearly asiple into an orthogonal direct
sum of smaller dimensional lattices generated by some ®ib$é¢he canonical basis vectorsy matter
what the channel parametefsee Remark]3 ahead for the interpretation of the previouk woterms
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of orthogonal sublattices). This then reduces the comiyiefidecoding from the worst case complexity
|S|? which arises from a brute-force checking of alituples from S, to the order of|S|" for some

" < 21, wherel’ depends on the dimensions of the orthogonal summands. Sangkes of recent work
on fast decoding include [3], 4], [1][6]]7]118],19],[], [11]. Many codes have been shown to have
reduced decoding complexity; for instance, it is known tthet Silver code has a decoding complexity
that is no higher thanS|® (instead of the possiblgs|®) [1, Example 5], considered in Examgle 2 ahead.

By decoding complexityve will mean throughout the complexity of the worst case dawg process
whereby, upon possibly conditioning some variables, aebfoitce check of the decoding metric is
performed for all tuples from the remaining variables, jjadgsin parallel if the lattice has orthogonal
direct summands. This is to be contrasted with other degogincesses that may exist that avoid brute
force checking of the metric for all tuples, such as the GDtadker described iri [12].

In this paper, we analyze the conditions on the basis matficaeeded for reduced decoding complexity
of space-time block codes arising from the phenomenon itbestabove: the presence of orthogonal direct
sums of smaller dimensional lattices generated by someetllo$ the basis vectors of the transmitted
lattice, no matter what the channel parameters. We showthkatonditionA; A; + A; A7 = 0 for various
distinct basis matriced; andA;, previously considered in the literature primarily as disigint condition
( [1] or [6] for instance, see alsal[4]), is actuallynecessarycondition (although, this result had indeed
been proven before [5] using different techniques than,caifact we were unaware of: see Remark 1
ahead as well). We analyze this condition further, usingggose elementary facts about skew-Hermitian
and Hermitian matrices, and show that for a full-rate code,(ivherel = n?), the decoding complexity
cannot be improved beloWs|"*+!. We also show that for a full-rate code, the transmitteddattannot
be decomposed entirely as an orthogonal direct sum of snatitteensional lattices generated by the basis
vectors (a condition referred to gsgroup decodability by previous authors, for instaride)[1].

We then drop the assumption of full rate and turn to the marinmumber of orthogonal sublattices
generated by basis vectors that is possible in the trareéttice; the dimension of the various sublattices
then controls the fast-decodability. We use the theory afrAaya algebras to show that the number of such
summands is bounded above by (n)+4 in general (where,(n) is the2-adic value ofi, i.e., the highest
power of2 in the prime factorization of.). In the process, we generalize the classical Radon-HzHwit
Eckmann bound [13] on the number of unitary matrices of sgualr that skew commute. Our method
allows us to consider not just the general case but the dpemses where the matrices; arise from
embeddings of matrices over division algebras, where thadmn the number of summands becomes
even smaller. In the case where tAecome from the embedding of a division algebra, which is of tmos
interest since codes from division algebras satisfy thledivkersity criterion, we show that the maximum
number of possible summands is very low: jdsn fact. This then shows that the decoding complexity
of a code arising from a division algebra cannot be made tbttéa | S|/,

The paper is organized as follows: After some preliminargkiggound on vectorizations of matrices
and on Hermitian and skew-Hermitian matrices in Sediibwd,describe the system model and maximum
likelihood decoding in Sectiof lll. We then discuss fast atiability in Section(IV and derive the
equivalence of fast decodability to the mutual orthogdwpalf subsets of the basis matrices. In Secfidn V
we analyze the mutual orthogonality condition using prapsrof skew-Hermitian and Hermitian matrices,
and derive our lower bounds on the decoding complexity dfrate codes. In Section VI, we use the
theory of Azumaya Algebras to derive the bound on the numberthogonal sublattices generated by
basis vectors. Necessary background from commutativéegend Azumaya algebras is collected in the
appendices.
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[I. PRELIMINARIES
For any vectorv € C", we let

Vecg(v) = (Re(vy), Im(vy), ..., Re(v,), Im(vy,))*

be the vector inR** whose2i — 1" coordinate is the real part of, and whosei-th coordinate is the
imaginary part ofv;. For any matrixA € M, (C), we will write Vec:(A) for the vector inC™* obtained
by stacking the entries of in some fixed order (e.g. columinthen columre, etc.). To simplify notation,
for a matrix A in M,,(C), we will directly write Vleg:(A) for the vector Veg(Vecs(A)) in R2”,

For two vectorsv andw in C", we write (v, w)c for the usual Hermitian product i€, namely,
(v,w)c =v-w*=v-W (where the superscriptstands for transpose). For two vecterandw in R",
v - w will denote the dot product of the two vectors. For any mattix M, (C), we will write A* for
the conjugate transpose df, i.e., A* = a'. Also, we will write Tr for the trace of a matrix, Re for the
real part of a complex number.

The following are elementary:

Lemma 1. For two matricesA and B in M, (C), (Vec:(A),Vee(B))c = Tr(AB*).
Lemma 2. For two vectorsv andw in C", Veg(v) - VeG(w) = Re(v, w)¢).
We immediately get the following corollary:

Corollary 3. For two matricesA and B in M,(C), we have Veg A) - Veg(B) = Re(Tr(AB")).
In particular, for matricesA and B, Veg(A) and Veg(B) are orthogonal inR2** if and only if
Re(Tr(AB*)) = 0.

We recall that a matrix4d € M, (C) is Hermitian if A* = A, and skew-Hermitian ifA* = —A. The
matrix «/,, (where: is a square root of-1 and I, is the identityn x n matrix) is skew-Hermitian. The
set H,, of all Hermitian matrices and the s&tf,, of all skew-Hermitian matrices if/,,(C) each forms a
vector space oveR, each of dimension?. Moreover, for any Hermitian matrix, A is skew-Hermitian,
and for every skew-Hermitian matri®, :B is Hermitian. Every matrix can be written uniquely as a sum
of a Hermitian and a skew-Hermitian matrix, i.84,(C) = H, & SH,, asR-vector spaces. We will need
to use these facts in the paper.

. SYSTEM MODEL AND MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD DECODING

We consider transmission over a quasi-static Rayleighntadghannel with perfect channel state in-
formation at the receiver. We assume that the number ofveasitennas and the number of transmit
antennas are the same, namelyand we assume the the block length, i.e., the number of tiwees
transmit through the channel before processing, is alsdhe codewords are x n complex valued
matricesX = X(x1,...,7;), | < n? where the symbols; arise from a finite subset of the nonzero

complex numbers. The matricés are assumed to be linear in thg so splitting eactr; into its real and
2l

imaginary parts, we may writ& = Z s;A;, where thes; are real symbols arising from the effective

real alphabets, and theA; are fixedlﬁliilinearly independent complex valued matrices. We willuass
throughout the paper that thé; are invertible, which is not a significant constraint, sinoeertible
matrices form a dense subset @fx n complex matrices; besides, when the space-time code g full
diverse (which is the desirable situation), the matridesare necessarily constrained to be invertible.
The received codeword is given by
Y=HX+N (1)

where H € M, (C) is the channel matrix and € M,,(C) is the noise matrix. It is assumed that the
entries of H are i.i.d. circularly symmetric complex Gaussian with zemean and variancé, and the
entries of NV are i.i.d. complex Gaussian with zero mean and variakge



The statistics ofV shows that Maximume-likelihood (ML) decoding amounts to fimglthe information
2l

symbolssy, . . ., sy that result in a codeword” = Z s;A; which minimizes the squared Frobenius norm
i=1

1Y — HX||%. (2)

The transmission process may be modeled as one where paintsaf2/-dimensional lattice irfR2"*
are transmitted, with the lattice changing every time thanclel matrix # changes, and the decoding
modeled as a closest lattice-point searc#i’. We do this as follows: We convert the matrices appearing
in Equation1 to vectors in complex space and then furthet g@ complex entries into their real and

imaginary parts:
2l

Vec:(Y) = siVecy (HA;) + Vec(N).

1=1

We defineT = T'(H) to be the2n? x 2[ matrix overR whosei-th column is Veg(H A;). Then we

have
21

> siVeca(HA;) =T(s, ..., s2)"

i=1

Thus, T = T(H) is the basis matrix for thel-dimensional lattice inR>"* from which points are

transmitted. Writings for the vector(sy, . .., sy)’, the decoding problem now becomes to find a maximum
likelihood estimate for the symbols, ..., sy from the linear system of equations R
Vecy(Y) =T -s+ Vecg(N), 3
where the entries of Ve¢/V) are i.i.d. real Gaussian. In other words, the decoding prabik to find an
information vectors = (si, ..., sy)" which minimizes the Euclidean distance
Vecz(Y) — T (4)

of vectors inR*”*,
Note that the transmitted lattice matfix= 7'(H) in Equatior B above depends on the channel matrix
H.

IV. FAST LATTICE DECODABILITY

Several authors (_[3]/[1]) studied fast lattice decodapitif space-time codes by consideringd?
decomposition of the transmitted lattice matfixin Equation(8 above (as in the sphere decoder), and
rewriting Equatiori B as

Q"Vecr(Y) = R-s+ Q"Vec(N). (5)

SinceQ* is unitary, the new noise vect@r*Vecg (V) is still i.i.d. real Gaussian, so the maximum likelihood
estimate fors is given by minimizing|Q*Vecz (Y') — R - s|. Fast lattice decodability as defined in [3]] [1]
involves choosing the basis matricds so that for all 7, the matrix R (which depends of’(H) and
hence onH), has zeros in certain convenient places (see Equdflorh@@dain the statement of Theorem
[2, for instance). These places are such that decoding caegmpafter fixing certain; if necessary, as
parallel decoding of smaller sets of variables, enabliregehy a reduction in complexity. We will study
this process in this section, and prove the main result thables us in the remaining sections to analyze
bounds on fast decodability: the equivalence of fast ddmititiato mutual orthogonality of subsets of the
basis matricesi; (Theoren{b).

Definition 1. We say that two complex matrice$, B are mutually orthogonalf AB* + BA* = 0.



We chose this term because, as we show in Thegilem 1 below, dsie matrices4d; and A; satisfy
the relationA; A% + A; A7 = 0 if and only if the i-th and j-th columns of 7" are mutually orthogonal
as vectors |riR217 (Although our proof is new, see Remdrk 1 ahead.) The follgwiemma shows that
mutually orthogonal matrices are necessafilinearly independent:

Lemma 4. If Ay, ..., A, are pairwise mutually orthogonal invertible matrices i, (C), then they are
R-linearly independent.

Proof: Assume that;A; + --- + r, A, = 0. Multiplying this equation on the right by}, and
multiplying the conjugate transpose form of this equationtioe left by A;, and then adding, we find
2r;A; A = 0. Since theA; are invertible, we find-; = 0. [ |

Theorem 1. Thei-th and j-th columns ofl’ = T'(H) are orthogonal as vectors if®? for all channel
matricesH if and only the basis matriced; satisfy A; A} + A; A7 = 0.

Proof: We have already noted (Corollafy 3 applied to the definitidnth® matrix 7') that the
orthogonality of the-th and;-th columns of7" is equivalent to the condition R&r((H A;)(HA;)*)) = 0.
Also, note that Ti(H A;)(HA;)*) = Tr(HA;AH*) = Tr((A;A})(H*H)), where the second equality is
because TIXY') = Tr(Y X) for two matricesX andY.

Now assume thaHiAj + A;Ar = 0 for i # j. Then AiA; is skew-Hermitian, while/*H is of
course Hermitian. If\/ is skew-Hermitian and® is Hermitian, then note thagt\/ P)* = P*M* = —P M.
Since for any matrixX we have RéTr(X)) = Re(Tr(X ™)), we find that forX = M P, RgTr(MP)) =
Re(Tr((MP)*)) = RgTr(—PM)) = —Re(Tr(PM)) = —Re(Tr(M P)). It follows that RéTr(M P)) = 0.

In particular, forM = A;A7 andP = H*H, we find0 = Re(Tr(A4; A7) (H*H)) = Re(Tr(H A;) (AT H*)) =
Re(Tr(HA;)(H Aj)*).

Now assume that the trace condition holds. We write this a§TR€A;A?)(H*H))) = 0 for all
matricesH Write M for A; A* We wish to show thail/ is skew-Hermitian. The matrix’; ; that has

1 in the (k, k) slot and zeros elsewhere saﬂsf@;;‘,kEkk = Ej . ChoosingH = Ej;, we find that the
matrix M H*H = M Ey;, will have thek-th column of M in the k-th column, and zeros elsewhere. The
trace condition now shows that thi&, k) element ofM is purely imaginary. We next need to show that
my, = —my, for k # [, where we have writtem; ; for the (¢, j)-th entry of /. Computing directly, we
find the following relations hold (wheré; ; has1 in the (i, j) slot and zeros everywhere else):

Evp+Eu+Er+E; = (Bt Eg) - (Exr+ Exy)
Epr — 1B+ 1B+ Ey = (B + 1) - (Ere — 1Eky)

Thus, each of the matrices on the left sides of the two egustabove can be written a8*H for
suitable matriced?. Again computing directly, we find that/ - (Eyx + Ey; + Eix + Eiy) hasmy +
my, in the (k, k) slot andm,, + m;; in the (I,{) slot, and zeros elsewhere in the diagonal. Hence,
Re(Tr(M . (Ek,k -+ EkJ -+ El,k + El,l))) = Re(mm + Mg + myg + ml,l)- Since we have already seen
that the diagonal elements af are purely imaginary, we find Reu.; + m; ;) = 0. Similarly, we find
Re(Tr(M . (Ek,k: — ’LEkJ + ZEl,k: + Eu))) = Re(mk,k +omyg — my g + mu). Once again, because the
diagonal elements af/ are purely imaginary, we find It ; —m; ;) = 0. These two together show that
myx = —my, for k # 1. Together with the fact that the diagonal elements/bfire purely imaginary, we
find M = A; A} is skew-Hermitian, as desired.

[ |

Remarkl. As mentioned in Sectiod I, the sufficiency of the conditiom; + A; A} = 0 for orthogonality

of the columns ofl" and hence for fast decodability was already consideredrédf{s, Theorem 2],[[4,
Theorem 1]). What is new here is the necessity of the comdittas the consequences of the necessity that
enables us to analyze lower bounds on fast decodabilityeiiséistions ahead by studying the consequences



of the conditionA; A} + A;A; = 0. We should remark, however, that we noticed after we proved o
results, that the authors of the paper [4] also mention tloegsity of this condition. However, they do
not give a proof of the necessity in that paper. Tracking thigher, we discovered that the authors of
[5] have actually provided a proof of this result. Their pra@by an explicit computation. Indeed, they
write down the entries df (H ), blockwise, in terms of the matricd$ and A;, and computd'(H )*T'(H).
From the derived block structure @f(H)*T'(H) they read off the necessity of the mutual orthogonality.
This is of course very different from our approach.

The theorem above allows us to define fast-decodability addedn terms of its generating matrices,
independently of the channel matriX.

Definition 2. [See e.g.,[[Ll, Definition 5]] We will say that the space-timeck code defined by the
matrices X = Zflzl s;A; admits fast (lattice) decodability if fog > 2 there exist disjoint subsets;,
...y, Iy, Tyyq, with 'y possibly empty, of cardinalities,, ..., n,, n,41 respectively, whose union is
{1,...,2l}, such that for allu € I'; andv € I'; (1 < i < j < g), the generating matricesl,, A, are
mutually orthogonal.

Remark2. Given a code that admits fast (lattice) decodability, we dafine a permutation
71'2{1,...,2[}—>F1U...UF9UF9+1,

which sends the first; elements{1,...,n,} to I';, the nextn, elements{n; + 1,...,ny + ny} to I'y

and so on, where, as in Defintioh 2, = |T;| for i = 1,..., g + 1. Given such permutation, we write
T, (or T.(H) for emphasized dependence f) for the matrix whose-th column is ther(:)-th column
of T(H), namely, Veg(H A,;). Similarly, given the vectos = (s1, ..., sy)", we writes, for the vector
whosei-th component is ther(i)-th component ok. .

We are now able to link Definitiohl 2 of fast-decodability tattgiven in [1, Definition 4]. While the
latter definition invokes the channel matrix, the two definitions are actually equivalent, for we have the
following result:

Theorem 2. The space-time block codé = Zfl: . 5:A; admits fast (lattice) decodability as per Definition
if and only if there exists a permutation of the index sef{1,...,2(}, integersg > 2, n; > 1
(t=1,...,9), andng; > 0, with n; +- - - +nyyy = 2[, such that for all channel matriced, the matrix
R obtained by doing & R decomposition o, = T,.(H) by doing a Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization
in the order first column, then second column, and so on, hasplecial block form below:

By Ny
Bs N,
' N (6)
Bg Ng
Ng+1

for some matrices3y, ..., By, and Ny, ..., N,yq. Here, all empty spaces are filled by zeros, fheare
of sizen; x n; and theN; are of sizen; x ng.;.

Before we prove this, we remark in more detail why previouhiars have been interested in the special

form of R above: On applying the permutatianto Equatiori B, we get Ve¢Y') = 7). s, +Vecz (), and
then, as in the beginning of this section, premultiplying®ywe find Q*Vecz (V) = R-s, +Q*Vecg (V).
It is clear from the block structure of the matrix that after fixing the values of the last,, variables
in s,, the remaining variables can be decoded jparallel steps, the-th step involvingn; variables. The
decoding complexity for this system is then of the order jf's+1*™axni " where|S| is the size of the
effective real constellatios. This is in contrast to the complexity ¢§|* if the matrix R has no special
structure.



Proof: If X is fast decodable as per Definitiolh 2, then as described inaRel®, the subsets
Iy,...,I'y,I'yyq provide a permutatiom of {1,...,2l}, and integersy > 2, ny, ..., ny, ny1 With the
properties described.

Definition[2 and Theorerfil 1 also tell us that every columripfindexed by elements of ~'(T;) is
orthogonal to every column indexed by the elements df(I';) (1 <i < j < g). It follows immediately
that on applying a QR decomposition 1§ in the order first column, then second column, etc., that the
R matrix, which results from the Gram-Schmidt orthogondi@as of the columns of/. in this order,
will have the property that the columns indexed by (T";) will be perpendicular to those indexed by
7~ !(T';). This can be seen easily from how the Gram-Schmidt processswout this can also be checked
from the explicit form of the matrix? obtained from this Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization, diesd for
instance in([3, Section Il1] or 6, Section VI].

As for the other direction, assume that there is a permutatiof {1,...,2/} and integeryy > 2,
n;>10G=1,...,9), andngy >0, with ny + - - - +n,y = 2[, such that for all#, 7.(H) = QR, where
@ is unitary andR has the form as in Equatiofil(6) above. Define the §gts terms of the integers
n; as in Remarkl2, namely;, = 7({1,...,n,}) is the image of the first, elements{1,...,n;}, 'y is
the image of the next, elements, and so on. It is clear from the block formFthat for anyu € T';
andv € T; (1 <i < j <2l), ther !(u)-th and7!(v)-th columns ofR are orthogonal as vectors in
R2"*. Since() is unitary, the same holds for the matfly (H ). Equivalently, theu-th andv-th columns
of T" are orthogonal for alf. Thus, by Theoreril14, and A, are mutually orthogonal, s& is fast
decodable as per Definitidn 2. [

We summarize what we have shown in the next corollary:

Corollary 5. The following are equivalent for disjoint subsétsI'; C {1,...,2[}:

o forall uel; andv eI,
AA+ AAL = 0.

. forall v e I'; andv € I';, the u-th andv-th columns ofl’ = T'(H) are orthogonal as real vectors
for any H.

. there exists a permutation on the index sef1, ..., 2(} so that such that the matriR arising as in
the statement of Theordrh 2 has a zero block in the entrieST";), 7~ (T';)) and (7 *(T;), 7~ 1(T;)).

Corollary 6. Definition[2 of fast decodability is equivalent to one givar]d, Definition 4].

Remark3. In the notation of Definitiori]2, let. be the lattice inR2"* generated by the columns of
T=T(H),and letL; (i =1,...,g) be the sublattices generated by the basis vectors @dming from
the columns iT’; (of the permuted matri¥’;). Fast-decodability can clearly be rephrased as the presen
of sublatticesL; (¢ > 2) generated by subsets of the basis vectors that are orthbgmione another in
R2"*. Indeed, previous work on fast decodability can be desdribehis language: seeking large numbers
of sublattices generated by basis vectors that are ortlagorone another.

2l
Definition 3. We say that the fast decodable cakdle= Z s;A; 1s g-group decodable if it is fast (lattice)

decodable and if',;; in Definition[2 is empty, so their:nlatrR of Theoreni.2 has a block-diagonal form.

Remarkd. As in the proof of Theorerml 2, the block-diagonal structuré&iadff a g-decodable code translates
(via pre-multiplication by®) to the partitioning of the columns @f into g groups, the columns from any
one group being orthogonal to the columns in any other gr8uqceT is the transmitted lattice matrix,
we see thay-group decodability of the code is equivalent to the decasitjm of the transmitted lattice
into an orthogonal sum of smaller dimensional lattices ¢aieel by the basis vectors, no matter what the
channel matrixH.



V. BOUNDS ON DECODING COMPLEXITY FOR FULERATE CODES

In this section, we will analyze the mutual orthogonalitynddion A; A% + A;A; = 0 of Theoremb
and show that for full-rate codes, the best possible degodimplexity is not better tharS|" +1 where
|S| is the size of the effective real constellation, and thagroup decoding is in fact not possible for
full-rate codes. But first, we formalize the notion of decawdcomplexity:
2l

Definition 4. The decoding complexity of the fast decodable space time ¥od » _ s;A; is defined to
i=1

be | S|reritmaxici<g i wheren; = ||, theT; as in Definition[.

Before delving into the main results of this section, we finddnvenient to first gather a few lemmas
concerning mutually orthogonal matrices that will be uséfoth here and in later sections.

Lemma 7. If matrices A and B are mutually orthogonal, so ard/ A and M B for any matrix M. If M
is invertible, thenA and B are mutually orthogonal if and only i¥#/ A and M B are mutually orthogonal.

Proof: This is a simple computation. [ ]
Lemma 8. If A and B are mutually orthogonal and! is invertible, thenA—!B is skew-Hermitian.

Proof: By LemmaT aboved~'A = I,, and A~! B are mutually orthogonal. Writing down the mutual
orthogonality condition for these two matrices, we find tHat' B is skew-Hermitian. [ |

Lemma 9. Theg invertible matrices4, = I,,, A,, ..., A, € A C M, (C) are mutually orthogonal if and
only if A; is skew-Hermitian fori > 2 and A,, ..., A, pairwise anticommute.

Proof: Assume that4; = I,,4,,...,4, € A C M,(C) are mutually orthogonal. Sincg, and
A; are mutually orthogonal foi > 2, we find thatA; is skew-Hermitian fori > 2. In particular, for
i,j > 2,1 # j, we may replaced; by —A; and A} by —A; in the orthogonality relation to obtain the
anticommuting relatiom4; A; + A;A; = 0. Conversely, assume thal; is skew-Hermitian fori > 2 and
Ay, ..., A, pairwise anticommute. We clearly havgA: + A;I,, = 0 for i > 2. Using the skew-Hermitian
relation to replace the second factor in each summand,df + A; A, by the negative of its conjugate
transpose, we find that th&;, for : = 2,..., g are mutually orthogonal. [ ]

Our first result is the following:
2l

Theorem 3. Assume that the cod& = Zs A; admits fast decodability, and lét = 1mm n;, where

= |Ty|, theT; as in Definition 2. Theml + c+n, <n?+k.

Remark5. In fact, we'll see later that it > 2, then the summ; + -+ +n, <n*+k— 1.
We immediately get a high lower bound on the decoding conitylder full-rate codes from this
theorem:

Corollary 10. The decoding complexity of a full-rate coderok n matrices is at IeastS|"2.
Proof: Since a full-rate code has exactly? basis matrices, this theorem shows that the subset
[',+1 in RemarK R must be of size at least— k, wherek = mln n;. Having conditioned the symbols

correspondlng ta’y 41, decodlng the firsy groups of symbols |n parallel has a decoding complexity at

S|k S = (S|

We will show later that the bound is actually higher: it|&"*+!.



Corollary 11. A full-rate code cannot bg-group decodable foy > 3.

Proof: For, if a code isg-group decodable, then, written in the notation of Theofémv& have
2n* =ny +---+n, < n?*+k, by the theorem. Se? < k, the number of elements in the smallest block,
implying there can be at mo&tblocks. [ |

We will see later thaR-group decodability is also not possible for full-rate cede
We now prove the theorem.

Proof of Theoreni]3: Let us denote the basis matrices in the grolipgi = 1,...,¢9) by A, ;,
j=1,...,n;. Multiplying the matrices on the left by any om; (recall from the beglnnlng of Section
[I]Ilthat we assume that the basis matrices are mverUbIe)revaace one of the matrices in th#h block
by the identity matrix/,,, and as for the modified matrices in the other blocks, theynarme orthogonal
to I, by LemmalY¥ above. By Lemnid 8 above, the modified matrmeéAkl in the remaining blocks
are all skew-Hermitian as well. Since the remaining masrm% Ay, are aIsoR -linearly independent by
Lemmal4, and since the dimension of the space of skew-Hamitix n matrices oveiR is n? (Section
M, we find that for each, (n, + - - -+ n,) — n; < n®. The result now follows immediately.

[ |
Our next few results will help us sharpen the bounds on dagodbomplexity we obtain from Theorem
(see Corollary_10).

Theorem 4. There can be at most®> — 1 R-linearly independent matrices ii/,(C) that are both
skew-Hermitian and mutually orthogonal.

Proof: For, suppose to the contrary that, ..., A,. were R-linearly independent, skew-Hermitian,
and mutually orthogonal. The matrix,, is skew-Hermitian. Suppose first that one of thelesay A,
is an R-multiple of «J,,. This is already a contradiction, sincg A} is skew-Hermitian by the mutual
orthogonality condition, butl; A3 is a real multiple o A3 and is therefore Hermitian. Now suppose that
no A; is anR-multiple of:/,,. The matrix:/,,, being skew-Hermitian, can be written as a linear combomati
of these matricesl; since they form a basis for the skew-Hermitian matrices,/se= ZajAj for real
a;. Now A, is not a real multiple ofl,, by assumption. Considef,, Aj. This is Hermitian. On the other
hand, ( Zaj VAT = e A1 AT + (Z a;A;)A7, where this second sum runs frojn= 2 onwards. But
for j =2 onwards A; A7 is skew-Hermitian by the mutual orthogonality conditiorhile both: A} and
a; Ay A} are Hermitian. For this to happehz a;A;)A7, where the sum is over > 2, must be zero, and
1A7 must equalki; Ay A, On cancelingA; (recall our assumption that the basis matrices are invejtib
we find thatA; is a multiple of:/,,, contradiction. [ |

Examplel. In the 2 x 2 matrices M>(C) over the complex number€, consider the three matrices
A = 8 BZ , Ay = (1) _01 ,and A; = BZ BZ . These three matrices ai®-linearly
independent, skew-Hermitian, and pairwise mutually aythmal matrices. Together with the identity matrix
I = (1) (1) , they form aC-basis forM,(C), and as can be checked, fitlinear combination off,
Ay, Ay, and A; is both skew-Hermitian and mutually orthogonal A, A,, and A;. Thus, the2? — 1

matricesA;, Ay, and A; exemplify the contention of this theorem.
We get a quick corollary from this that we will sharpen comesably in the next section:

Corollary 12 (See Corollary 16 in Sectidn MI}or a code generated by invertible x n matrices, the
maximum number of groupsin notation of Definitiod R ig:2.

Proof: If the number of groups is more thait, then we can finch? + 1 matrices that ar®-linearly
independent and mutually orthogonal. Multiplying this set the left by the inverse of one of them
(as in the proof of Theorerl 3 above), we find skew-Hermitian and mutually orthogon&Hlinearly
independent matrices, a contradiction. [ |
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Lemma 13.If any g — 1 of the groupd’y, ..., T, from Definition[2 together have at least matrices in
them, then they have exactly elements in them, while the remaining group can only havenatix
in it.

Proof: Say the lasty — 1 groups, for simplicity, together have at leagt matrices, and suppose that
the first group has at least two elements, call thérand B. By multiplying throughout by4—!, we can
assume that the two elements drend B. Note that after multiplying byAd—!, because of the mutual
orthogonality condition, the matrices in the remainingugp® all become skew-Hermitian (as in the proof
of TheoremB above). Because there are at ledstkew-Hermitian R-linearly independent) matrices,
we find that there must be exacth? of them because the dimension of the skew-Hermitian matrice
is n?. Call thesen? matricesC,...,C,.. We must havel, in the linear span of thes€; because],
is also skew-Hermitian. Thusg/,, = Zaici' Now multiply on the right byB*, where B is as above.
Each of the product§’; B* is skew-Hermitian because of the mutual orthogonality d@wordthat requires
C;B* 4+ BC! = 0. Thus,:B* is also skew-Hermitian. It follows from this tha* is Hermitian, i.e.,B
is Hermitian. But now, we consider; B* for anyi. The mutual orthogonality condition says that this is
skew-Hermitian, so it equals (BC;), and sinceC; is skew-Hermitian, this equalBC;. On the other
hand, we just saw thaB is Hermitian, soC;B* = C;B. Thus, B commutes with allC;, i.e, with all
skew-Hermitian matrices. But this meascommutes with all the Hermitian matrices as well, because
every Hermitian matrix is of the form times a skew-Hermitian matrix. Thug commutes with all
matrices, and is Hermitian, so it must be a real scalar maBix this violates the fact that, and B
were two linearly independent matrices in the first group. [ ]

Corollary 14. If, as in the notation of Definitiohl2;; > 2 for any i, then the total number of matrices
in the g groups is at most? + n; — 1. In particular, if £ = minn; > 2, then the total number is at most
n?—1+k. d

Proof: Since thei-th group has size; > 2, the remaining groups must have less thdnmatrices
in them, or else, the lemma above will be violated. It follothat there at most? + n; — 1 matrices in
the g groups. [ |

We are now ready to sharpen the results we got in Cordllary 10.
2n2
Theorem 5. The decoding complexity of a full-rate space time code= » _s;4; is not better than
i=1
|S|"2+1, where|S| is the size of the effective real constellation.

Proof: Consider the basis matricek: if there are at least two mutually orthogonal groups, thmBn,
Definition[2, the code is fast decodable, and by Thedrem Ztneatrix that comes fromi” = T'(H) will
have the form[{6). Consider the integers notation as in Defintiofl2. If any; > 2, then by Corollary
[14, the total number of matrices in tlyegroups is at most? +n; — 1. Thus, the matrixV,; in (€) will
be of size at leastn® —n; + 1) x (n? —n; + 1). Exactly as in the proof of Corollafy 10, we find that the
decoding complexity must be at least™*~":+1.|S|" = |S|"*+1, If on the other hand alk; = 1, then we
haveg groups of sizel each. By Corollary12g < n?, soN,,; is at least of sizex* x n*. Thus, there are
at leastn? variables corresponding t, ., that need to be conditioned, and then, ghdocks are decoded
in parallel, with complexity|S| each. Thus the decoding complexity is at legt” - |S| = [S|""*'. =

Example2. Silver Code:This 2 x 2 code for four complex signal elements, so, s3, s4 IS given by

X (s1,82)+TX(21,22), where for anye andb, X (a,b) = ( Z _a[: ) andT = (1) _01 . The signal
elements; ands, are related ta; andz, by (21, z)T = M(s3, 54)7, whereM = — 11:_22@ _11:L122

This code has a decoding complexity of at md#e (see [1] for instance). This example thus shows that
our boundn? + 1 is strict. Moreover, Theorein 5 shows that the Silver codencahave a lower lattice
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decoding complexity than the knows/|°.
o2n?

Theorem 6. It is not possible to arrange for the full-rate space-timaleoy = Z s;A; to haveg-group
i=1

decodability for anyy.

Proof: We have already seen in Corolldry] 11 thhagroup decodability is not possible fgr> 3. For

g = 2, note that one of two groups must have at leasmatrices. It follows from Lemma_13 that this

group must have exactly? elements and the other group must have only one elemente Sinc?2 in

the space-time block code paradighmy- n? < 2n?, and2-group decodability is hence impossible. ®

Remark6. In a different language (see Rematk 4), Theorém 6 says thdtahsmitted lattice of a full-rate
space-time code does not split off as an orthogonal sum ollemuimensional lattices generated by the
canonical basis vectors.

VI. AZUMAYA ALGEBRAS AND BOUNDS ON THENUMBER OF GROUPS

In this section, we will delve into the arithmetic of centsinple algebras, using machinery from
commutative ring theory and Azumaya algebras, to deterrsigrificantly small upper bounds on the
number of orthogonal sublattices generated by the basi®ngeof the transmitted latticé” = T'(H),
or what is the same, the number of block®f the R matrix in Equation[(6). We had already derived
an upper bound ofi? for full-rate codes in Corollary_12, but as we will see, thisubd is too high.
In fact, the bound behaves more likeg,(n) (see Theoreril8 for a precise statement). The bound we
derive in this section will be independent of the code ra}e ince the matrices in distinct groups are
pairwise mutually orthogonal, we will derive our bound bysaering the following question: How many
R-linearly independent pairwise mutually orthogonal nesi can we find iV, (C)? In fact, we will
actually answer a broader question: ket C be a number field, le#d be a central simplé-subalgebra
of M, (C). How manyR-linearly independent pairwise mutually orthogonal neasi can we find in the
subalgebrad C M, (C)? (Of course, by Lemmal 4, we may drop the requirement that thieices be
R-linearly independent.)

As in the earlier sections, we will assume that our pairwidbagonal matrices are all invertible. Note
that if a matrixA € A C M, (C) is invertible as an element a¥/,(C), its inverse must actually lie in
A. This is becausel~! can be obtained from the minimal polynomial df over k& as follows: if the
minimal polynomial isA? + k,_; A" + .-k, A+ ko, thenk, # 0 becaused is invertible as a matrix, so
the inverse ofA can be written by factoring out as (—1/ko)(A" + k;, 1 A2 +-- -+ k;). The inverse
of A hence lives in the subalgebtaA] C A.)

All the k-algebras we consider will be implicitly assumed to be fidilmensional overk. Various
background facts about commutative rings and Azumaya edgedre collected in Appendicks A and B
respectively. We will assume basic knowledge of centralpgnalgebras (se¢ [15] for instance).

LemmadV[B, an@l9 show us that the existence of (invertibl&uatly orthogonal matrices\;, i =
1,...,m is equivalent (upon replacing thé; by say A;'A;) to the existence of matriceS; = A;' A,

1 =2,...,m which are skew-Hermitian and anticommute pairwise.

So, focusing on the necessary anticommuting condition @bwee study the following question. (In the
sequel, A= will refer to the invertible elements ofl.)

Question. Let £ be a number field, and lefl be a central simplé-algebra. How many elements
uy, ..., u, € A which pairwise anticommute can we find?

We now investigate this question.

Once and for all, we fix a central simptealgebraA, and we assume to have elememnts. . ., u, € A*
such thatu;u; +wju; =0 for all i # j, for somer > 2. For the moment, we only assume thais any
field of characteristic different fror.

Notice thatwu; and u? commute for alli, j. Indeed, this is clear if = j, and if i # j, we have
UZUJQ = —UjuU;U; = UJQUZ
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This implies thatu?, u? commute for alli, j. Consequently, thé-algebra

i) Yy
R=k[u? u?, ... u u?

» ey

is a commutativeés-subalgebra ofd. (Of course, as remarked in the second paragraph of thimsette
k-algebra generated by? will already containu; 2, but we choose to include the ? in the generators
of R to emphasize that the? are units inR, a fact we will need below.)

Notice also that for any;,, ..., u;,, we have(u,, ---u;,)* = +u; ---ui € R*.

We recall the definition of the algebra,b)r from Part[4 of ExampleEl6 in Appendixl B: given a
commutative ringk anda, b in R*, (a,b)g is the R-algebra generated by two elementand f subject
to the relations:? = a, f2 = b, and fe = —ef. It has the matrix realization described in Appendix B.

Lemma 15. Letr = 2s or 2s + 1. Keeping notation above4 contains a subring isomorphic to
(a1,01)r ®r - - ®r (as, bs) R,
for somea,, b, € R*.
Proof: If I is any subset of1,...,n}, setu; = Hul It is then easy to check that for all J, we
haveusuy = (—1)HI-10ly ;. !
Forp=1,...,s, set
L=A{1,....2p—-1}, J,={1,...,2p—2,2p}.

We then havdl,| = |J,| =2p—1,|[,N J,| =2p—2, and for alll <p < ¢ <s, we have|l,NI,| =
|, N Ty = |I,NJ,| =|I,NJ,| =2p—1.

Now set
ap =ur,, Bp=1uy,.
Notice 2thatap = a2,b, = 2 € R*. Moreover, for allp = 1,...,s, we havea,8, = ugu;, =
(1)@= =Cr=2y ; uyp = —uyup, = —Byay,. Thus, forallp = 1,..., s, we have ark-algebra morphism

v, : (ay,by)r = A, which maps the generatoes and f, onto «, and /3, respectively.

Now for all 1 < p < ¢ < s, we haveo,ay = up,us, = (—1)(2”_1)(2‘1_1)_(27’_1)quu[p = o 0,. Similarly,
we haveg,s3, = B,5,. We also havev,3, = ujuy, = (—1)P~DC=D=Cr=Dy; o) = . Similarly,
we haveq, 3, = B,ay.

It follows that ¢4, ..., p, have pairwise commuting images. Thus, they inducé&aalgebra morphism

(a1,01)r @R -+ Qg (as,bs)r — A.

By Lemma[20 and RemaiK 9, this morphism is injective. |
We may now give a full answer to the previous question.

Theorem 7. Let & be a number field, and letl be a central simplé-algebra. Letu, ..., u, (r > 2) be
invertible elements ind which pairwise anticommute. Then we have

deg(A) P
<
r < 2uy (ind(A)) + 2 if r is even

r <2, (?sdggj;) + 3 if r is odd

wherewv, denotes the-adic value of an integer, i.e., the highest powerdahat divides that integer.
In particular, if A is a central divisionk-algebra, thenr = 2, 3.

and

Remark7. See Appendik L for how this result above compares with thesatal Hurwitz-Radon-Eckmann
bound on anticommuting matrices.
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Proof: We may assume > 2 if r is even, and > 3 if r is odd, since otherwise this is trivial. Write
r=2so0rr=2s+1, sos > 2. By the previous lemma4 contains ank-algebra isomorphic to

(a1,01)r @R - - ®r (as, bs)r,

for somea,, b, € R*. By Proposition[ 2R in Appendik]B applied — 1 times (note thatt — 1 > 1 by
assumption), thig?-algebra is isomorphic to

Mstl(R) RRr (C, d)R gR (Mstl(k‘) Rk R) Rr (C, d)R

for somec,d € R*. HenceA contains ak-subalgebra isomorphic td/ys-1 (k). The centralizer theorem
then implies that
A = Mys—1 (k) @ A,

for some central simplé-algebraA’, which is Brauer-equivalent tal by definition. Therefore, we may
write
A= My(D), A = M(D),
where D is a central divisiork-algebra. Thus, we get
M(D) =), Mys—14(D),
and then2s—1t = ¢ = i‘fgéj)). The desired result follows easily. n
Remark8. If A is a central simplé:-algebra of odd degree, the# does not contain pairwise anticom-

muting invertible elements.
Indeed, ifu; andu, anticommute, then we have

Nrd 4 (uug) = Nrd g(ug)Nrd 4(ug) = Nrd 4(—uguq) = —Nrd 4 (us)Nrd 4(uq),

where the last equality arises from the fact ttatd,(—1) = —1 since A has odd degree. Hence,
Nrd4(u1)Nrda(ug) = 0. But the reduced norm of an invertible element 4fis non-zero, hence a
contradiction.

Hence the previous bounds are not always sharp. Howeverntiagybe sharp in certain cases as the
following example shows, which proves that these boundsterdest possible ones.
Example3. Let ¢/ > 0 be an integer, let) = (a,b), be a division quaternior-algebra, and letd =
Moy (k) @y, Q.

In order to avoid mixing notation, we will denote exceptitpby © the Kronecker product of matrices.
If + > 0 is an integer, we denote hy/®! the Kronecker product of copies of M/, where M is the
identity matrix by convention.

et 10 0 -1
H, = (0 _1> and H_ = <1 0 ) .
Forp=1,...,¢ set

Uy 1=H P VoHH 0" and Uy = HY" Vo H 0 1577,

The properties of the Kronecker product and the fact gt/ = —H_, H,, show thatlU,, ..., Uy,
are invertible matrices of/, (k) which pairwise anticommute.
Now lete and f be the generators @. Then it is easy to check that tl2é + 3 invertible elements

Ur@l,..., U@ 1LUp - - Uy®eU; - -Uy® fU - - Uy®ef € A

pairwise anticommute.
Notice for later use that/,,_, is symmetric and’/,, is skew-symmetric fop = 1,...,¢. Notice also
thatU; - - - Uy, is symmetric, as a straightforward computation shows.
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As a corollary, we also get an answer to our main problem.

Corollary 16. Let k£ be a number field, letd be a central simple:-subalgebra of)M,,(C). Assume that
we haveg non-zero matrices;, ..., A, € A* (g > 2) such that

ATA; + AJA; =0 for all i # 5.

Theng < 21/2(?;5?))) + 3 if ¢ is odd, andg < 21/2(?;5&))) +4if ¢ is even.

In particular, it A is a central divisionk-algebra, theng < 4.
Proof: By Lemmd 9, the existence gfsuch matrices implies the existencegef1 invertible elements
of A which pairwise anticommute. Now apply the previous theoteroonclude. [ |
The next example shows that these bounds may be sharp.

Exampled. Let k C R, and letU, ..., Uy € My (k) C My (R) be the matrices introduced in Example
B. SetQ = (—1,—1), so that@ is a divisionk-algebra.

The multiplication matrices ot and f with respect to the:(i)-basis(1,e) of @ (viewed as a right
k(i)-vector space) are the skew-Hermitian maitttk and the hermitian matri¥/_, respectively. Notice
thatiH, H_, is skew-Hermitian. The results of Example 3 show that therioest

Uy ©Ly...,Uy® LUy Uy ® (iHy), Uy - Uy © H_y, Uy - - - Uy ® (tH 1 H_y)

pairwise anticommute.

Each of these matrices are hermitian or skew-Hermitian.tiplying by i the appropriate matrices
yields a set of2¢ + 3 skew-Hermitian matrices which pairwise anticommute. Mprecisely, one may
check that the matrices

U2p—1 © Ig, ng © (i]g),p = 1, NP ,g,

Up- Uy © (iHy), Uy -+ Up @ (iH_1),Uy -+ - Uy @ (iH1 H_1)
are skew-Hermitian matrices which pairwise anticommutediAg the identity matrix then gives rise to

a set of2/ + 4 mutually orthogonal matrices.

It is worth rewording the result in Corollafy 116 in the langeaof our space-time code. We have the
following:
2[
Theorem 8. If the space-time cod& = Z s;A; is fast-decodable, then the number of groypa (6) is

=1
at most2u,(n) +4. If we assume that thé; are chosen from somiecentral simple algebrad C M,,(C),
wherek is some number field, then, this upper bound dropsg @21/2(?5(%&))) + 4. In particular, if the
A; are chosen from &-central division algebra, theng < 4.

We get an immediate corollary:
21
Corollary 17. The decoding complexity of a fast decodable space-time Kodez s; A; where theA;
=1
are chosen from a division algebra is at least//?!,

Proof: At least one of the groupE; (i = 1,...,¢) in Definition[2 must be of size at leaf?l/4],

as g < 4 when theA; are chosen from a division algebra. Thus, the decoding caxiiplis at least
|S|“g+1+[2l/41 > |S|W21_ u
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APPENDIX A
COMMUTATIVE ALGEBRA

We collect here some useful results in commutative algabmstart with the notion of an Artin ring.

Definition 5. A commutative ringz is an Artin ring if every descending chain of ided§s> I, D I, D - --
of R is stationary, i.e., there exists > 0 such thatl,, =1, = [,,.0 = -.

Exampleb. If k is a field, any finite-dimensional commutati¥ealgebraR is an Artin ring. Indeed, any
ideal is in particular a finite-dimensionatsubspace of?, so it cannot exist a strictly decreasing chain
of ideals.

Theorem 9. [18, Ch.8, Thm 8.5] Any Artin ring is Noetherian, that is eyedeal is finitely generated.

Corollary 18. Let R be a local Artin ring, with maximal ideamh. Then there exista > 1 such that
m” = 0.

Proof: By assumption, the descending chain of ideals m?> > --- D m" O - - - is stationary, hence
there exists: > 1 such thatm™™ = m - m” = m™. SinceR is Noetherian by the previous theorem,is
finitely generated, and sinde is local with unique maximal ideah, m™ = 0 by Nakayama’s lemmam

We also have the following result.

Theorem 10. [18, Ch.8, Thm. 8.7] Any Artin ring is isomorphic to the dirgroduct of finitely many
Artin local rings. In particular, an Artin ring has finitely eny maximal ideals.

We now define Hensel rings.

Definition 6. A commutative ringi is a Hensel ring ifR2 is local, with maximal idea, and for any
monic polynomialf € R[X] such thatf = gyho € R/m[X] for some coprime monic polynomigjg, iy €
R/m[X], there exists coprime monic polynomigls: € R[X]| such thatf = gh andg = gy, h = ho.

The following result is well-known.
Proposition 19. Any local Artin ring is a Hensel ring.

Proof: Since the maximal ideah of a local ring is nilpotent by Corollariz_ 18R is canonically
isomorphic to itsm-completion, that isk is complete. Since complete rings are Hensel rings[by [19,
Prop. 4.5], we are done. [ |

APPENDIX B
AZUMAYA ALGEBRAS

We collect here some notions on Azumaya algebras that agedda the paper. The word ‘algebra’
implicitly means ‘associative algebra with unit’.

In this section,R is a commutative ring with unit. We first define Azumaytaalgebras. The reader
willing to learn more about Azumaya algebras will refer [t@[21.5].

Definition 7. An AzumayaRk-algebra is anR-algebra A, which is finitely generated as aR-module and
such thatA @z R/m is a central simpleR/m-algebra for every maximal ideah of R.

Example6.

1) Let B be a central simplé-algebra, and le? be a commutativé:-algebra. Therd = B ®; R is
an AzumayaR-algebra.
Indeed, sinceB is finite dimensional ovek, B ®; R is finitely generated as aR-module. Letm
be any maximal ideal oR. Since R is a k-algebra,% identifies to a subring of?, and we have a
ring morphismk — R/m which is injective, since: is a field. HenceR/m is a field extension of.
Now we have

A®r R/m = (B®; R) ®r R/m =gy B ®; R/m.
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SinceB is a central simplé-algebra,B ®, R/m is a central simple?/m-algebra (see [15, Corollary
[11.1.5 (2)]) and we are done.

2) If AandA’ are AzumayaR-algebras, theml @ A’ is an AzumayaR-algebra. First, sincel and A’
are finitely generated aB-modules, so is4 @z A’. Now for every maximal ideain of R, we have

(A®gr A/) ®g R/m =R/m (A®r R/m) OR/m (A, ®pr R/m).

This last R/m-algebra is the product of two central simplym-algebras be assumption, hence a
central simpleR/m-algebra by[[15, Corollary 111.1.5 (1)].

3) For alln > 1, M,(R) is an AzumayaR-algebra. Indeed)/, (R) is a finitely generated?-module,
and for every maximal ideah of R, we have

M,(R) ®r R/m =gy M,(R/m),

which is central simple oveR/m.
4) We will assume in this example th&tis such that for all maximal ideals, R/m is of characteristic
not2. Leta,b € R*, and consider thé?-submodulg(a, b)r of M,(R) generated by the matrices

1 000 0 a 00
7 0100 11000
“loo1o0 [ “T]l000al”
00 01 0 010
0 0 b 0 0 0 0 —ab
0 0 0 —b 0O 0 b 0
=11 000 | |0 -ao0 o
0 -1 0 0 1 0 0 0
Straightforward computations show that these matricedimearly independent oveR, and that we

have
e =a,f?=0b, fe=—ef.

It easily follows that(a, b) is a free R-module of ranki, which is anRk-subalgebra of\/,(R). This
R-algebra is denoted b, b) g.
It can be viewed also as the-algebra generated by two elementy subject to the relations

e =a, fP=bef = —fe.
Then (a,b)r is an AzumayaR-algebra. Indeed, let be a maximal ideal oR?. Sincea,b € R*, a
andb are non-zero elements &/m. The explicit realization above shows easily that we have
(a,b)r @r R/m 2w (@, 0) r/m,

and it is well known that over a field of characteristic otthe quaternion algebra generated by
symbolse and f subject toe? = @, f2 = b,ef = —fe is a central simple algebra. Hence the
conclusion.

Azumaya algebras share common properties with centrallsimigebras. For example, we have the
following lemma.

Lemma 20. Let A and B be two R-algebras. Assume that is an Azumayak-algebra, and thatB is a
faithful R-algebra, that is theR-algebra map

R— B
r—1r-1p

is injective. Then every-algebra morphismf : A — B is injective.
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Proof: Let A, B andf : A — B as in the statement of the lemma. THen(f) is a two-sided ideal,
hence anA-A-bimodule. By [20, Ch. lll, Theorem 5.1.1. (2)}{ is central, that is thez-algebra map

R — Z(A)
r——r-1y

is an isomorphism, and separable, meaning that a projective module for the naturdl® z A°’-module
structure induced by the multiplication map. By [21, Coao}l 3.7], there exists an idedlof R such that
ker(f) =1 - A. Sinceker(f) =1- A, for all z € I, we have

Op=flz-1a)=x-f(la) =2 1p.

By assumption orB, we getz = 0. Thus/ = 0, andker(f) = 0. [ |

Remark9. If B is any ring, andR is a commutative subring aB, then the product law endows with
the structure of amk-algebra satisfying the condition of the previous lemmagcsifor anyr € R, we
haver -1z =rlg =r.

The following result was proven in [22, Theorem 32], and W@l useful to prove the next proposition.

Theorem 11.Let R be a Hensel ring, with unique maximal ideal For every central simplé/m-algebra
B, there exists an Azumay-algebra A, unique up toR-isomorphism, such thal @y R/m =g, B.

Proposition 21. Let R be an Artin ring, andA, B be Azumayai-algebras. TheM =5 B if and only if
A®p R/m Zg/m B®r R/m for every maximal ideam of R.

Proof: One implication is trivial. To prove the other one, noticattby Theoreni 10, we have a ring
isomorphism
0: RS Ry x--- X R,

for some local Artin ringsRy, ..., R,. We then have a 1-1-correspondence between the set of Azumaya
R-algebrasA and the set of tuplegA,, ..., A,), whereA; is an AzumayaR;-algebra, which is given by

A — (A@RRl,...,A@)RRS)
(Al X"‘XAS) ®R1><---><RSR < (Al,...,AS).

Moreover,A = B ifand only if A®r R, =g, BQR; fori=1,...,s.
Let m; be the maximal ideal oR?;. Then the ideal

my =@ YRy XX Ry xm; x Riyp X -+ X Ry)
is a maximal ideal of?, and the canonical projectioR — R; induces a ring isomorphism
R/m; = R;/m..
This yields
A®p R/m =g (A®r R;) @p, R;/m;.
Hence, by assumption we get
(A®g Ri) @p, Ri/m, =g (B ®p R;) @p, R/

SinceR; is a local Artin ring, it is a Hensel ring by Propositibn] 19.€Tprevious theorem then shows
that A @z R; =g, B ® R;. Since this is true for all = 1,... s, we getA =; B as required. [ ]
As a consequence, we get the following proposition, whidhhv crucial for our coding considerations.

Proposition 22. Let £ be a number field, and leR be a finite-dimensional commutati%ealgebra. For
all a,b,ad’,b € R*, there existc,d € R* such that

(a,0)r @r (d',0')r Zr Ma(R) @g (c,d)r.
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Proof: Notice first thatR is an Artin ring by Examplé]5. Letn be a maximal ideal of?. Notice
that R/m is an extension of of finite degree, the:-vector space structure being given by the map
k — R — R/m. HenceR/m is a number field (anda, b), etc., are Azumaya algebras ouvg). Since
the exponent and index of central simple algebras over a aurfidld must be equal, and since the
exponent of the tensor product of two quaternion algebras Bym is at most2, the tensor product is of
the form M, (B), where B is either a division algebra of index and hence expressible as a quaternion
algebra, or elsep is itself M,(R/m), which is expressible as the quaternionl)z.. In either case,
therefore, there exist&,, d,, € (R/m)* such that

((a,b)r ®p (', V)R) @r R/m =g/ (4,0)r/m @r/m (@, V) R/m

gR/m MQ(R/m) ®R/m (Emaam)R/m .
SinceR has finitely many maximal ideals by Theorém 10, the ChinesadReder Theorem shows that
there existc, d € R such that
c=cuymodm and d = d,modm

for all maximal idealsm of R. Notice thatc,d € R*, since they do not belong to any maximal ideal of
R by construction.
For any maximal ideaim of R, we then get

((a,0)r ®r (',V)r) ®r Rfm Zpm My(R/m) @pjm (6, d)rm
Zpm  (Ma2(R) ®r (¢,d)r) ®r R/m

Now apply the previous proposition to conclude. [ ]

APPENDIX C
CONNECTIONS BETWEENTHEOREM[Z]AND THE HURWITZ-RADON-ECKMANN BOUND

In [13], Eckmann provided a solution to the complex versiéthe Hurwitz-Radon problem (and also
described the solution of the original Hurwitz-Radon pesblconcerning real matrices). Eckmann showed
that the maximum number of x n complex matrices4; that satisfy

2) A?=-1,, and
is 2t + 1, wheret = 14(n), i.e., the highest power dt that dividesn. (The original Hurwitz-Radon
problem asked for the maximum number of real matrices yatigfthese conditions, but with Condition
replaced with orthogonality4; AL = 1,,.)

First note that if a matrix satisfies any two of the followirigee conditions:

A=,
A;k - _Ai

then it automatically satisfies the third (this is easy tg.skeve now compare the hypotheses of Theorem
[7 with those of the generalized Hurwitz-Radon problem, wetbat Theorerhl7 generalizes the Hurwitz-
Radon-Ekmann bound in two ways: it does not impose any ofttteetconditions above if](7) and only
considers pairwise anti commutativity, and secondly, imsiders the situation where the matrices arise
from the embedding of some-central simple algebrag a number field, inM,,(C). Since Theoreml7
provides a bound oft + 3, we find that the conditions ii}(7) drop the possible numbee by
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