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Abstract—This paper considers an interference network com-
posed of K half-duplex single-antenna pairs of users who wish to
establish bi-directional communication with the aid of a muti-
input-multi-output (MIMO) half-duplex relay node. This ch annel
is referred to as the “MIMO Wireless Switch” since, for the sake
of simplicity, our model assumes no direct link between thewo
end nodes of each pair implying that all communication must
go through the relay node (i.e., the MIMO switch). Assuming
a delay-limited scenario, the fundamental limits in the hid
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) regime is analyzed using the dérsity-
multiplexing tradeoff (DMT) framework. Our results sheds light
on the structure of optimal transmission schemes and the gai
offered by the relay node in two distinct cases, namely recipcal
and non-reciprocal channels (between the relay and end-uss. In
particular, the existence of a relay node, equipped with a dficient
number of antennas, is shown to increase the multiplexing
gain; as compared with the traditional fully connected K-pair
interference channel. To the best of our knowledge, this i first
known example where adding a relay node results in enlarging
the pre-log factor of the sum rate. Moreover, for the case of
reciprocal channels, it is shown that, when the relay has a naber
of antennas at least equal to the sum of antennas of all the use
static time allocation of decode and forward (DF) type schems
is optimal. On the other hand, in the non-reciprocal scenar,
we establish the optimality of dynamic decode and forward in
certain relevant scenarios.

|. INTRODUCTION

works to require higher data rates and offer more guarantet-es
on the Quality of Service (QoS) metrics, in terms of both gela
and robustness to noise and interference. User cooperation
and relaying is one of the most promising techniques f
meeting these new challenges. The recent worklof [1] ahd [.

triggered a vast literature on developing cooperativeyietp
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It is natural to expect next-generation communication neé\—
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rate as compared with that of the pair interference channel
(with direct links) in certain special cases.

Our analysis focuses on the delay-limited high SNR regime.
Towards this end, we characterize the diversity-multiplgx
tradeoff [4] of the MIMO switch channel under two different
assumptions on the channel reciprocity between the reldg no
and end-users. Our results shed light on the structure of the
optimal schemes, the gain offered by the relay node, and
the critical impact of channel state information (CSI) oe th
problem.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The system
model and our notations are described in Sediibn Il while the
main results are presented in Section IIl. Finally, Sediiéh
concludes the paper with a brief discussion outlining thinma
insights gleaned from our results.

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND NOTATION

Throughout the paper, we writef(p) = p° if

lim,, o 1?(%%{;,);) — b whereb is called the exponential order

of f(p). The inequalities> and < are defined similarly. We
use (z)Tto meanmax{z,0}. RY and CV denote the set
of real and complex/V-tuples respectively. We denote the
complement of set) by © whereas the cardinality of a set
is denoted by|A|. log(-) denotes the bask{ogarithm, ®
enotes Kronecker's multiplication, ariddenotes Hermitian

ranspose.
We consider a network composed &f pairs of users and
a relay R. Each user is equipped with a single antenna while

&rﬁe relay is equipped witl/ antennas. In our model, there

S'no direct link between the users. The received signalat th

relay overT; channel uses is given by

techniques, e.gl ]3] and references therein. Here, we d@ens
an extendednulti-user version of the two-way relay channel.
More specifically, aK -pair interference network is analyzed.
Each pair wishes to establish a two-way communication link
in the presence of interference from the other pairs. Onlyhereas the received signal by uggr; overT; channel uses

K 2
Yr:\/ﬁZZ(ITl ®H1(€11)) Xpi+WhH, (@)

k=1i=1

one multi-input-multi-output (MIMO) relay is responsibier

helping all the K pairs. To simplify the analysis, we further

limit our analysis to the multi-hop scenario where all theneo

munication must go through the relay node. Quite remarkably

our results establish the ability of the relay node, i.eifcwin

is given by

Yii= & (I e BHY) X+ WEL @)

In this notation,p is the average SNR per linky,. €

our multi-hop set-up, to increase the pre-log factor of s CM7:*! js the received signal at the relaX,; € CT1*!
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is the nodelU}, ; input matrix,Y; ; € C™=x1 is the received schemes operate in two phases because of the half-duplex
signals by nodelUy; from the relay, andX, € CM7:x1  constraint. For the DF-MAC-TDMA schem&hase Oneis
is the relay input matrix. All the channels are assumed & multiple-access phase in which each of the sources sends
be frequency non-selective, quasi-static Rayleigh fading its message to the relay using codebooks of rAteOur
independent of each other; thatB,(fZ, j=1,2,is a matrix relay (switch) decodes the messages jointly then XORs the
whose entries are independent and identically distrib(ited) messages of each pair and encodes the new messages with
complex circularly symmetric Gaussian random variableh wian independent codebook of rafe In Phase Twa the relay
zero mean and unit variance i.eN¢(0,1). The additive transmits on’ TDMA slots, where thek-th slot is allocated
white Guassian noiséV (") and W}°) have i.i.d entries with for the the message intended for theh pair of usersyy.,
Ne(0,1) WhereWQ) e CMTix1 andW,(fz c CT2x1, and Uy 2. The DF-MAC-BC_ scheme differs from the DF-

All the nodes are assumed to oberate in half-duplé\{l'A‘C'T_D'\/lA scheme qnly _mPhase Twowh_ere the rela_ly
mode, i.e., at any point in time, a node can only listen &ansm!ts to "?‘" the pairs simultaneously using the avlplab
transmit but not both. We consider a short-term (or pey_ansmlt CSl in the reciprocal channel scenario. In static

block) average power constraint: (tE[XT X ‘]) P version of our two schemes, the time interval allocated thea
9e p ' katkil ) =21 phase is fixea-priori whereas thelynamic version allows for

and tr E[XL,TXM]) < MTs. We focus on thesymmetric changing the allocation based on the instantaneous réafiza
casewith equal rates assigned to all tRél sources in the of the channel matrices.

network. For increasing SNR we say that a scheme achieveg Re procal Channels

multiplexing gain » per each userin the network andliversity

gain d if the rateR (per user) and the average error probabilit}_z> Theorem 1. The diversity-multiplexing tradeoff of thex -

air MIMO Switch channel with reciprocal channels is

P satisfy bounded by

R(p) o . IOgPE(p) _ MAC—sym (T +
Therefore, the multiplexing gaiper pair is 2r and sum Wherea* satisfies
multiplexing gain is 2Kr. For the sake of completeness, JMAC=sym T\ _ MAC-sym r 6
we state the results obtained inl [5] regarding the diversity a1 (7) (J) T UK LM 1—q* ©)

multiplexing tradeoff of the multiple access channel (MAC) \yhen s > 2K, the lower bound matches the upper bound

If the block lengthl > K'm +n—1, the optimal tradeoff curve yjeing the optimal DMT. Moreover, the static DF-MAC-BC
for a MAC of K" users (with symmetric rates oflog p) ach  gcheme achieves the optimal DMT in this special case.

with /m antennas and a receiver withantennas is given by Proof: (Sketch) We start with the achievability of the
MAC—sym dPPC(r), r < min(m, KLH) static DF-MAC-BC scheme foK pairs. We define the error
K,m,n (r) = { dﬁﬁcn(Kr), r > min(m, Z4) (4)  event as the error in decoding a message of one user (in any

_ _ pair) at the other user (in the same pair), i.e.,
whered!'hC (r) is the optimal tradeoff curve/ !, (r) for a

point-to-point channel withn transmit antennas andreceive E= U U {1, # M} (7)
antennas_[4]. k=1, K i=1,2

Finally, we consider two distinct cases for the channels betherem,, ; is the message df/y ;. 1 is the estimate of
tween the relay and the users. In the reciprocal channets casy,1 at Ui 2 andri o is the estimate ofny 2 at Uy 1. Using
the channel from the user to the relay is the reciprocal of tli&yes’ rules, we can upper bouitf; as
channel from the relay to the user i) = H{’) = Hy; P(E) < P(E|E,) + P(E,) ®)
for all + and k. In the non-reciprocal independent channels
case, the channels between the users and the relay in Bg@ere £, is the error event at the relay. _
direction are independent of each otherffe') and H\*) are ~ The probability of error in Phase Oné)(E,), is that of
independent. Practically, one would expect the channeteto@ Multiple-access channel @< single-antenna users having
correlated. However, we only consider the two extreme casiénmetric rates of and a receiver having antennas. Hence,
to allow for obtaining insights without complicating theatn the DMT is given byd); /'™ (£ B
ysis. Perfect knowledge of Channel State Information (CSI) The probability of error in Phase Twd?(E|E,), has an
is only assumed at the receivers. However, in the reciprogaponential order-d, 1™ (== ) wheredy, s¥™(r) is
channel scenario, the receiver CSI also implies transmiti@e optimal tradeoff of a broadcast channel with a transmitt
CSI at the relay node. As shown next, this knowledge camvingn transmit antennas, transmitting k6 users (each with
be exploited to obtain significant performance gains. m receive antennas) with individual ratesog p . Therefore,

dyac—pe(r) is lower bounded by

IIl. MAIN RESULTS

In our achievability arguments, we use the following maxmin{dgiAchsym(r) (f) ,dﬁcméfym( " >} 9)
two schemes: 1)DF-MAC-TDMA and 2)DF-MAC-BC. Both @ Y a Y I-a




The duality between the multiple-access channel and broadherea™ satisfies

cast channels ir_[6] implies that they have the same optimal K
. / — — . MAC—sym (T r
tradeoff curve i.aly 17 V" (r) = d,, 2V"(r). The optimal dyiing” (_a*) = dify’ <1 — a*) (16)

value for static time allocationg*, is obtained when the _ ) - ]
diversity gains of both phases are equal, yielding equaBpn Proof: (Sketch) The achievability of the static DF-MAC-

Hence TDMA scheme forK pairs follows the same steps of static
d (r) > MAC=sym (L) (10) DF-MAC-BC scheme. However, the probability of error in
MAC=BC\) = GaK 1M a* Phase Two,P(E|E,), is dominated by the worst (i.e maxi-

This completes the achievability. We now move to thEum) probability of error of the point-to-point links beter
converse. We use a genie-aided strategy to lower bound fAg relay and the users. Because of symmetry, these proba-
probability of error. In phase one, all the messages exaept Jilities have the same exponential order of decay with SNR
message, sayny 1, are revealed to the relay, while in phasavhich is di/\” (fira)- Consequently, the lower bound on
two, all the messages except the message intended for ubenuc—_rpara(r) is given by
U ,1 are revealed to their destinations. A , Kr

Thus we obtain two lower bounds on the probability mgxmin{dgch,Msym (5) N <1 _a)} 17)
of error Pe(p|H) > Py ,2m,.(p|H) and Pg(p|H) > _ _ . o .

Py, o2y (p|H), wherermy, ; is the estimate ofny; at R. The optimal valueg*, is obtained when the diversity gains of

This means thaf(p|H) is lower bounded by the maxi- both phases are equal, giving equationl (16). u
mum of the two bounds. We minimize this_maximum to tighteg  Non-Reci procal Independent Channels
the lower bound and use Fano’s inequality to get

Here, only receiver CSl is available at the relay. Moreover,

Pr(p|H) > 1— 1 _ 1 (11) the lack of channel reciprocity makes the dynamic version of
- rT'log p r1'log p our protocol superior to the static version. The followiegult
where formalizes this observation and provides upper and lower

bounds on the optimal diversity-multiplexing tradeoff.
Z= max min{lg(X11;Y),Ig(X;Y11)} (12) Theorem 3. The diversity-multiplexing tradeoff of théx-
@Fx1 1P Pair MIMO Switch channel with independent channels is
in which Px,, and Px, are the probability distribution bounded by
functions of X; ; and X, respectively. Using Gaussian inputs

1— (K +1)r\"
to maximize the mutual information leads to dppr(r) <d(r) <M (#) (18)
7 = maxmin {aTCy, (1 —a)TC1} (13)  where
2 M;
whereC; = 10gdet([—|—pH171HI_’1). Clearly, the optimal value i inf 27— 14| M, — M, o
for a is 0.5. Averaging over all the channel realizations yieldsD ) m/in (al,;I:)E@Q ; j;( J IM; wl)ais
: (19)
Pp(p) > P(Z<RT)=P(C1/2<R) (14) for A C {(k,i)|k=1,--- ,K,i=1,2} and

P(Ci < 2R) has an exponential order ofd}j/ " (2r).

Hence, Pz > p~M(-2"" and consequentlyi(r) is upper
bounded byd(r)<M (1 — 2r)* m S7* Sy T}

In the previous result, the channel reciprocity played a KSP 4 ]A|S,
key {plel in offer_ing _tthe relbayanQe tt)rlar:srr[}ist;;ejr tCSI.tIn slomﬁ] which we haveM; = |A|, My = M, Ms = 1, Mj =
practical scenarios, it maybe desirable to st protocols . A" ~min{|A[,M +
that do not depend on the availability of such side infororati mm{MiA’Mi“}‘ Whereass = Zj:l{‘ i (1-ai))
The following Lemma characterizes the performance of one &fd S2 = (1 — 042,1)+-
such schemes. Even in this scenario, this result establtsiee ~ WhenM > 2K, the lower bound matches the upper bound
ability of the relay node to increase the maximum multiplex¢ielding the optimal DMT. Moreover, dynamic DF-MAC-
ing gain as compared with th& -pair interference channel. TDMA scheme achieves this DMT.
Interestingly, using this scheme one obtains the maximum Proof: (Sketch) First, we consider the achievability of the
mu|tip|exing gainper pair in the Specia| cas& = 2. dynamic DF scheme. The reIay listens f@f channel uses

Lemma 2: The diversity-multiplexing tradeoff of the staticuntil the messages of all the users can be decoded

@é\ = {(al,ag) S RMI*+ X RM;+|O(Z',1 2 P 2 O‘i,]\’fi* Z 0,

DF-MAC-TDMA scheme for K pairs of users is lower 1

bounded by 71 (Xa Yo X5) > [A|R (20)
JMAC—sym (TN o 15 yvhereA C {(k,z.‘)|k =1, K= 1,2}. Using Gaussian
2K,1,M (a*) < dyac—roaa(r) (15) inputs, the previous equation reducesatd* > |A|R where



C =logdet (I + HXI)HI(\”TZ. Hﬁl) is a matrix augmenting
the channel matrices from the users in the &db the relay.

Therefore, we haves = maxy {%@} If a > 1 then the
1

A

Diversity Gain d(r)

whole system is in outage. We define this event(’zisé
{a > 1} and its probability,P(O,), is equal to
7’> (22)
A
1

AR N S
P <U { >1 = m/%XP
A
If the decoding was successful at the relay, ie.< 1

1

cf A~
where 53 £ ZT;‘{{W’M} (1—-a j)+.
then, the outage occurs if the mutual information between
the transmitted signalX, and the received signal} ; of
user U ,; does not support the target data rate. We will
focus only on uset/; ; since all users have the same outage
behavior. Therefore, outage occurs WH%IH(XT; Yi1) <R.
Again, we assumeX,. to be Guassian and we define thi
outage event a®), 2 {(1 —a)Cy/K < R} whereC, =
log det (I + H1(21)H1(21)T)

1
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Fig. 1: Lower and upper bounds on the diversity-multiplexin
Sradeoff for static DF-MAC-BC K =3).

WhereC’f) = log det(I+pH§iiH§iiT). The optimal choice of
pP(le, <r)=r(| _Ge g s 27 B ing over all channel realizati
7 ©2 = JVKCF +1AIC3 a s —om oo By averaging over all channel rea izations,
ghg we obtain
= max P <172 < r) (22) _ W@
A KS{ +1A|S: Pg(p) > P(I < RT)=P ( c<11) 10(2) < R) (27)
; KCY +
where S, 2 SO (G =gy )T ! ! »
The overall probability of outage is given by At high SNR,C? can be characterized &8” = log p5i”
l1-a

wher

I CQ<R,a<1)

<)

dA(’r‘) : pdeDF(r)

(23)

P(01U02):P(a>1)+P(
SAS,

(KS{\ + |A|S2

= m;;ixP (Oé\) = m;;ixp7

= max P
A

where

09 = {(041,042) S R]wl* X RM2*|ai71 2 Z aLM? Z O,

75{\52 <r ¢
KSP +|A]S, <o
and boun
2 M7
dhr)y = inf YN (25— 1+ |Mi— Mija|)au; (24)
(a1,02)€05 527 527

1)

in which we haveM; = [A[, My = M, M3 = 1, M}

min{M;, M; 1} andOy = 08 NRMi+ x RMz2+,
Finally,

dppr(r) = mAin d™(r) (25)

The converse, in this case, follows the same outline of the
converse in the case of reciprocal channels. However, usingz)
Gaussian inputs gives a different expressionZpnamely,

et )

K

7 = maxmin
a

(26)

P(I<RT)£P<

) S
es!V = (1 - agl)) andi = 1,2.

S§1)552) .
KS{MY + 5

2
S Maf?

T) = p ) (28)

dout(r) = . 1n£ (29)
(045 ol ))GO i=1
(1) ¢(2)
= (agl) a§2)) eRT xRT Bl <7
KSMY + 81

Iving the optimization problem at hand yields the upper

din [18). [ |
IV. DISCUSSION

In the case of the reciprocal channels, Fidure 1 shows
that the lower bound (solid lines) matches the upper
bound (dashed lines) when the number of relay anten-
nas is equal to total number of antennas of users i.e
M =2K.ForM < 2K, there is a gap between the two
bounds for high multiplexing gains. Similar behavior is
shown in Figurd B for the case of identical channels.
DF-MAC-TDMA is shown to be suboptimal in the
case of reciprocal channels whereas dynamic DF-MAC-
TDMA is optimal (for M > 2K) in the case of non-
reciprocal channels. This can be explained by the fact
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Fig. 3: Lower and upper bounds on the diversity-multiplexin

tradeoff for the dynamic DF-MAC-TDMA K = 3).

3)

[2]

3
that when Transmit CSI is not available then, TDMA[ )

is optimal [7] which is indeed the case for the identical
channels scenario. However, in the case of reciproéﬁl
channels, the receive CSI assumption, coupled with
reciprocity, implies that Transmit CSI is available at thé]
relay. Hencesimultaneoushroadcast using dirty paper
coding clearly outperforms static TDMA as shown ine]
Figure[2.

It is well known that the maximum multiplexing gain pery;
pair of the half-duplexs pair interference channel (with
direct links) is1/2 [8]. Interestingly, our results show
that by adding a MIMO relay node in the network (ané8
ignoring the direct link), one can significantly increase
the multiplexing gain per pair in certain relevant sce®
nario. For example, in the reciprocal channels scenario
with transmit CSI at the relay, wheh/ > 2K, each

4)

5)

pair can achieve a maximum multiplexing gain bf
Even in the absence of transmit CSI, whé&h = 2
and M = 2, each one of the two pairs can achieve a
maximum multiplexing gain of/3 using the static DF-
MAC-TDMA scheme. To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first example of a multi-user network where
adding a relay results in a larger multiplexing gain (i.e.,
pre-log factor).

While our analysis has focused solely on uni-cast traffic,
one can generalize our results to the multi-cast scenario.
In this case, the relay node will play theue role

of MIMO wireless switch. Currently, this generalized
model is under our investigation.

One of thesubtle advantages that the relay node offers
in our set-up is a significantly reduced dependency on
the available CSI. To illustrate this fact, let's compare
it with the recently proposed interference alignment
approach for thek pair interference channé€ll[9]. This
approach is the only known technique for achieving
the optimal multiplexing gain per pair (i.el/2) in
frequency/time selective interference channels. However
it requires global knowledge about the network CSI
at each nodein the network. In the MIMO switch
setup, on the other hand, the nodes are only assumed to
havelocal receiveCSI. Furthermore, for small networks,
one can outperform the interference alignment scheme
even when the relay node only has receive CSI and
a relatively small number of antennas. In the case of
large networks, the relay node needs a large number
of transmit antennas and transmit CSI to achieve a
multiplexing gain of1 per pair (this CSI requirement

is still lower than the global CSI needed by interference
alignment).
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