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Abstract

The sum-capacity is studied for id-user degraded Gaussian multiaccess relay channel (MARC)
where the multiaccess signal received at the destinatimm fhe K sources and relay is a degraded
version of the signal received at the relay from all sourgagn the transmit signal at the relay. An outer
bound on the capacity region is developed using cutset tsoukd achievable rate region is obtained
for the decode-and-forward (DF) strategy. It is shown tlwatdvery choice of input distribution, the
rate regions for the inner (DF) and outer bounds are giverhbyiritersection of twds-dimensional
polymatroids, one resulting from the multiaccess link a¢ tlelay and the other from that at the
destination. Although the inner and outer bound rate regiare not identical in general, for both
cases, a classical result on the intersection of two polsoita is used to show that the intersection
belongs to either the set aictive case®r inactive caseswhere the two bounds on th&€-user sum-

rate are active or inactive, respectively. It is shown th&tdzhieves the capacity region for a class of
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degraded Gaussian MARCs in which the relay has a high SNRttirtke destination relative to the
multiaccess link from the sources to the relay. Otherwide jshown to achieve the sum-capacity for
anactiveclass of degraded Gaussian MARCs for which the DF sum-rat@iémized by a polymatroid
intersection belonging to the set of active cases. Thissamshown to include the class sfmmetric

Gaussian MARCs where all users transmit at the same power.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The multiaccess relay channel (MARC) is a network in whichesal users (sources) commu-
nicate with a single destination in the presence of a relaylie coding strategies developed for
the relay channel [2], [3] extend readily to the MARC [4], [$Jor example, the strategy of [3,
theorem 1], now often calledecode-and-forwardDF), has a relay that decodes user messages
before forwarding them to the destination [4], [5]. Simijathe strategy in [3, theorem 6], now
often calledcompress-and-forwardCF), has the relay quantize its output symbols and transmit
the resulting quantized bits to the destination [5].

Capacity results for relay channels are known only for a fpecgl cases such as the class
of degraded relay channels [3] and its multi-relay geneasibn [6], [7], the class of semi-
deterministic relay channels [8], the class of orthogom#y channels [9], [10], the class of
Gaussian relay without delay channels [11], [12], and tles<lof ergodic phase-fading relay
channels [4]. For the class of degraded relay channels,ggededness condition requires that
the received signal at the destination be independent ofstluece signal when conditioned
on the transmit and receive signals at the relay. For the skmusase, this simplifies to the
requirement that the signal received at the destination heisier version of that received at
the relay conditioned on the transmitted signal at the rélays condition immediately suggests
that requiring the relay to decode the source signals shioelldptimal. In fact, for this class,
applying this degradedness condition simplifies the ctibater bounds to coincide with the DF
bounds. For the MARC, we generalize this degradedness ttmmdo requiring that the signal
received at the destination be independent of all sourgeasg-onditioned on the transmit and
receive signals at the relay. Applying this degradedneasliion to the cutset outer bounds for
a MARC, however, does not simplify the bounds to those aetidwy DF.

A K-user Gaussian MARC is degraded when the multiaccess gigreilved at the destination
from the K sources and relay is a noisier version of the signal receatethe relay from all
sources, given the transmit signal at the relay. FaK-aiser degraded Gaussian MARC, we

develop the DF rate region as an inner bound on the capagtgraising Gaussian signaling



at the sources and relay. The outer bounds on the capacitnrage obtained by specializing
the cut-set bounds of [13, Th. 14.10.1] to the case of indégeinsources [14] and by applying
the degradedness condition. In fact, for each choice oftidgiribution, both the DF and the
cutset rate regions are intersections of two multiaccegs reggions, one with the relay as the
receiver and the other with the destination as the receimegeneral, however, the inner and
outer bounds differ in their input distributions as well & trate bounds. The outer bounds
allow a more general dependence between the source andsiglals relative to DF where
we use auxiliary random variables, one for each source,l&ber¢he transmitted signals at the
sources and relay. For the Gaussian degraded MARC, we sladwiging Gaussian input signals
at the sources and relay maximizes the outer bounds. Fomtie bounds, we use Gaussian
signaling at the sources and the relay WaGaussian auxiliary random variables. As a result,
for each choice of the appropriate Gaussian input disiohyboth the DF and outer bounds are
then parametrized byX source-relay cross-correlation coefficients, i.ef dength correlation
vector. Specifically, each DF coefficient is a product of thve power fractions allocated for
cooperation at the corresponding source and the relayectgply. We show that the DF rate
region over all feasible correlation vectors is a convexaregOn the other hand, for the outer
bounds, all the rate bounds at the relay except for the boanth® K -user sum-rate are non-
concave functions of the correlation coefficients, and thius outer bound rate region requires
time-sharing. Finally, we also show that for every feasiti@ice of the correlation vector, the
multiaccess regions achieved by the inner and outer boundach receiver are polymatroids,
and the resulting region is an intersection of two polymdso

We use a well-known result on the intersection of two polywids [15, chap. 46] to broadly
classify polymatroid intersections into two categorieamely, the set ofctive and the set of
inactive casesdepending on whether the constraints on Hwiser sum-rate at both receivers
are active or inactive, respectively. In fact, we use [1&pch6] to show that thé&-user sum-
rate for the inactive cases is always bounded by the minimiutheo(inactive) K-user sum-rate
bounds at each receiver, and thus, by the largest such bbantoth the inner and outer bounds,
the intersection of the two rate polymatroids results imesitan active or a inactive case for
every choice of correlation vectors. In fact, the minimuntleé K -user sum-rate bounds at the
relay and destination is the effective sum-rate only if tldymatroid intersection is an active

case and is strictly an upper bound for an inactive case.



Irrespective of the above mentioned distinction, we firsisider the problem of maximizing
the minimum of theK-user sum-rate bounds at the relay and destination overdahefsall
correlation coefficients. We solve this max-min optimiaatproblem using techniques analogous
to the classical minimax problem of detection theory [168C])] We refer to a sum-rate optimal
correlation vector as enax-min rule

For both the inner and outer bounds, we show that the max-ptimation described above
has two unique solutions. The first solution is given by theimam K-user sum-rate achievable
at the relay and results when the multiaccess link betweenstiurces and the relay is the
bottle-neck link. For this case, we show that the intersectf the rate regions at the relay and
destination belongs to the set of active cases and is intiactame as the region achieved at the
relay. We further show that this region is the same for bothitmer and outer bounds and is
the capacity region for a class of degraded Gaussian MAR@senhe source and relay powers
satisfy the bottle-neck condition for this case.

The second solution pertains to the case in which the bo#td condition described above
is not satisfied, i.e., th& -user sum-rate at the relay is at least as large as that attmalion.
For this case, we show that for both the inner and outer botimelsmax-min optimization
solution requires thé{-user sum-rate bounds at the relay and destination to bd.dquiact,
we show that both the inner and outer bounds achieve the saxienonm sum-rate for this case.
Further, for both sets of bounds, we show that this maximuaciseved by a set of correlation
vectors, i.e., the max-min rule is a set rather than a siogléRecall, however, that the sum-rate
computed thus is achievable for either bound only if therstexat least one max-min rule for
which the polymatroid intersection belongs to the set oivactases; otherwise, the computed
maximum is strictly an upper bound on the maximum sum-ratenkining this with the fact that
the maximum inner and outet-user sum rate bounds for this case are the same, we establish
that DF achieves the sum-capacity of artiveclass of degraded Gaussian MARCs, i.e., a class
for which the maximum sum-rate is achieved because thestsexi least one max-min rule for
which the polymatroid intersection is an active case. We al®w that the class afymmetric
Gaussian MARCSs, in which all sources have the same powamgslo this active class. Finally,
for the remainingnactive class of degraded Gaussian MARCs in which no active casédtsesu
for any choice of the max-min rule, we provide a common upmemiol on both the DF and the

cutset sum-rates.



This paper is organized as follows. In Sectign 1l we presemioael for a degraded Gaussian
MARC. In Section[Il] we develop the cut-set bounds on the capaegion of a MARC. In
SectiorL IV we determine the maximum-user DF sum-rate. We discuss our results and conclude
in Section[V.

1. CHANNEL MODEL AND PRELIMINARIES

A K-user degraded Gaussian MARC h&suser (source) nodes, one relay node, and one
destination node (see Figl 1). The sources emit the mess$éges = 1,2, ..., K, which are
statistically independent and take on values uniformlyhie sets{1,2,..., M;}. The channel
is usedn times so that the rate &V, is R, = B/ n bits per channel use wherg, = log, M;
bits. In each use of the channel, the input to the channel Bouncek is X; while the relay’s

input is X,. The channel output¥, andY, respectively, at the relay and the destination are

K
Y, = (Z Xk> + 7, (1)

k=1
K

Yo = (Z Xk> + X, + Za 2
k=1

= Y;» + Xr + ZA (3)

where Z, and Z, are independent Gaussian random variables with zero meahsagiances

N, and N,, respectively, such that the noise variance at the destiméat
Ng= N, + Na. (4)

We assume that the relay operates in a full-duplex manreey,ii.can transmit and receive
simultaneously in the same bandwidth. Further, its infutin each channel use is a causal
function of its outputs from previous channel uses. We wiite- {1,2,..., K} for the set of
sources;] = K U {r} for the set of transmittergy = {r, d} for the set of receiversYs = { X
: ke S} forall S C K, andS° to denote the complement of in K.

The transmitted signals from souréeand the relay have a per symbol power constraint
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Fig. 1. A two-user Gaussian degraded MARC.

One can equivalently express the relationship betweennget iand output signals in](3) as a
Markov chain
(X17X27"'7XK)_(Y;”7X7”)_YVCI- (6)

For K = 1, (6) simplifies to the degradedness condition in [3, (10)lthe classic (single source)
relay channel. A degraded Gaussian MARGysnmetricif P, = P, for all k. Thus, a class of
symmetric DG-MARCSs is characterized by four parameterseig, P, P, N,, and N,.

The capacity regiolGuarc is the closure of the set of rate tuple®;, R», ..., Rk ) for which
the destination can, for sufficiently large decode the' source messages with an arbitrarily
small positive error probability. As further notation, weite Rs = >, R, andYr = (Y, Yy).
We write 0 and1 to denote vectors whose entries are all zero and one, résggcandC'(x) =
log(1 + z)/2 to denote the capacity of an AWGN channel with signal-tosaaiatio (SNR)z.
We use the usual notation for entropy and mutual informail@®j, [17] and take all logarithms

to the base 2 so that in each channel use our rate units are bits

IIl. OUTER BOUNDS

An outer bound on the capacity region of a MARC is presentefil#} using the cut-set
bounds in [13, Th. 14.10.1] as applied to the case of indep@nsburces. We summarize the
bounds below.

Proposition 1: The capacity regioi@yarc IS contained in the union of the set of rate tuples



(R1, Rs, ..., Rk) that satisfy, for allS C K,
RS S min {I(XSa )/;”7 Yd|Xch X?“7 U)? I(X57 X?“a Yd|X507 U)} (7)
where the union is over all distributions that factor as

plw)- (TT, pleslu)) - e o, w) - ol vl ). ®)
Remark 1:The time-sharingrandom variablel/ ensures that the region il (7) is convex.
One can apply Caratheodory’s theorem [18] to tRisdlimensional convex region to bound the
cardinality of U as|U| < K + 1.
Consider the outer bounds in Propositldn 1. For a degradagstan MARC applying the
degradness definition il(6) simplifi€s (7) as

Rs < min {I(Xs:;Y,|X, Xs:U), [(XsX,; Ye| Xs:U)} forall SCK 9)

for the same joint distribution ir {8). In the following them, we develop the bounds il (9)
with U as a constant. For notational convenience, for a congtamte write B, s and B, s to
denote the first and second terms, respectively, of the mimiron the right-side of {9). The

proof of the following theorem is detailed in Appendix I.

Theorem 1:For a degraded Gaussian MARC, the boultlg and B, s are given by

(
¢ <Z %) > =1
kes , keSe
B,s = » (kgsvwcpk) (10)
L AP i
C 2N NoFe otherwise
\
and _
ZPI@ ‘l"}/ScPr +2ZV’W€PI§PT
B - C keS keS 11
15 ¥ (11)
whereys. =1 -3, s 7 and
VPP, = BE(X,X,) forall ke K. 12)

Remark 2:For K = 1, the bounds in[(10) and (IL1) simplify to the first and secondnidp



respectively, for the degraded relay channel in [3, theos¢m
Remark 3:The source-relay cross-correlation variables for all &, satisfy (105), i.e., they

lie in the closed convex regiohps given by

FOB:{ZK:Zykgl}. (13)

kel
The boundB, s in (10), in general, is not a concave functionlqg for any S C K. For a fixed
Y ger in Appendix[IM we show thatB, s is a concave function ojs This in turn implies that
B, x is a concave function of .. Further, in AppendixTll we show that for alf, By s in @1
is a concave function of ..

Remark 4:1n the expression foB, s in (1), the terms involving the cross-correlation coef-
ficients quantify the coherent combining gains that reswitnf choosing correlated source and
relay signals. On the other hand, the expressionHApg in (10) quantifies the upper bounds
on the rate achievable at the relay when one or more sourcalsigre correlated with the
transmitted signal at the relay.

The rate regiomR o5 enclosed by the cut-set outer bounds is obtained as follBrasn (119)
for any choice Oflzc' the rate region is an intersection of the regions enclosethé bounds
B, s and B, s for all S. Since B, s is not a concave function oj,c, one must also consider
all possible convex combinations g}jc to obtainRp 5. For the K-dimensional convex region
Rog, one can apply Caratheodory’s theorem [18] to express aateytuple( Ry, Ry, ..., Rk)
in Rop as a convex combination of at mast+ 1 rate tuples, where each rate tuple is obtained

for a specific choice ofy, . Let © denote the collection of all vectorsthat satisfy

S i =1 (14)

m=1"/m

and let¢ = ({7, }x+1.1) € TG4 x © denote a collection of + 1 power fractions and weights
such that the rate tuple achieved by thé€" vector\™ is weighted by then™ non-negative
entry of the weight vector, for all m € KU {K + 1}. Finally, sincel'op in (13) is a closed
convex setZﬁjnmﬁ? € I'o. The following theorem presents an outer bound on the cgpaci
region of the degraded Gaussian MARC.

Theorem 2:The capacity regiofyarc Of a degraded Gaussian MARC is contained in the
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Fig. 2. Five possible intersections &, and R, for a two-user Gaussian MARC.

regionRpp given as

Ros= |J (R (Q)NRY (<)) (15)

¢elon

where the rate regioR?’ (¢), j = r,d, is

,R’;b (g) = {(Rl,RQ, .. .,RK) -0 S RS S ELS (§>} (16)

and the bounds; s is given by

. K+1
Bis () =Y tmBis (1}5”)) : (17)
m=1

Theorem 3:The regionsR2’ (¢) and R (¢) are polymatroids.

Proof: In Appendix(1l we show that for each choice of input distribuatsatisfying [(8), the
bounds in[(5l1) are submodular set functions, i.e., theyosecategions that are polymatroids. For
the optimal Gaussian input distribution, this implies t#gt (¢) and R’ (¢) are polymatroids
for every choice of. [ |
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The regionRop in (61) is a union of the intersections of the regioRg” and R¢?, where
the union is taken over all convex combinationslqg. SinceRpp is convex, we obtain the
boundary ofRop by maximizing the weighted sut’, _ . R, over alll'op and for ally, > 0.
Specifically, we determine the sum-raie whenp, = 1 for all k. In general, to determine the
intersecting polytope, one has to consider all possiblgtppé shapes for the regiof&?’ and
R%. However, sinceR®® and’R9 are polymatroids, we use the following lemma on polymatroid
intersections [15, p. 796, Cor. 46.1c] to broadly clasdify intersection of two polymatroids into
two categories. The firghactive setcategory includes all intersections for which the constsai
on the twoK-user sum-rates are not active. This implies that no ratie tp the sum-rate plane
achieved at one of the receivers lies within or on the boyndathe rate region achieved at the
other receiver. On the other hand, the intersections fochviiere exists at least one such rate
tuple, i.e., the constraints on the two-user sum-rates are active in the final intersection, belong
to the category ofactive set In Fig.[2, for a two-user MARC we illustrate the five possible
choices for the sum-rate resulting from an intersectioﬂadf(llc) and Rgb(ln). Casesl and
2 belong to the inactive set while cas&s, 3b, and3c belong to the active set. We henceforth
refer to members of the active and the inactive sets as aatideinactive cases, respectively.
Note that Fig[R illustrates two specifiee® and RS’ polymatroids for case8a, 3b, and3c. In
general the active set includes all intersections thasfyathe definition for this set including
cases such aR?® C R and vice-versa. Finally, note that the sum-rate is a mininuirthe
sum-rates at the two receivers only for the active cases3b, and 3c. For the inactive cases
1 and 2, the R; + R, constraints are no longer active and the sum-rate is givethéyounds
B,.(2y + Bagiy and B, 21 + Bq 13, respectively. We use the following lemma on polymatroid
intersections to generalize this observation and devetopuder bound on thé&-user sum-rate.

Lemma 1:Let Rs < f1(S) and Rs < f» (S), for all S C K, be two polymatroids such that
f1 and f, are nondecreasing submodular set functiongCowith f; (0) = f» (0) = 0. Then

max fic = min (f1(S) + 2 (K\S)). (18)
From Lemmall we see that the maximufruser sum-ratée, that results from the intersection
of two polymatroids,Rs < f; (S) andRs < f5 (S) is given by the minimum of the twé-user
sum-rate planeg, () and f, (K) only if both the sum-rates are at most as large as the sum of the
orthogonal rate planes (S) and f, (K\S), for all ) ## S C K. Further, the resulting intersection
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belongs to the set of active cases. Conversely, when théses eat least ond) # S C K for
which the above condition is not true, an inactive case tesBhysically, an inactive case results
when a subsef of all users achieve better rates at one of the receiversewhé remaining
subset of users achieve a better rate at the other recetmesu€h inactive cases, the maximum
sum-rate in[(IB) is the sum of two orthogonal rate planeseaeki by the two complementary
subsets of users. As a result, theuser sum-rate bound§(K) and f»(X) are no longer active
for this case, and thus, the region of intersection is no déormgpolymatroid witle® — 1 faces.
In the following theorem we use Lemma 1 to develop the uppeinton theK-user sum-
rate. For a Gaussian input distribution, the polymatrdifé and R’ are parametrized by,
and thus, Lemmal1 applies for each choice] of
Theorem 4:For each( € I'op, the maximumkK-user sum-ratex resulting from the inter-
secting polymatroid®R?® and R¢’ is
Ry — B iﬁwﬁ condition 1 (19)
min (B, Byx) otherwise
WhereFd,s ananS for all S are functions of;lC and conditionl is defined for any) # A C K
as
Baa+ By <min (B,x, Byx) - (20)
Remark 5:The condition in [(2D) determines whether the intersectibiwm polymatroids
belongs to either the set of active or the set of inactive Tagth respect to thd{-user sum-
rate.
Proof: The proof follows from applying Lemmi@l 1 to the maximizatioh B¢ for each
choice of¢. [ |
For a fixed transmit poweP,, for all £ € 7, and noise varianced/, and N, the choice
of ¢ determines whether the intersectionf® (¢) andR5’ (¢) belongs to the set of active or
inactive cases. For each choice(pffrom Theoreni ¥4 an active case results only if forAfl—1
non-empty subsetsl of K, the condition in[(20) does not hold. Further, for apyhat results
in an inactive case, from Theorem 4, the sum-rate is bounded a

Ed,A + ET,AC < min (ET,’C7 Ed,IC) < max min (ET,’C7 Ed,lc) . (21)

QEFOB
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To this end, we consider the optimization problem

RIC = max min (ET,IC (C) 7§d,/C (C)) . (22)

QGFOB - -

In general, optimizing non-convex functions is not strdiigtward. However, sinces, x and
B,k are concave functions of ., the above max-min optimization simplifies to

Rx = max min {BNC <1K> , Bax <1K> } . (23)

Yc€los

Note that the optimization is performed over the same sdB2) and [(28) ad'o5 is a closed
convex set. In AppendixlV, we show that theax-minproblem in [28) is a dual of the classical
minimax problem of detection theory, (see for e.g., [16, 1I.C]). Flllows us to apply the
techniques used to obtain a minimax solution to maximizekbends in [(2B) over alty,. in
Lo (see also [9]). We Writ%*c to denote a sum-rate optimal allocation, i.emax-min rule
and write G to denote the set of am*c maximizing [238). A general solution to the max-min
optimization in [28) simplifies to three cases [16, II.C].€Tfirst two correspond to those in
which the maximum achieved by one of the two functions is fnahan the other, while the
third corresponds to the case in which the maximum resulsmwthe two functions are equal
(see Fig[#). FoB, . and B, defined in [(1D) and[(11), respectively, we now show that the
solution simplifies to the consideration of only two casele Tollowing theorem summarizes
the solution to the max-min problem ih_(23). The proof is deped in AppendixX_V.

Theorem 5:The max-min optimization

Ry = max min {Bmc <1K) , Bax (Lc)} (24)

ZKGFOB
simplifies to the following two cases.

> P

Casel: Re=C ||, B,k (0) < By (0)

(25)
Case2: Ry =C ((E %) - %) =B, Bk (l};) = Bix <l;c)

ke

where Ppa, = maxgex Py M = Po/Prax, @andz* = 3, /A is the unique solution
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satisfying B, « (ﬁc) = B, x (ﬁ) and is given by

., —Ki+ K+ (K;— Ky) Ky

26
. i (26)
with
KO:Pmax/Nr7 KlzvpmaxPT/Nd (27)
Ko = Zeexle y Boang f, = Zukexl

Remark 6: The maximization fln[(Z4) is independent of whether the optim; results in an
active or an inactive case. However, not all max-min rulese G will result in an active case.
In general, active cases may be achieved only by a sulse€t G. However, irrespective of
the kind of intersection, from Lemma 1, (25) is an upper boandhe K-user sum-rate cutset
bounds.

In the following theorem we show that it suffices to consideo tonditions in determining

the largest outer bound on thé-user sum-capacity. We enumerate the two conditions as

Condition 1: B, x(0) < B;x(0)
Condition 2: B, x(0) > By x(0).

(28)

The first condition implies that the maximudi-user cutset bound at the relay is smaller than
the corresponding bound at the destination; for this caseshow thatB, s(0) < Bys(0) for

al S C K, i.e., Rop = R C RY. On the other hand, when condition 2 occurs, i.e., when
condition 1 does not hold i (28), we use the monotone prigsedf B, » and B, x and Lemma

[ to show that

Rr < max min {Bmc (llc) , Bax (ZIC>} (29)

ZKGFOB

with equality achieved i (29) when the polymatroid intetgm is an active case. From Theorem
we have that a continuous seét, of Y maximizes the right-hand-side df (29). We show that
the bound in[(29) is achieved with equality when there e>és_t7'*>; that results in an active case,

i.e., in a non-empty,. Finally, for the class of symmetric degraded G-MARCs, wevprthe

existence of an active case that maximizes the sum-rate.
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Theorem 6:The largest outer boun&y® on the K-user sum-rate is

Rt = C (Lpex /M) i Bre(0) < Bax(0)
N 30
R <C <(E %) ~ (“Nﬂ) , otherwise )
kek

wherez* £ > re VAk7; is the unique solution satisfying, «(1*) = Bax(y*) and is given
by (28) and [(2I7). The bound in_(B30) is achieved with equalityyovhen the intersection of
Rﬁb(zl*c) anngb(zl*C) results in an active case. The bound is achieved with egudalithe class
of symmetric degraded G-MARC:s.

Proof: Lety, = 0. From [10) we see thaBs, (v, # 0) < Bs,(0), for all S C K, i.e, the
region R\"” (7,) is largest aty,. = 0. ExpandingBs,. and Bs 4 at~,. = 0 from (10) and [(11),
respectively, we have

Bis(0) - 0 (22T @)
Bas() -0 (et 2, 32

The sum-rate resulting from the intersection®f (0) and R (0) falls into one of following
two cases.

Case 1 The first case results wheBy . (0) < B4 (0). From [31) and[(32) this condition
simplifies to

P Y P P
ke ke r

—_— 33
N, SN, TN (33)

Expanding [(3B), we have, for anry C K,

P Y P+P Y P.(Ng—N,)

kes keS keSe
< — 34
N, — Ny NyN, (34)
Z Pk + Pr
kes
35
< N, (35)

where [(3b) follows from the degradedness conditiofin (#us, B, (0) < B,k (0) implies that
B,s(0) < Bys(0) for all S C K, i.e., R*(0) € RP(0), andRop(0) = R°(0). The maximum
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K-user sum-rate upper bound for this active case is then
RY = B = O(X 1P /N2 ). (36)

Case 2 The second case results wheg , (0) > Bx4(0), i.e., when

P Y b P
kel kel r
—_— 7
N, Ny * Ny (37)

Unlike casel, (37) does not imply thaBs . (0) > Bs 4 (0) or vice-versa, for allS ¢ K. From
Theoreni#, the intersection @2° (0) andR% (0) can result in either an active or an inactive

case and thus, froni_(20), we have
R <min(B,x (0), Bax (0)) = Bax (0) (38)

with equality for the active case. Note that from symmetnaative case results for the symmetric
G-MARC. We now show that the sum-rate is increased fo_ﬁca;é 0 such thatB, x <17C) =
Bax (ﬁ) To simplify the exposition, we writé3, . and B, « in (10) and [(I1) as

> P

2
P
Br _ ke . T~ Imax 39
rk(z)=C N N (39)
> P
P, 22/ Ppax P,
B _ kel ir max4d r 4
d,K (l‘) C Nd + Nd + 7Nd ( O)

where

K
x = Z V ek (41)

k=1

and \y = P/ Pnax Where P, = maxyex Py, for all k. For all v, € [0, 1], we have

o Vi

2= kek (42)
%:-4@ kek (43)
Po_ _( |+ j. (44)

k075
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Thus, x is a concave function oj/c over the hyper-cube;, € [0, 1], for all k£, and therefore,
is concave for ally, satisfying [IB8). Further, fronl_(13), we see thats maximized when the
entries Oflzc satisfyz,f:1 v = 1. Using techniques similar to those in AppendiX Ill, one can

show thatz achieves its maximum for Q;c with entries

! )‘k
Tk Zé(:l Ak

T € [0, \/ Zj:l Ak

The functionsB, x (z) and B, « () in (39) and [(4D) are monotonically decreasing and increasin
functions ofz, respectively. Substituting (#5) ih_(10), we hais(y,.) = 0 for all S C K.
Thus, for the case in whictB .. (0) > Bk (0), one can shrink the regioR® from R (0)
just sufficiently such that for some;. #0, B, x <17C) = Bk (l;kc) > B4 (0). In Theorenl b
we show thatByx., = By 4 iIs maximized by a sef of Ve satisfying

for all k, (45)

and thus, we have

C [0, VK]. (46)

6= {2 Toine =) @7

kel
where z* is the unique value satisfying the quadrabg , () = B4 (). Forzl*C = 0, from
(10) one can verify thaB, s <11*C> < B,s(0) for all S, i.e., R (lz*c) C R (0). On the other
hand, substituting;. in (11), B,,s for all S C K simplifies to

> P+ (1— ZkeSCVZ)Pr“’QZ\/ Y PPy
* keS keS
Bas (ZK> =¢ Ny

(48)

Comparing B, s (0) in (32) with B, s (EC) in (48) above, one cannot in general show that
R (EC) 2 R (0). In fact, they:. chosen will determine the relationship betweBas (v} )
and B, s(0) for any S. Thus, for anyy;. that equalizes3, x and B, x the polytopeR2® N'RY
belongs to either the set of active or inactive cases. Réoatlwe writeG, to denote the set
of Ve that results in an active case, i.e., the segpffor which the condition in[(20) does not
hold for all 2& — 1 non-empty subsetd of K. From Theorenl4, we have that the sum-rate for

the inactive case is always bounded by the maximum sum-eatelaped in Theoreinl 5. Thus,
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the maximumkK'-user sum-rate whew, (0) > By x(0) is

Bix(vy) = Brx(yp) =B 1 €G. #0

maxBya©) + Bra©) < B G =0 (49)

where B* is defined in Theorerhl5. We now show that for the class of symom&-MARC
channels the boun&* is achieved, i.e.g, # (). For this class sinc&, = P for all & € K, from

symmetryB* can be achieved by choosing = ~* for all £ such that from[(4]1), we have
V= () K (50)

From [48), sincé < 2* < /K, there exists an* < 1. From [I3), we also requirg* < 1/K. In
Theoren IR in Sectidn IV below, we prove the existence ¢f & 1/K for symmetric channels.
From symmetry, since no subset of users can achieve betésr atione receiver than the other,
the resultingR,. (v*) N R4 (7v*) belongs to the set of inactive cases. Thkieuser sum-rate cutset
bound for this class is given by thg* in (25) with P,., = P and\; = 1 for all k£ € K.

Finally, from continuity, one can expect that for small pesations of user powers from the
symmetric case, an active case will result. However, foiti@y user powers, it is possible that
G, =0, i.e., the set of all 1‘easib|§jC results in non-inactive cases. In general, however, oiigin
a closed-form expression for the maximum sume-rate for thetime cases is not straightforward.

IV. DECODEAND-FORWARD

A DF code construction for a discrete memoryless MARC usiloghbboMarkov encoding and
backward decoding is developed in [4, Appendix A] (see al€g})[and we extend it here to the
degraded Gaussian MARC. We first summarize the rate regioie\aa by DF below.

Proposition 2: The DF rate region is the union of the set of rate tugles, R», ..., Rx) that
satisfy, for allS C I,

Rs <min{/(Xs; Y| Xs Vi X, U), I(XsX,; Yq| XseVseU) } (51)
where the union is over all distributions that factor as

plu) - (T p(onlu)p(eelve w)) - ple v, w) - plyr. yalor). (52)
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Proof: See [19]. [ |

Remark 7: The time-sharingrandom variablel/ ensures that the region of Theorém 2 is

convex.
Remark 8: The independent auxiliary random variablés &k = 1,2, ..., K, help the sources
cooperate with the relay.
For the degraded Gaussian MARC, we employ the following camtestruction. We generate
zero-mean, unit variance, independent and identicalliridiged (i.i.d.) Gaussian random vari-

ablesVy, Vi o, andV,,, for all & € IC, such that the channel inputs from soufcand the relay

are
X, = akPka@ + \/ (1 — Oék) PV, ke, (53)
K K
Xr = Z \% 51@Prvl€ + <]- - Zﬂk) Pr‘/r,O (54)
k=1 k=1
whereqy, € [0, 1] and g, € [0, 1] are power fractions for akt. We write
Qe = (ab Qg, ..., Oé[{) (55)
é/C = <617 627 R 6K> (56)
and
I'= {(Q;c,ﬁ,c) Do €[0,1,0< ), B <1 forall k. } (57)

for the set of feasible power fractions. and 3, .. Substituting [(58) and_($4) in_(b1), for any

(ax, B,.) € T', we obtain

Rs < min <Ir,3 () s Ius (g,c, g,c)) for all S C K (58)
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wherel, s and I, s, the bounds at the relay and destination respectively, are

ZakPk

Ls=C ’feSNr (59)

> bk (1— Zﬁk)Pr

. P. P
Ls=C|™ 4+ hes 192 1— o) B | 60
4.8 N, N, kgs ( k) Bk N, N, (60)

From the concavity of théog function it follows that/, s, for all S, is a concave function of
ax. In Appendixll we show thaf, s is a concave function af and@lc. The DF rate region,
Rpr, achieved over al(g,c,glc) e I, is then given by the following theorem.

Theorem 7:The DF rate regiorR pr for a degraded Gaussian MARC is

Ror= |J (R () NRa(ar.5,)) (61)

(QK’QK)EF

where the rate regio®;, t = r, d, is

R, (g,c,ﬁlc) - { (R, Ra,...,Ri): 0< Rs < I, s (QK@C) , forall S C K } (62)

Proof: The rate regiorR pr follows directly from Proposition]2, the code constructian
(53)-(54), and the fact that. s and 1, s are concave functions céf_x,c,glc). [ ]

Theorem 8:The rate regiorR px iS convex.

Proof: To show thatRpr is convex, it suffices to show thdf s and I, s, for all S, are
concave functions over the convex $eof (ay., 8,.). This is because the concavity ffs and
1, s, for all S, ensures that a convex sum of two or more rate tuplé® i, each corresponding
to a different value o(g,c,glc) tuple, also belongs t&® pr, i.e., satisfies[ (62) fot =r,d. ®

Theorem 9:The rate region®R, andR,; are polymatroids.

Proof: In Appendix[1l we show that for every choice of input distrilmn satisfying [(52)
the bounds in[(51) are submodular set functions, and thuspssregions that are polymatroids.
For the Gaussian input distribution in_{53) andl(54), thiplies thatR, (o) and R, («, 3) are
polymatroids for every choice di, 3), i.e., R, andR; are completely defined by the corner

(vertex) points on their dominart’-user sum-rate face [15, Chap. 44]. [ ]
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The regionRpr in (1) is a union of the intersection of the regioRs and R, achieved

at the relay and destination respectively, where the ursoover all (o, 5

_,C) cI'. SinceRpr

is convex, each point on the boundary Bf,» is obtained by maximizing the weighted sum
>_rexchu It over alll’, and for allyy, > 0. Specifically, we determine the optimal polityy., 5,.)

that maximizes the sum-ratec wheny, = 1 for all k. From [61), we see that every point on
the boundary ofR o results from the intersection of the polymatroids(a;.) ande(g,C,QK)

for some(g,c,glc). SinceR, and R, are polymatroids, as with the outer bound analysis, here
too we use Lemmall on polymatroid intersections to broadhgsify the intersection of two
polymatroids into the categories of active and inactives.skt the following theorem we use
Lemmall to write the bound on th&-user DF sum-rate. We remark th&, and R, are
polymatroids parametrized ki, 5,.), and thus, Lemmil 1 applies for each choicgawf, 3,.).

Theorem 10:For any (ay, 8

B,.), the maximumk'-user sum-ratei, resulting from the inter-

secting polymatroid®R, and R, is

Iga+ I, 4e, condition2
min (I, x, Ioxc), otherwise

where conditior2 is defined for a) # A C K as

Iga+ 140 <min (L g, Lax) - (64)
Remark 9: The condition in [(6¥) determines whether the intersectibtw@ polymatroids
belongs to either the set of active or inactive cases withaetsto the/K -user sum-rate.
Proof: The proof follows from applying Lemmia 1 to the maximizatidy = >, R
for each choice ofay, 5,.). n
We seek to determine the maximum sum-r&jg over all (o, 8,.) € I. To this end, we first
consider the optimization problem

Rx = max min <INC (o), Lax <Q,C,é’c>> ) (65)

We write (ak, 5,.) to denote thenax-min ruleoptimizing (65) and writéP to denote the set of all
(ak, 8,) maximizing [28). A general solution to the max-min optintiza in (23) simplifies to
three cases [16, II.C]. The first two correspond to those irclwthe maximum achieved by one

of the two functions is smaller than the other, while thedhiorresponds to the case in which
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the maximum results when the two functions are equal (seédfrig-or /, . and I, « defined in
(59) and [(6D), respectively, we can show that the solutiompbfies to the consideration of only
two cases. The following theorem summarizes the solutidheanax-min problem in(65). The
proof is developed in Appendx]V.
Theorem 11:The max-min optimization
i = max min (L () Tax (e B )) (60)

simplifies to the following two cases.

> P
Casel: Rg=C |- L (1) < Lix (1,0)
(67)
Case2: Rx=C ((Z %) - 7@*);?"’”) =11 IDp =ik
kek
WherEIzK = It7lc(gl*c,é2), t=r, d, P,.x = max; P, with )\k = Pk/Pmax’ and
¢ 2> N (1-aj) (68)
is the unique value satisfying the quadrafiG:(ak., 8).) = lax(ak. 8;.) and is given by
—-K K? + (K3 — K») K,
¢ = 1+ 1;;( 3 2) Ko (69)
0
with
KOZPmaX/Nra KlzvpmaxPT/Nd
ek | P Y ke (70)
ng%kﬁ—ﬁ;, and K3:k+:c
The entries of the optimax_fl*C are given by
(1—a}) Py .
== 1
Br =< Timall-ei)h 71 for all k € K. (71)
0 ax =1

Remark 10:The optimalg* in (€9) is the same as that for the optimalin (28). Thus, from
(28) and [(6)7), we see that for both cases, the maximum cutegetchis equal to the maximum
DF bound onRy.

From Lemmdll we see that the maximum sum-rate can be achigveither an active or an

inactive case. In the following theorem we show that it seffito consider two conditions in
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determining the maximuni'-user DF sum-rate. We enumerate the two conditions as

Condition 1: I, (1) < I;x(1,0)
Condition 2: 1, (1) > I4x(1,0).

(72)

The first condition implies that the maximum sum-rate at thkay is smaller than the corre-
sponding rate at the destination; for this case, we showhatl) < I;s(1,0) for all S C K,
i.e., Rpr = R, C Ry. Physically, this corresponds to the case where the relayaltagh SNR
link to the destination and the multiaccess link from therses to the relay is the bottleneck
link. Under this condition, we show that the sum-capacityaoflegraded Gaussian MARC is
achieved by DF. On the other hand, when condition 2 occugs, when condition 1 does not
hold in (72), we use the monotone properties/of and/;, and Lemmall to show that

Rr < max min {ITJC (ax), Lax (Q’C’élc) } (73)

(Q)OEK)EF

with equality when the intersection ®, (o) andR4(ay, 3,.) results in an active case. From

)
=K
Theoreni 1ML, a continuous sktof (aj., 8,.) with a uniques,. for each choice ofy;. maximizes
the right-side of [(73). Furthermore, we show that the boun{ZB) is the sum-capacity when
an active case achieves the maximum sum-rate. Finally,hferctass of symmetric degraded
G-MARCs, we prove the existence of an active case that aghithe sum-capacity.

Theorem 12:The K-user DF sum-raté? for a degraded Gaussian MARC is

Ric = C (Xgex Po/N:) I xc(1) < Iax(1,0)
)2 74
Re <C ((Z %) - %) , otherwise (74)
kel

For I, x(1) < I,x(1,0), DF achieves the capacity region and the sum-capacity ofi¢tigeaded
Gaussian MARC. The upper bound @i in (74) is achieved with equality only for a class of
active degraded Gaussian MARCs for which there existgvg, 5,.) € P such thatR, (aj) N
Ralak, @I*C) is an active case and is the sum-capacity for this class.alttiige class also includes
the class of symmetric degraded Gaussian MARCs.

Proof: Let o, = 1 and @K = 0. From [59) and[(60), we see thd&t, and Is, are
monotonically increasing and decreasing functionsgvpf respectively, for a fixe@c, l.e., for
any o\ and o\ satisfying [57), with entries” < o” for all k € K, R,(a\") C R.(a{?)
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and Rd(g,(é),ﬁlc) 2 Rd@g’,g,c). Thus, R, (ax) achieves its largest region fer,, = 1. The
bounds!/, s and I, s can be expanded for this case usingl (59) (60), resplyciase

P
Ls=C (#) (75)
_ Zkes by P,
Id,S - C <Td —|— Fd . (76)

The resulting sum-rate satisfies one of two conditions ancememerate them below.
Condition * The first condition isl, (1) < I;(1,0). From [7%) and[(76), this case requires

SAR YA,
ke ke r
< i 77
N =N, TN, (77)

Expanding [(7I7), we have, for anry C K,

P Y P+P Y P.(Ng—N,)

keS < keS i keS¢
Nr o Nd NdNr
> P.+ P,
keS
<= 78
T (78)

where [[78) follows from[(4). Thusl, (1) < I;x(1,0) implies that/, s(1) < I;s(1,0) for all
S C K, ie,R. (1) C Ry(1) and thus,Rpr(1) = R.(1). Further, sinceR,.(1) N R4(1,0) =
R.(1), the polymatroid intersection for this condition belongsthe intersecting set. Finally,
recall that we chosglC = 0. From [59), we see that the choiceﬁ_bg does not affecRR,.. Further,

a non-zero@lC does not increasé, .. However, it can decreasl s for some or allS C K as

(ZPk) ip (1 .S ﬁk)
hes i hest <I;s(1,0) (79)
d

lis (1.8,) = C

thereby potentially decreasir@px (1). Thus, for the condition in[{77) and from Theorém 5,

the K-user sum-capacity of a degraded G-MARC for this case is

R/C - Ir,lC (l) = Br,lC (Q) = C(Zke/CPk /Nr) (80)

The max-min rule for this condition i&, 8,.) = (1,0). Finally, from condition 1in Theorem
for a class of degraded Gaussian MARCs where the sourcestaydpowers satisfy (77), DF
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achieves the capacity region since
Rpr =R, (l) = Rf«b@)- (81)

Condition 2 The second condition requirdg (1) > Ik 4(1,0), i.e.,

P Y P P
kel kel r
I 2
N~ N, W, (82)

Unlike condition 1, one cannot show here thgt. > Is, for all S C K or vice-versa. Thus,
from Theorenl 10, the intersection &, (1) and R, (1,0) can result in either an active or an
inactive case. Froni (63) in Theorém| 10, we then have

R <min{/l,x (1), Isx (1,0)} = Iyx (1,0) (83)

with equality for the active case. Note that from symmetngaative case results for the symmetric
G-MARC. However, the bound on the sum-rate, and thus, therstientoo, can be increased
using the fact that, . and I, are monotonically increasing and decreasing functions,@af
respectively. In fact, from(59) and (60), we see that reniyicdome or all of the entries af

from their maximum value ot reduces/, . and either reduces or keeps unchanged some or all
I, s while increasing/, «. Further, sincd,. s(0) = 0 for all S C K, one can shrink the regioR .

just sufficiently to ensure that there exists soafeand 3;. such thatl, x(ax) = la (k. 5;)-
From Theorem 1Y, x = I is maximized by a seP of (ax, 3,.) whereajy. and 3. satisfy

(68) and [(71), respectively. Evaluatirigs at a max-min rulgay, 5;.), we have

> A * *
Lis=C | +Zk65(1_ak)PRPr+2 Zw

Ny Ny (qp)? kes N7

(84)

For ax. # 1, sincel, s, for all S, is a monotonically decreasing function of- we have
R, (af) € R, (1). On the other hand, comparing _(76) andl(84) one cannot inrgesbow
that Ry (Q;kOé;kc) D R4(1,0). In fact, theaj chosen will determine the relationship between
Id,S(Ql*Cvé;kc) and/;s(1,0) for any S. Thus, for any(g,*c,gl*c) that equalized, x and I, x, the
polytopeR, "R, belongs to either the set of active or inactive cases/R,et P denote the set

of (ak, 8).) that result in active cases. From Theorem 10, we can writertaeimum K-user
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DF sum-rate whet, (1) > I;x(1,0) as

R IdJC(g;kC’ﬁ]*C) == IT,/C(Q?C) = 1*7 (QI*C’QI*C) S Pa % @ 85
ST max Loaled 5o+ Lalaq) < I, Pu=0 (85)
(a8 )EP -

where I* is given by [6Y) in Theorerh 11. Finally, as shown in remark 0= B* where B*
is the maximum outer bound sum-rate.

We now show that for class of symmetric G-MARC channels, witnencondition in[(8R) holds,
we achieve the<-user sum-capacity. For this class, sifée= P, from symmetry,l, x = I,
in (60) can be maximized by choosing = «* for all £ in (€8) such that

1—a")=(q")?/K. (86)

From [B8), since) < (¢*)* < 3.0, A\ = K, there exists a) < o* < 1 that achieved* in
(@88). Further, from symmetry, no subset of users achievesgel rate at one of the receiver
than any other subset, i.e., foff = o* and g, = 1/K, for all k&, R, N R, belongs to the set
of active cases and the maximuiruser sum-rate for this class i$ = B*. Recall that for the
outer bound in Theoref 6, we need to prove H_yrgte Los Wherell*C has entriesy* given by
(&0) for all k. From [13) and[(87), we can write

v =(1— o) B where(ay,f,) €T. (87)
. We then have
=) 1-a)p <1 (88)
kek ke

where [88) follows from[(57) and the fact th@lt — ;) 8x < 8, for all (ax, ) € I'. For the
symmetric case, this implies that there existg"a= (1 — o*) /K satisfying [88). In fact, for*

in (88), we obtaim* = (¢*)* /K2 = (z*)? /K? < 1, i.e., the symmetrig/* in (50) is feasible
and results in an active case. Since an active case achieveaie maximum sum-rate for both
the inner and outer bound, we see that DF achieves the suatitafor the class of symmetric
Gaussian MARCs.

For the general case of arbitraf, from (85) and[(49) we see that DF achieves the maximum

K-user sum-rate outer bounds for active class of degraded Gaussian MARCs for which
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R (aj)NRa(ak, B,.) belongs to the set of active cases. Further, DF achievesithe maximum
value for all (o, 8.) € Po # (. In Appendix[VIl, we show that for the same choice of the
K source-relay correlation coefficients for both the inned auter bounds, the outer cutset
bounds are at least as large as the inner DF bounds fdt @llC. This implies that for every

(ak, By) € Pa, there exists a;. with entries
vi=(1—qaf) p; forall k (89)

that results in an active case for the outer bounds, i.e., @feaes the sum-capacity for the
active class. Note that the outer bounds may also be maxintigeother(a,, 8,.) that do not
maximize theK-user DF sum-rate.
Finally, as with the outer bounds, the optimization [inl(86) P, = () is not straightforward.
Further, comparing the DF and cutset bounds[in (85) (#3)pectively for the inactive
cases, we see that the expression for the outer bounds @svbive-sharing and can in general
be larger than the DF bound. [ |

It is straightforward to find numerical examples for corafitil in Theorem IR where DF
achieves the capacity region. We focus on condittoand present two examples where DF
achieves the sum-capacity of a two-user degraded GaussiQd, with P, = P for one and
P, C P for the other.

Example 1:Consider a two-user degraded Gaussian MARC WhN, = 6, P»/N, = 4,
Pi/Ny =3, P,/JN; =2, and P,/N; = 2. These SNR values satisfy the conditidrgiven by
(82) in Theoreni 12 and thus, the DF sum-rate is maximized bgtas(aj. 8).) where aj

satisfies
2

(1—al)+ 3 (1—ad) = (¢")* = 0.408, (90)

and for every choice af. satisfying [(E(D)@,*C is given by [[71). The set of feasibte. has entries
af € (0.83, 1] with o} for each suchy; satisfying [90) such that; € (0.75, 1]. For these SNR
parameters, the s@, = P and for eacaj, 5,.) € P, the correlation values; = (1 — aj) 5y,
for all £ = 1,2. result in the vectoryy. € .

Example 2:We next consider a two-user example withy N, = 6, P,/N,. = 0.4, P, /Ny = 3,
P,/N; = 0.2, and P,/N,; = 2. These SNR values also satisfy the conditibgiven by [82) in
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Theoren{IP and thus, the DF sum-rate is maximized by a s@t;of$3,.) whereaj. satisfies

(1—af)+ § (1—a) = (¢*)" =0.197. (91)
The set of feasibley;- has entriesy € (0.96, 1] with o for each suchy; satisfying [(91) such
that a; € (0.416,1]. Note that subject to (91)y, decreases as; increases and vice-versa.
For these SNR parameters, the &t consists of(aj., 8,.) where the entries] and o; are
restricted to the set®).961,0.979] and (0.731, 1], respectively. The remaining values fof and
o4 satisfying [91) result in a polymatroid intersection thatdmgs to the set of inactive cases.
In fact, all such values result in the inactive c&s#lustrated in Fig[2 forK = 2.

Finally, for the two-user degraded Gaussian MARC, a nuraeggample illustrating?, = ()
does not appear straightforward despite using a wide rahgatios of P, to P, i.e., not all
rate-maximizing intersections are such that one of thecgsuachieve better rates at one of the
receivers while the other source achieves a better rateeapttier receiver. A possible reason
for this is because, at any receiver, the noise seen by baftte® is the same, and thus, the
source with smaller power typically achieves smaller rattelsoth receivers. It may be possible
to increase the rate achieved at the destination by incrgdbie relay power; however, large
values of relay power will result in the bottle-neck case weheondition 1 in Theorerm 12 holds.
Thus, it appears that it may always be possible to find an edase, particularly, one that
maximizes the sum-rate. If this is true for any arbitrdfy then DF achieves the sum-capacity
of the degraded Gaussian MARC.

Remark 11:In the above analysis, we determined the sum-capacity fagaaded Gaussian
MARC under a per symbol transmit power constraint at the giand relay. One can also
consider an average power constraint at every transmitteg. achievable strategy remains
unchanged; for the converse we start with the convex sum$efouter bounds in {7) over
n channel uses. In thé" channel use, the bounds at the relay and destination are g, s
and B, s in (10) and [(11L), respectively, for alf, except now the correlation parameters and
power parameters are indexed byRecall thatB, s is a concave function of the correlation
coefficients and power. On the other hat],s for all S C K is not a concave function of the
power and cross-correlation parameters. However, we carthes concavity ofB, x to show

that the maximum bounds on the sum-rate in Therebm 4 remainamged. This in conjunction
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with the steps in Theorefd 6, lead to the same sum-capacititseEinally, we note that as with
the symbol power constraint, here too we require time-gslgaido develop the outer bound rate

region.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we have studied the sum-capacity of degradessstan MARCSs. In particular,
we have developed the rate regions for the achievable gyrateDF and the cutset outer bounds.
The outer bounds have been obtained using cut-set boundlefarase of independent sources
and have been shown to be maximized by Gaussian signalirige atources and relay.

We have also shown that, in general, the rate regions achigy¢he inner and outer bounds
are not the same. This difference is due to the fact that tpatidistributions and the rate
expressions for the inner and outer bounds are not exa&lygaime. In fact, the input distribution
for the inner bound uses auxiliary random variables to mtukeicorrelation between the inputs
at the sources and the relay and is more restrictive than idtgbdtion for the outer bound.
Despite these differences, in both cases the input disimiel can be quantified by a set &f
source-relay cross-correlation coefficients. Furtheath cases, we have shown that the rate
region for every choice of the appropriate input distribatis an intersection of polymatroids.
We have used the properties of polymatroid intersectionshtov that for both the inner and
outer bounds the largegt-user sum-rate is at most the maximum of the minimum of the two
K-user sum rate bounds, with equality only when the polynidtitersections belongs to the
set of active cases in which thi§-user sum rate planes are active.

For both DF and the outer bounds, we have shown that the tafgeser sum-rate can be
determined using max-min optimization techniques. In,fasct have shown that for both the
inner and outer bounds the max-min optimization probleraltesn one of two unique solutions.
The first solution results when the largest sum-rate from/Ahsources to the relay is the bottle-
neck rate and for this case, we have shown that DF achievesafaeity region. We have further
shown that the sum-rate maximizing polymatroid intersectior this case belongs to the set
of active cases. Specifically, the sum-capacity as well asetitire capacity region is achieved
by a max-min rule where the sources and the relay do not acmay power to cooperatively
achieving coherent combining gains at the destinationthe auxiliary random variablés, = 0,

for all k. Thus, under Gaussian signaling, the capacity region iseeett by DF because the
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inner and outer bounds at the relay, fig¢ = 0, are I (Xs; Y| X, Xse) = [(Xs; Y| X, Xse Vi)
for all S C K (see [V) andL(81)).

The second solution results when the largest sum-rateseatethy and the destination are
equal. For this case, we have shown that DF achieves the apatity for a class of active
degraded Gaussian MARCs in which the sum-rate maximizihgnpatroid intersection belongs
to the set of active cases. We have also shown that this diassive degraded Gaussian MARCs
contains the class of symmetric Gaussian MARCSs. In gentenathis class, we have shown that
the max-min DF rule is such thaf, # 0 for all £, i.e., a non-empty subset of sources and the
relay divide their transmit power to achieve cooperativenbming gains at the destination. We
have also shown that the largest DF sum-rate is achieved &gy power policy that maximizes
the cooperative gains achieved at the destination, Xe.is a unique weighted sum df;, for
all £ where the weight for each souréeis proportional to the power allocated by source
to cooperating with the relay. Our analysis has also showh ttre maximum sum-rate admits
several solutions for the power fractions allocated at thnarces for cooperation subject to a
constraint that results from the equating the two boundshersum-rate. For the outer bounds,
we have shown that th&-user sum-rate outer bound is maximized by a set of crogglation
coefficients that are subject to the same constraint as DEr@nghaximum sum-rate is the same
as that for DF. Furthermore, for the class of active degra@adssian MARCs, we have shown
that the set of DF max-min rule@,*c,gl*c) also maximizes the outer bounds by using the fact
that the inner and outer bound coefficients can be related as(1 — «y) S, for all k. Finally,
since a DF max-min rule requires a unique correlation betwgge and Vi, conditioning the

outer bound that uses. on X, alone suffices to obtain the sum-capacity.
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APPENDIX |

OUTER BOUNDS. PROOF

We now develop the proof for Theorelm 1. Recall that we wies and B, s to denote,
respectively, the first and second bound Bg in (@) for a constant/. Expanding the bounds

on Rs in (9) for a constant/, we have
Rs < min {h(Y,| X, Xsc) — h(Z,), h(Yy| Xsc) — h(Zy)}. (92)

For a fixed covariance matrix of the input random variablgsand X, one can apply a condi-
tional entropy maximization theorem [20, Lemma 1] to shoatth(Y, | X, Xs:) and h(Yy| Xs-)
are maximized by choosing the distribution i (8) as joirEigussian. Consider the bouf s.

ExpandingY;, we have

Re<C (E [var (ZkeSXk|XTXSC)]> . (©93)
N;
For Gaussian signals, using the chain rule, we have
det(KA|C)
E X X, Xse || = ——75F 94
o (s )| - G 0
where
T
A=] YyesXi X, | (95)
B =[X,] (96)
C = [Xs] 97)
and for random vector& andY’, the conditional covarianc x|y is
Kyy = B[(X - E[XY]) (X - B[X]Y])"] (98)

where X7 is the transpose ak. We use the fact thak's and Xs. are independent to expand

©4) as

keS
PT,S

E? [Z Xk:Xr,S:|
) - (99)

 [var ( S0 Xs )| = var (£

keS keS



whereX, s £ (X, — E(X, | Xs)) is a Gaussian random variable with variance
P.s=FE [st} = F [var(X,| Xse)].
Substituting [(9B) in[(93) and usingl(5) to boundr (X}) for all £, we obtain,

ICZ;S’UCL’F (Xk) — %Ez {%Xer,S}
]%S f;(j € ]V} S

(Zpk) - Pl E? {ZXIQXT,S]
kes S kes
N,

We definev,, for all £ € IC, by

E[XiX,] £ \/ PP,

Note that by definition,
v € 10,1] forall ke K

and

K
Z% <L
k=1

Using the independence df;, for all £ and [10B), we write

B N%] - SENX] - T VaRE.

keS kesS keS

Next we use[(103) to evaluate. s. We start by considering the random variable

X, =X, - E[X,|Xg].
Using [108) and the independence®f for all k, we can write the variance of, as
E [X?] = Bvar (X,|Xx)]

:(]‘_,}/K)PT
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(100)

(101)

(102)

(103)

(104)

(105)

(106)

(107)

(108)

(109)
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where we used (98) to simplifi (1D8) to (109). Continuinggfwe consider the random variable

X, =X, - E [XT\XK_l]. Using the independence &f;, for all &, we thus have

BLx:) = B[] - B[ (%1
= FEvar (X,|Xk-1Xk)]
= (1 —vx-1 — k) P

Generalizing the above, we have

Evar (X,|Xse)] = (1 - > Vk) P2 Fs- P foral S C K.

keSe

Finally, we substitute[{113) an@(106) in (101) to simplifhetfirst bound as

(
c(g%) S =1
keS ) keSe
Rs < (z m)
C - % . otherwise.
keS

\

(110)
(111)

(112)

(113)

(114)

Observe that for’ = 1, we haveV; = X, and~; = 1, and thus,[(10) simplifies to the first

outer bound in [3, theorem 5] for the classic single souraggatied relay channel. Finally, from

(113), observe that,, for all k, satisfies

>k < 1.
kek

Consider the bound, s in (@) with U a constant. Expanding,; using [2), we have

Ro < (£ |var S0+ x1x0-)| [ 30)

b (Pk +2F (XkX5>> + Evar(X,| Xse)]

Ny

Using (8), (118,) and (106), we simplifyy_(1117) as
> P+ s B+ 23 VPP
RM( V )

kes kes
Ng

(115)

(116)

(117)

(118)
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Writing B, s and B, s to denote the bounds on the right-side [of (114) dndl(118pewctavely,

we have for a constarif,

Rs < min (Bng, Bd’g) forall S C K. (119)

APPENDIX I

INNER AND OUTER BOUNDS: POLYMATROIDS

We first prove that the rate regio®® andR¢’ given by the cutset bounds are polymatroids.

Using similar techniques, we then show that the DF regiBnsand R, are polymatroids.

A. Outer Bounds

Consider the set functions (se€ 51)

[(XsX,; Yy XseU) SCK,S#0D
fl(S): 0( S d| S ) s 4 7é (120)

and

(121)

I(Xs5:Y, | XX, U) SCK,S#0
0 S=10

for some distribution satisfying {8). We claim th#t and f, are submodular [15, Ch. 44]. To
see this, we first considef; and k;, ks in K with ky # ko, k1 ¢ S, ko ¢ S, and expand

fi(SU{ki}) + fi(S U{ka}) = I(Xs X, X3 Ya| X (supr e U) + I Xs X, Xo; Ya| X (Ut U)

(122)
= I(Xpy; Yal X(supp e U) + I(Xs Xy Ya| XscU) (123)
+ I(Xst2X7«; Yd|X(5U{k2})C U) (124)

where [(128B) follows from the chain rule for mutual inforntati We lower bound the first term
in (123) as
h(Xk1 |X(SU{k1})C U) - h(Xk1 |X(Su{k1})CYdU) (125)
= M Xy | X (sutk1 k1o U) — M Xk, [ X (sUtri )0 YaU) (126)

> 1(Xpy; Yal X (sUgrr ke U) (127)
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where [(125) follows from the Markov chaiX, — U — X; for all k,j € K, k # j and [127)

because conditioning cannot increase entropy. The expre§E2{) added to the final term in
(123) is
(X Uy 2y X Yal X (sUgr ke U)-

Inserting [(127) into[(123), we have
fi(EU{ki}) + fi(SU{k2}) 2> fi(S) + fi(S U {k1, k2})

for all S C K. The set functionf;(-) is therefore submodular by [15, Theorem 44.1, p. 767].

The above steps show that the rate regitffi defined by the destination cutset bounds (see

(@)
Rs < I(XsX,;Yy|Xs:U), SCK (128)

is a polymatroid associated with () (see [15, p. 767]).
One can similarly show thaf,(-) is submodular. To see this, considgrand k;, &k, in I with
ki # ke, k1 € S, ko ¢ S, and expand

fo(SU{k1}) + fo(S U{ko})
= I(XsXk; Yol X(suphpe XrU) + 1(Xs Xio: Ye | X (50 X U) (129)
= I(X,; Y[ X(suprpe XoU) + 1(Xs; Ve | Xse XoU) + (X5 Xpy; Yo X (sUho e X U) - (130)
where [[13D) follows from the chain rule for mutual infornmati We lower bound the first term
in (I30) as
h( Xy | X (sugrye XeU) — M Xy [ X (sUgri e Yo X U)
= M Xy [ X (sUhr k2o X U) = (X, [ X (50013 Yo X U) (131)

Z I(Xlﬁ;Y;“|X(Su{k1,k2})CXrU) (132)

where [(1311) follows from the independenceXf and [132) because conditioning cannot increase
entropy. The expressiofi (132) added to the final terni_in] (180)

T( XUk kays Yo X (sUgh ke X U).
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Inserting (127) into[(123), we have
f(SU{k1}) + f2(SU{ka}) > fo(S) + fo(S U {k1, k2})

for all S C K. The set functionfs(-) is therefore submodular by [15, Theorem 44.1, p. 767].
This in turn implies that the rate regidR?® defined by the relay cutset bounds (sée (7))

Rs < I(Xs; Y| Xse X, U), SCK (133)

is a polymatroid associated witf(-) (see [15, p. 767]).

B. Inner Bounds

For the inner DF bounds, we consider the set functions[(ske 51

I (XsX,: Yy X VscU) SCK,S 1]
tm&{ (X6 X, Yol X Vsel) + 134
0 S=0
and
I (Xs; Y, | XsVic X, U) SCK,S 1]
jﬂ&{0<s XseVi >S_® + 135

for some distribution satisfying (52). The functiorig(-) and f»(-) differ from f5(-) and f4(-),
respectively, in the absence of the auxiliary random véegby.. The proof of sub-modularity
of f3 and f, follows along the same lines as those for the outer boundspéxmow we have the
Markov chain(Xy, Vi) — U — (X, V;) for all k # j.

We thus have that the rate regi®). defined by the DF relay bounds (sé€e](51))

Rs < I(XsX,;Ya|XscVse), SCK (136)

is a polymatroid associated witfa(-) (see [15, p. 767]). Similarly, the regidR, defined by the
DF destination bounds (see {51))

Rs < I(Xs; Y| Xse Vi X,), SCK (137)
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is a polymatroid associated witf(-) (see [15, p. 767]).

APPENDIX I

CONCAVITY OF Bys AND ;s
A. Outer BoundB, s

Recall that the cutset bound at the destinatiBps, is given by

Sr (1- z%)p,. 23 VAT
Bys=C | 55—+ <= + ke for all S C K. (138)

We show thatB, s is a concave function oj,c. To prove concavity, one has to show that the
Hessian or second derivative 8 s, V2B,s, is negative semi-definite, i.e” V2B, sz < 0 for
all z € RE [21, 3.1.4]. We write

1
Bis = 5 log (KO +2) Kk\/%> (139)

keS

where

> Py
— Pr(l=c)
Ko=1+*%—+ "%

(140)
Ky =4/ %% kesS.
The gradientV B, s is given by

VBd,S = [8Bd,3/87k]k€,c (141)

1 T
K. [ Vs Use } (142)

1

= K (143)

whereu; is an|S|-length vector with entries, = K;, /,/7;, for all k € S, vg. is an|S°|-length

vector with entries,, = —P, /N, for all m € §¢, and

K, =2 (Ko +2 ZMM) : (144)

keS
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The Hessian ofB;s, V2B, is given by

V?Bys = [0°Bas/ 3%3%1}%%% (145)
- %diag(d) — 2 (146)
where
2 =V2(VBys) (147)
T
d=|ds ds | (148)

such thatdg is an|S|-length vector with entries), = K, /27,3/2 for all k € S, anddg. is an

|S¢|-length vector with entried, = —2P? /(N3 K,) for all k € S¢. Using the fact thaf;, and
v, are non-negative for ak, from (146), for anyz € R%, we have
1
2"V’ Byst = —— (Efﬂiﬂ) — (2" 2)" (149)
Ks kel

<0 (150)

with equality if and only ifz = 0. In proving the concavity of3; s, we assume only that, > 0,
for all k. Thus, from continuity, the concavity also holds for all Aoegativey, satisfying (see

(13))

D w<l (151)
kel
For a fixed Yger WE NOW find thezs that maximizesB, s subject to [(151) above. For a

c €[0,1), we fix v, such that its entriesy, for all k£ € S, satisfy

Yw=1-¢ (152)
keSe
and thus, from[(151) we have
> m<e (153)
kes

Since Bys is a continuous concave function ¢f it achieves its maximum at g5 where

0Bg,s
Ok

=0 forall k e€S. (154)

Vi
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Using the method of Lagrange multipliers, we find that@that maximizesB, s subject to

(152) and[(15B) has entries

v;;:{ < keS (155)

keS
B. Inner Boundl; s
Recall that the DF bound,; s, at the destination is given as

> P (1— Zm) P 2)/(—ax)BiPiPs
Iis=C |25 4 2 Fe 4 k€S for all S C K. (156)

Ny Ny Ny

Comparing [(I38) and (I56), foy, = (1 — ay,) 3; for all k € S and~, = 5, for all k € 8¢, the
DF rate bound in[(186) simplifies to that for the outer boundli@8), and thus, one can use the
same technique to show thats is a concave function ofi and@lc. For the power fractions

Bk, we have

> Be<l (157)

kek

For a fixeda,, we determine the optim@s maximizingl, s by fixing the vectors such that

 Bi=1-c (158)
keSe
> be<e (159)
keS

wherec € [0, 1). Sincel,s is independent offs for as = 1, we assume thats # 1.
We now consider the special case in whieh # 1 and S, are fixed. We determine &,
that maximizesl/, s subject to[(159) and_(158). Sindgs is a continuous concave function of

B, it achieves its maximum at g5 where

BldTS
9B

. 0 forallkeS. (160)

As before, using Lagrange multipliers, the optin¥gl that maximizes/, s, subject to[(159), has
entries
" c(1—oay) Py
Bi ={ > a-oon FES . (161)

keS

Rate region for a fixedyc: For any choice of a non-zerex and aj satisfying [15F), the
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"""""" ’ (alaaz) = (515)
04p- — — — — — 'f.o_ P1/Nr = P2/Nr =7dB
02 ’ \ P1/Nd :P2/Nd :Pr/Nd: -10dB
—_ |
3 0.3}k |
@ .
: I
G |
G 0.25¢
% B - = — = = = — = = _: —_—_- - = L
- N
o O2[| 0 B0 |
T | - ©— (85,.15) ' |
x 0.15p T
T| —h— (5.5) | *}
01r| - & - (15,85) : |-
0.05 A 0D I | :
Sum Bound I : .
o ! e ! é ! * 5
0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

Ra’[eR2 (bits/ch. use)

Fig. 3. Rate region achieved at the destination for a twa-M#RC and a1 = a2 = 1/2.

rate region given by (156) for alf is a polymatroid. Forye = 1, from (156) we see that there
are no gains achieved from coherent combining, i.e., it sfito choosgsx = 0. Consider
ax # 1. Since there is at least oriefor which o < 1, gains from coherent combining at the
destination are maximized by choosipg to satisfy (I5F) with equality. For a fixedx, we
then write the rate region at the destination as a union dvpolymatroids, one for each choice

of [k satisfying

> B=1 (162)

Observe that forﬁl*C with entries given by[(161), the bounfj s is maximized. In Fid BB, we
illustrate the rate region for a two-user degraded GausdiaRC with the SNRP, /N, = P,/N,
chosen as-10 dB, a = (1/2,1/2), and five choices ofix. Observe that the maximum single-
user rateR; is achieved by setting; to 1 though this value does not maximiZzg or R; + R».
For all other(3;, 52) such as(0.85,0.15), as3; decreases ang, increasespR; decreases while

R, increases achieving its maximum @t = 1. The bound on the sum rate, + R, increases
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from (51, 52) = (1,0), achieves its maximum &3], 55) = (1/2,1/2), and then decreases as
B2 approached. The resulting region at the destination is shown in Elg. Zasiion over all

polymatroids, one for each choice gf.

APPENDIX IV

B,.s VS. vk

We show that the functio, s in (10) is a concave function of ; for a fixedy,, and for

all S C K. Recall the expression fas, s as

2
<Z \/%Pk)
B Py kES

B,s=C|> N (163)

hes i Nr (1 - Z f)/k)

kese
where we assume that

ka:1—0<1. (164)

kese
Observe thaB, s is maximized wher = 1, i.e.,y, = 0 for all £ € S, and minimized for = 0.

Further, comparings, s and B, s, one can see that for

- Pe/(XhesPr) , k€S (165)

0 , keS¢
B, s achieves its minimum, i.eB, s = 0.

We write

p2 (Z m) (166)

keS
where
Pmax = MaXgex Pk and )\k - Pk/ Pmax- (167)

Substituting [(166) in the expression f&. s in (163), we have

P 2Pmax
BT,S:C< 4z )

168
kESNT NTC ( )
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Differentiating B, s with respect tar we have

Pk xzpmax) !
14+ 3=k (169)
,CZE;SN N,c

dBr,S _meaX
dx N,c

2
_ Pyax 1 _'_ E & _ <Z’Pmax)
dzBr,S B Nrc ( kGSNT' Nyc

dx? 2
Py, 22 Prax
<1 + Z F]; o Nyc )

kesS

(170)

<0 (171)

where the strict inequality ii (1¥1) follows since all termg[170) are positive. Further, for any
¢ >0, from (168) B, s is maximized atr = 0, i.e., fory, = 0 for all £ € S. Thus, we see that

B, s is a concave decreasing function af

APPENDIX V

PROOF OFTHEOREM[S

We now prove Theorernl 5 and give the solution to the max-miimopation

Rc = max min (BNC (k) ,Bux (ZK» . (172)

Yc€los

Consider the function

J(3,:8) = 6B, (ln) +(1-6) By (ZK) , oelo1]. (173)

Observe that is linear ind ranging in value froml,x for § = 0 to I, x for 6 = 1. Thus, the
optimization in [178) is equivalent to maximizing the minim of the two end points of the
line J overl'op. Maximizing J(v,.,d) overy,., we obtain a continuous convex function

V(6) = max J(y,.0), ¢€][0,1]. (174)

1€loB

From (173) and[(174), we see that for any, J(l;@ 9) either lies strictly below or is tangential
to V(9). The following proposition summarizes a well-known sasatito the max-min problem

in (I72) (see [9)]).
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\ V(9
BrIC(Z/*C) /‘ Bd)c(l_//*c)

B,.c (1) *
d Nk \](_}C,J)
0 o 1 0 s 1 0 o 1
Fig. 4. lllustration of Cases 1, 2, and 3.
Proposition 3: 7% . is @ max-min rule where
0" = arg min V(). (175)

6€[0,1]

The maximum bound o, V' (§*), is completely determined by the following three cases (see
Fig.[4).

Case 1: 6" = 0:V(6") = Bax(Vy 5.) < Brc(pc5.) (176)
Case 2: 6" =1:V(8") = Brx(p 5.) < Bax (v 5.) (177)
Case 3: 0 < ¢" <1:V(6") = Br(vy 5.) = Barx(vy 5.)- (178)

We apply Propositiori]3 to determine the maximum boundyn We study each case
separately and determine the max-min ryzefor each case. In general, the max-min rgfgé*
depends on an optimaf. However, for notational convenience we henceforth orm'tshbscvript
0* in denoting the max-min rule. We develop the optinz%l and the maximum sume-rate for
each case. We first consider casand show that this case is not feasible.

Case 1 This case occurs when the maximum bound achievable at ttendion is smaller
than the bound at the relay. In Appendix Ill, we show that tleertsl B, (y,.) is a concave

function Oflzc and achieves a maximum @f whose entriesy; satisfy [115) and are given as

’)/Z =P, /(ZRGIC Pk) , forall k e K. (179)

Substituting [(179) in[(1l0), we haVBn/C(l}E) = 0 which contradicts the assumption in_(176),
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thus making this case infeasible.

Case 2 Consider the condition for case 2 [n (177). This conditimpiies that the case occurs
when the maximum bound achievable at the relay is smaller the bound at the destination.
From (59), we observe thaB, , decreases monotonically with, for all £ and achieves a

maximum of
> P

Brx(rp) = C | %5 (180)

atyy. =0. Comparing[(10) and_(11) at. =0, we obtain the condition for this case as

P Y. P+ P

kek kek
< : 181
N ST W (181)

Case 3 Finally, consider the condition for Case 3 in(178). Thiseaccurs when the maximum
rate bound achievable at the relay and destination are .€fo@almax-min solution for this case
is obtained by considering two sub-cases. The first is thatively straightforward sub-case
wherezjC = 0 is the max-min rule. The resulting maximum sum-rate is thmesas that for

case?2 with the condition in[(181) satisfied with equality. Considiee second sub-case where

e # 0, i.e., when
S>P, Y. P+ P

kel kel
. 182
N~ N, (182)

We formulate the optimization problem for this case as

maximize B, (7)

(183)
subject to B, x (v) = Bax (7) -

We write
Phax = maxgex Py, M\ = Pk/ Phax, (184)

22 [ M. (185)
kel

and define
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Substituting [(184) and (185) in (110) arld(11), we have

<2Pk> _xzpmax
Bxlz) =C | =k N (186)
(ZPR)+PT+2’Z'VPH’1&XPT
Byy(z) =C | k£ (187)
Ny

Observe thaB, () and By« (z) are monotonically decreasing and increasing functions, of

respectively, and thus, the maximization [n_(1183) simpdifie determining an: such that

Zpk_x2pmax ZPk+PT+2xVPmaXPr

ke kex
— . 188
We write
KOZPmax/NT7 KIZVPmaXPr/Nd (189)
K, = 72’“;’; B 4 =, and K= Lk]\i’cp’“.

From ([82), sincei; > K», the quadratic equation in_(188) has only one positive smiugiven
by

*__Kl+\/K12+(K3—K2)Ko

o (190)

T

The optimal power policy for this case is then the Gatf T for which Tx satisfies[(185) with
x = z* in (I90). The maximum achievable sum-rate for this casedn tibtained from (186) as

Zpk - (x*)z Pmax

kek
. 191
c ¥ (191)

APPENDIX VI

PROOF OFTHEOREM[I1

We now prove Theorern 11 and give the solution to the max-mtimapation

e = max_min (L () ax (a8, ) ) (192)

(Q}oé,c)er

As in AppendiXV, a solution to the max-min optimization i®@) simplifies to three mutually
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exclusive cases [16, II.C] such that the max-min rldg, 3,.) satisfies the conditions for one

of three cases. The conditions for the three cases are

Casel: Igx(ak.8) < Irx(ak) (193)
Case2: I x(ax) < lix(ak, B,) (194)
Case3: I.x(ax) = ]dJC(QI*Cvé,*C) (195)

We develop the conditions and determine the max-min ruledwh case. We first consider case
1 and show that this case is not feasible.

Case 1 This case occurs when the maximum bound achievable at ttendion is smaller
than the bound at the relay. Observe thg&(g,c,glc) in (€0) decreases monotonically with,,
for all k, and, for anySi, achieves a maximum at;. = 0 of

> Pi+ P 4+2> VBB P,

Lix(ak. B,) = C | =5 Nd’fe’c . (196)

However, substitutingy;- = 0 in (89), we obtain
I x(ak) =0 (197)

which contradicts the assumption [n_(193), thus making thise infeasible.

Case 2 Consider the condition for Case 2 in (194). This conditiompiies that the case
occurs when the maximum bound achievable at the relay islemilan the bound at the
destination. From[(89), we observe thatc increases monotonically with, for all £ and

achieves a maximum of S p
k

Lx(af)=C kej’; (198)

at o = 1. Comparing [(B9) and (60) at; = 1, we obtain the condition for this case as

S>FP. > P+ P

keK keK
< : 199
N, — Ny (199)

Case 3 Finally, consider Case 3 im_(195). This case occurs whemthgimum rate bound

achievable at the relay and destination are equal. The miasaotution for this case is obtained



by considering two sub-cases. The first is the relativelgightforward sub-case whetg. = 1
is the max-min rule. The resulting maximum sum-rate is theesas that forcase2 with the
condition in [199) satisfied with equality. Consider thew®t sub-case where;. # 1, i.e.,

P, Y. P+ P

ke ke
. 200
N~ N, (200)

In Appendix[Ill we show that, for a fixedy, /s, is a concave function ofx for all S C K.
Furthermore, from[(87), forve # 1, 14 in (€0) is maximized by aﬁl*c whose entries3,, for
all k € K, satisfy

kzlcﬁ;; -1 (201)
S
and are given as
_(-a)h 1
g Them %P ek (202)
0 ag =1

Observe that the optimal power fractigh) that the relay allocates to cooperating with user
is proportional to the power allocated by userto achieve coherent combining gains at the

destination. Thus, one can formulate the optimization f@mbfor this case as

maximize I, (a)
subject to I, x (o) = Isx (% ﬁ) ) (203)
> B =1

kek

Using Lagrange multipliers we can show that it suffices tastder 3, = 3, in the maximization.

Since the optimaP; in (202) is a function ofu, lax(ax, B;.) simplifies to a function ofy

as
ZPk+Pr+2 Z(l—ak)PkPr
oy ke kel
Id,/c(Q/oﬁ,C) =C N, : (204)

We further simplify I x(c, 8,.) and I, (i) as follows. We write

Phax = maxgex Py, M\ = Pk/ Phax, (205)
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and

g2 |3 (1—ap) M (206)
kel

Substituting [(206) and (206) in (b9) arld (60), we have

(Zpk) _q2Pmax
Lik(g) =C | =5 (207)
(ZP]C) +Pr+2qvpmaxpr
Lix(q) =C | -5 ~ (208)
d

Observe that, (q) and I, «(q) are monotonically increasing and decreasing functiong arid

thus, the maximization i _(203) simplifies to determining auch that

Zpk_qumax ZPk+PT+2qvpmaxPr
kel :kelC

N, Ny

. (209)

The condition in[(200) has the geometric interpretatiort tha bounds onk?, are maximized
when the K-user sum rate plane achieved at the relay is tangentialdaccéimcave sum-rate
surface achieved at the destination at its maximum valueftieer simplify (209) by using the
definitions in Appendix'V forK,, K, K,, and K5. From [200), sinces; > K,, the quadratic
equation in[(200) has only one positive solution given by

. _ —Ki 4+ K} + (K3 — K3) Ko
— e .

q (210)

The optimal power policy for this case is then the Beof (aj., 5).(aj)) such thatoj. satisfies
(208) forq = ¢* and for each such choice af., 3. is given by [202). The maximum achievable
sum-rate for this case is then given by

(Z7) - @ P

o | Aeex
N

(211)

Remark 12:The optimalg* in (210) is the same as the optimal in (190). Further, the
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maximum inner (DF) and outer bounds on the sum-rate are hésgame for thequal-bounds
case in[(2111) and (191), respectively.

APPENDIX VII

SuM-CAPACITY PROOF FOR THEACTIVE CLASS

In Theoreni 1P, we proved that DF achieves the sum-capaditsifactive class of degraded
Gaussian MARCs. In the proof we argue that since the maximiéisin-rate is the same as
the maximum outer bound sum-rate, every DF max-min talg, 5,.) € P, that achieves this
maximum sum-rate, i.e., for whicR, (ai) N Ra(ak, 8).) belongs to the set of active cases, also
achieves the sum-capacity. We now present a more detaitexf pf the argument.

We begin by comparing the inner and outer bounds. As in thensstmic case, without loss

of generality, we write

Y = (1 —ag) Br forall k (212)
where (o, 3,.) € I'. We then have,
2
_ Tk S
Burta 0 =€ | 2 ¥ =
and
SN P+ P +2> /(1 — i) BB P,
ke ke
Byx(ax, B,) =C < eNd = lax(ai B,)- (214)
Choosingg,. as the DF max-min rulg, in (71), simplifies [21B) to
N apP
Br,K(QlC?ﬁK) =C (Z ]kv k) = r,lC(glC)' (215)
kel r

Using theorer 11, one can then verify tiatc (ak, @I*C) = By (ag, @jc) is achieved by allvy. €
P. Consider axy. € P, and a correspondingy: such that the DF regio®, (ax) NRa(ak, 5.)

belongs to the set of active cases. From Thedrem 11, thisgémfiat

Lyalak, By) + Lac(ap) > I* = B* forall AC K. (216)
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Using (212), we expands, s in (1) as a function ofay., 8,.) as

cr+(1-( g a-ans))rr2 S VT- D BAR

kel keSe keS
Byslag. f}) = C N
d

=K

(217)

> Ia,s(ak, By) (218)

where [218) follows from the fact thall — o) 8; < gy, for all & and for all (ax, ;). Itis,
however, not easy to compafg s(ai., 5,.) with I, s(ai). Note, however, that the choice of

in (212) requires the same source-relay correlation valoeboth the inner and outer bounds.
Furthermore, for every choice of Gaussian input distridoutivith the saméy correlation values
for both bounds, comparing the degraded cutset and DF boan@ and [51), respectively,

for a constant/, we have
I(XS; Y;|X$ch) > I(XS; Y;«‘XScVKXT) forall SC K (219)

where in [21B) we use the fact that conditioning does notem®e entropy to show that the
cutset bounds at the relay are less restrictive than thesmonding DF bounds. Frorm (215),
the inequality in[(219) simplifies to an equality fér= K and for (ax, 3,.) € P, when is
given by [212). Combining these inequalities with_(216), then have

Baalak, B)) + Brac(ax) > I = B forall ACK. (220)

Thus, every DF max-min rule that results in an active casgrmpalroid intersection, i.e., every

(ak,B,) € Pa, also results in an active case for the outer bounds whes given by [21P).
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