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Abstract

In many sensor network applications, a fusion center often has additional valuable information, such as context
data, which cannot be obtained directly from the sensors. Motivated by this, we study a generalized CEO problem
where a CEO has access to context information. The main contribution of this work is twofold. Firstly, we characterize
the asymptotically optimal error exponent per rate as the number of sensors and sum rate grow without bound. The
proof extends the Berger-Tung coding scheme and the converse argument by Berger er al. (1996) taking into account
context information. The resulting expression includes the minimum Chernoff divergence over context information.
Secondly, assuming that the sizes of the source and context alphabets are respectively |X| and |S|, we prove that it is
asymptotically optimal to partition all sensors into at most (';( ‘) |S| groups and have the sensors in each group adopt
the same encoding scheme. Our problem subsumes the original CEO problem by Berger ez al. (1996) as a special
case if there is only one letter for context information; in this case, our result tightens its required number of groups
from (‘)2(‘) + 2 to (‘)2(‘). We also numerically demonstrate the effect of context information for a simple Gaussian

scenario.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In the era of sensor networks, the Internet of Things (IoT), and many emerging applications such as autonomous
vehicles, numerous sensors or devices collect data, from which a fusion center performs a specific task. A common
bottleneck in such scenarios is the communication resources between the sensors and the fusion center. For instance,
sensors in an autonomous vehicle generate up to 25 gigabytes (GB) of data every hour [1]. Hence, it is often essential
for the sensors to compress or quantize the collected data before delivering it to the fusion center. Additionally, in
ensemble learning, many weak classifiers make initial inferences from data, and then a strong classifier (i.e., the
fusion center) makes a final inference [2], [3]]. The initial inferences can be thought of as compressed versions of

noisy data; thus, it raises questions about how to compress noisy data and what the optimal error probability is.
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Another critical aspect of such applications is that a resource-abundant fusion center often has other information
relevant to the task that local sensors cannot provide. For instance, in object recognition, multiple cameras take
photos of the scene and transmit compressed versions to the fusion center. The quality of photos for the task
depends on other factors such as exposure, lighting conditions, distance and angle from the object, etc., which we
call context informationp_-] The fusion center cannot accurately perceive the context information from the pictures
alone; it usually equips with an extra sensor dedicated to the context information. Then, an interesting question
arises as to how helpful such context information is for the task.

To answer the above questions, we consider the CEO problem by Berger er al. [4]] and additionally introduce
context information available to the CEO. Specifically, the CEO of an organization aims to detect a length-n sequence
of discrete random variables X" € X™. However, instead of observing X" directly, L local sensors collect noisy
observations of X through identical observational channels. These sensors report their observations to the CEO
via rate-constrained noiseless links. Unlike canonical CEO problems, context information in Y is assumed to be
available to the CEO via a separate link. Upon receiving compressed observations and context information, the
CEO infers the unknown X™ as accurately as possible.

The original CEO problem that has no context information is first proposed by Berger et al. [4], which charac-
terizes the asymptotically optimal error exponent per rate as L tends to infinity. To attain it, the authors propose to
partition sensors into at most (I’;I) + 2 groups, and the sensors in each group have the same encoding scheme. The
original CEO problem is extended to the quadratic Gaussian CEO problem in [5]], 6], where the asymptotically
optimal tradeoff between sum-rate and mean-squared error (MSE) is characterized. Relying on the properties of
the Gaussian distribution, the exact rate region for the quadratic Gaussian CEO problem having a finite number of
sensors is characterized [[7], [8]]. Another well-understood CEO problem is with logarithmic distortion, for which the
exact rate region for a general setting is given [9]]. Several extensions have been further studied, such as Byzantine
agents [10], multiple sources [11]], vector Gaussian [12]-[14] and non-Gaussian [[15]], [[16] problems, specific coding
structures [[17]], [18]], and binary source [[19]. The most renowned theoretical understanding of data compression
in the presence of context information is by Wyner and Ziv [20]], which assumes that the context information is
available to the decoder. This approach is extended to various problems, such as multiterminal source coding [21]]
and remote source coding [22]]. However, to the best of our knowledge, it has not yet been studied in the setting
of CEO problems.

This work, in particular, focuses on the asymptotic property of the CEO problem where the number of sensors and
sum rate grow without bound, as in [4]-[6], [10]. In this case, as we will see, the problem bears some similarity with
distributed detection [23]-[27]], which studies the area from a perspective of hypothesis testing: Instead of (possibly
infinitely long) block compression of the CEO problem, local sensors make decisions in a symbol-wise manner
that can be thought of as symbol-wise compression. In the same model as the original CEO problem, but with only
symbol-wise compression being allowed, Tsitsiklis [28] characterized the asymptotically optimal error exponent

when the number of sensors grows without bound. It also shows that to achieve the optimal error exponent, it is

U1t is also called side information in information theory literature.



sufficient for the sensors to be partitioned into at most (‘22(‘) groups and for all sensors in each group to perform
the same scalar compression. Then, recalling (l);l) + 2 of the original CEO problem, it is natural to ask whether
or not such +2 of the CEO problem can be further tightened. By the argument of linear fractional programming
(LFP), we conclude that having at most (‘)2( ‘) groups is indeed sufficient for the CEO problem without context
information as well.

This work extends and integrates the aforementioned works to the case where the CEO utilizes context information

for inference. The main contributions of this work can be summarized as follows.

o We consider the CEO problem where the CEO has context information and characterize its asymptotically
optimal error exponent per rate (Theorem [T)). The expression is written in terms of mutual information and the
minimum Chernoff divergence over context and source alphabets, which extends the existing characterization
by Berger et al. [4]. The achievability is based on the Berger-Tung scheme with additional consideration of
context information and the error probability analysis of hypothesis testing. The converse is based on the
converse arguments of coding rate and the error probability of hypothesis testing.

o To attain the optimal error exponent per rate, we prove that it is sufficient to divide all sensors into at most
(‘AQ‘/‘) |S| groups, where |X| and |S| are the sizes of the source and context alphabets, and all sensors in each
group adopt the same compression scheme (Theorem . When |S| = 1, it tightens Berger et al.’s number
of groups (l);l) + 2 for the CEO problem and coincides with Tsitsiklis’s number. The same proof technique
can also be applied to another CEO problem [4} Theorem 2], which derives (I;f\) bound, and other detection
problems [28]], [29]]. The proof relies on the argument of linear fractional programming (LFP).

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section[[l| formally defines the problem of interest, presents the main

theorem, and discusses its implications. Sections and |V| respectively provide the proofs of achievability,
converse, and the number of groups required to attain the optimal exponent per rate. Section numerically

demonstrates the gain of context information for a simple Gaussian scenario. Finally, Section [VII] concludes the

paper.

II. PROBLEM STATEMENT AND MAIN RESULT
A. Problem Statement

We consider the CEO problem with discrete alphabets, depicted in Figure [T} Suppose that there is a probability
mass function (pmf) px s(z,s) over X X S and a sequence of source and context information pair (X, S™) where
X" =(XQ1),...,X(t),...,X(n)) € X* and S" = (S(1),...,5(t),...,5(n)) € S™ that is independent and
identically distributed (i.i.d.) drawn from px s(z,s). We further suppose that px(z) = > s px,s(7,s) > 0 for
all z € X and ps(s) = > .y Px,s(x,8) > 0 for all s € S because removing = with px(x) = 0 and s with
ps(s) = 0 does not affect the problem. Also, there are L sensors, each of which measures noisy data from the source.
The /-th sensor observes Y;* € Y™ according to a common observational channel law py|x s (ye(t)|z(t), s(t)). We
assume that py|x s(y|z,s) # py|x,s(ylz’,s') if (x,5) # (2',5'); otherwise the source is indistinguishable for
those (x,s) and (z',s) such that py|x s(y|z,s) = py|x s(yl|z’,s’). For the fusion center, commonly referred

to as a CEO, to be able to identify the source, each sensor encodes Y;* into a codeword C, € C; of rate Ry
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Fig. 1. The problem model with L sensors. If the context information is fixed to be a certain element, i.e., |S| = 1, it reduces to the original

Xn

CEO problem [4]. If |S| = 1 and only scalar compression at a fixed rate per sensor is allowed, i.e., n = 1 and R, = constant for all ¢, then it

reduces to the distributed detection problem in [28].

nats. Sensors transmit codewords, or more precisely, the indices of codewords, subject to the total rate constraint
Zle Ry < Rgym, to the CEO. In addition to the received codewords, the CEO is aware of context information
S™ € 8™ drawn jointly with X™ from px s(z, s).

Upon receiving context information S™ and L codeword indices C = {C,}L_, from sensors, the CEO makes

estimates X" (C¥, S™) = {X(t)}"_, that minimizes estimation error frequency
pm = 1g [dH(X” 5(")} _! Zn:E {dH(X(t) )A((t))}
e n 9 n s ) )

where dy is the Hamming distortion.
This setting is a variant of the original CEO problem by Berger et al. [4], as which we focus on the asymptotic
tradeoff between the sum rate and the error probability as L, Rs,,m» — oo. Formally, define two quantities:
PM™(L,Rym) = _ min  PM™(Cy,...,Cp,S"),
Zle RIZSRsum

Pe(Rsum) = LILH;O Pe(L7 Rsum)

= lim lim P (L, Rym).

L—o00n—o00
As one can see, Pe(")(L,Rsum) is the smallest error probability that is achievable using the best codebook of
block length n and sum rate Rs,m with L sensors. Allowing an infinitely long block coding and sending L — oo,
P.(Rsum) indicates the smallest error probability that is achievable at Rg,m, or in other words, — log P.(Rsym) is

the largest achievable error exponent. Then, as in [4] the goal of this work is to characterize

— R : _log Pe(Rsum)
a = a(px,s,Py|x,s) = " hrgoo —
sum sum

1
i.e., « is the largest error exponent per nat (or bit) when a large sum rate is provided. Note that the inner expression
of is with respect to a fixed sum rate, but the number of sensors has already diverged. Hence, our interest is a
regime where the average rate per sensor vanishes slowly with L so that R, diverges. It should be also noted that

when |S| = 1, it reduces to the original CEO problem [4]]. Hence, this work aims to characterize o when |S| > 2.



Notation: Throughout the paper, ¢ and ¢ denote the sensor index and temporal index of block coding, respectively.
Also, to simplify notation, we consider a set with k& element across ¢ and/or ¢ as a vector of length k. For instance,
Y = {Ye(t) oy, YE() = {Ye(t) |, and YL = {Y*}[_ . If the t-th element of a length n vector is omitted,
we use temporal index t¢; for instance, X (t¢) = {X(1),...,X(t—1),X(t+1),...,X(n)}. A set of consecutive
integers are represented by [i : j] := {i,i4+1,...,j}. Also, a subscript of probability mass functions is often omitted
when it is clear from context; for instance, p(z) = px (), p(ye(t)|z(t)) = py|x (ye(t)|z(t)). All logarithms are

natural logarithms; thus, the unit of all information-theoretic quantities is nats.

B. Main Result

Before formally discussing the main result, we introduce the Chernoff divergence, one of the key functionals of

this work.

Definition 1. Between two probability distributions pg and p1 on Z that are dominated by p, the Chernoff divergence

dy of parameter \ € [0,1] is defined as

d(po,p1) = —log /2 P ()P (2)du(2).

If po and py do not have a common support, we define dy(pg,p1) = oc.

The maximum value of the Chernoff divergence over A is in particular called the Chernoff information C(pg, p1),

ie.,

= d = —log mi b (2)pt (2)d
C(po,p1) Jnax, A(Po, 1) ngél[ér,ﬁ]/zpo (2)p1 (2)dpu(z),

which is widely used as it upper bounds the error exponent in the Bayesian binary hypothesis testing and becomes
tight as the number of i.i.d. observations tends to infinity [30[]—[32].

The optimal error exponent per rate of our CEO problem is as follows.

Theorem 1. Ler J be an independent auxiliary random variable on space J such that |J| = (|§|)|S |, and let
p(uly, j) be any probability mass function on U such that |U| = ((‘g|)|5| + |y|) |T|. Then,

o lim max | Pi0G.awe) MAXe(0,1] By [\ (D 5,5 (W), D 5,5 (10))] )
c—0 PJ,PU|Y,J" I(U;Y|X, S, J) ,
I(U;Y|X,S,J)=c

where

P (1) = pux.s.(ulz,5,7) = S plyle, s)p(uly, 7).
Y

Proof: The proofs of achievability and converse are respectively given in Sections and The proof of

| 7] is given in Section [ |
In the expression, the auxiliary random variable J plays the role of a group index, and p; denotes the fraction
of sensors belonging to the j-th group that uses the same encoding scheme. Then, the outer maximum can be
interpreted as a maximum over all possible fractions and coding schemes (test channels) under constraint. Fixing a

particular fraction p; and a coding scheme for the j-th group py |y, 7=, (U;Y|X, S, J = j) is an individual coding



rate for a sensor in the j-th group; thus, the denominator is simply the individual coding rate averaged over all
sensors since [(U;Y[X, S, J) =32, ps(j)I(U;Y|X,S,J = j). In the end, the mutual information is sent to zero
by lim._, operation for the regime of vanishing average rate per sensor. Before discussing the numerator, consider
a symbolwise compression problem (i.e., no block coding) to get an insight, and in such a case, the probability of
error can be decomposed as follows.
P, = Zp(s) Zp(x|5) Z PX =2/|X =2,5 = 5]
s x o'

=> p(s) Y, plals)PX =a'|X =x,5 = .

(z,z"):x#x’

1]

Since the inner sum comprises ( 5

) pairs of binary hypothesis testing’s error events for a fixed s, and each error term
]P’[)? =1/|X = z,5 = s] decays exponentially fast when there are L sensors and L tends to infinity, the smallest
error exponent dominates P.. It means, maximizing the smallest exponent among individual error terms, found
by minmax operation, optimizes the entire error exponent. In other words, the outer max operator maximizes
an error exponent of the binary hypothesis testing for the most indistinguishable triplet of source and context
information realizations. In addition, the CEO observes codewords and context information. Then, conditioned on
X = z, the CEO’s observational channel is effectively pyr six = ps|x 1, pu,ix,s- Since [[, pu,|x,s dominates
the observational channel as L grows without bound, we have the sum of individual divergences across sensors using

the additive property of the Chernoff divergence for product distributions. Converting the sum into the ensemble

sum yields the numerator in its expectation form, i.e., E; [dx(p(u|z1, s, J), p(ulza, s, J))].

x|

Note that the cardinality of J in the theorem is ( 5

)|S |. If the original CEO problem [4] is of interest, i.e.,

|X]
2

|X]

|S| = 1, our setting reduces to ( 5

), which means that sensors should be partitioned into at most ( ) groups and

each of which, informally speaking, corresponds to distinguishing each pair of hypotheses. This bound tightens the

[x]

original cardinality bound ('

) +2 by Berger et al. [4, Theorem 1]. The +2 is from the support lemma [33, Lemma
3.3.4], [34) Appendix C] that technically bounds the cardinality of auxiliary random variables. Our proof is based
on the linear fractional programming (LFP) that subsumes the linear programming as a special case and is generally
applicable to the CEO problem if the number of sensors and sum rate grow without bound. For instance, applying
our LFP-based proof removes the additional +2 term in the expression for the CEO problem with nonexchangeable
sensors [4, Theorem 2].

As our problem and result bear several similarities to the works by Tsitsiklis [28]] and the original CEO problem

by Berger et al. [4]], we highlight connections and differences here.

o If |S| = 1 and only scalar compression is allowed, i.e., n = 1, then the problem becomes a distributed detection

problem in [28]], for which the asymptotically optimal error exponent in L is as follows.

a= max min max Ej[dx(p(ulz1, ), p(u|ze, J))],
PJPU Y,  (z1,22) AE[0,1]

where U is a finite space of compressed signals determined by a fixed compression rate and py|y, s is a (usually
deterministic in scalar compression literature) mapping for compression. Note that the expression is the same

as « ignoring the mutual information term for normalization. Moreover, & can be attained by partitioning



sensors into at most | J| = (l); ‘) groups and sensors in each group adopt the same scalar compression scheme,
i.e., sensors in the j-th group uses the same p(uly,j) mapping. The number of groups is the same as ours if
|S| = 1.

o If |S| = 1, then the problem reduces to the original CEO problem by Berger er al. [4], which studies the optimal
error exponent per rate in the regime of vanishing average rate per sensor. However, our expression (2) is distinct
from [4, Theorem 1] even when |S| = 1; ours includes additional mutual information control represented by
limy ... ). This distinction arises because the expression in [4, Theorem 1] is over an unrestricted search space
of test channels, allowing for an arbitrary average rate per sensor, which is outside the regime of vanishing
average rate per sensor. In this sense, the original CEO problem [4, Theorem 1] has an inconsistency in the
resulting expression and its problem formulation, which we have refined as in (2) in this work. Also, Berger

et al. characterized o with | 7| = (131) + 2 groups [4]. We have tightened it to (7).

The remaining sections are devoted to the proof of the theorem and its numerical demonstration.

III. PROOF OF ACHIEVABILITY

This section sequentially addresses the proofs of achievable coding rate and error probability and then computes

their ratio to obtain a lower bound on .

A. Coding Rate

The following proposition is an extension of the Berger-Tung coding scheme [35]] for an arbitrary number of
sensors and for including context information at the CEO. As we will show in the sequel, the Berger-Tung source
coding attains the optimal error exponent asymptotically as L — oo. By specializing to the case |S| = 1, we
note that the Berger-Tung source coding readily attains the optimal error exponent for the original CEO problem

considered in [4]].

Proposition 1. Fix some distribution H;:l pe(uelye) and function Z(ur, s) such that E[d(X,X)] < D. Then, a
rate tuple (Ry, ..., Ry) is achievable if for every L C [1: L],

R(L) =Y Ry >I(U(L);YHU(L), S). (3)
el

Moreover, for any 6 > 0, the choice of Ry > I(Uy; Y| X, S) + 6 asymptotically satisfies @) for every £ C [1 : L]

as L — oo.
Proof: The proof is based on the Berger-Tung coding scheme [35]], [34, Chapter 12.1] with some adaptations
that include the context information given to the CEO.

Codebook generation: Let ¢ > € > 0 and fix a distribution Hle pe(uelye). For each ¢ € [1 : L], my €

[1: 27, and k, € [1 : 2’L§’f], randomly and independently generate sequences uj (my, k¢), each according

to TTi_y pu, (ue(t)), where py, (u) = 3=, , , p(x, 5)p(ylz, s)pe(uly). The codebook

C= {U?(mg,k@) le[l:L,meel:2"") ke 1: 2%1/:1;,@]}



is revealed to both the sensors (encoders) and the CEO (decoder).
Encoding: Upon observing y7, encoder ¢ finds an index pair (my, k¢) € [1 : 2"F¢] x [1: 2"§@] such that
(U?(mg, kf)» y?) € an)v

where 7;(,n) stands for the typical set [32]], [34]. If there is more than one such index pair, the encoder selects one of
them uniformly at random. If there is no such index pair, encoder ¢ selects an index pair from [1 : 2"%¢] x [1 : onke ]

uniformly at random. Encoder ¢ sends the index my.

Decoding: Upon observing the index tuple (mq,...,my) sent from the encoders and context information s", the
decoder finds the unique index tuple (ky, . .. ,EL) efl: 2"§1] X X [1 Q"EL} such that
(uf (ma k), (m ), s™) € T

If there is no such index tuple, the decoder selects an index tuple from [1 : 2”§1] X oo x [L: Q"EL} at random.

Error analysis: Let (M,, K;) be the pair of indices chosen from encoder ¢ and Ky, ¢ € [1 : L] be the decoded

indices. Define the error event
€ ={(UT (M1, Ky),.. . U (M, Kp), 8" Y™, X™) ¢ T}
and consider the following events:
& = {(UMMy, K,), V) € TS for some Ky € [1: 2" 0 € [1: L]},
& = {(UP(My, K1), UP(My, Kp), 87, Y™, X") ¢ TV},
Es = {(UPM(My, k), ..., UMMy, k), S™) € T\, for some (ky, ... k) # (K1,..., K1)}
Then, by the union bound,
P(E) <P(&1) + P(ET N &) + P(Es).
We bound each term. By the covering lemma [34], P(€;) tends to zero as n — oo if
Ro+ Ry > I(UpYy) + 61(€), €e[l:L] 4)

By the Markov lemma [34], P(£{ N &;) tends to zero as n — oo.

By the packing lemma and similar steps as in [36], P(£3) tends to zero as n — oo if

SR < UL U(L),S) + S H(Uy) — H(U(L)) +62(e), £C[1:L]. )
el el



By eliminating Ry in @) and (@), we can show that the coding error tends to zero as n — oo if

R(L) > > I(UsYe) = I(U(L); U (L), ) = Y H(Up) + HU(L)) + &

LeL LeL
— HUL)U(L), ) — S HUYe) +
el
Y HUL)U(L),S) - S HUULN[L: € ~1)),YE, UL, S) + 5
el

= H(U(L)|U(Le), ) — HUL)[Y",U(L),S) +0

=I(UL); Y U(£),S) + 0, (6)
where (a) follows since the Markov chain (Y (¢°), U(£¢),S) — Yy — U, holds. Thus, the coding strategy established
above has a vanishing probability of coding error as n — oo if the rate tuple satisfies (6). As §’ can be made

arbitrarily small, it proves the first claim.

Consider the second claim. To show this, rewrite (6) as follows.

R(L) > I(UL); YEU(L),S) + ¢

lel

the proof of which is given in Appendix. We choose our operating rate at
Ry =1(Up Y| X, S) + 6. ®)

In the following, we show that the rate (8) asymptotically satisfies as L — oo, i.e., we show that for any § > 0,

(ZI(Ue;YzX,S)> +[£16 > (ZI(Uz;YeIX,S)> +I(U(L); X[U(L5, 5)).

teL teL
when L is sufficiently large. Hence, it suffices to prove

1

ULy XU (£, 5) <

when L is sufficiently large.

To this end, we divide the problem into two cases, namely, |£| > % and |£] < % The former is trivial since
I(U(L); X|U(L%),5) < H(X)
where the upper bound is independent of L. For the latter,
I(U(L); X|U(L%), S) < H(X[U(L?),S).
Let X(£°) := f(U(L®),S) be a reconstruction function for identifying X. By Fano’s inequality, we have
H(X|U(L),S) < Hy(PIED) 4 PUE D log(| x| — 1)

where P{ED = P[X (£€) # X]. The upper bound vanishes as |£¢| — oo, see Section [III-B| and Proposition ,
which are essentially the analysis of ML detection with many observations [30]], [31]. It proves the second claim.
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The following corollary is an immediate consequence of Proposition [T} which will be used in Section [[TI-C] to

compute a lower bound on a.

Corollary 1. Fix pmfs p(j), {p(uly, j)};, and a function T(u”, s) such that E[d(X, )?)} < D. Then, if L=[1: L],

then for any 6,0’ > 0, there exists a code such that
Raym < L-I(U;Y|X,S,J) + 6,
and the coding error is less than &' if L is sufficiently large.

Proof: Let £ = [1 : L] and take an auxiliary random variable J € J = [1 : L] such that P[U = u|Y,J = j] =
P[U; = u|Y]. Then,
1
Y. HUsYiX.8)=L-— » I({UnYi|X,5)
Le(1:L] Le(1:L)

=L Zp(j)I(U;Y\X,S,J =)
jeT

=L -I(U;Y|X,8,J).

Then, we can take n and L sufficiently large so that , 0’ requirements in the claim are satisfied. |

B. Detection Error Probability

Note that the final probability of detection error is
1 ~
P. <PE]+ (1-P&]) - EE[dH(X”,X"HSC].

Since limits n — oo and L, Reym — o0 will be taken sequentially, P[€] — 0 provided that the coding rate tuple
satisfies Hence, it is sufficient to focus only on L E[dy (X", X ™)|€°] term. The following proposition bounds

this term.

Proposition 2. Assuming the previous coding scheme,

1 ~
—E[dg(X™, X™)|E] < exp (—L max max E; [d)\(pzl,S,J(u)vpz2,8,-7(u))]> :
n (s,x1,22) A€[0,1]

Proof: Suppose that the CEO successfully recovers U ; for all £. In other words, the CEO has S™ and Ut =
U™E, from which it attempts to detect X™. The CEO will detect X (¢) for all ¢ in a symbol-wise manner using the
same detection rule; then, its error probability for each symbol should be the same since for all ¢, Uy(1), ..., Us(n)
are i.i.d. generated from a fixed distribution. It in turn implies that 2E[dy (X", )?”)|EC] = P[)?(t) # X(t)|(7”L =
U™E] for any t. Therefore, it suffices to consider an error probability at an arbitrary time ¢. For notational brevity,

let P be the probability measure conditioned on U~ = UL, that is, P[] = P[-|U™F = U"L].

2 Alternatively, one may take a joint limit witn n growing sufficiently faster than I, Reym so that P[] — 0.
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Notice that P[X (t) # X (t)] = P[X (t) # X (t)|]U"F = U™L] can be represented as follows.

PX(t) Zp me X(t) # x1|S(t) = 5]

=325 3 parl)PLR0) = aalX(0) = 20,5(0) =]

T1F#T2

Further, if we rewrite P[X () = 22| X (¢) = 21, S(t) = s in an exponential form, that is,
P[)A((t) = 22| X (t) = 21, S(t) = s] = exp(—Ln(x2|z1,s) + const)

where 7(x2]xz1,$) is an exponent possibly dependent on L, then the total error probability is represented and
bounded as
P[X(t) # X(1)] = Z p(x1, 8) exp(—Ln(xz|x, s) + const)
T1#£x2,8

< Z exp(—Ln(xs|x1, s) + const).

T1#£T2,8

One can first make an observation that the prefactor p(z1, s) does not change the exponent of the upper bound,
which in turn implies that assuming any p(zx, s) does not change the exponent of the upper bound. The second
observation is that the CEO needs to maximize the smallest 1(z|z1, 5), as it dominates the entire P[X (t) # X ()]
among all triplets of (s, x1,x2) for n(zs|zy, s).

Having s fixed and assuming p(x|s) is uniform since assuming any p(x, s) does not change the optimal exponent,
the problem of interest at time ¢ now becomes the |X'|-ary hypothesis testing problem with observations u™~. Hence
it is optimal to perform the maximum likelihood (ML) detection. As the testing problem is statistically identical
across time due to its i.i.d. coding scheme, we omit the temporal index ¢ for brevity. Let UL = UL (s) be the set

of vectors such that
UL(s) = {u” : plut|z,s) > p(u®la’,5) Va' %},
that is, the ML decision region for X = z. Also, note that for any \ € [0,1],
= {u" : pu’|z,s) > p(ul|z’,s) Vo' #z}
= {ub :p' P2, s)pM (W |z, s) > p(ul|a’,s) Va! £z}
Using this notation, we can represent error probabilities. First,

P[X = 23X = 21,5] = Z p(ul|zy, )

uLEUaf‘z

(@ X( Ao L

2 Y e s e o
uLEU‘If

®) AN, L

< Z p |CL’17 )p (u |$278)'

LEZ/{L
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where (a) follows from the definition of Z/IJCL2 and (b) follows since Z/IajL2 C U". Repeating the same argument, but

using A < 1 — X\ instead,

PX =21|X =23,5] < Y p' M ubla, 9)p*(uh]aa, s).

ul eyl
Therefore, we have

P[)? = 25| X =11, $] —&-P[)A( = 11X = 29, 5]
<2 3 P ubfor, 90 ubfes,5)

ul eyl

—21_[22171 Muglzr, 5)py (uelws, )

(=1 uyp

= exp (Z log pr (uelz1, 8)pp (ue|z2, s) + 0(L)> :

Taking an auxiliary random variable J € J = [1 : L] such that P[U = u|Y, J = j] = P[U; = u|Y] and noting

that pe(uelz, s) = >, p(y|z, s)pe(uely), we have

P[X = 22|X = 21,5 + P[X = 21| X = x3, 5]
< exp (L leogZpg Muelzy, $)pp (uelz2, )+0(L)>
:cxp( Zp 1ogZ:p1 Mulz1, 8, 7)p (u|x2,s,j)—|—0(L)>

:exp<—

As X € [0,1] is arbitrary, optimizing A gives

+ 0(L)>.

- log ZpliA(uLTlv S, J)pA(u|$2, S, J)

P[X = 25| X = 21,5 + P[X = 25| X = 1, 5]

- logZpl_)‘(ukvl, s, J)p M (ul|za, s, J) | + 0(L)>.

< exp <— Lm)z\ixE

Recall that there are (l“gl) |S| triplets of (s,z1,x2), which is finite and having any p(z, s) does not change the

error exponent. Using notation = that denotes the equality in the first order of exponent,

PIX# X]=320(0) 3 el PIX(O) = aalX(0) = 21,5(0) =

T1FT2

Z|S| Z = 22| X (1) = 21, S(t) = 3]

T1F#T2

<exp <—L(sgllig2‘) ;&%EE l— loggpl_k(u\xhs, D (ulzs, s, J)

+ 0(L)> .
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Since LE[dy (X", X")|E] = P[X # X] = P,, we finally have

—log P.(Reym) > L min max E |—1lo XNz, s, J)p(ulza, s, J) | + o(L
g Pe(Rsum) > (in - max, gzu:p (ulz1, s, J)p*(ulz2, s, J) (L)

=L min max E[d\(ps, s,7(), Pas,s,5(w))] + o(L).
(s,z1,22) A€[0,1]

where p,  ;(u) := pu|x,s,7(ulz, s, 7). u

C. Final Step of Achievability

Combining Corollary [I] and Proposition 2] we have the following lower bound on « at average individual rate
c:=IU;Y|X,S,J).
Lmin(s,zl,zz) max)\G[O,l] EJ [dA (pﬂcl,S,J7pm2,S,J)] + O(L)

> 1i

a(c) = lim, L 1(U;Y|X,S,J) + o(L)
MmN gy 2y) MaXne(0,1] B [AX(Doy 5,75 Pus,s,7)]
B I(U;Y[X, S, J) .

Optimizing the lower bound over all possible p(j) and test channel p(uly, j) at average rate ¢ and sending ¢ that
stands for average individual rate to zero prove the expression of « in the claim.

The cardinality bound on U is based on the support lemma [33, Lemma 3.3.4], |34, Appendix C]. Suppose
p*(ulj) and p*(uly,j) taking values over a large alphabet U/ achieve the lower bound. The following argument
shows that there exists p(ul|j), p(u|y, j) over a smaller subset U’ C U is sufficient to reproduce the lower bound.

Notice that the Markov chain (X, S) — Y — U implies
IU;Y[X,S8,J) = I(U;Y[J) - I(X,5;U|J)
=HY|J)-HY|U,J)—-H(X,S|J)+ H(X,S|U,J).

Then, new p(ulj), p(uly, j) should satisfy the following constraints:
o p(ylj) = >, pr(ulj)p(ylu, j) for all y,j; then, it also preserves H(Y'|j), H(X,S|j) for all j. This gives
(Y| = 1)|J| constraints,
« HY|U,j) — HX,S|U,j) = >, pu|j)(HY|U = u,j) — HX,S|U = u,j)) for all j; this gives |J|
constraints.
e Also, our new p(u|j) should preserve

dx+ (Par 5,0 Pra,s,0=5) = dae (ZP(?J|37173)P*(Uyaj)»ZP(?J|$2,S)P*(U|%J')>
Y Yy

for all (s,z1,22) and j, where \* = \*(s,z1, 22) is the maximizer. Hence, our new p(ul|j), p(uly, j) should

also preserve (‘)2( |) |S]|7| Chernoff divergences, which are continuous in p(u|y, j).

Therefore, the number of constraints is in total

(13 )is1+ 1) 11

Then, by the support lemma [33, Lemma 3.3.4], [34, Appendix C], || < ((‘22(‘)|8| + |y|) |7
We defer the proof of the cardinality bound on 7 to Section [V] as it is new in the literature and tighter than the

support lemma.
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IV. PROOF OF CONVERSE

Like the achievability proof, this section sequentially addresses the proofs of converse coding rate and error

probability and then computes their ratio to obtain an upper bound on a.

A. Coding Rate Analysis

First, recall the notation that we will use throughout the proof.
X)) =(X®Q),...,.X¢t-1),X{t+1),...,X(n)),
St =(5S1),...,St—-1),S(t+1),...,5mn)).
Then, we can derive the following lower bound on the individual rate.

1 n
Ry =~ log|c}")|
n

> %H(Cg) > %H(Cdxms")

> %H(CAX”,S”) - %H(CAX”%",S")

= 1(Cs YIS

= C(HOFIX",8") ~ HYX",5",C0))

- itzn; (Hm(mx(t), X (19, S(t), S(t), Y} ~1) = H(Yo(t)| X (8), X (), S(¢), S(t), Y}, Cz)>
> L Z (HOROP0. X0, 50, 5070 — HOHO R0, X (0,500 50, ).

where the last inequality follows from two facts that 1) the Markov chain Y;(¢) — (X™,S™) — Y,/~" holds and 2)
removing conditions increases entropy.
To represent the codeword Cy, we take a random variable Uy (t, 2:(t¢), s(t°)) such that for given x(¢¢) and s(t¢),

its joint distribution with X (¢), Y(t), S(¢) is

= p(yle)P[Ce = c[Ye(t) =y, S(t) = s, X (t) = @, X(t°) = x(t), S(t°) = 5(°)]
= p(ylz)P[Cp = clYy(t) =y, X(t°) = (1), S(t°) = s(t)]. ©)
In other words, the Markov chain (X (¢),S(t)) — Yo(t) — Ue(t, 2(¢°), s(t°)) holds if x(t¢), s(t¢) are given. Then,

the lower bound on Ry can be rewritten using U, and expectation over X (¢¢), S(t¢) as follows.

Ry > %Z Ex(e),seey L (Ye(t); Ue(t, X(£%), S(¢))[X(2), S(2))] - (10)
t=1
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B. Detection Error Probability

Note that the error probability of our interest at time ¢ can be decomposed as follows.

PIX () # X(8)] = D plar, s)PX(¢) # 2| X (1) = 21, 5() = 5]

> plar,s) D PIX(H) = 2| X () = 1, S(t) = o]
1,8 ToFT]

> minp(zy,s) - max P[X(t) = zo| X (t) = 21, S(t) = s

T1,8 (s,z1,22)

> const- max P[X(t) = 2| X(t) = 21, S(t) = .

(s,z1,22)
The converse in this subsection mainly focuses on showing that each P[X () = z2|X(t) = 1, S(t) = s
exponentially decays with L. Since the probability of error is a linear sum of individual errors corresponding
to all triplets (s, 21, 22), finding the triplet yielding the largest P[X (t) = x| X () = 21, S(t) = 5], or equivalently,
the smallest individual error exponent, gives the greatest lower bound on P[X (£) # X ().

We will derive a genie-aided lower bound on the detection error probability. Without loss of generality, suppose
that X (¢) = 1 is the true value. Recalling that the CEO has s(¢) (and s(¢°) as well), suppose that a genie chooses
29 € X\ {z1} uniformly at random and provides information for the CEO that X (¢) belongs to {z1,x2} together
with X (t¢) = x(¢¢). Note that a pair (z1,22) will be chosen with probability %

As x7 and x5 are given candidates for X (¢), it is optimal for the CEO to perform the binary hypothesis testing

using received codewords and given information x(¢¢), s™. In particular, fix X (t°) = z(t¢), S™ = s™ and focus only

on obtaining a lower bound on P[X (t) = 2| X (£) = 21, 5(t) = 5] and P[X(t) = z1| X (t) = x4, S(t) = s] at time

p(z1]s) p(z2|s)
p(xi]s)+p(zz2]s)’ plzi]s)+p(z2]s)

t. Since the effective prior probability is ( ) it is optimal to perform the log-likelihood

ratio (LLR) test:

N xq1 if LLR (cf|z (¢ ,s") > —log p(zlls)’
X=1{" (o (t), 57) pCzals)

z2 if LLR (cMa(t), s") < — log 222f3,

where

LLR (cL|x(tC),8") := log p(eP|X (1) = 2, (0 ,3"3

)
p(cH|X(t) = mg, (t€), "
pled X (1) = @1, 2(t), ")
plee X () = w2, x(t°), s™)

L
= log
=1

L
ZLLRK celx (%), s™),

=1

where the equality follows since codewords are independent conditioned on x™, s™.
Let U, = Uy, (s) and Uy, = Uy, (s) be the decoding regions corresponding to x1, x2, respectively:
Uy, (s) = { et LLR (clx(t6), s) > _1ng(x1|s)},
o { (19, 57) p(@as)

p(als)
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Let Py oo (ct), Py,c,(ce) respectively be the geometric mixture distributions with parameter A € [0, 1] as follows.

L) o pl_/\(cL|X(t) = xl,x(tc), Sn)pA(CL|X(t) = x27x(tc)7 Sn)
C X PP X () = @y, a(t0), sM)pM(eH| X () = @2, 2(t), 5m)

Py o (CZ) — pl_/\(Cg‘X(t) = 1, m(tc)7 S")p)‘(CdX(t) = 2, (1), Sn)

T 2, P M el X () = @y, a(t), sm)pM (e X () = w2, 2(t), sm)

Then, Py cc(c”) = [, Prc,(ce) holds due to independence.

P)\’CL (C

For € > 0, choose A\ = A(e) such that

p(z1s)
p(z2ls)
That is, the mean of LLR with respect to P o is slightly greater than its decision threshold. Since LLR(C* |z (t¢), s™)

Ep, ., [LLR(CH[2(t€), s")] = Le — log

(1)

is a sum of L LLR,’s, from the Chebyshev inequality,

Py oo | ¢®  LLR(cM|z(¢9), s™) > — 1o p(m1|s)>
s (¢ 5 LR Ja(1).) = ~Tog 5

> Py o <CL : ‘LLR(cL\X(tC), ") ~Ep, _, [LLR(C"[«(t), s")]‘ < Le)
21Xt
where o7 is the variance of LLR,(Cy|z(t¢), s™) with respect to Py ¢,. Therefore, we know that limy,_, « Py o1 (Uy,) =
1as L — oo.
Upon receiving codewords, the CEO determines (i.e., processes) a binary event whether X = 1 or X = 2. By

the data processing inequality of the KL divergence,
D (P cr(c")Ip(c"|X (8) = w2, 2(t%), s™))

> D (Pyon (Us, ) [pUs, | X (1) = 22, 2(t%), 57))

PA cL (le)
=P ~L L{ml lo ’
ot (Usy) gp(uxl | X () = w2, 2(t°), s™)
P/\,CL (Z/[wz)

P ()08 L0r TX0) = 20, 57
= —Hy(Pycr(Us,)) — Py cr (U, ) log p(Uy, | X (t) = 22, 2(t9), s™)
— Py cr (Us,) log p(Us, | X () = 22, 2(t°), ")
> —Hy(Py o (Usz,))
— Py or (Us,) log p(Uy, | X (1) = @2, 2(L°), s™),
where M is the binary entropy and the last inequality holds since Py ¢z (U,)logp(---) < 0. Rearranging terms,

we have
log p(Uz, | X (t) = @2, 2(t), ")

= Pl<u> (=D(Pr.cr OlIpC1X (1) = w5, 2(t%),s™)) = Ha(Py o (Us,))
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which in turn implies

(U | X () = 29, 2(°), 87) > ¢ P(Prct IPCIX O=r2.2()8")) +o(L)

In addition, since Py ¢ (c*) =[], Px,c,(ce) holds, the additive property of the KL divergence yields
P(Us, | X (£) = @2, 2(t°), s7) > = Ze P(PrcpllpCIX (=2,2(1),5M) (L)
Similarly, we also have

P(Uss| X () = 21, 2(°), 87) > ¢~ Te PPrcellpCIX (=012, oL,

We define f3;,, 8., respectively as the expectations of the above probabilities, or in other words, expected Type

I and Type II error probabilities respectively, which will be used soon.

Bay (t;8) = Ex(pey,s(te) [PUa, | X (t) = 1, X (t9), S(t) = 5,5(t9))]

Bey (t;5) := Ex (tey,s(te) [PUz, | X (t) = 22, X (1), S(t) = 5, 5(t%))] - (12)

C. Final Step of Converse

In this subsection, we will assume \° satisfying

Ep

Ao ,clL

[LLR(C*|2(t%),s™)] = 0,
or equivalently,
D (Pyo,corllp(-|X (t) = 21,2(t%),5")) = D (Pxo,cr|lp(|X (8) = 2, 2(t%), ™)) , (13)

which is slightly different from that in (TI). If we normalize both sides by 1/L, the difference between using \°
and using A in (TI) is asymptotically negligible as in [4, p. 899]. Hence, we will use \° in the sequel without
additional arguments.
Consider the ratio of our interest. Combining the individual rate lower bound (I0) and the genie-aided lower
bound on the error probabilities (I2)), we have the following with A being chosen so that (T3] holds.
—log P& _ —log S0, PIX (1) # X (1)
Ram = LS E S Bxey s H(Ve(0): Ua(8) X (8), S(2))]
—log % Yoy Es(t) p(s(t)) Zm#z (P(fﬂl\S(t))ﬁml (t;S(t‘)))(mwa\S(t))ﬁw(t;s(t)))

LS S Exey,s00) T (Ye(t); Un(t) | X (2), S(1))]
o~ S0 D(Prc, up<~|X<t>:rl,x<tc>,s<t>,S<tC>>)+o<L>}

—log % Z?:l Zs(t),xl;éxz ‘XL‘njtl EX(tC)7S(tc) [
L
L Y Exeey, sey [ (Ye(8); Ue(#)| X (2), S(1))]
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Next, we interchange Ex ;¢ 5(;¢) and Zs(t) o1 |°X°|7"jt1 and then apply Jensen’s inequality twice on the numer-

ator. As lf‘?‘“jtl is a finite constant, it can be captured by o(L), which gives

n cons — . =x1, ),s(t),S(t¢ o
~log Pe(n) < _log%thl Zs(t),zl7$m2 ‘X‘itlEX(tc),S(tc) |:€ 20 D(PX,CKHP( [ X (t)=21,X (t°),s(t),S(t )))+ (L):|

Ram — — 1 DIAND S Ex (tey,5ee) [ (Ye(); U ()| X (2), S(1))]
-3, D(Px,cg|\p<-|X(t>:m1,X<t8>,s<t>,s<t0>>)+o<L>}

_ * 2ot —0g Ex 1y s1e) [Zsu),zl#mz e

- & i i Exee), s L (Ye(®); Ua(8) | X (2), S(1))]
~ . D(Pre, |\p<»|X(t>:x1,X<t6>,s<t),5<t6>>)+o<L>}

< % Z?:l Ex(tc)vs(tc) |:_ lOg Zs(t),xl;éxrz €

N s S Ex ey s L (Ye(t); Ue() | X (2), S(2))]
-3, D(Pxc, np(-\X(t)zm,X<t0>,s<t>,S(tC>>)+o<L>}

3 Exe),s(ee) [— log max(4) 2, 2, €
- L S By s T (Ye(); Ue(8)| X (1), S(8))]
A Bey,see) Mins e Do D (Prc, [PCIX () = @1, X (1), 5(£), S(#9)) + o(L)]
LS S Exeey, sy [T(Ye(£); Un(1)| X (1), S(t))]
Y By, 50) M) s S D (PrcilIPCIX(8) = 21, X (89), 5(8), S(#9)) + o(L)]
Sy S Exeey, seey L (Ye(1); Ua(1)| X (), S(1))] '

Note that %: g: < max; % holds for positive A; and B;, which leads
Sl P i, S D (P X () = 21, 0(9),5(0), () + (L)
Ram  ~ ta(te).s(t?) SE IV (); Un(B)] X (1), S(t)

From our definition of U, in (O) and the Markov chain (X (¢), S(t)) — Ye(t) — Ue(t, X (¢°), S(t°)), for any coding
and estimation scheme and for any € > 0, if L is sufficiently large,

n . L
—log Pe( ) < max MM 1,2, % Zefl D (P)\,Cz (Ue)Hp(’U,e‘xl, S)) +e
Rsum Ul:(XsS)*YK*UK %Z(:l I(H,UAX, S)

Also, to represent the averages of quantities across sensors into a single term, we introduce an auxiliary random
variable J € J := [1 : L] that is independent of X, Y, and satisfies (X, S) — (Y, JJ) — U where U is a super random
variable defined on the union of U, with P[U = u|Y, J = j] = P[U; = u|Y]. Then,

—log Pe(") - ming 4, 2, By [D (Pyc.s(u)|p(ulzi, s, J))] L
Rsum p(3).p(uly.) I(Y;U|X,S,J)
mins,xl,:m maxy E] [d)\ (pzl,s,Ja le,s,J)]
= max + €,
p(3)-p(uly.) I(Y;U|X, S, J)

where the equality follows since at our choice of A (T3),

E[D (Pxc.s(wllp(ulzy, s, J))] = E[D (Pxc,s (w)llp(ulzs, s, J))] = maxE [dx(pay,s,75 Pz s, )]

holds [31]].
Sending L — oo, we have a bound
—log P™ < max min(, o, o,) Maxxy By [dx(Pzy 5,7, Pas,s,7)]
Raum  ~ (i) p(uly.) I(Y;U|X, S, J) '

Finally, sending the mutual information to zero completes the proof. Note that 7 has countably infinite elements

in its current form; the refinement is given in the next section.
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V. NUMBER OF GROUPS |7 |

This section particularly proves the following statement on the number of groups required to achieve a. Also,

extensions of our proof are discussed.

Theorem 2 (Restatement of Theorem |1|on |J|). Equation @) in Theorem|l| can be attained using |J| = (‘)2(‘) |S].
That is, dividing sensors into at most (‘;‘/l) |S| groups and all sensors in each group adopting the same compression

code are asymptotically optimal.

The proof relies on the following lemma on the solution to a linear fractional program (LFP). Note that the proof

technique in [28|] uses linear programs, which cannot be used for the CEO problem as is not linear in p(j).

Lemma 1. For positive constants a;;,b;;,cy1,ca where i € [1: dmax] and j € [1 : Jmax] With Jmax > imax the

following is a linear fractional program of jmax variables {w; };mzl :

Jmax

. j=1 Wjij + €1
max min <
wj  1=1,...,0max JZ}; wjbij + Co

Jmax

subject to w; >0 Vj €[1: jmax] and ij =1
j=1

Let {w;k };";1 be the optimal solution to the LFP. Then, {w;k ;"21 has at least (jmax — imax) 2€r0s, i.e., at Most imax

variables could be nonzero.

Proof of Lemmal(l} Note that the program can be converted into an equivalent LFP by introducing an additional

variable v > 0:

max 7y (14)

Jmax

=1 Wit + ¢

subject to i
> wibiy + e

>~ Vi€ l:imax
jmax

w; >0 VjE[l:jma] and > w;=1.
j=1

Jmax 4 o
I wjagj+cl
Jmax 4 . b

jot wibijtco

note that letting v* be the largest attainable value of (T4), i.e., v* := maxy, the constraints in hold for any

The new program as well as the original LFP is a nonlinear program as is nonlinear in w;. However,
v € [0,~*]. Using this, can be solved by a sequence of feasibility tests of linear programs (LPs), which is
described as follows.

1) Take an arbitrary initial v° > 0 and a sufficiently small error tolerance € > 0.

2) Check the feasibility of an LP (how to check is described below):

Jmax ..
) wibi; + c2

>~° Vi€l imax]

jmax
subject to w; >0 Vj € [1: jmax] and ij =L
j=1
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3-1) If the LP is feasible, i.e., a solution to the program with v° exists, repeat Step 2) with v° <— v° 4 € until the
program becomes infeasible. If it becomes infeasible, terminate the process.
3-2) If the LP is infeasible, repeat Step 2) with v° <— 7° — ¢ until the program becomes feasible. If it becomes

feasible, terminate the process.

Then, the solution to the last feasible LP is the solution to the original LFP within the error tolerance €. The
accuracy of the solution obtained here can be easily improved: For instance, instead of termination, repeat Steps 2)
and 3) with € <— ¢/2 until the desired accuracy is met.

The feasibility test in Step 2) is indeed equivalent to solving the following LP and testing whether ¢* is nonnegative

or not.

t* :=max t subject to

.jmax
Z (wjaij — ’yowjbij) +c1 — ’}/OCQ >t Vie [1 : imax]
j=1

jmax

w; >0 VjE[l:jmn] and > w;=1.
j=1

If t* is nonnegative, then the LP in Step 2) is feasible.

Note that each LP has (jmax + 1) variables and (émax + Jmax + 1) constraints. Then, feasible variables form a
polyhedron consisting of a set of j,ax-dimensional faces due to the equality constraint. Also, note that the solution
to a feasible LP exists only at a vertex of its polyhedron, e.g., by the simplex method [37]. Since the polyhedron’s
faces are jmax-dimensional and vertices occur when at least j,.x inequality constraints are satisfied with equality.
That means, at most 7max constraints are satisfied with strict inequality, which in turn implies that at most %max
variables are nonzero in the set of solution variables.

Since the solution to each LP in Step 2) has at most i,,,x nonzeros, the solution to the original LFP has at most
imax Nonzeros as well. It completes the proof. |

Now we are ready to prove Theorem [2] the bound on the number of groups.
Proof of Theorem 2} Note that the value of « in (2) is a limit value; it formally means that for any € > 0 one
can find a good pair of ps, {p(u|y,j)}; that achieves a — e. Fix an arbitrary € > 0, and let p%, {p°(uly,j)}; be a

pair that achieves o — e. Let p# be the maximizer with respect to {p°(uly,j)};, i.e.,

# _ aremax MiN(s o, zp) MAXA Es[dx(Pzy,s,7: Pas,s,7)]
by =er [(U;Y]X, 5, 7)

15)

{p°(uly.3)};
Then p?}%, {p°(uly, j)}; will achieve a value equal to or greater than o — e. Note that p?ﬁ is possibly supported on
more than (l/;( |) |S| elements. We view (I3) as a linear fractional program and then prove that the same value can
be attained with p? that is supported on at most (‘)2(‘) |S| elements.
Fixing {p°(u|y,j)},, we have

a—e< a/ — max min(s,ml,mg) maxy E.][d)\(p:rl,s,‘lvpxg,s,.f)]
=o =g I(U;Y[X, S, J) !
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where p; that maximizes the right side is indeed p? by definition. Let A* be the maximizer that attains o’. Then,
it can be rewritten as follows.

, 22 Pa(F)dr (Pay s, Pasys,i)
a—e€< o =max min

. 5 (16)
Py 8,%1,T2 ijJU)I(U;Y‘X, S,J = _])

Note that the minimum in (T6) picks the smallest term among (l“gl) |S| ones which we can reindex with ¢ € [1 : imay]

where imax = (|§|)|S|. Also, letting

Wy —ps(J)s Qi < dy- (pl'l,s,japwg,s,j)

bij  I(U;Y|X,S,J =j) foralli

gives the following LFP:

a—€<a —max min Z]‘ pJ(j)d)\* (pm,s,j»pxg,s,j)
o Py S,T1,T2 ijJ(])I(U7Y|X7 S,J :])

. 21w aig
= max min ~Jmx . 1
{w;}; i=1,.. imax ]r":axl ’LUjbij

Then, Lemma |1 proves that the optimizer {w}} = {p}(j)} has at most imax = (\?25 ‘) |S| nonzeros. As the argument
holds for arbitrary ¢, we can see that can be attained within arbitrary accuracy using p;(j) having at most
|T| = (|§|)|S\ nonzero elements as well. [ |

It is immediate that if |S| = 1, the problem reduces to the original CEO problem, and our result tightens the
number of groups in [4, Theorem 1]. Also, note that such a form of linear fractional program is common in the
CEO problems where the number of sensors and sum rate grow without bound. Thus, the proof can be used for
other CEO problems as well. For instance, when there is no context information and the sensors are statistically
nonexchangeable, which is the model for different types of sensors having distinct observational channels, our result

improves the number of groups required to achieve the optimal exponent.

Theorem 3 (Theorem 2 in [4] with bound on |J x K| improved). Let J be an independent auxiliary random
variable on space J, and let K be the alphabet, over which K indicates the type of sensors. Also, let p(uly, j, k)
be any probability mass function on U. Then,

el ma | PReres MAXeo,1] By [0 (Pay gk (0), Poa, g ¢ (1))
T 50 PLKPU|Y, LK I(U;Y|X,K,J) ’
I(UY| X, K, J)=c

where

pm,j7k(u) = pU\X,J,K(u"x’ j> k) = Zp(y‘xa k)p(U"ya j7 k)
Yy

nl= (1) wi=((15) + w1l <z

The result implies that the sensors’ types and compression schemes are jointly partitioned into at most (lg |)

Also, it is sufficient to have

groups, which reduces the bound (‘g‘) + 2 in [4] Theorem 2].
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If all b;;’s in Lemma (1| are the same, then the linear fractional program is indeed a linear program. Recalling
that if the number of sensors tends to infinity, the error exponent of symbolwise compression problems is indeed
equivalent to optimizing the minimax of expected Chernoff divergences [28], [29]]. Therefore, Lemma [I| reproduces
Tsitsiklis’s number of groups (‘)2( ‘) in [28]]. Also, it concludes that if sensors’ types could be different [29]], then the
sensors’ types and compression schemes should be jointly partitioned into at most (l)z( |) groups. This conclusion

is missing in [29].

VI. EXAMPLE

We consider a simple and tractable Gaussian example to demonstrate the effect of the availability of context
information \S. Suppose that the source is binary, X = {0, 1}, and each sensor observes the source via an additive
white Gaussian noise (AWGN) channel, together with independent external Gaussian context information S being
added. That is, Y; = X + Ny +S, where Ny ~ N(0,0%), S ~ N(0,0%), and p(z, s) = p(x)p(s). The realization of
S is known to the CEO. This can be thought of as an abstract and analytically tractable model for object recognition:
X represents whether an object exists or not, and there are L cameras taking the object’s (single-pixel) pictures
{Ye}e corrupted by additive Gaussian noise N, and external lighting S. The fusion center is aware of the intensity
of sunlight and thus knows S.

Then, with sufficiently fine quantization, Theorem || characterizes . However, the exact evaluation of it is
challenging since it requires test channel optimization that is nonconvex. Instead, we use a Gaussian test channel
for the sake of tractability, i.e., U =Y + V where V ~ N (0, 0‘2,), which gives a closed-form lower bound on a.
As the codeword variable is U = X 4+ S + N + V, the context information simply shifts the center of the Gaussian
distribution of U. The Chernoff divergence is invariant under shift; thus, simply setting S = 0, the minimum over

S in the numerator can be removed without any change of value. Also,

J| =1 is sufficient since X is binary and

S is fixed. This gives the following lower bound expression.

. maX/\e[o,l] d)\ (pw1:075:0 (u)7p:v2:17520 (u))
o > lim

17
CHOPUW:I(I[I};%/)\(X’S):C I(U§Y|X7 S) ’ ()

where py|y’s are Gaussian test channels.

The denominator has a well-known closed-form expression,
I(U;Y|X,S) =h(U|X,S) — h(U|X,S,Y)
=h(N+V)—=h(V)
1 o2
= —log (1 + N) .
2 0‘2,
As we also know that px s—o(u) ~ N (X, 0% + 0% ), the numerator can be optimized as follows.

A= arginax dx(po,o,p1,0) = arg;nin/ pézk(u)pi‘,o(u)du
u

— arg min /M P00 (w) <§;SEZ;)Adu

1 (u—X)2 A2
= argmin/ ——c
A u /2m(o% +o0%)

T2kt L 20X 98 duy
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Fig. 2. Numerical evaluation of the lower bound on o.

A2
= argmin N *°V) = argmin A2 — A
A A
1
=5
Therefore, the numerator is d; /2(po,0, P1,0) = W. Note that 0‘2, is the only variable in the right side of (T7).
N \4
Since I(U;Y|X, S) — 0 implies 02 — oo, ([7) is equivalent to
. 1
«a > lim -
b d(03, + 0% ) log (1+ 2 )
In this regime, the lower bound can be further simplified using the definition of constant e.
. 1
a > lim 2
7V =% 4(o% + 0¥ ) log (1 + Z—g)
. 1 1
= lim = —5.
o3 —00 ) 5\ 02 o2 ZTV 40’N
(o5 + Uv)ﬁ log (1 + #) N

In contrast, if the context information is unavailable to the CEOQ, it is indeed the same as extra Gaussian noise from

the CEO’s perspective. Hence, without context information,

1
>
* =402+ 07)

Figure [2| depicts the result for 0% = 1. One can observe that the achievable « is higher when context information
is available. In particular, when the noise variance is small, the gain of context information is larger as S dominates
the compressed signal U. On the other hand, when the noise variance becomes larger, the gain vanishes since the

independent noise dominates the compressed signal.

VII. CONCLUSION

This work investigates the CEO problem when the CEO is aware of context information. The asymptotically

optimal error exponent per rate, as the number of sensors and sum rate tend to infinity is characterized. The proof
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extends the Berger-Tung coding scheme and the converse argument in [4] taking into account context information.
Also, it is proven based on the linear fractional programming (LFP) that having at most (l);l) |S| groups is sufficient
to achieve «. If there is only a single letter for context information, i.e., |S| = 1, the result tightens Berger et al.’s
number of groups (lgl) + 2 by 2, and further, can be generalized to other CEO problems, e.g., the CEO problem

with nonexchangeable sensors [4, Theorem 2].

APPENDIX
By the code construction, the Markov chain X — Y'* — U(£) holds. Using it,
HU(L); V" X|U(L9), S) = I{U(L); Y *|U(L2), §) + I(U(L); X[Y ", U(£7), 5)
— (UL YU (L), S)
Then, (7) can be shown as follows.
IU(L);YHU(L?), ) = I(U(L); Y5, XU (L), )
= I(U(L): X|U(L), ) + I(U(L); VX, U(L?), S)

2 [(U(L); X|U(£°), 8) + I(U(L): Y ()| X, U(£°), S)
= I(U(L); X|U(L?), S) + H(U(L)|X,U(L), §) — HUL)X,U(L),Y (L), S)
D [U(L); XU (L), 8) + HUL)|X,U(L?), ) ~ HU(L)X.Y (L), 5)
= I(U(L):; X|U(L?), S) + H(U(L)|X,U(L°), 5)

—HUKL)I|X,S)+HU(L)X,S)—HUL)|X,Y(L),S)
= I(U(L); X|U(LY), S) + I(U(L): Y (L)X, ) ~ I(U(L): UL X, S)
< 1U(L): X|U(L9), S) + I(U(L):Y (£)|X, 9),

where (a) follows from the Markov chain Y (L) — Y (£) — U(L), (b) follows from the Markov chain U (L) —
Y (L) — U(L), and (c) follows from the Markov chain U(L) — (X, S) — U(L®). Further, the second term can be
rewritten as follows.

IU(L);Y(L)]X,5) = HY (L)X, 5) = H(Y(L)|X,U(£),S)

= > (H(IX, S.Y (£4-1)) = HYGX,U(L),5.Y (£e-1)))

el

=Y (H(YilX, ) — H(Y|X, Uy, S))
el

= > I(UsYilX,9)
el

where Ly_1 := LN[1 : £—1] and the Markov property Y; — (X, S) — (Y (¢°), U(¢£°)) is used. Therefore, we finally

have

UL YE|U(Le), S) = (ZI(Uz;YeX,S)> + I(U(L); X[U(L5), 5).

tel



[4]
[5]

[6]

[7]

[8]

[9]

[10]

(11]
(12]

(13]

[14]

[15]
[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]
[24]

[25]

[26]

25

REFERENCES

McKinsey & Company, “What’s driving the connected car,” https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/automotive-and-assembly/our-insights/
whats-driving-the-connected-car, Sep. 2014.

Y. Freund and R. E. Schapire, “A decision-theoretic generalization of on-line learning and an application to boosting,” J. Comput. System
Sci., vol. 55, no. 1, pp. 119-139, Dec. 1997.

Y. Kim, J. Shin, Y. Cassuto, and L. R. Varshney, “Distributed boosting classification over noisy communication channels,” IEEE J. Sel.
Areas Commun., vol. 41, no. 1, pp. 141-154, Jan. 2023.

T. Berger, Z. Zhang, and H. Viswanathan, “The CEO problem,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 42, no. 3, pp. 887-902, May 1996.

H. Viswanathan and T. Berger, “The quadratic Gaussian CEO problem,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 43, no. 5, pp. 1549-1559, Sep.
1997.

Y. Oohama, “The rate-distortion function for the quadratic Gaussian CEO problem,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 44, no. 3, pp. 1057-1070,
May 1998.

——, “Rate-distortion theory for Gaussian multiterminal source coding systems with several side informations at the decoder,” IEEE Trans.
Inf. Theory, vol. 51, no. 7, pp. 2577-2593, Jul. 2005.

V. Prabhakaran, D. Tse, and K. Ramachandran, “Rate region of the quadratic Gaussian CEO problem,” in Proc. 2004 IEEE Int. Symp. Inf.
Theory, June-July 2004, p. 117.

T. A. Courtade and T. Weissman, “Multiterminal source coding under logarithmic loss,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 60, no. 1, pp.
740-761, Jan. 2014.

O. Kosut and L. Tong, “The quadratic Gaussian CEO problem with Byzantine agents,” in Proc. 2009 IEEE Int. Symp. Inf. Theory, Jun.
2009, pp. 1145-1149.

Y. Yang and Z. Xiong, “On the generalized Gaussian CEO problem,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 58, no. 6, pp. 3350-3372, Jun. 2012.
E. Ekrem and S. Ulukus, “An outer bound for the vector Gaussian CEO problem,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 60, no. 11, pp. 6870-6887,
Nov. 2014.

S. Rini, A. Kipnis, R. Song, and A. J. Goldsmith, “The compress-and-estimate coding scheme for Gaussian sources,” IEEE Trans. Wireless
Commun., vol. 18, no. 9, pp. 43444356, Sep. 2019.

Y. Ugur, I. E. Aguerri, and A. Zaidi, “Vector Gaussian CEO problem under logarithmic loss and applications,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory,
vol. 66, no. 7, pp. 4183-4202, Jul. 2020.

A. Vempaty and L. R. Varshney, “The non-regular CEO problem,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 61, no. 5, pp. 2764-2775, May 2015.
D. Seo and L. R. Varshney, “The CEO problem with rth power of difference and logarithmic distortions,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 67,
no. 6, pp. 3873-3891, Jun. 2021.

M. Nangir, R. Asvadi, J. Chen, M. Ahmadian-Attari, and T. Matsumoto, “Successive Wyner-Ziv coding for the binary CEO problem under
logarithmic loss,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 67, no. 11, pp. 7512—7525, Nov. 2019.

H. Behroozi and M. R. Soleymani, “Optimal rate allocation in successively structured Gaussian CEO problem,” IEEE Trans. Wireless
Commun., vol. 8, no. 2, pp. 627-632, Feb. 2009.

X. He, X. Zhou, P. Komulainen, M. Juntti, and T. Matsumoto, “A lower bound analysis of Hamming distortion for a binary CEO problem
with joint source-channel coding,” IEEE Trans. Commun., vol. 64, no. 1, pp. 343-353, Jan. 2016.

A. D. Wyner and J. Ziv, “The rate-distortion function for source coding with side information at the decoder,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory,
vol. IT-22, no. 1, pp. 1-10, Jan. 1976.

S. Diggavi and V. A. Vaishampayan, “On multiple description source coding with decoder side information,” in Proc. IEEE Inf. Theory
Workshop (ITW’04), Oct. 2004, pp. 88-93.

H. Yamamoto and K. Itoh, “Source coding theory for multiterminal communication systems with a remote source,” Trans. IECE Japan,
vol. E63, no. 10, pp. 700-706, Oct. 1980.

P. K. Varshney, Distributed Detection and Data Fusion. New York, USA: Springer-Verlag, 1997.

V. V. Veeravalli, T. Basar, and H. V. Poor, “Decentralized sequential detection with a fusion center performing the sequential test,” IEEE
Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 39, no. 2, pp. 433-442, Mar. 1993.

V. Saligrama, M. Alanyali, and O. Savas, “Distributed detection in sensor networks with packet losses and finite capacity links,” IEEE
Trans. Signal Process., vol. 54, no. 11, pp. 41184132, Nov. 2006.

M. E. Hellman and T. M. Cover, “Learning with finite memory,” Ann. Math. Stat., vol. 41, no. 3, pp. 765-782, 1970.


https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/automotive-and-assembly/our-insights/whats-driving-the-connected-car
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/automotive-and-assembly/our-insights/whats-driving-the-connected-car

(271

(28]
[29]

[30]
[31]
[32]
[33]

[34]
[35]

[36]

[37]

26

W. P. Tay, J. N. Tsitsiklis, and M. Z. Win, “On the subexponential decay of detection error probabilities in long tandems,” IEEE Trans.
Inf. Theory, vol. 54, no. 10, pp. 4767-4771, Oct. 2008.

J. N. Tsitsiklis, “Decentralized detection by a large number of sensors,” Math. Control Signals, Syst., vol. 1, no. 2, pp. 167-182, Jun. 1988.
S. Nitinawarat, G. K. Atia, and V. V. Veeravalli, “Controlled sensing for multihypothesis testing,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 58,
no. 10, pp. 2451-2464, Oct. 2013.

H. V. Poor, An Introduction to Signal Detection and Estimation. New York, USA: Springer-Verlag, 1988.

P. Moulin and V. Veeravalli, Statistical Inference for Engineers and Data Scientists. Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 2019.
T. M. Cover and J. A. Thomas, Elements of Information Theory. New York, USA: John Wiley & Sons, 1991.

1. Csiszar and J. Korner, Information Theory: Coding Theorems for Discrete Memoryless Systems, 3rd ed. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiado,
1997.

A. El Gamal and Y.-H. Kim, Network Information Theory. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011.

S.-Y. Tung, “Multiterminal source coding,” Ph.D. dissertation, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY, May 1978.

P. Minero, S. H. Lim, and Y.-H. Kim, “A unified approach to hybrid coding,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 61, no. 4, pp. 1509-1523,
Apr. 2015.

F. S. Hillier and G. J. Lieberman, Introduction to Operations Research, 9th ed. New York, USA: McGraw-Hill, 2005.



	Introduction
	Problem Statement and Main Result
	Problem Statement
	Main Result

	Proof of Achievability
	Coding Rate
	Detection Error Probability
	Final Step of Achievability

	Proof of Converse
	Coding Rate Analysis
	Detection Error Probability
	Final Step of Converse

	Number of Groups |J|
	Example
	Conclusion
	Appendix
	References

