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Abstract

This paper investigates the interplay between cooperaimh achievable rates in multi-terminal networks.
Cooperation refers to the process of nodes working togéthealay data toward the destination. There is an inherent
tradeoff between achievable information transmissiorsand the level of cooperation, which is determined by
how many nodes are involved and how the nodes encode/delcedtata. We illustrate this trade-off by studying
information-theoretic decode-forward based coding sgias for data transmission in multi-terminal networks.
Decode-forward strategies are usually discussed in théexbf omniscient codingin which all nodes in the
network fully cooperate with each other, both in encoding aecoding. In this paper, we investigatgyopic
coding in which each node cooperates with only a few neighborirdesoWe show that achievable rates of myopic
decode-forward can be as large as that of omniscient defoodrd in the low SNR regime. We also show that when
each node has only a few cooperating neighbors, adding otk into the cooperation increases the transmission
rate significantly. Furthermore, we show that myopic deefmi@ard can achieve non-zero rates as the network size
grows without bound.

Index Terms

Achievable rates, decode-forward, multiple-relay chnmeilti-terminal network, myopic coding.

. INTRODUCTION
A. Wireless Networks

Wireless networks have been receiving much attention ticéy both researchers and industry. The main
advantage of wireless technology to users is the seamlesssto the network whenever and wherever they are; to
service providers, easier deployment, as no cable layinggisired. Examples of wireless networks include cellular
mobile networks, Wi-Fi networks, and sensor networks. Ayéaamount of research has been carried out recently
on various aspects of wireless networks, including powemga[l], [2], routing [3], [4], [5], transport capacity
[6], [7], and connectivity [8]. In this paper, we focus onnsmission rates in multi-terminal wireless networks.

Analyzing transmission rates in multi-terminal networksot easy. Consider trgngle-relay chann€ef9], [10],

a channel consisting of one source, one relay, and one dgstin Even for this simple three-terminal network,
the capacity is not known except for a few special cases, thg.degraded relay channel [9]. This hints at the
difficulty of analyzing multi-terminal networks. We atteinjp investigate an excerpt of the multi-terminal network
by looking at data transmission from a single source to alsidgstination, from multiple sources to a single
destination, and from a single source to multiple destimestj with the help of relay(s). Appropriate models for
these types of networks are timeultiple-relay channe[11], [12] (an extension of the single-relay channel), the
multiple-access relay channfl3], [14], and thebroadcast relay channdll5] respectively. The reason for using
relays, which have no data of their own to send, in the netigids follows. Direct transmission from the source
to a far-situated destination may require high transmisgiower (due to the path loss of electromagnetic wave
propagation). Since wireless networks operate over a dhaedlium, this can create direct interference to other
users. Transmitting data via intermediate relays, usindfipherhop routing or cooperative relaying, can help to
decrease the transmit power and reduce multi-user inezréer

A portion of the results in this paper has been presentedeaB#th Conference on Information Sciences and Systems, Hopkins
University, Baltimore, MD, 16-18 March, 2005, and the IEEfernational Symposium on Information Theory, Adelaidenzmtion Centre,
Adelaide, Australia, 4-9 September, 2005.
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B. Point-to-Point Coding

A common approach to data transmission is to abstract theless network into a communication graph, with
an edge connecting two nodes if they can communicate. Datancmication happens by identifying a route, which
is a sequence of nodes that connect the source to the distinBach node sends data to the next node in the
route and decodes data from the previous node in the rou@siiissions of other nodes are treated as noise. We
call this coding strategpoint-to-point codingn a multi-terminal network. This way of transmitting datarh the
source to the destination is commonly called multi-hop irauin the communications and networking literature.
The terms coding and coding strategy are used interchalygigathis paper.

C. Omniscient Coding

Point-to-point coding ignores the inherent broadcastneati the wireless channel, i.e., that a node can hear
transmissions meant for other nodes, and thus it can act @layafor them. Clearly, the best thing to do is for all
nodes to cooperate, helping the source to send its data tegtmation. This requires every node to be aware of the
presence of other nodes and to have knowledge of the pragetbsly do. We refer to coding strategies that utilize
the global view and complete cooperationaasniscient codingln the literature, omniscient coding strategies were
investigated for multi-terminal networks, e.g., the npliéiaccess relay channel, the broadcast relay channel [16]
[17], and the multiple-relay channel [7], [12], [18]. Whitke rates achievable by omniscient coding strategies are
higher than those achievable by point-to-point codingtegias in these channels, there are a number of practical
difficulties in implementing complete cooperation, e.g@.,designing codes based on omniscient coding is more
difficult as it involves the optimization of the whole netwo(ii) the failure of one node affects the decoding of
all other nodes, and (iii) all nodes need to be synchronifmdsome coding strategies).

D. Myopic Coding

In view of these practical issues, we investigatgopic codingcoding strategies with constrained communica-
tions, e.g., node have a local view of the network, and lichiteoperation. Myopic coding positions itself between
point-to-point coding and omniscient coding. In myopic iogd communications of the nodes are constrained in
such a way that a node communicates with more than two nodespf@sed to point-to-point coding) but not with
all the nodes (as opposed to omniscient coding) in the n&twdyopic coding incorporates local cooperation. It
allows cooperation among neighboring nodes to increaséréimsmission rate compared to point-to-point coding.
On the other hand, it partially solves the practical diffimd encountered in omniscient coding. In this paper, we
illustrate myopic coding by using decode-forward basedrgpdtrategies.

We derive achievable rates of myopic coding strategiesHernultiple-relay channel, the multiple-access relay
channel, and the broadcast channel. We compare the perfoenad myopic coding to that of omniscient coding
in these channels and show the trade-off between achievatgle and complexity.

E. Contributions

The primary aim of this work is to understand how to commuteiaiata from sources to destinations through a
network of wireless relays. This work is a step in the dittdf designing efficient protocols and algorithms for
wireless networks. We ask the following questions which wi partially answer in the rest of this paper:

o What rate regions are achievable in multi-terminal chasi(gich as the multiple-relay channel, multiple-access
relay channel, and the broadcast relay channel) in whichyavede has only a localized or myopic view of
the network?

o What is the value of cooperation? In other words, what is theact on the performance, in terms of
transmission rates, when communications among the nod@esoaistrained compared to the case when they
are unconstrained?

Answering these questions leads to the main contributidriki® paper, which are:

« We construct random codes foryopic decode-forward.e., decode-forward coding strategies [12] with myopic
outlook, for the discrete memoryless multiple-relay chelrand derive achievable rates of the strategies.

« We compute achievable rates of myopic decode-forward andismient decode-forward for the Gaussian
multiple-relay channel.



« Comparing the myopic version and the omniscient versioneaiode-forward, we show that including a few
nodes into the cooperation increases the transmissiorsigtdicantly, often making it close to that under full
cooperation. In other words, sometimes more cooperatieldyidiminishing returns.

o We show that in the multiple-relay channel, myopic decantevfird can achieve non-zero rates as the network
size grows to infinity.

« We derive achievable rate regions of myopic decode-forwardhe multiple-access relay channel and the
broadcast relay channel. On Gaussian channels, we showtldat certain conditions, the performance of
myopic coding can be close to that of omniscient coding.

F. Paper Outline

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sediibn B, define myopic coding and give examples of
two myopic coding strategies. We present the advantagesyopim coding compared to omniscient coding. In
Sectior1ll, we investigate myopic coding in the multiplday channel. We first define the channel model and then
derive achievable rates of two-hop myopic decode-forwdrd.then compare achievable rates of one-hop myopic
decode-forward, two-hop myopic decode-forward, and ooieiig decode-forward for the multiple-relay channel.
We show that, in the five-node and the six-node Gaussianptesltelay channels, when the nodes transmit at low
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), achievable rates of the twp-boding are close to those of the omniscient coding. In
Section[1l-B, we extend the analysis to the genédrddop myopic decode-forward for thE-node multiple-relay
channel, wheré: can be any positive integer from 1 90— 1 and7 is the number of nodes (including the source,
the relays, and the destination) in the channel. In Sefigd]Iwe investigate myopic coding in a large network,
meaning that the number of nodes grows to infinity. We show ¢wan with a restricted view, in which a node
treats the transmissions of the nodes beyond its view ag nathievable rates are still bounded away from zero.
In Sectiond IV and'V/, we investigate myopic decode-forwamdtivo other channels, namely the multiple-access
relay channel and the broadcast relay channel. We show ttehr icertain conditions, achievable rates of myopic
decode-forward can be as large as that of omniscient defooderd. We conclude the paper in Sectlod VI.

[I. Myopric CODING
A. What is Myopic Coding?

Recall that we categorize a coding strategy as omniscieall iiodes have a global view of the network and
can cooperate completely. Now, we define myopic coding. Bh&n informal definition which will be made more
precise later in the paper.

Informal Definition 1: A myopic X coding strategy is a constrained version of the correspgndmniscient
x coding strategy. The constraint in myopic coding is such #eery node cooperates with only a few other
nodes. This cooperation can be in the form of transmittingrtother node, processing (e.g., decoding, amplifying,
guantizing) or canceling the transmissions from anotheeno

We note that a myopic coding strategy is defined with respeent omniscient coding strategy. Though there
is no fixed way of constraining an omniscient coding stratelg idea is to limit the processing at the nodes
by limiting the number of neighbors a node communicates araperates with. Myopic coding aims to achieve
practical advantages, e.g., lower computational comglexibustness to topology changes, and fewer storagefbuff
requirements.

To illustrate myopic coding, we now briefly discuss two myopoding strategies for the multiple-relay channel,
namely myopic decode-forward and myopic amplify-forward.

B. Myopic Decode-Forward for the Multiple-Relay Channel

Let us consider the decode-forward coding strategy for tlltipte-relay channel by Xie and Kumar [12], in
which every message is fully decoded at and forwarded bydlays. It is also known as theéecode-and-forward
strategy. In this strategy, block Markov encoding (irregudlock Markov encodirjﬂ;[Q] and regular block Markov
encoding[19]) can be used. In the Gaussian channel, a node splitstatisttansmission power between sending new

1We use the terminology in [18]. Note that the terms were nets the original paper but subsequently used in later gaper



U, U,
m N ~ a

© 0 6ol 0Jd o o
% S~ ST > 7

U, U, U,

Fig. 1: Omniscient decode-forward for the five-node~ig. 2: Two-hop myopic decode-forward for the five-
Gaussian multiple-relay channel. node Gaussian multiple-relay channel.

information and repeating what the relaysfront (downstream, i.e., toward the destination) send. For dagod
successive decodihg9] can be used for irregular Markov encoding; backward dé@up [20] or sliding window
decoding [21] can be used for regular block Markov encoding. In the €&3&@n channel, a node decodes signals from
all the nodedehind(upstream, i.e., toward the source). At the same time, itelarinterfering transmissions from
all the nodes in front. Since all the nodes fully cooperate,term this coding strategymniscient decode-forward

Now, we use an example to illustrate how each node coopeséteall other nodes in omniscient decode-forward.
Consider a five-node Gaussian multiple-relay channel @nmdl definition can be found in Sectién III-C). Using
omniscient decode-forward, a node transmits to all the saué&ont. Fig[1 depicts the transmissions of the nodes.
Let all U;,i = 1,2,3,4, be independent random variables. When node 4 trandmit® node 5, node 3 splits its
power, transmitting new informatior§) to node 4 and helping node 4 to transmit another copy of whderd
transmits ;) to node 5. Similarly, nodes 1-3 split their power to trartsngw information and old information
(the same information of what the nodes in front transmit)décoding, a node decodes the transmissions from
all nodes behind. For example, node 5 decodes all trangmis$iom nodes 1-4. In addition, a node cancels all
transmissions from the nodes in front when it decodes. Famgke, when node 2 decodés from node 1, it
cancelsUs andU, from node 3,U,; from node 4, as well a&5, Uz, andU, from node 1.

Now, we consider a myopic version of the omniscient decadedrd in which nodes are limited in how much
information they can store and process. We defiff@p myopic decode-forwarfdr the multiple-relay channel as
follows.

Definition 1: k-hop myopic decode-forward for the multiple-relay chaneeal constrained version of omniscient
decode-forward, and the constraints are as follows.

« In encoding, a node must transmit messages that it has dédae at most the past blocks of received

signal.

« In decoding, a node can decode one message usingkaoliycks of received signal.

o A node can store a decoded message in its memory over athmaetks.

At the first glance, the above constraints for myopic dedodeard do not seem to include the view of a node
or how many other nodes a node can communicate with. Howdwese are embedded in the definition itself.
The constraints automatically restrict the number of naesde can cooperate with. Furthermore, the restrictions
stem from practical advantages of having fewer processinyséorage requirements at the nodes, which are the
motivations behind myopic coding.

Now, let us considetwo-hop myopic decode-forward@ihe encoding and the decoding processes at the nodes in
the five-node multiple-relay channel are as follows (retefig.[2)

o Node 1 transmitd/; andUs,, node 2 transmité/; and Us, etc.

o Node 5 decode#’s andU,, node 4 decode&, and Us, etc.

« During decoding, node 2 cancdls andUs, node 3 cancel§/s andUy, etc.

We note that this encoding technique is different from [4.Hi], in which the source and the relay transmit
independent signals (hence no coherent combining is de¥silnile the relays and the destination decode trans-
missions from all nodes behind. The decoding techniqueliis[@nly possible under omniscient coding as a node
decodes each message using the received signals from aktaipsnodes, possibly over a large number of blocks.

In myopic decode-forward for the multiple-relay channed use the concept of regular block Markov encoding
and sliding window decoding. However, the encoding and theoding techniques differ from that found in the



literature as the nodes have limited views. It is noted thgbmpit coding captures point-to-point coding and
omniscient coding as special cases. In particutahop myopic decode-forward for the multiple-relay channel
where k = 1 is point-to-point coding andc = 7" — 1 (7" is the number of nodes in the channel) omniscient
decode-forward.

The reader is reminded that the term “hop” used here doesampt the same meaning as it does in multi-hop
routing. The term hop is best understood by looking at theisece in which the messages are decoded, e.g., if
the messages are decoded by nodealowed by nodej, then nodej is nodei’'s next hop.

We say that a set of nod@sare in theview of nodei if node: processes (e.g., decodes, amplifies, or quantizes)
or cancels the transmissions from all the node¥®in

C. Myopic Amplify-Forward for the Multiple-Relay Channel

Next, let us consider the amplify-forward strategy for thaltiple-relay channel by Yuksel and Erkip [22]. We
will use the one-source, two-relay, one-destination netves an example. Consider th8 4 R;(S) + R2(S, Ry)”
scheme [22, Table I]. In this scheme, the transmissionsiteirgto three blocks. In block 1, the source transmits
to both relays and the destination (hence the notatiprin block 2, relay 1 normalizes its received signal from the
source in block 1 and forwards the normalized received $igneelay 2 and the destination (hence the notation
R1(S)). Relay 2 combines the signals that it has received in bldcksid 2, normalizes to its own power value,
and transmits the combined signal in block 3 (hence the iootd: (S, R1)). The destination then decodes using
the three blocks of received signal (hence the notafior R;(S) + R2(S, R1)). We term this coding strategy
omniscient amplify-forward, as each node cooperates witbther nodes.

Now, let us consider a myopic version of the amplify-forwatdategy. It has been noted in [22] that relay 2
can choose to listen to only relay 1 (which transmits in bl@hkand forwards only this received signal to the
destination (the notation used B,(R;)). Instead of decoding over three blocks, the destinatian afeose to
decode only from relay 2 (which transmits in block 3). We dws tn this scheme, a node listens to only one node
and forwards to another node. Hence, we term this strategyhopmyopic amplify-forward. One can similarly
construct two-hop myopic amplify-forward, and so on.

D. Practical Advantages of Myopic Coding

In this section, we discuss a few practical advantages ofpmyooding compared to omniscient coding.
These include simpler code design, increased robustnedsced computation and memory requirements, and
local synchronization. Though the analyses of myopic apdm this paper are based on information-theoretic
achievable rates (in Shannon’s sense), the practical tatyes here are relevant to code designs based on these
strategies (myopic or omniscient, decode-forward or diyyfdirward, etc.). That researchers are interested in
practical implementations of information-theoretic cegiive strategies is apparent in the recent work that has
been proposed in this direction. There are various codeigrks based on omniscient decode-forward for the
single-relay channel [23], [24], [25], [26] and the muldplelay channel [27], [28], [29]. One may design myopic
versions of these codes to reap the practical advantagessdied in this section.

Looking closely at the LDPC codes using parity forwardingged on omniscient decode-forward) for the
multiple-relay channel [27], we see that the complexity e§idning codes grows with the number of relays. This
means that constructing codes in which all nodes coopegratebe more difficult compared to designing codes
in which nodes only cooperate with neighboring nodes. Taghnique of utilizing local knowledge (or limited
cooperation) is prevalent in other wireless network protdee.g., cluster-based routing [30], whereby nodes are
split into clusters, and routes are optimized locally.

Myopic coding schemes are more robust to topology changesttie corresponding omniscient coding schemes.
For example, consider cancellation of the interferencenfdmwnstream nodes. In omniscient coding, a node needs
to have the knowledge or an estimate of what every downstrezde transmits in order to cancel it. Any error in
the cancellation (due to topology changes or node failucgdknown to the decoder) will affect the decoding and
thus the rate. In myopic coding, nodes only cancel the ieterice from a few neighboring nodes. This means that
topology changes or node failures beyond a node’s view & likely to affect its decoding. In Appendik I, we
give another example to show how node failures affect modeesadn myopic coding than in omniscient coding.
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Fig. 3: TheT-node multiple-relay channel.

In addition, the encoding and decoding computations at @acte under myopic coding can be less. Since a
node only needs to transmit to and decode from a few nodesydte encodes fewer data for its transmissions
and decodes fewer data from the received signals.

Furthermore, since the nodes need to buffer fewer data favding, interference cancellation, and decoding, less
memory is required for buffering and codebook storage. @endhe five-node Gaussian multiple-relay channel.
Using omniscient decode-forward, node 1 encodes a mesesagdirhes over four blocks, using different power
splits. Node 5 buffers four blocks of its received signal &xade one message. The buffer grows as the number
of nodes in the network increases. On the other hand, usimpitiylecode-forward, the nodes buffer fewer blocks
of received signal, and the buffer size for each node is ieddpent of the number of nodes in the network.

Myopic coding mitigates the need for synchronization of émtéire network. Under omniscient decode-forward,
all the nodes might need to be synchronized. On the other,hamder myopic coding, a node only needs to
synchronize with a few neighboring nodes. Hence, syncheatioin can be done locally.

In brief, myopic coding can increase the robustness andilsiti} of the network. In the next section, we analyze
the performance of myopic coding in the multiple-relay amalnusing the decode-forward coding strategy.

I1l. M YoPic CODING IN THE MULTIPLE RELAY CHANNEL

In this section, we construct random codes for myopic dedodeard for the multiple-relay channel and compare
the performance of these myopic coding strategies to theegponding omniscient coding strategy.

A. Channel Model

Fig.[3 depicts th&'-node multiple-relay channel, with node 1 being the sourakreodel’ the destination. Nodes
2 toT — 1 are purely relays. Messag# is generated at node 1 and is to be sent to rnBd& multiple-relay
channel can be completely described by the channel digtiibu

P (Y2, Y3, - - yr|T1, T2y 2T 1) 1)
on Y, x Y3 x -+ x Yp, for each(xzy,x9,...,x7p_1) € X1 x Xy X --- x Xp_1. In this paper, we only consider
memoryless and time invariant channels [18], which means

p(y2i7 o 7yTi’wZia cee 7x’if—17 y§_17 .. 792;/“_1) - p*(y2i7 o 7yTi‘x1i7 o 7x(T—1)i)’ (2)

for all . We use the following notation:; denotes an input from nodento the channely;; denotes thg-th input
from nodei into the channely;; denotes thg-th output from the channel to nodeandx! = a1, 240, . . . , T4;.
We denote thé'-node multiple-relay channel by the tuple

(X1 X X Xp_1,p" (Y2, .-, yr|T1, o 1), Yo X oo e X yT)- (3)



B. Notation and Definitions

In the multiple-relay channel, the information source atiend emits random letterd’, each taking on values
from a finite set of sizeV, that isw € {1, ..., M} = W. We consider each uses of the channel as a block.
Definition 2: An (M, n) code of aT-node multiple-relay channel comprises:
« An encoding function at node ¥; : WW — A7', which maps a source letter to a codeword of length
o n encoding functions at nodet = 2,3,...., T — 1, fy : f‘l — X1 = 1,2,...,n, such thatx,; =
fti(ye1, Ye2, -, Ys(i—1)), Which map past received signals to the signal to be trateitto the channel.
« A decoding function at the destinatiogy : V; — W, such thatw = gr(y7), which maps received signals of
lengthn to a source letter estimate.
Definition 3: Assuming that the source letté¥ is uniformly distributed over{1,..., M}, the average error
probability is defined as
P, =Pr{W £ W}. (4)
We denote the estimateeth source letter at the destination B5.
Definition 4: The rate

R< %logM (5)

is achievable if, for any > 0, there is at least on@\/,n) code such thaPf, < e.
The following definition and lemma are taken from [31, p. 384H [31, p. 386] respectively.

Definition 5: Consider a finite collection of random variable$,, X, ..., Xx) with some fixed joint distribution
p(z1,z9,...,x). Let S denote an arbitrarily ordered subset of these random Jasaand considet independent
copies ofS.

Pr{S =s} = H Pr{S; = si}. (6)
i=1
The setA” of e-typical n-sequenceséx;, xa, ...,xy) is defined as

1
A?(Xl,Xg,...,Xk):{(xl,XQ,...,xk):‘—Elogp(s)—H(S)‘<e, VSQ{Xl,Xg,...,Xk}}. )

Lemma 1:For anye > 0 and for sufficiently larger, |.A%(S)| < 2n(H(S)+¢)

Throughout this paper, we follow the notation for node pdatian used in [21]. Lef/ be the set of all relay
nodes,7 = {2,3,...,7 — 1}. Let n(-) be a permutation of7. Definen(1) = 1, n(T) = T andx(i : t) =
{x(@), (i +1),...,7(0)}.

C. The Gaussian Multiple-Relay Channel
In the T-node Gaussian multiple-relay channel, nede=2,...,T, receives

Vi= Y VaXi+Z, (8)
i=1,..T—1
it

where X;, input to the channel form nodg is a random variable with fixed average powgiX?] = P,. Y; is the
received signal at node Z;, the receiver noise at nodeis an independent zero-mean Gaussian random variable
with variance NV;. \;; is the channel gain from nodeto nodet. )\; depends on the antenna gain, the carrier
frequency of the transmission, and the distance betweetrahemitter and the receiver.

We consider Gaussian multiple-relay channels with fixedayetransmit power at the source and at all relays. We
note that using omniscient decode-forward, having a maxirauerage power constraint on every node is equivalent
to having a fixed average transmit power constraint on theenad the overall rate is a non-decreasing function
of the average transmit power at any node, keeping the tiaupawer of other nodes constant. This is because a
node decodes the transmissions from all upstream nodesaagéls the transmissions from all downstream nodes.
So, the transmissions of all nodes are either used in degadicanceled but are never treated as noise. However,
under myopic coding, lowering the transmit power at certadles may help to reduce the interference at other
nodes and increase the overall rate. Hence the maximumahievable by myopic decode-forward with maximum
average power constraints on the nodes is lower boundedabyvth fixed average power constraints.



We use the standard path loss model for signal propagatioe.channel gain is given by
Ait = k", )
wheren is the path loss exponent, and> 2 with equality for free space transmissionis a positive constant as
far as the analyses in this paper are concerned. Hence,dbiwad power at node from node: is given by
Py = NP = rd;"P;. (10)

For the channel where all transmitters have the same powwmtraint, i.e.,P, = P, and all receivers have the
same noise power, i.ely; = N, we define the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) to ﬁe

D. Achievable Rates

In this section, we investigate achievable rates of two ngydpcode-forward coding strategies and the omniscient
decode-forward coding strategy.

1) Omniscient codingFirst, we consider achievable rates of omniscient decodedird. Xie and Kumar [12]
proposed a decode-forward coding strategy for the multigley channel. They showed that the following rate is
achievable, which is higher than that in [7].

R < rgrl(aii I;l(a)X lglt%iﬂr"l—l [(Xw(lzt); Y7r(t+l) ’Xﬂ(t"‘l;T—l)) (11a)
= Romniscient (11b)
The first maximization allows us to arrange the order in widela flow through the relay nodes. The second
maximization is over all possible distributiop$z1, z2,...,27_1) on X} x --- x Xpr_1. The minimization is over

all relays and the destination, where full decoding of thessages must be done. Since all the information must
pass through each relay, the relay that decodes at the lostedtecomes the bottleneck of the overall transmission.
We note in the mutual information term that nodg + 1) receives the transmission from all nodes behikigl;.,).
Since it knows what the nodes in front transmit (by the flow afad, it can cancel out their transmissions, as seen
in the conditioned termX ;. 1.7_1).

Now, we investigate achievable rates of myopic decodedaivcoding strategies. We note that using decode-
forward, all relays must fully decode the messages. We asshat the relays decode the messages sequentially.

2) One-Hop Myopic Coding (Point-to-Point Coding)n one-hop myopic decode-forward, a relay node transmits
what it has decoded from one block of received signal. Thiamaea node transmits to only the node in the next
hop. In decoding, a node decodes one message using one Ifloekedved signal. This means a node decodes
from only one node behind. A node keeps its decoded messagaddlock, and it uses the last decoded message
to cancel the effect of its own transmission. Using randomiireg [32], noder(¢) can reliably decode data up to
the rate

Rety = I Xr(t-1); Ya ) [ Xr (1)) (12)

for somep(z1)p(z2)---pler—1), t € {2,...,T}, and X () = 0. Since all information must pass through all
nodes in order to reach the destination, the overall rat®nstcained by
R < te{%l,ln,T} Rw(t)- (13)
Noting that the messages can flow through the relays in argr $2d] and the nodes transmit independent signals,
we have the following result.
Theorem 1:Let
(X1 X oo X X1, p* (Y2, yrl|Tn, . 2r1), Yo X e X yT)

be a memoryless multiple-relay channel. Under one-hop mydgcode-forward or point-to-point coding, the rate
R is achievable, where

R< in I(Xpq_1: Yoo | Xony) = Rihop 14
S maxmax min (Xr(t—1); Ya() | Xr()) = Rahop (14)

The outer maximization is over all possible node permutatiand the inner maximization is taken over all joint
distributions of the form

p(w1,.. 271,92, ., yr) = p(x)p(w2) - plTr—1) X P* (Y2, - -, YT |71, - s 1),



3) Two-Hop Myopic Codinginstead of just transmitting to only its immediate neighlmnode might want to
help the neighboring node to transmit to the neighbor’s medy. Under two-hop myopic decode-forward, a node
can transmit messages that it has decoded in the past twishidcreceived signals. That means in blagka
node transmits data that it has decoded in blacksl and: — 2. In decoding, it decodes one message using only
two blocks of received signal. Two-hop myopic decode-fonvachieves rates up to that given in the following
theorem.

Theorem 2:Let

(X1 X oo X Xp_1,p (Y2, ..y yrlTL, - wro1), Vo X - X yT)

be aT-node memoryless multiple-relay channel. Using two-hompiy decode-forward, the rat® is achievable,
where

R <maxmax min I(Ur—2), Urt—1); Ya()[Un(t), Ur 15a
T () p() te{2,...T} (Un(t-2)s Un(e-1)5 Ya () |Un(t)> Un(t41)) (15a)
- RZ-hOpa (15b)

where Uy () = Ur(ry = Ur(r41) = 0, for 7(0) = 0 and (T + 1) = T + 1. The outer maximization is over all
possible relay permutations and the inner maximizatiomken over all joint distributions of the form

p(r1, 2. .., 27 1,U1,U2 ..., UT—1,Y2,Y3 - -, YT)
= p(Ur1))P(Ur(2)) -+ P(Ur(r—1))P(Tr(1) [Ur(1)s Un(2) ) P(Tr(2) [Un(2) Un(3)) - P(Tr(r—1) [Ur(T=1))
X P (Y2, - yrlTL, - 2T o1).
The proof of Theorerh]2 can be found in Appendix II.
Using a particular probability distribution function on ading strategy, we term the maximum rate at which
a node can reliably decode the source messagestaption rate For example, using one-hop myopic decode-
forward, the reception rate at nod€t) is R.;) = I(Xr—1); Ya(t) | Xr()); USiNg two-hop myopic decode-forward,
the reception rate at node(t) is Ry = [ (Urp—2); Urt—1); Ya(e) [Ur(t), Ur(t+1))-

E. Performance Comparison

In this section, we compare achievable rates of the two neyopding strategies and the omniscient coding
strategy for the Gaussian multiple-relay channel.

1) Channel SetupConsider a linear five-node channel, in which nodes are gedrin a straight line in the
sense that for any < j < k,d;, = d;; + dj;. Node 1 is the source, nodes 2, 3, and 4 are the relays, andshode
is the destination. Nodg t = 2, 3,4, 5, receives the following channel output,

4
Y, =Y \Kd"Xi + Z. (17)
i
In all analyses in this section, we use the following parametVy = N3 = Ny = N; = N = 1W, x = 1, and
n=2.
Now, consider a point-to-point link. The rate at which infation can be transmitted through a Gaussian channel
(per channel use) from nodeto nodet is given by [31]

1 Py
< — — .
R 5 log (1 + Nt> (18)

Throughout this paper, logarithm base 2 is used and henceniite of rate are bits per channel use.
2) One-Hop Myopic Codingin one-hop myopic decode-forward, nodéransmits only to node + 1. Let us
first consider node 1. It sends; to node 2. Node 2 receives

Yy = \/kdyg X1 + kg X3 + 1/ kg X4 + Zo. (19)
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k=1, n=2, N=1W, d,; =1m, i=2,3,4,5 k=1, n=2, N=1W i=2,3,4,5

R [bits/channel use]
R [bits/channel use], dij [m]

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

P1.P,,P3,P, W] P1.P2,P3,P4 [W]

Fig. 4: Achievable rates of one-hop myopic decodeFig. 5: Achievable rates of one-hop myopic decode-
forward for the five-node multiple-relay channel, withforward for the five-node multiple-relay channel, with
equal node spacing. the optimal node spacing.

Node 2 decodes new messages from node 1's transmission. @&)nthe reception rate at node 2 is
R2 = I(Xl;ngXg) (203)
— l =N —n —n _ 1 —n —n

Here, we have substituted= 1, n = 2, and N» = 1W. The reception rates at nodes 3, 4, and 5 can be computed
in similar way. Achievable rates of one-hop myopic decoalevard are

1+ (20c)

1
~ o
9 %8

R < te{IQH,i;{,Ii,EJ} Ry = Rl-hop (21)
We note that the message flow through the nodes in the gider3, 4,5} gives the highest achievable rate in this
network.

Figs.[4 andb show achievable rates of one-hop myopic defmderd for equal node spacing and the optimal
node spacing respectively. In the latter, the spacing arttegodes is determined by brute force, with the constraints
that all five nodes form a straight line (node- 1 is in front of nodei) andd,; = 4.

When the nodes are equally spac&d.nop is constrained by reception ratés and R3. In order to increasé,
and R3, the distancel;» andd,3 should be decreased. We see that this is indeed the casepliimeim values for
d12 anddsy3 are less than 1m, as can be seen in Hig. 5.

We see in Fig5 that as the average transmit power incredieesptimald;» andd,; decrease while the optimal
ds4 and dys increase. This is becaud®, and R3 are significantly affected wheR; and P, increase. Recall that
in one-hop myopic decode-forward, a node treats the trasssomis of all the nodes beyond its view as noise. For
example, node 3 decodes from node 2, and treats the tramsnsisst nodes 1 and 4 as noise. Since there is no
transmitting node in front of node 4, and R are less affected by the increase of the transmit power. éjeénc
compensate for the greater noise experienced by nodes 2 asdh transmit power increasely; and dy3 are
reduced to increasB; and Rs.

3) Two-Hop Myopic Codingin two-hop myopic decode-forward, nodg = 1,2, 3, allocatea, of its power to
transmit to node + 2 and (1 — «;) of its power to nodé€ + 1. Since there is only one node in front of node 4, it
allocates all its power to transmit to node 5. The transmisfly each node is listed as follows:

o Node 4 sends\, = /P1U,.



11

o Node 3 sendsX3 = VasP3Uy + +/ (1 — Oég)PgUg.

o Node 2 sends"’(g = \/OéQPQUg + v/ (1 — OéQ)PQUQ.

o Node 1 sendsX| = Vo1 P Uy + +/ (1 — Oél)PlUl.
Here, U;,7 = 1,2,3,4 are independent Gaussian random variables, each with anance,0 < «o; < 1 for
j=1,2,3.

From [77), for fixed{a1, a2, a3}, the reception rate at node 2 is

Ry = I(Uy; Y2|Us, Us) (22a)

1 B — — 2

(22b)

1 — — 2
—3 log 2me l(\//{dzgnagpg + \//{d2477P4> + N

_2 _
_ %log 1+ iy (1= )by .
1+ (\/ dyi a3 Py + \/ d2_42P4)

Here, we have substituted= 1, n = 2, and N, = 1W. The reception rates at nodes 3, 4, and 5 can be computed
in a similar way.

Minimizing over all reception rates and maximizing over pdissible power splits, the overall achievable rate is
given by

(22c)

T i i T e “
We note that the message flow in the node permutdtion, 3,4, 5} gives the highest overall rate in this network.
Figs.[6E9 show achievable rates, reception rates and pgies for nodes in different positions. We note that the
nodes are arranged in a straight line.

When the nodes are equally spaced, we see that the overlisrabnstrained by?, and Rs. Increasing the
transmit power increasd®; more thank,. So, to maximizenin{ R, R3}, the optimala, increases to increade,
further. When the transmit power increases beyond kd\veaches it maximum and the overall rate is now restricted
by R, alone. To understand this, we look at the rate equationsnédes 3-5, they decode the transmissions from
2 1/2 nodes behind, but node 2 decodes only from node 1. THiesii& the bottleneck of the overall transmission
rate. High R, and R; suggests that the overall rate can be improved by readjutiim position of the nodes.

One way to improveR, is to decreasd,,. By doing this, we reduce the signal attenuation from node dode
2. This indeed increases the overall rate, as shown i Figeied;» = 0.5m, while keeping the positions of nodes
3, 4, and 5 unchanged. Now, we see that the overall rate igreamedd byRs, R3, R4, andRs, i.e., no single bottle-
neck. We have seen that the increase in transmit power gEsghe reception rates of different nodes by different
amount. Hence when the transmit power increasesqth@djust themselves to maximizein{ Ry, R3, R4, R5}.

Now, we study the cases when the relay nodes are clusterér aotirce or at the destination. Hig. 8 shows
achievable rates when the relays are clustered at the sdarttés arrangement, the overall rate is constrained by
both R, and R5 when the nodes transmit at low power, and By alone when the nodes transmit at high power.
That R5 being the bottleneck should not come as a surprise as nodedsisoned far away from the rest of the
nodes. However, at high power, the constraint iSatand not atRs. The reason is that node 2 receives strong
interference from node 4, which is near.

When the relays are clustered at the destination, we expetdb constrain the overall rate. This is shown in
Fig.[@. The reception rate at node 2 is low as the signal frosenb is severely attenuated due to the ladge
and high interference from nodes 4 and 5, which are close de 20

It is noted that when the overall rate is constrainedRay the power allocations affecting it, which asg and
ag should be set to zero. Setting = 0, we ensure that all power from node 1 carries new informationode
2. Settingas = 0, we maximize the amount of interference that node 2 can ¢amdes decoding.
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Fig. 6: Achievable rates of two-hop myopic decode-
forward for the five-node multiple-relay channel,

with equal node spacing.
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Fig. 8: Achievable rates of two-hop myopic decode-
forward for the five-node multiple-relay channel,
with the relays clustered at the source.
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Fig. 7: Achievable rates of two-hop myopic decode-
forward for the five-node multiple-relay channel,
with node 2 closer to the source.
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Fig. 9: Achievable rates of two-hop myopic decode-
forward for the five-node multiple-relay channel,
with the relays clustered at the destination.

4) Omniscient Codingin omniscient decode-forward, encoding is as follows.

o Node 4 sends\y = /P1U,.

o Node 3 sends\s = /(1 — a3)P3Us + VasPsUy.

o Node 2 sends\y = \/(1 —ag — B2)PaUs + /8o PyUs + /as PaUy.

e Node 1 send§(1 = \/(1 — Q] — 51 — ’71)P1U1 + \/’71P1U2 + \/51P1U3 + Va1 PLUy.
Here,U;,i = 1,2,3,4 are independent Gaussian random variables with unit vae®m0 < a7 + 51 + 71 < 1,
0<ag+p2<1,0<a3<1,anda;, fj,71 > 0,i=1,2,3,5 = 1,2. To illustrate the power splits, let us consider
node 1.,It allocates; of its total power to transmit to node B; of its power to node 4;; of its power to node

3, and the remaining power to node 2.
Fixing some{aq, 51,71, a2, B2, a3}, the reception rate at node 2 is

Ry = I(X1; Yo X5 X5X4)

1 _ 1
=3 log 2me [Kdlzn(l —ag— P —m)PL+ Ng} —3 log 2we Noy

(24a)
(24b)
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Fig. 10: Achievable rates under different coding strateFig. 11: Achievable rates under different coding strate-
gies in the five-node multiple-relay channel. gies in the six-node multiple-relay channel.
1 -2
= §log [1—|—d12 (1—0[1—51 _VI)PI} . (24C)

Here, we have substituted= 1, n = 2, and N, = 1W. The reception rates at nodes 3, 4, and 5 can be computed
in a similar way. Omniscient decode-forward achieves rafe$o

Romnicient= max min  Ry. (25)
{a1,B1,71,02,82,03} t€{2,3,4,5}

We define the following efficiency term to benchmark the perfance ofk-hop myopic coding.
pr = Rk—hop (26)

Romniscien{
wherek € {1,2,...,7 — 1}. It is the ratio of the maximum achievable rate ok-dop myopic coding strategy to
that of the corresponding omniscient coding strategy.

Figs.[10 and 11 show achievable rates in the five-node andxtrmde multiple-relay channel respectively, using
one-hop, two-hop, and omniscient decode-forward.

The maximum rate achievable by myopic coding can never ektte# by the corresponding omniscient coding.
This is because under myopic coding, every node treats simsrtrissions of the nodes outside its view as noise.
In addition, a node can only transmit limited messages. @nother hand, under omniscient coding, a nhode can
decode the signals from all the nodes behind and cancel dnsnhissions of all the nodes in front. A node can
also possibly transmit all previously decoded messages.

In Fig. 10, we see a seemingly strange result that the maximcimevable rate of two-hop myopic decode-
forward is as high as that of omniscient decode-forwardsTdan happen in a five-node channel under certain
circumstances. Using either omniscient or two-hop myojgicodle-forward, node 3 in the five-node multiple-relay
channel can communicate with all other nodes, i.e., it desdbm nodes 1 and 2, and cancels transmissions from
node 4. So, when the overall transmission rates is constidy 3, the maximum achievable rate of two-hop
myopic decode-forward is the same as that of omniscientdieéarward. This explains why, = 1 at low SNR
in Fig.[10.

However, as the number of relays increases, we expect atigevates of two-hop myopic decode-forward to
be strictly less than that of omniscient decode-forward.d&f that this is indeed the case from FEig. 11, in which
po Is strictly less than 1.

Comparing achievable rates of one-hop and two-hop myopiodakforward, the rates improve significantly
when one more node is added into the nodes’ view. This sugtfest in a large network with many relayshop
myopic decode-forward, whefeneeds not be large, could achieve rates close to that of cranisdecode-forward.
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Furthermorep, andp, are high in the low SNR regime. The efficiency drops as the Si¢Reases. To understand
this phenomenon, we consider different types of noise, tiexeiver noise and interference. The nodes in both
omniscient and myopic decode-forward experience the saowver noise. So, in the low SNR regime where the
receiver noise is dominant, myopic decode-forward perfoctose to omniscient decode-forward, and the efficiency
is higher. On the other hand, in the high SNR regime, the fitence (which a node cannot cancel in myopic
decode-forward but can in omniscient decode-forward) iidant. So, the efficiency of myopic decode-forward
drops.

F. Extending tok-Hop Myopic Coding
Now, we generalize two-hop myopic decode-forward:tbop myopic decode-forward whekec {1,...,7—1}

and have the following theorem.
Theorem 3:Let

(Xl X oo X Xp_1,p" (Y2, -y yrlTe, o xr—1), Yo X X yT)

be aT-node memoryless multiple-relay channel. Unéerop decode-forward, the rafe is achievable, where

R< max rg(afte{rgmn I(Us(t—k)s -+ s Un(t=1); Yoe) [Ur(t)s - s Un(th—1)) (27a)
= sz—hop- (27b)
Here,Ur(,) =0, forallm =2—k,3—k,...,0,7,T +1,...,T +k — 1. The outer maximization is over all relay
permutations and the inner maximization is taken over afitjdistributions of the form
p(r1, T2 .., Xp_1, U1, U2« UT—1,Y2, Y3 - - YT)
= P(tr(1))P(Ur(2)) - P(Ur(7-1))
X p(xw(T—l) |U7r(T—1))p(957r(T—2) |u7T(T—2)7u7r(T—1)) e 'P(%(T—k) |u7r(T—k)a Ur(T—k+1) - -+ >U7T(T—1))
X P(Tr(T—k—1)|Un(T—k—1)s Un(T—k) - - » Un(T—2)) ** * P(Tr(1)|Ur(1)s Un(2)s - - - U (k)
X p (Y2, .. yrlTr, .. 2ro1).

The proof can be found in Appendix]ill. In the extreme case netie= T — 1, we end up with omniscient
decode-forward.

G. On the Gaussian Multiple Relay Channel with Fading

In the analyses so far, we compared the performance of myagaing strategies in static Gaussian channels,
i.e., without fading. Now, we explain how myopic coding isngoin the Gaussian channel with phase fading or
Rayleigh fading.

It has been shown by Kramet al. [18, Theorem 8] that under phase fading or Rayleigh fading,maximum
omniscient decode-forward rate can be achieved by indepgr@aussian input distributions. In this cadg, i =
1,...,T —1, are independent Gaussian random variables. Under omnistécode-forward, nodedecodes from
all nodesi,i < j, and cancels the transmissions of nodds> j. In k-hop myopic decode-forward, the nodes
transmit independent Gaussian signals as they would uhdeamniscient coding. However, in the decoding, nbde
decodes the signals only frolnnodes behind, i.e., nodés = max{1,t—k},...,t—1. It cancels the transmissions
from only £ nodes in front (including itself), i.e., nodég =¢,...,min{t + k — 1,7 — 1}. It treats the rest of the
transmissions as noise. The following theorem charaegeitize performance df-hop myopic decode-forward for
the Gaussian multiple-relay channel with phase fading ofddgh fading.

Theorem 4:Consider ar-node Gaussian multiple-relay channel with phase fadinfRayleigh fading. Using
k-hop decode-forward, the rate in equatibnl (27) is achievab} settingX; = U;, x; = u;,Vi=1,2,..., T — 1.

The proof for the above theorem is straight forward givert tha nodes transmit independent signals in the
fading channel.
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Fig. 12: The power allocation of two-hop myopic decode-fardvfor the Gaussian multiple-relay channel.

H. Myopic Coding in Large Multiple-Relay Channels

One potential problem of myopic coding is whether the rateislzes when the number of nodes in the network
grows. This concern arises because in myopic decode-fdrveanode treats transmissions of nodes beyond its
view as pure noise. As the number of transmitting nodes growisfinity and each decoding node only has a
limited view, the noise power might sum to infinity. The noisgght overpower the signal power and drive the
transmission rate to zero.

In this section, we scrutinize achievable rates of two-hgmpic decode-forward in th&-node multiple-relay
channel wherf” grows to infinity. The rationale of studying two-hop myopigding is that we can always achieve
higher transmission rates usifghop myopic coding withk > 2.

Theorem 5:Achievable rates ok-hop myopic decode-forward in thE-node Gaussian multiple-relay channel
are bounded away from zero, for afly> 3.

Now, we prove Theoreil 5. In two-hop myopic decode-forwarrdtifie 7-node Gaussian multiple-relay channel
(we shall extend!" to infinity later), the transmission of each node is as folow

° NOdet,t =1,2,...,T — 2, sendsX; = mUt—i—l + \/ (1 — Oét)PtUt.

e NodeT — 1 sendsXy_1 = /Pr_1Up_1.
whereU;,i = 1,2,...,T — 1, are independent Gaussian random variables with unitnegmand < «; < 1. The
transmissions of the nodes around nedee depicted in Fid.12.

Assume that all the nodes are equally spaced at 1m apartamshtit at powet”. Consider the received signal

power at node, we can always find a non-empty Sgiv,...,ar—2): 0 <«o; < 1,i=1,...,T — 2} such that

2 2
Pgig(t) = (\/3_7704,5_3RP + \/2—’7(1 — Oét_g)lip) + (\/2_7704,5_2#;]3 + \/1_’7(1 — at_l)ﬁP) (29a)

2 2
= (\/3_7704,5_3RP + \/2—’7(1 — Oét_g)lip) + (\/2—77at_2f<;P + \/1—’7(1 — at_l)ﬁP) (29b)
>0, (29c)

for ¢t > 4, and
Psig(2) = (1 —a1)kP >0 (30a)
2

Psig(3) =27"(1 — o)k P + (\/2_77a1f£P +4/177(1 — ag)nP) > 0. (30b)

Now we consider node$ < ¢t < T — 3, the noise power ifhisdt) = Ny < oo, and the interference power is
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given by

Pri(t) = <\/3—’7(1 —ay_3)kP + \/4—77at_4nP>2 + (\/4—77(1 —p_4)kP + \/5—nat_5ﬁp>2 4o

2
t—2 (1 — ag) /{P—I—\/t—l ”amP) +(t—1)""1—oq)kP

+(V

+ (\/1 Nogy1kP + \/2 n(1— at+2)/<aP> + <\/2_’704t+2mP + \/3_’7(1 — at+3)/<;P)2 +
(V1
(

\/ —t—3) Nar_skP + \/(T—t—Q)_n(l —OéT_g)FLP)Z

_|_
2
+ \/ —t—2)Nar_ 2/<;P+\/ —t—1)" "ﬁP) ) (31a)
Pi(t _ _ _ _
:;](3):3 Moy 3 4+47T4+57T 44 (t—1)7"

+2¢/371471(1 — apg)an—a + 20/47151(1 — ap_g)as + -+ 2/t — 2)71(t — 1)71(1 — az)en
F 1 427+ 34 (T =t — 1)

+ 2\/1_772_77at+1(1 — i) + 2\/2—’73_77at+2(1 —yg3) -

+2/(T — t = 3)1(T —t — 2)~ar_3(1 — ar_s). (32a)

Simplifying, we get

T—t—1

P (t) n — )0 (j41) (1 — agyjv1)
L) _ 1" _ 2 J J
P =3 O£t3+z + 1 "o + Z + Z 71G + 1) + Z FICESIE
(33a)
t—1 T—t—1 T—t-3
jn+ Z +2Z—+2 Z (33b)
J—3 j=1 j=1
< 62 ,— < 6¢(7). (33c)
="
Here((n) = jol - is the Riemann zeta function. It has been calculated¢tiat= % ™ ¢(3) = 1.202057... etc.

It is easily seen that the Riemann zeta function is a deargdsinction of.. Since,n > 2, Pu(t) < m2xP for
4 <t <T-—3. We can also show thal(t)/(xP) for t = 2,3, T —2,T — 1,T are bounded. Hence, we can
always find a non-empty sé{aq,...,ar_2)} such that the reception rate at every nodet € {2,3,...,T}, is

1 lsig(t)
R, = =1 14+ ——"—| >0, 34
t 2 o8 Pint(t) + Ny (34)

which is bounded away from zero. This means the maximum e&ble rate

Ro_hop = i R, >0 35
2hop= max . min R (35)

is bounded away from zero.

When more nodes are included in the view of myopic codiRg, increases and?,; decreases. In general,
assuming that the nodes are roughly equally spaced, atiéerates of myopic decode-forward are bounded away

from zero even when the network size grows to infinity.
In the next two sections, we study achievable rates of myapatomniscient coding strategies for the multiple-

access relay channel and the broadcast relay channel.
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Fig. 13: Omniscient decode-forward for the four-node~ig. 14: One-hop myopic decode-forward for the four-
multiple-access relay channel. node multiple-access relay channel.

IV. MYOPIC CODING IN THE MULTIPLE-ACCESSRELAY CHANNEL
A. Channel Model

The multiple-access relay channel has multiple sources relay, and one destination. In tlienode multiple-
access relay channel, nodes 17to- 2 are the sources, nodg — 1 is the relay, and nod&' is the destination.
The rates(R;, ..., Rr_o) for nodesl, ..., T — 2 respectively are said to be achievable if each node canntiains
messages to the destination at their respective rates witmidhing error probability. They follow closely the
definition that we adopt for the multiple-relay channel. Boairces do not receive feedback from the channel. The
multiple-access relay channel can be completely desciiyeits channel distribution of the following form.

P (yr—1,yr|Ti,. .., xr-1). (36)

B. Achievable Rates

In this paper, we consider the four-node multiple-accefsyrehannel, where nodes 1 and 2 are the sources,
node 3 is the relay, and node 4 is the destination. We assumh@dita from node 1 and node 2 are independent.
We investigate decode-forward based coding strategieshiomultiple-access relay channel, in which the relay
must decode all messages from both sources.

1) Omniscient Codingin omniscient decode-forward for the four-node multipteess relay channel, nodes 1
and 2 transmit to both nodes 3 and 4. This is depicted in[EigUkig offset encoding [14] and sliding window
decoding, omniscient decode-forward achieves the foligwate region [18].

Ry < I(X1;Y3|U, Us, X2, X3) (37a)
Ry < I(X1, X3;Yy|Us, Xo) (37b)
Ry < I(Xa;Y3|Us, Us, X1, X3) (37¢)
Ry < I(X9, X3,Yy|U, X7) (37d)
R1 + Ry < I(Xy, Xo;Y3|Up, Uz, X3) (37e)
Ry + Ry < I(X1, X, X3;Y)), (37)

where the mutual information terms are taken over

p(u1, uz, v1, T2, 23,y3,Ya) = p(u, v1)p(uz, v2)p(x3|us, u2)p* (y3, ya|r1, T2, 3). (38)

We note that in this four-node multiple-access relay chhnme-hop myopic decode-forward is equivalent to
omniscient decode-forward.

2) One-Hop Myopic Codingtn one-hop myopic decode-forward for the four-node mudtiptcess relay channel,
nodes 1 and 2 transmit to node 3, but not to node 4. In this scenee have the channel model as depicted in
Fig.[I4. We can view this as a multiple-access channel (frooea 1-2 to node 3) cascaded with a point-to-point
channel (from node 3 to node 4). Modifying the results of thdtiple-access channel in [33], the following rate
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region is achievable by one-hop myopic decode-forward.

Rl < I(Xl;Yg‘XQ,Xg) (393)
Ry < I(X5; 3| Xy, Xs) (39b)
R+ Ry < I(Xy, Xo;Y3|X3) (39¢)
Ri + Ry < I(X3;Ya), (39d)

where the mutual information terms are derived under the istributionsp(z1, x2, 3, y3, y4) = p(x1)p(x2)p(x3)
p*(ys, yalz1, w2, 73).

C. Performance Comparison

1) Channel Setup:Now, we investigate achievable rates of one-hop myopic diedorward and omniscient
decode-forward for the four-node Gaussian multiple-asceky channel. Nodes 1, 2, and 3 send X», and X3
respectively. Node 3 receives

Ys =/ lidl_anl + Rd2_3nX2 + Z3 (40)

Y=/ Rd1_4nX1 + 4/ lid2_4nX2 + lid?)_4nX3 + Zy (42)

whereZ3; and Z, are independent zero-mean white Gaussian noise with easdyy and N, respectively.X;, X,
and X3 are zero-mean Gaussian random variables with fixed averagsnit powerE[X?2] = P;, i = 1,2,3. In
our analysis, we use the following parametets. = dog = d13 = 1m, N3 = Ny = 1W, k = 1, n = 2, d13 = dos,
anddy4 = das. We let R; be the reception rate (sum rate) at node 3, &jdhe reception rate (sum rate) at node
4,

2) One-Hop Myopic CodingFrom [39¢), the reception rate (sum rate) at node 3 is

and node 4 receives

1 1
Ry = 3 log 2me E[Y{] — 3 log 2e E[Z2] (42a)
1 _ _ 1
=3 log 27e (ﬁd13"P1 + kdyy' Py + Ng) b log 2we Ny (42b)
1
= 5 log(1+ P+ Po). (42c)

Here, we have substituted= 1, di3 = do3 = 1m, n = 2, and N3 = 1W. From [394dl), the reception rate at node 4
is

1 _ . _ 1 . _
R} = 5 log 2e (' Py + k) Po + rdyl! Py + Ny ) — 5 log ame(kd Py + Kdy Py + Ni)  (43a)

_ llog (1 Py /d3y ) (43b)

_|_
2 1+ P /d3, + Py/d3,

2
where [@3b) is obtained after substituting= 1, 7 = 2, Ny = 1W, andd?, = d3, = (%2 + d34) + 1.
Since each message must be completely decoded by nodes 3 #wedfdllowing rates are achievable

R/ = R1 + R2 § min{Ré, Rﬁl} = Rl-hop (44)

Fig.[13 shows how the maximum achievable sum g, varies withds, whenP; = P, = P; = 10W. When
the destination is near the relay; is higher thanRj, which is a constant alt(X; X»; Y3| X3) = 2.196 bits/channel
use. HenceR1.nep iS constrained byR;. Whends, increasesRi-nop IS constrained byR), which decreases ak,
increases.

Intuitively, when the rate is constrained ¥/, nodes 1 and 2 can reduce their transmit power to reduce the
interference from nodes 1 and 2 at node 4. Eid. 16 shows afievates when we vari; = P, while keeping
dzs and P constant. WhetP, = P, < 2.196W, R1.nop iS constrained byR;. IncreasingP; and P, increasesR.nop
However, whenP; and P, are large, the interference at node 4 increasesiang, is now constrained byz). In
this case, increasing’; and P decreasesd?;.nop We see that there is an optimal poiRt = P, = 2.196W for
which R1.hop is maximized for fixeddss and Ps.
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Fig. 15: Achievable sum rates of one-hop myopid-ig. 16: Achievable sum rates of one-hop myopic
decode-forward and omniscient decode-forward for thdecode-forward for the four-node multiple-access relay

four-node multiple-access relay channel. channel.

3) Omniscient Codingin omniscient decode-forward, nodes 1, 2 and 3 transmit dhewing [16].

X1 = VPi(Var Uy + VI =i Vi) (45a)
X2 = VPy(VasUs + V1 — asla) (45b)
X3 = VP3(\/BiU1 + /B2Us) (45¢)

whereU;, andVy, k = 1,2, are independent, zero-mean Gaussian random variablesimittvariance() < aq, as <

From [37&), the reception rate (sum rate) at node 3 is

Rg:H(Yé|U17U2>X3)_H(}/?)|U17U27X17X27X3) (46a)
1 _ _ 1
=3 log 2me[Pirdy3 (1 — an) + Pardas (1 — aig) + N3] — 3 log 2meN3 (46b)
1
:ilog[l—i—Pl(l—Oél)—i—PQ(l—OéQ)}. (46C)

Here, [46t) is obtained by substitutiag= 1, di3 = do3 = 1m, N3 = 1W.
From [37F), the reception rate at node 4 is

Ry = H(Yy) — H(Ya| X1, X2, X3) (47a)

1 P P. P

= — log 2me Tl + TZ + Tg + 2k\/P1P3(d14d34)_77041,81 + 2]6\/P2P3(d24d34)_77042,82 + N4
2 d14 d24 d34
+ %log 2meNy (47b)
1 P P P 24/ P, P 24/ PP

“liog|rta DL L2y By | VPR | 2veah Bl )| (47¢)
2 di, dyy diy dy4ds3y daadsy

ituted— 1 1 — _ 2 _ 2 (L3 21
Here, we have substituted= 1, n = 2, Ny = IW. d1, = d5; = (5 +d34) + 7.
The following rates are achievable

R/ =R+ Ry < min{Réy Rﬁl} = Romniscient= Rz-hopa (48)

for some0 < a, a0 <1 andp; + B = 1.
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Fig. 17: R’ vs. P, P, and P; for one-hop myopic Fig. 18: Comparison of achievable sum rates of one-hop
decode-forward for the four-node multiple-access relaynyopic decode-forward and omniscient decode-forward
channel. for the four-node multiple-access relay channel.

To compare achievable rates of one-hop myopic decode-fdrwith that of omniscient decode-forward, we
have calculated? for P, = P, = P3 = 10W. Because of symmetry, we set = as and 3 = 35 = %

Fig.[I3 shows achievable rates for varyihg anda; (= a2). We see that wheds, is small, i.e., the destination
is close to the relay, the optimal; is 0. This is intuitive because as, is small, the overall rate is constrained by
Rj. The relay-to-destination link is almost noise free. Theemion rate at node 35, is maximized aty; = 0
when nodes 1 and 2 allocate all signal power for new inforomarather than helping the relay to transmit old
information).

Whends, is small, the maximum achievable sum rate of one-hop myopoode-forward is the same as that of
omniscient decode-forward. As the constraint is B} whether node 4 decodes additional signals from nodes 1
and 2 does not have any effect on the overall achievableHatgever, asis, increases, the rate constraint shifts to
R),. R/, of one-hop myopic decode-forward is lower than that of owieist decode-forward because node 4 does
not decode transmissions from nodes 1 and 2 in the former.

Also, when the maximum achievable sum rate is constrainef/hythe rate can be increased with a larger
This is becausev; controls the portion of power for direct transmission fromdas 1 and 2 to node 4. Using a
higheraq, the rate on the constrained lirfk, 2,3) — 4 improves and so does the overall rate. When the relay is
close to the destination, a smaltey is preferred. When the relay is far away from the destinatiggher achievable
rates are possible using a larger. We note that no matter how far the relay is from the destmatihe optimaky;
is always strictly less than 1. Setting = 1 means the source does not send new information and meredatsep
what the relay sends and hence new information is neverriéesl.

Figured 1V and 18 depict achievable sum rates of one-hopimgiepode-forward and omniscient decode-forward
(with «; = o = 0 in the omniscient coding) for different transmission paw&y is set to 1m. It is noted that for
small ds4, the optimalc; andas are 0. So, we set; = ay = 0 for the omniscient coding strategy.

In Fig. [I7, we see that increasing; always increases achievable rates of both myopic decatexfd and
omniscient decode-forward. This is because transmissions node 3 are never treated as noise. However, in one-
hop myopic decode-forward, increasify and P, decreases, and R, as node 4 treats these transmissions as
noise. On the other hand, increasing the transmit powenahade always increases achievable rates in omniscient
decode-forward, as all transmissions are either cancdfaat decoded.

From Fig[I8, we see that when the sources transmit at low pamgethe relay transmits at high power, achievable
sum rates of one-hop myopic decode-forward are as high asftlwanniscient decode-forward. The reason for this
is similar to that explain in Sectidn 1I-E.4. When the sa#elay link is the bottleneck of the overall transmission,
achievable rates of myopic decode-forward are the sameaa®thihe corresponding omniscient decode-forward.
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Fig. 19: Omniscient decode-forward for the four-node~ig. 20: One-hop myopic decode-forward for the four-
broadcast relay channel. node broadcast relay channel.

V. MyoPIc CODING IN THE BROADCAST RELAY CHANNEL
A. Channel Model

The broadcast relay channel has one source, one relay, altiglendestinations. In a-node broadcast relay
channel, nodes 1 is the source (which does not receive fekdl@m the channel), nod2 the relay, and nodes
3 — —T the destinations. The common ral (information that is common to all destinations) and thevaie
rates(Rs, ..., Ry) for nodess, ..., T respectively are said to be achievable if the source casrirnnformation
to the destinations at these rates with diminishing errobability.

The broadcast relay channel can be completely describets lphannel distribution of the following form.

P*(y2, ..., yr|T1, x2). (49)

B. Achievable Rates

In this paper, we consider the four-node broadcast relayrlawhere nodes 1 is the source, node 2 is the
relay, and nodes 3 and 4 are the destinations. Node 1 is ceahieca message generator that generates messages
W3 and W, to be sent to nodes 3 and 4 respectively; and common me$&ade be sent to both destinations.
We assume that’s and W, are independent. Again, we use decode-forward-basedgasthiategies, in which the
relay fully decodes all messages from the source.

1) Omniscient Codingin omniscient decode-forward for the four-node broadaastyrchannel, node 1 transmits
to nodes 2, 3, and 4, while node 2 transmits to nodes 3 and 4. i$hiepicted in Figl_19. Kramesat. at [17]
gives achievable rates for the case where there are indepemalividual messages for nodes 3 and 4 as well as
common messages for both receivers. In this paper, we aamtbid case where there is no private message. Under
this condition, the following common rates [17, eq. (28) achievable by omniscient decode-forward.

Ry < min[I(X1;Y2|X2), [(X1, X2;Ys3), I(X1, X2; Ya)] = Romniscient (50)

Similar to the multiple-access relay channel, omnisciertodie-forward is equivalent to two-hop decode-forward
for the four-node broadcast relay channel.

2) One-Hop Myopic Codingin one-hop myopic decode-forward for the four-node broatichannel, node 1
transmits to only node 2, and node 2 transmits to nodes 3 aftig.is depicted in Fig._20. This is equivalent to
a single point-to-point channel cascaded with a broaddzstreel. The following rates are achievable by one-hop
myopic decode-forward.

Ry < min[I(Uo; Y3), 1(Uo; Y1) (51a)

Ro+ R3 < 1(Uo; Y3) + 1(Us; Y3|Up) = I(Uo, Us; Y3) (51b)
Ro+ R < I(U; Ya) + I(Us; YalUp) = I(Up, Us: Ya) (51c)

Ro + R3 + Ry < min[I(Up; Y3), I(Uo; Ya)] + 1(Us; Y3|Uo) + 1(Us; Ya|Uo) — 1(Us; Us|Up) (51d)
Ro + Ry + Ry < I(X1: Ya| Xa), (51e)

for somep(ug, us, ug, x1,22) = p(x1)p(uo, us, us, z2). The rates are be obtained by cascading a point-to-point
channel (from node 1 to node 2) to a broadcast channel (frathe 2oto nodes 3 and 4). Equatidn (b1e) gives the
rate constraints on the point-to-point channel_{51a)d|fives the rate constraints on the broadcast channel with
common information [34, p. 391]. Heré], carries information to be decoded by both nodes 3 ands;4and Uy
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carry private information to nodes 3 and 4 respectively. \&epsivate messages to zero, thatds = Ry = 0. We
choosely = X5, U3 = Uy = 0. Hence, the rate at which common messages can be sent toeoeikiers is

Ry <min[l(X1;Y2|X2), I(X2:Y3), [(X2;Ys)] = Rihop (52)

We see that{ (82) differs froni_(b0) in the last two terms. In finener, there is no cooperation between node 1
and node 2. In the latter, cooperation under the omniscieding is reflected in the terriXy, X5).

C. Performance Comparison

1) Channel SetupWe compare achievable rates of one-hop myopic decode-fdraad omniscient decode-
forward for the four-node Gaussian broadcast relay charvetles 2, 3, and 4 receive the following signal
respectively.

Y, = I{d1_277X1 + Zo (53&)
Ys =1/ lidl_anl + Rd2_3nX2 + Z3 (53b)
Yi=1/ lid1_4nX1 + Rd2_4nX2 + Zy (53c)

(53d)

whereE[Xlz] = P, E[X%] = P, and 75, Z3, and Z, are white Gaussian noise with variana®s, N3, and Ny
respectively. In the analysis in this section, we use thiviohg parametersidss = doy = d3q = 1M, dy3 = di4,
No=N3=N,=1W, x =1, andn:2.

2) One-Hop Myopic Codingin one-hop myopic decode-forward, the reception rate aerbds

1 _ 1
Ry = 3 log 2e[rd s Py + No| — 3 log 2me Ny (54a)
1 P
—5log |1+ d—%] . (54b)
Due to symmetry, the reception rates at both node 3 and node 4 a
1 _ _ 1 _
Ry =R, = 3 log 2me[kdyy' Py + kdys P + N3] — 3 log 2me[kdy3 Py + N3] (55a)
1 Py /d3,
=1 14+ —— 55b
2 o8 |1+ 1+ Pl/d%g ( )
1 P.
= 5log [1+ - ] . (55¢)
1+ 1/4+(\/§/2+d12)2

Hence, achievable common rates are up to

Ry < min{R}, R, R} (56a)
1 P P
= 5 log |1+ min {dTl = H (56b)
2 1+ 1/4+(V/3/2+d12)?
= Rl-hop (560)

3) Omniscient codingin the case where only common messages are to be sent, theetlcan be simplified
to two identical relay channels due to symmetry. Similarh® telay channel, nodes 1 and 2 transmit the following
respectively.

X1 = VP (vVals + V1 —alh) (57a)
Xy = /PUs (57b)

whereU; andU; are independent zero-mean Gaussian random variables mittvariance.
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Fig. 21: Ry vs. dy, for one-hop myopic decode-forward Fig. 22: Comparison of achievable sum rates of one-hop
and omniscient decode-forward for the four-node broadnyopic decode-forward and omniscient decode-forward
cast relay channel. for the four-node broadcast relay channel.

The reception rate at node 2 is

R/2 = I(Xl;Y2|X2) (58&)
1 _ 1
=3 log 2me[rd 5 aPy + No| — 5 log 2me N3 (58b)
N 1 (1 — a)P1
=3 log [1 + 7z, } (58c)
and the reception rate at node 3 (and node 4 due to symmetry) is
Ry = R} = I(X1, X; Y3) (59a)
1 - - -1 ? 1
=3 log 2me | kd 13 (1 — o) Py + \/ml13 aP) + \/Iid23 Py) + N3| — 3 log 2we N3 (59b)
1 P1 OéP1P2
=—log |1+ + Py +2 . 59c
2 08 14+ (V3/2+d)2 \/1/4+(\/§/2+d12)2| (59¢)
Hence, achievable common rates are up to
Ry < min{R}, R}, R} (60a)
1 . (1 — a)P1 Pl OéPlpg
=—1 1 ——— —+ P+ 2 60b
2°g< *mm{ A A s }> (o%0)
= Romniscient (600)

for some0 < a < 1, whered?; = 1/4 + (v/3/2 + di2)>.

In Fig.[21, the maximum achievable common rate is constdabeR’; (and R)) whend;s is small, and byR),
whend;» gets large. From the rate expressions, we seeRhaif the myopic coding and the omniscient coding has
the same expression (by setting= 0 in the latter). When the maximum achievable common rate msttained by

%, the optimala is 0, to make the first term i _(60) largest possible. WHenis large, R), is the bottleneck, and
achievable rates under both coding strategies are the Sangeis because using either the myopic coding or the
omniscient coding, node 2 only decodes from node 1. Compdhi@ transmit power of 1W and 10W, when nodes
transmit at lower power (or lower SNRY/, constrains the overall rate for a larger rangedef. So, achievable
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rates of one-hop myopic decode-forward are as high as thamoiscient decode-forward for larger rangedy$
in the low SNR regime.

Fig.[22 depicts achievable rates of one-hop myopic decooeafd and that of omniscient decode-forward for
different P, and . Achievable rates of the myopic coding are as high as that@fmniscient coding whem;
is low and P, is high. This is exactly the criteria foR, to be constrained byg}, or in other words, when the
source-relay link is the bottleneck.

V1. CONCLUSION

We derived achievable rates of myopic decode-forward apditmategies for the multiple-relay channel, the
multiple-access relay channel, and the broadcast relagnehaMyopic coding has practical advantages of being
more robust to network topology changes, less processimjfewer storage requirements at each node.

We showed that in the low SNR regime, achievable rates ofttegp-myopic decode-forward are as large as that
of omniscient decode-forward in a five-node multiple-retdnannel, and close to that of the omniscient coding in
a six-node channel. Comparing one-hop myopic decode-fornamad two-hop myopic decode-forward, we see that
adding a node into the nodes’ view improves the achievaliéesignificantly. Hence, besides being more practical,
a myopic coding strategy potentially (as only non-congiveccoding is being considered) performs as good or
close to the corresponding omniscient coding strategys Tieans in a large network, we might do local coding
design without compromising much on the achievable rate.

We also analyzed two myopic coding strategies in the meliicess relay channel and the broadcast relay
channel. Using examples of four-node Gaussian channelshawed that achievable rates of these myopic coding
strategies are as good as that of their corresponding oranistoding strategies when the source(s) transmit(s) at
low power and the relay transmits at high power.

The analysis in this paper helps us to understand coding Iti-teatminal networks better. This work sheds light
on the practical design of efficient transmission protodéolsvireless networks, where robustness, computational
power, and storage memory are important design considastin addition to transmission rate.

APPENDIX |
AN EXAMPLE TO SHOW THAT MYOPIC CODING IS MORE ROBUST

To illustrate the robustness of myopic coding, we considsode-forward in the seven-node Gaussian multiple-
relay network in which node 4 fails. This means the signaltdomted by node 4 will stop. We consider the
following scenarios in myopic and omniscient coding:

i) Two-hop myopic decode-forward:

a) When the overall transmission rate is not affected: Nodke@des only from node 1, and cancels the
interference only from itself (echo cancellation) and n8dé&o, the failure of node 4 does not affect the
decoding at node 2. Node 7 will also not be affected as it desadly from nodes 5 and 6. In brief, the
failure of nodet only affects nodeg — 1,¢ + 1, andt¢ + 2 in two-hop myopic decode-forward.

b) When the overall transmission rate is affected: Suppueteupon node 4’s failure, the overall transmission
rate is lowered due to the change in the reception rate of Bodelditional re-configuration at the source
is required. Now, the source will have to transmit at a lonster One way of doing this is to use the
existing code, but pad the lower rate messages with zerdh. 2&ro-padding, the encoding and decoding
at nodes 2 and 7 need not be changed as the supported rateseantides are not affected.

ii) Omniscient decode-forward: Nodes 2 and 3, who presuraé miede 4 is still transmitting and attempt to
cancel its transmissions, will introduce more noise tortleicoders. Nodes 5 to 7, who use node 4's signal
contribution in the decoding, will experience a lower SNRenlde the supported rates at these nodes will be
lowered.

Using omniscient coding, any topology change in the netw@lg., node failure or relocation) requires re-
configuration of more nodes compared to using myopic coding.
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Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4

Time

Node 1 I x,(w,1) I le(wz,wl) I le(w3,w2) I le(w4,w3) I
Node 2 I x,(1,1) I I x,(w,,1) I Ixz(wz,wl) I Ixz(w3,w2) I
Node 3 I x,(1,1) I I x,(L,1) I |x3(w1,1) I |x3(w2,wl) I

Node 4 I x,(1,1) II x,(1,1) II x,(1,1) II x,(w,,1) I

Fig. 23: The encoding scheme of two-hop myopic decode-fahi@r the multiple-relay channel.

APPENDIX I
PROOF OFTHEOREM[Z

In this appendix, we describe the encoding and decoding®sesieand prove achievable rates of two-hop myopic
decode-forward for the multiple-relay channel. We consiliet- T — 2 transmission blocks, each efuses of the
channel. A sequence of independéhindices,w;, € {1,2,...,2"%}, b=1,2,..., B are sent oven(B + T — 2)
uses of the channel. AB — oo, the rateRnB/n(B + T — 2) — R for anyn.

Note:We usew andz to represent the source message. The notatiodenotes the information which the source
outputs at thej-th block. This means the source emits, wo, ... in blocks1,2,... respectively. The notatios,
denotes the new information which nodéransmits. Since each node transmits codewords derived fine last
two decoded messages, node 2 always transfaitss). These different notations are used at different instances
for better illustration.

A. Codebook Generation
In this section, we see how the codebook at each node is dedera
o First, fix the probability distribution
p(ur,ug, ..., ur—1, 21,2, ..., x7—1) = p(ur)p(ug) - - - plur—1)p(x1|u1, u2)p(x2|ug, uz) - - - p(er—_1|ur—1)

for eachu; € U;.
« For eacht € {1,...,T — 1}, generate"’* independent and identically distributed (i.i.ckjsequences in{}",

each drawn according ta(u;) = [/, p(us). Index them asy(z), z € {1,...,2"%}.
° DefinexT_l(zT_l) = uT_l(zT_l).
o Foreacht € {1,...,T — 2}, define a deterministic function that mafs;, u;;1) to x;:
xt(2t, 2t41) = ft(ut(zt)7 ut+1(2t+1))- (61)

o Repeat the above steps to generate a new independent ckd&Bpd hese two codebooks are used in alternate
block of transmission. The reason for using two independedebooks will be clear in the error probability
analysis section.

We see that in each transmission block, nedec {1,...,7T — 2}, sends messages of two blocks:(new data)

andz;;; (old data). In the same block, node- 1 sends messages;; andz;,. Note that a node cooperates with
the node in the next hop by repeating the transmissjon. We will see this clearer in the next section.

B. Encoding
Fig.[23 shows the encoding process for two-hop myopic deémaeard. The encoding steps are as follows:
« In the beginning of block 1, the source emits the first soueteedw;. Note that there is no new information
after B blocks. We definevp11 = wpyio =+ = wpir—2 = 1.
« In block 1, node 1 transmitx; (wy,wp). Since the rest of the nodes have not received any informatio
they send dummy symbots;(we—_;, w1—;), i € {2,...,T — 1}. We definew, = 1, for b < 0. In block 1,
21 = Wi,22 = W, ...
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o At the end of block 1, assume that node 2 correctly decodeéirtesignalw .

« In block 2, node 2 transmitg,(wi,wp). Node 1 transmitsc; (wy, w1). It helps node 2 to re-transmit; and
sendsw, (new information) at the same time. In block 2, = ws, z0 = w1, 23 = wy, . . .

« Generalizing, in block € {1,...,B+ T — 2}, nodet, t € {1,...,T — 1}, has data(w;, wa, ..., wp_¢11)-
Under two-hop myopic decode-forward, it send$wy_;+1, wp—_¢).

o We see that a node sends messages that it has decoded intth@gbtcks. This adheres to the constraints
of two-hop myopic decode-forward.

C. Decoding

o Under the two-hop myopic decode-forward constraints, aencah store a decoded message no longer than
two blocks and can use two blocks of received signal to decogemessage.

o Node 2’s decoding is slightly different from the other nodesit has only one upstream node. So it decodes
every message using one block of received signal. We idltesthe decoding of messagg at node 2. At the
end of block 4, assuming that node 2 has already decoded ge=ssa , w-, w3) correctly. However, due to
the myopic coding constraint, it only has, andws in its memory. This is because; was decoded at the
end of block 1 and would have to be discarded at the end of [Bo8o, it finds the a uniqua; (w4) which is
jointly typical with uz(w2), us(ws), andys 4 (the received signal at node 2 in block 4). We wtg, instead
of yo4 to avoid the confusion with the received signal of node 24.efwor is declared is there if no suay
or more than one unique;.

o Nodes 3 toT decode a message using two blocks of received signal. Gamsatle 3. At the end of block
4, assuming that node 3 has already decadeddecoded at the end of block 2) and (decoded at the end
of block 3) correctly. Assume that it now correctly decodesusing signals from blocks 3 and 4. At the end
of block 4, it finds a set of1; (w4) which is jointly typical with us(w,), uz(ws2), uz(ws), andys 4. We call
this set£;(wy4). Since it can only keeps messages decoded over two blocksejitsws andws and discard
wi. At the end of block 5, node 3 finds a setwf(w,) that is jointly typical withuy(wsz), uz(ws), andys s.

We call this setly(wy). It finds a uniquew, that belong to both sets, that &, € £;(w4) N Lo(wy). Here
N denotes intersection of sets. An error is declared whenntegsection contains more than one index or the
sets do not intersect.

« We now generalize the decoding process. Refer to [Fifj. 24yeaenhd of blockh — 1, assuming that node
t has correctly decodet,...,wy_;). Under the myopic coding constraint, it has in its memany ;
and w,_;. It decodesw,_;.1. It then finds a set ofy;_5(wy_¢12) that is jointly typical with (u;—1 (wp—¢+1),

i (wp—t), W1 (Wh—i—1), Yyp—1))- Label this setly (wy—¢42). It discardsw,—;,—; from its memory. At the end
of block b, it finds the set ofu;_1 (w,_¢12) that is jointly typical with (u;(wp—¢41), w1 (wp—t), y). Label
this setLo(wp_s12). It declarew,_,. - if there is one and only one index iy (wp_;y2) N Lo(wp—_¢12).

D. Achievable Rates and Probability of Error Analysis

In the previous section, we said that noddecodes message, ., in block b. We denote the event that no
decoding error is made at all nodes in the firdilock,1 < b < B+ T — 2, by

C(b) = {Wy(k—t42) = Wh—r12 : ¥t € [2,T] andk € [1,]} (62)

where, ;) is nodet’s estimate of the message,. This means in the firsk blocks, node 2 will have correctly
decoded(wy, wa, ..., w,), node3 will have correctly decodetwy, w,...,w,_1), and so on. We sab, = 1 for
k < 0. They are the dummy signals sent by the nodes.

We denote the probability that there is no decoding erroraupldck b as

P.(b) 2 Pr{C(b)} (63)

and P.(0) = 1. The probability that one or more error occurs during bléck [1,B + T — 2] at some node
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v
L, 0, 4,07,
In block (b-1) u (W, )
3(Wb t+3) / \V W )
t+1 b-t-1
(Wb t+2) \/ul(wb_[)

\tl bt+2

In blOCk b - Z(Wb [+3) \

':u (W ) \j
v":Known to node ¢ R ‘/uﬁl(wb»t)
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b-t+1

v
ut(watﬂ)

Fig. 24: Decoding at node of messageuv;,_; .

t € [2,T1], given that there is no error in decoding at all nodes in altk$ up tob — 1, is

P.(b) = Pr {wt(b_m) # wp—y1o : for somet € {2,... ,T}‘C(b - 1)}

T
< Z Pr {wt(b—t—i-Q) # Wp—142|C(b — 1)} (64a)
=2
T
23" Pu(b) (64D)
=2

where P.,(b) £ Pr {wt(b_m) # wp_t42|C(b— 1)}, which is the probability that nodewrongly decodes the latest
letter wy_s+o in block b, given that it has correctly decoded the past letters.

Now, we need to compute the error probabili®y;(b). As mentioned in the decoding section, the decoding of a
message spans over two blocks. For example, let us look aletb@ding of message, ;. » at nodet, as depicted
in Fig.[24. The message to be decoded is boxed and the mesbagemdet has correctly decoded are marked
with v'. In block b — 1, nodet find a set ofw;_, 5 for which

(ut—Z(wb—t+2)aut—l(wb—t+1)7ut(wb—t)7ut—i—l(wb—t—l)a}’t(b—l)) € Al (Up—2,U;—1,Up, Upy1,Yy) = Ai. - (65)
In block b, nodet finds a set ofw,_;,o for which

(W—1 (Wp—p42), U (Wh—p41), W1 (Wo—t), Yip) € AL (U1, Up, U1, Vz) £ As. (66)

Nodet then finds the intersection of the two sets to determine theevaf wy,_;. .
Assuming that node has correctly decoded;_;_1, wy_;, andw,_;11, we define the following error events:

2 (Ut 2(Wy—t+2), ut—l(wb—t+1)vut(wb—t)>ut—i-l(wb—t—l)aYt(b—l)) ¢ A (67a)

&= (ut 2(v), We—1 (Wo—t41), We(Wo—t ), We1 (Wh—t—1), Yt(b—l)) €A (67b)

& = (ut 1(Wo—t42), W (Wp—p41), W1 (wo—t), Ytb) ¢ A (67c)

& = (ut 1(0), ue(Wp—t41), Wep1 (Wp— t)aYtb) € As (67d)
for somev € {v cl,..., 2" v # wb_t+2}, and

Es £ ENé&y. (68)
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&s is the event where # w,_;,5 IS found in the intersection of the decoding sets and is,efoee, wrongly
decoded as the transmitted message. An error occurs dinéndetcoding in block at nodet if eventsé&,, &, or
&5 occurs. Now, we can rewrite

P.(b) =Pr{& UEUE}T < Pr{&} + Pr{&} + Pr{&}. (69)

The last equation is due to the union bound of events.
From the definition of jointly typical sequences (Definitieh we know that

Pr{&} <e (70a)
Pr{&} <e, (70b)

for sufficiently largen.
Using Lemmd L, we derive the probability of a particule w;,_;.» that satisfies[(67b):

Pr {(Ut_2(v), w1 (Wp—py1), W (Wo—t), W1 (Wo—t—1), Yep—1)) € A1}

= > p(ug—2)p(w—1, s, Wgy1,ye) (71a)
(ut727ut71,ut,ut+17yt)€A1
< |A1|2—n(H(Ut,2)—E)2—n(H(Ut,1,Ut,UH],Yt)—e) (71b)
S 277/(H(Ut727Ut71,Ut,Ut+1,}/,5)-‘1‘6)2—n(H(Ut72)—6)2—n(H(Ut71,Ut7Ut+17)/t)—E) (71C)
— 2—n(H(Ut—2)—H(Ut72D/t,Utfl,Ut,UH,l)—ge) (71d)
S 2_n(I(Ut—2§Yt|Ut—17Ut7Ut+1)_3E)‘ (719)
The last equation is becaus&U;_o) > H(U;—2|Us—1, U, Upy1).
By a similar method, we can calculate the probability of atipatar v € {v € {1,...,2"%} : v # wy_s40}
satisfies[(67d):
Pr{(w—1(v2), W(Wh—s+1), U1 (Wp—t), yip) € Ao} < 27U UmiVilUnUiin)=3¢) (72)

Combining these two probabilities, we find the probabilltattnodet wrongly decodesv, ;.2 to anyv € {v €
{1,...,2"%] : v # wy_s 10} to be

Pr{&}
= Y Pr{v satisfies[(6B) (73a)
ve{l,...,2n R}
VAW, 142
= > Pr{uv satisfies[(678)Pr{v satisfies[(67d) (73b)
ve{l,...,2n R}
VAWt 42
< (2nR . 1) > 2—n(I(Ut72§Yt|Ut—l7Ut7Ut+1)_3E)2_n(I(Uf*1;K‘Ut7Uf+1)_3e) (73c)
< 2—71([(Ut727Ut—1§)/t|Ut7Ut+1)_66_R) (73d)
<e. (73e)

Here, [73b) is due to the use of independent codebooks fdr akernating block. The last equation is made
possible for sufficiently large. and if

R < I(Ut—27Ut—l§K’UtaUt+l) — Ge. (74)
With this rate constraint and large we see that the probability of error is

T
Pe(b) = Per(b) (752)
t=2

el

< [Pr{é’l} + Pr{gg} + Pl“{55}] (75b)

t=2
< (T —1)3e, (75¢)
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which can be made arbitrarily small. Hence, the ratd id (843ahievable.
Equation [[7#) is only the rate constraint at one node. In lnp-myopic decode-forward, each message must
be fully decoded at each node, hence the overall rate is reamst by

R< min Ry, (76)
te{2,...,T}
where
Ry = I(Ut—2, Ui—1; Yt|Ut, Ut+1) (77)

and Uy = Ur = Ury1 = 0. Since the message can flow through the relays in any orderceHee arrive at
Theoreni 2.

APPENDIX I
PROOF OFTHEOREM[3

Now, we prove Theoreml 3. We start by describing the codebeolegtion. We send blocks of information
over B+ T — 2 blocks of channel use.

A. Codebook Generation
The codebook generation férhop myopic decode-forward for the multiple-relay chanisehs follows.
« Fix the probability distribution function

p(ut, ug, ..., ur—1,21,%2,...,T7_1)
= p(u1)p(ug) - - - p(ur—1)p(rr—1|ur-1)
x p(xr_2|ur—2,ur—1) - p(Tr_k|Ur—k, UT g1 - - -, UT 1)
X p(rr—p—1|ur—p—1,ur—k ..., ur—2) - p(ar|ur, ug, . .., up). (78a)
« For eacht € {1,...,T — 1}, generate™” independent and identically distributed (i.i.ckjsequences in(}",
each drawn according to(u;) = [/~ p(us). Index them asy (), z € {1,...,2"%}.
° DefinexT_l(zT_l) = U—T—I(ZT—I)-
o For eacht € [T — k, T — 2|, define a deterministic function that ma@s;, u;;1,...,ur_1) t0 x;:
X (2, 241, - - 2r—1) = fe(we(2), g1 (2e41)s - - ur—1(27-1)). (79)
o For eacht € [1,T — k — 1], define a deterministic function that maQs;, usy1,..., w1 x—1) t0 x¢:
Xt(zt> Zt41y .- >zt+k—1) = fi (llt(Zt), ut+1(zt+1)> . >ut+k—1(zt+k—1))- (80)

« Repeat the above steps to generate 1 new independent codebooks. Théseodebooks are used in cycle
and reused aftek blocks ofn transmissions.
For the sake of illustration, we denote the code of nadec {1,...,7 — 1} by x¢(2¢, 2141, - - ., 2t4k—1) Where
zj = 1 for j > T. These are dummy symbols that do not affect the encodingepsoc

B. Encoding

We now describe the encoding process £enop myopic decode-forward. It is depicted in Hig] 25.

« In the beginning of block 1, the source emits the first souetedw;. Note that there is no new information
in blocksb for B+1<b< B+ T —2. We assume thabvp,| = wpys =+ = wpyr—2 = 1.

« Inblock 1, node 1 transmits; (w1, wo, . . . , wa_ ). Since the rest of the nodes have not received any informatio
they send dummy symbots; (wa_;, w1, ..., w3_k—;), 1 € {2,...,T — 1}. We definew, = 1, for b < 0.

« At the end of blockb — 1, b > 2, we assume that nodehas correctly decoded messages upwiQ;. .
Under thek-hop myopic constraints, a node can encode with at rhgeteviously decoded messages in each
block of transmission. So, in blodk nodet encodemin{k,T — ¢} previously decoded messages, i.e., it sends
Xt (Wp—t41, Wp—t, - - -, Wp—t—k+2). We note that there are onlf — ¢ nodes in front of node. For the case of
T —t < k, nodet sendsx;(wp—_¢+1, Wp—t, - -, Wp—742,1,...,1). This means, it sete; =1 fori >b—T+1,
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) Block 1 Block 2 Block b
Time >
Node 1 [x (w,L...1) | [x,(wyw,...1) | ====x, (W, W, ,...ow, ,.))
Node 2 |x,(1,1,...,1) x,(w,l,...,1) 00, (W, s W, peesW,
Node 7 |x(1,1,...,1) x(1,1,...,1) X (W, Wy s Wy i)
Node 7-2 |x,,(1,1,...,1) x,,(1,1,...,1) X (W, Wy rgseens 1)
Node 7-1 |x, (1,1,..,1) | |x, (L,1,..,1) X, (W, 1,01

Fig. 25: The encoding scheme fbrhop myopic decode-forward for the multiple-relay channel

Block b-k+1 Block b-1 Block b

Node #-k xt—k(wb—t+2’wb—t+1""’Wb—t—k+3) we=s xt—k(wb—t+k""’Wb-t+2’wb—t+l)

xt-k(wb-t+k+ 1 ’Wb-t+k’ ot ’Wb-t+2

NOde t-2 xt—Z(Wb—t-k+4""’Wb-t—2k+5) xt-z(wb-t+2’wb-t+1""’Wb-t-k+3 xt-2(wb-t+3’wb-t+2""’Wb-t-k+4
Node #-1 xt-l(wb-t-k+3""’Wb-t-2k+4) xt—l(wb-tﬂ’wb-t""’Wb-t-k+2) xt-l(wb-t+2’wb-t+1" "’Wb-t-k+3
NOde 4 xt(wb-t-k+2""’Wb-t-2k+3) xt(wb-t’wb-t-l""’Wb-t-kﬂ) xt(wb-tﬂ’wb-t""’Wb-t-k+2)

Fig. 26: The decoding scheme férhop myopic decode-forward for the multiple-relay channéhderlined
symbols are those that has been decoded by ngut@r to blockb.

which is equivalent to sending dummy symbols. This is beeaighe end of block — 1, nodeT" will have
already correctly decoded signals upw@g_7.1. As this is the last node in the network, all other nodes will
have had decoded those signals. Hence no node needs toitransml for i« > b — T+ 1 again. The dummy
symbols are included so that the same transmit notation eamséd for all the nodes.

C. Decoding and Achievable RatesieHop Myopic Decode-Forward

We look at how node, for t > k + 1, decodesw, ;.o at the end of block. Fig.[28 shows what the nodes

transmit.

« During blockb, there are: nodes that encode;,_; - in their transmissions. These are nodes k,...,t—1}.
Nodes{1,...,t — k — 1} do not encodev, ;. in their transmissions in block as they have to discard the
message due to the buffering constraint of tAeop myopic coding.

« At the end of blockb, nodet finds £ (wp—¢+2) in which

(utfl(UA]b—t—q—Z)a W (W 41)s - -+ W1 (Wh—t—k12), Ytb) € AL (81)

Here, we note that nodecan storek old messages. Hence, during the decoding at the end of bJatknows
(wp(wp—ys1), -+, Wak—1(wp—¢—g12)). The rate contribution fronf_(81) is

Rﬁ” = I(Up—1; YU, - ., Upg—1)- (82)

« Moving back one block, at the end bloék- 1, nodet has messaggs (wy—¢), - - - , W k—1(Wp—t—k+1)) N itS

storage. After decoding;_;(wy—¢+1), it then forms the sets(wy_¢12) Which

(ut—z(wawz), W1 (Wot41)s -+ o W1 (Wh—t— k1), Yt(bfl)) € AL (83)
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The rate contribution from this is
Rt(z) = I(Ui—2;Y1|Up—1, ..., Upyp—1). (84)
Repeating this for blockéh — i + 1), 3 < ¢ < k, nodet find the set’;(wy_;12), and the rate contribution is
R = I(Ur—i; Yol Us—is1, - ., Upsi—1). (85)

The proof is similar to that for two-hop myopic decode-fordr@nd will be omitted here.
Finally, nodet finds wy_;492 € ﬂle L;(wy—¢12), Where() denotes the intersection of sets. A unigiig ;.-
can be found if the reception rate at nadiss not more than

k .
Ry = ZRt(Z) =I(U—p,- -, U—1; Yo Ut ..., Upg—1). (86)
i=1

Since all data must pass through every node, the overaligatenstrained by the node which has the lowest
reception rate, that is

< i .
< te{gl,.l.l.l,T} By 87)

With this, we have Theorem 3.
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