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Abstract— A framework is developed for analyzing capacity rate subject to a constraint on the level of outage proligbili
gains from user cooperation in slow fading wireless network that can be tolerated [11].
when the number of nodes (network size) is large. The framewk Outage analysis applies to a host of multiterminal exten-
is illustrated for the case of a simple multipath-rich Rayldgh . .
fading channel model. Both unicasting (one source and one ge sions of Su?h basic channel models as well [14], althoth_
tination) and multicasting (one source and several destirtions) the expressions become more cumbersome. To address this,
scenarios are considered. We introduce a meaningful notion diversity-multiplexing tradeoff analysis provides a sbiy
of Shannon capacity for such systems, evaluate this capagit coarser scale characterization of such systems by focasing
as a function of signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), and develop a the high signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) regime and examining

simple two-phase cooperative network protocol that achiess . . . . .
it We observe that the resulting capacity is the same for how outage probability scales with SNR in this regime for

both unicasting and multicasting, but show that the network different transmission rates [16].

size required to achieve any target error probability is smaler Diversity-multiplexing tradeoff analysis has also proven

for unicasting than for multicasting. Finally, we introduce the yseful analyzing a host of simple network problems. For

notion of a network “scaling exponent” to quantify the rate example, [15] extends the analysis to the multiple-access

of decay of error probability with network size as a function h I while 8 tends th lvsis to th i
of the targeted fraction of the capacity. This exponent proides channel, while [8] extends the analysis to the cooperative

additional insights to system designers by enabling a finerrgin ~ diversity channel.
comparison of candidate cooperative transmission protods in While such analysis of cooperative diversity has proven

even moderately sized networks. popular, much of the work has been limited to systems in
Index Terms— Wireless networking, multicasting, ad-hoc net- Which for a given message there is effectively only a single
works, sensor networks, cooperative diversity, outage cagity, destination node and a relatively small number of potential
scaling laws. relay nodes to participate in the transmission.
In the present paper, we develop an alternative framework
within which to examine cooperative protocols. First, our
|. INTRODUCTION emphasis is on the multicasting scenario in which there is

OOPERATIVE diversity has been proposed as an Qne message.in the network, but generally mgltiple desklinat_

tractive approach to combatting slow fading in wireIesEOdes'.We W'”. focus on two gxtreme special cases Of.thls
networks [8], [13]. Spatially distributed nodes provide aﬁ::enarlo. One is v_vhealll nodes n the network are to receive
opportunity to create a distributed virtual antenna arrag atne message, which for convenience we generically rgfer 0
can provide substantial gains in slow fading environmenf&> mult|c_ast|ng. Th_e other is when exact_ly one node in the
There has been a significant interest in studying these ga work is to receive the message, which we refer to as

tly; see, e.g., [1], [2], [2], [10], [12] and the refeces UMicasting. . o
:ﬁg?;n%/ see, e.g., [1], [2], [9], [10], [12] an € refeces Second, our framework examines the scenario in which the

A convenient channel model for such problems, as has be%%mber of nodes in the network is large. This will allow

widely adopted in the literature, is a quasistatic one inchhi Us to examine the associated asymptotic scaling behavior of

. ... cooperative networks. As a by-product, we do not need to
the parameters are known to receivers, but not to transsiitte "™ . . . '
strict our attention to high SNR analysis. Indeed, we fix

. . oo T

In such scenarios the classical Shannon capacity is typic ﬁ . . - .

2610 due to the positive brobability of the chanpnel e); exi'wj %he noise power, normalize the channel statistics, and-aont
P P y peiren the total power transmitted in the network. This allows us to

an arbitrarily deep fade, so performance is instead quedtifi

in terms of outage capacity which describes the achievaglarameterize our results in terms of the associated SNR.
g pactty, Swithin this framework, we analyze the relationship between
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can be developed. Specifically, there exists a nonzero tgpawhereJ(i) is the set of nodes transmitting at timewhere
(dependent on SNR) such that for all rates below capacity;() is the symbol transmitted by nogeat time:, and where
the error probability can be made arbitrarily small proddez,(i) denotes circularly symmetric complex i.i.d. Gaussian
the network is sufficiently large. Conversely, for all ratesoise of powerN,. Furthermore, the noises among the dif-
above capacity, the error probability is bounded away frofarent receivers are mutually independent.
zero regardless of network size. Our achievability ressilt i In our model, nodes are subject to a half-duplex constraint,
based on a simple two-phase cooperative network protoéel., a node cannot transmit and receive simultaneouslys,Th
we develop. By contrast, when one precludes the possibilagsociated with every valid protocol is a set of binary \zda
of cooperation, the associated capacity is of course zeod.the form Dy (i) that specifies at timeé whether nodet is
Interestingly, our analysis also reveals that despite #w ftransmitting Oy (:) = 1) or receiving D (i) = 0).
that multicasting outage behavior is dominated by wuarst The source sends one d¥/ possible messages to the
node, the multicasting and unicasting capacities thus efirdestination node(s) over channel uses (i.e,= 1,2,...,n).
are identical. Not surprisingly, we also show that for a fixe@he channel gains between all pairs of nodes remains fixed
number of nodes, the probability of error is still much small over this duration. In our model, the channel gajp is known
in unicasting than in multicasting. to the receiving nodé but not to the transmitting nodg
We further show that finer scale characterizations of be-We further restrict our attention to protocols in which
havior are possible too. In particular, we define a notiomlay nodes cannot revert to receive mode once they begin
of network scaling exponent that characterizes the rate tefinsmitting, i.e., if Dy (i) = 1 for some nodek andi < n
decay of error probability with network size as a functiothen Dy.(j) = 1 for all i < j < n. This restriction precludes
of the targeted fraction of capacity. Within this analysi& protocols in which transmitting nodes effectively learndan
see, among other insights, that the exponent of our capacigxploit the network channel gains in their encodings.
achieving protocol is quite small for rates that exceed ti@f  Finally, for simplicity, we adopt a long-term sum power
network capacity. constraint across the nodes in our model. In particulay wit
While our results are specific to our multipath-rich Rayfeig X ; (i) for j € T(i) denoting the (complex-valued) symbol
fading model, we believe that the associated framework liging transmitted by nodgat timei, we impose an expected
useful more broadly in the analysis of user cooperationsgg@ain sum power constraint of the form
large networks with more realistic — if more complicated —
models. Indeed, ultimately our results more generally ssgg 1 « _
that just as system analysis asymptotic in block length dRSN E n Z Z [Xk@)*| < P,
has proven useful, so can one that is asymptotic in network
size. where the expectation is taken over the ensemble of channel
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Sealizations and the sét(i), as well as any other randomized
tionMintroduces the network model of interest. The cafyaciaspects of the protocol. Indeed, one will want to consider
result is stated in Sectidill. It is established by promgia protocols in which the sék(i) depends on the realized channel
converse in Sectiof Vv and an achievability argument in Segains.
tion[M The scaling of the outage probability with the number The power constrain{]2) is a rather natural one for sys-
of nodes is discussed in Sectibnl VI, and the network scalitgms in which there are ergodic channel variations but a
exponent is introduced in Secti@nVII. Finally, SectionV1l stringent delay constraint that requires transmission nyf a
contains some concluding remarks and directions for futuparticular message within a single coherence intervakdug
work. although we do not satisfy the sum power constraint during
Il SYSTEM MODEL _the transmission of_an_individua_ll message, _the expec’Fa_ltion
) ) - in @) ensures that it will be satisfied with high probability
We consider a system wittk" receiving nodes and onegyer 5 sufficiently long sequence of messages. Nevertheless
source node. For convenience, we label the source node s remark in advance that the results of the paper do not
node 0, and the receiving nodes s 2, ..., K'}. Of course, change when the we require the sum power constraint to be
in practice, different nodgs in the network can act as sOUrGest with high probability in every coherence interval, and
nodes over orthogonal time or frequency bands as discusgegl capacity-achieving protocol can be readily extended to
in [8]. However, for analysis, it suffices to focus on a singlgyis case. Ultimately, the expected power constraint rgerel
configuration. simplifies the exposition.

hWe alssurgel a narrowbg_nd, slow fald_mg hch.ar;]nel passbangye nreceding discussion characterizes an admissible pro-
channel model corresponding to a multipath-rich propa@gatly, .| for our analysis, which we formalize in the following
environment. In particular, the channel gairjs between arbi- definition

trary distinct pairs of nodegj, k) are independent identically ' pfinition 1: An admissible protocok consists of a set

dlst_rlbuted_(|.|.|d.)I random vgrlableslfrorg a zgro-r;qu;—lunof indicator functions{Dj(i)} € {0,1}, which determines
variance circularly symmetric complex Gaussian distinut \ pether nodek is transmitting or receiving at time; a

In turn, the signal received at nodeat time: is given by set of encoding functiongé (i)} € C, which determines
yi(i) = Z hjk (1), +25(2), (1) the symbol produced by node at time i; and a set of
FET () decoding functiondv,} € {1,2,..., M}, which determines

)

i=1 keT (i)



the message decisions produced by nbds timen. These Before presenting our proof of this result, we note that to
functions are further constrained by their usage as destritachieve capacity — indeed any nonzero rate — requires the

below. use of cooperation. Formally, we have the following result.
During the initialization phase of the protocol, the source Theorem 2:The capacity of cooperation-free admissible
node O selects messag€ < {1,2,...,M} for transmis- protocols for both unicasting and multicasting is

sion. The protocol chooses priori the sequenceé) (i) for co—0 4)

i = 1,2,...,n. Without loss of generalityDy(1) = 1 and ne

Dy(1) =0 for k =1,2,..., K. Moreover, the collections of wheneverP in @) is finite andN, in @) is nonzero.

observationg);, at each nodé are initialized:Y, = 0. Proof: From Definitior2, a destination node must decode
At time 4, for 1 < i < n, if Dy(i¢) = 1, then source node directly from the source transmission. Since the channel is

0 uses encoding functiogy (i) to mapW into a transmitted a Rayleigh fading channel witt?/N, < oo, there exists a

complex-valued symbat (). strictly positive probability of outage — and hence proltigbi

If nodek € {1,2,..., K} is in transmit mode at that time of error — for every positive transmission raf Since these
(i.e., Di(i) = 1), the encoding functionp;(i) at nodek probabilities are independent &f, (@) follows. [ |
maps Y and the complex-valued channel gaif,;,j = We now proceed to the proof of Theordth 1. Since we
0,1,..., K} into a transmitted complex-valued symhgl(i), consider large block lengths, error probability is doméaat
which is transmitted over the channel. by outage probability. Specifically, we consider blocksgon

If, instead, the node is in receive mode (i.8(i) = 0), enough that the probability of error when there is no outage
then it collects the complex-valued measuremgiti) and is negligible compared to the outage probability. Thushie t
updates its set of received symbols ¥ia:= Y, U {yx(i)}. If error analysis in our proof, we restrict our attention toamet
i = n, the decoding functior);, at nodek mapsY; and the probability.
complex-valued channel gaif$,;,j = 0,1,..., K} into a
decisioni¥;.. Note that without loss of generalit (n) = 0 IV. PROOF OFCONVERSEPART
for at least one value df. If i < n, the node makes a decision \We develop a converse via a simple upper bound on the
whether to switch to transmit mode for the remaining duratioachievable rateR of Definition [@. In particular, suppose a
If it decides to switch, it setdy(j) =1 fori+1<j <n; genie conveys the messag& to nodes1,2,...,K — 1

otherwise, it setdy (i + 1) = 0. and only destination nodé&” remains to be served. Thus,
A cooperation-free protocol is a special case of the aboredes0, 1,..., K — 1 can coordinate to send the message to
definition: destination node<. This is clearly a multiple-input single-

Definition 2: A cooperation-freeadmissible protocol is one output (MISO) antenna system witli antenna elements and
for which only the source node transmits, i.8(i) = 0 for channel knowledge only at the receiver. Thus, for a givea rat

1<k<Kandl<i<n. R, a lower bound on the outage probability for the MISO
channel is a lower bound on that for both unicasting and
lIl. CODING THEOREMS multicasting systems. We I€8115© denote the MISO channel

outage event.
We now develop the relationship between transmission raterg develop such a bound, we first note that it suffices to
and error probability for such protocols, in the limit of d@ restrict the input distribution to Gaussian.
network sizes. Lemma 1 (Teletar [14]):The outage capacity of the slow-
We begin with a meaningful definition of capacity. fading MISO channel with K transmit antennas in
Definition 3: A rate R is achievablefor the unicasting ji.d. Rayleigh fading with total power constrainP is
(respectively, multicasting) system if for every netwoikes achieved by an input distribution with a covariance matrix
K, there exists an admissible protoegl with nx channel diag(Py, P, . .., Pk), wherer{:1 P; =P.
uses andV/x = 2"<F messages such that the probability that We now establish the following lemma:
the destination node (respectively, any node) fails to deco [emma 2:Let ¢ > 0 be arbitrary, and let
the message approaches zerakas—> co. The (unicasting or

multicasting) capacity C is the supremum of all achievable R =log <1 + ﬂ) +e
rates. No

With this definition, we have the following coding theoremfor a K-antenna MISO channel. Then the outage probability
which is our main result. Pr{&M150} is bounded away from zero, i.e.,

Theorem 1:The unicasting and multicasting capacities are inf PrfeMIsO
: ) : > 0. 5
identical and given by 'K e ©®)

Proof:
Let Pf, Py, ... P be the power allocations that minimize
the outage event for the selected rate. The corresponding
mutual information is given by

C’—log(1+N£>, 3)

0
where P is as defined in[{2) andV, is the noise power as
defined via[(lL). 1 X
_ . *|p |2
I=log <1+ NO;R |hix| ) 6)

lUnless otherwise indicated, all logarithms are base 2.



O O Phase 1:The source transmits the codeword correspond-
Q s\ ing to the intended message from its codebook ayarhannel
A / é\ uses. We choose the rate in this phase to be (strictly less tha
TN but arbitrarily close t6)

O
o

P

Ri(a) = log, (1 + G(a)ﬁo) : (10)

° e
0% /e Toe
® e
O e O

3 and F'(-) denotes the cumulative distribution function of an
Fig. 1. The two-phase cooperative multicasting protocolphase 1 (left), arbitrary channel gainh,;|?, and where we have made the
the source node (square) broadcasts at a high rate and onfalafsaction dependency of?; ona epricit,
(solid) of the many destination nodes (discs) are able tadiacin phase || nodes attempt to decode the transmission. A node is
2 (right), these nodes cooperatively broadcast the medsatiee remaining . . L )
nodes using a suitable space-time code. successful in decoding the message if it finds a codeword in
the source codebook that is jointly typical with the recdive
sequence. LeK; be the number of nodes that are successful
The outage evert}!S© = {R > I} is bounded as follows: in decoding the message from the source. We label these nodes
as1,2,...,K;. These nodes participate in phase 2.

Phase 2: Each of theK; nodes successful in decoding

where
. G(a)=F'(1 - a), (11)

Pr{e}"°} =1 -Pr(I > R) the phase 1 transmission next transmits the corresponding
E {1og 1+ NLO Zfil Pi*lhiKIQ)} codeword from its codebook over, channel uses. The rate
>1- 7 (7) in this phase is set to (strictly less than, but arbitrariyse
log (1 + Nio Zszl E[lhiK|2]Pi*) ©) R 1 1 P 1 12
. = @ (0 =tog (1+5-0-p). @2
log (1 + N%) Zfil P;‘) where0 < 8 < 1 is design parameter, the dependenceRof
=1- 7 (9)  on which we have made explicit.
P Each of the remainingks = K — K; nodes attempts
1 log (1+N_0) RN to decode the message at the end of the second phase.
N R R ' Nodek, upon receiving is observatiohg,* finds a message
In the above derivation[]7) follows from the Markov in-i; and a subset of node8; = {ki,k2,..., k55, } C
equality, [B) is a consequence of Jensen’s inequality Blpd (9,2,..., K} \ {k} such that the corresponding set of code-
follows from the Rayleigh modek[|hx |*] = 1,Vi. Since the words {z}* (), 2.2 (y,), - . - ,x}gfg ‘(wk)} is jointly typical
above result holds for ali, (§) follows. with 7. It declares the message; to be the transmitted
B message if a unique paitiy, 8y) exists and declares a failure
otherwise.

V. PROOF OFFORWARD PART . . . L .
) _ ) In the case of unicasting, if the destination node is suc-
A simple two-phase cooperative protocol can achieve agyssiul in decoding the message in phase 1 then it does not
rate below the capacity](3), as we now develop. participate in phase 2. Otherwise it continues to listerh® t
transmissions and attempts to decode the phase 2 transmissi

A. A Two-Phase Cfooperatl_ve Pr(?tOCOI_ ~_An error occurs if the destination fails to decode the phase 2
The protocol of interest is depicted in Fig. 1. Specificallgransmission.
in phase 1, the source node broadcasts the message:pver
channel uses at a rafé; and all nodes attempt to decode the | i
message. Then, in phase 2, the nodes that are successfi-iff rotocol Analysis
decoding the message act as relays and form a virtual antenniairst, we analyze code rate. To begin, it is straightforward
array, transmitting over the remaining, = n — n; channel verify thatn; andny are completely determined by the choice
uses at a rateR,. At this point the intended destination(s)of rates. In particular, let the overall rate of our protobel
attempt(s) to decode the message and an outage is declardd 0 that there ard/ = 2"% possible messages to send over
any of the intended destinations fail. n channel uses in the system. Then it follows that
Codebook GenerationSuppose that the source generates B oz M 13
M codewords i.i.deN(0, P;) for someP; > 0, each of length nifty = ny Ry = log M. (13)
ni, and all other nodes each generate codewords i.i.d.  2This technicality ensures that the probability of error wht in outage
CN(0, P») for someP, > 0, each of lengthn,. We describe will approach zero uniformly over all channel realizatiosssimilar techni-
the main steps of the protocol for the case of multicastingf!y applies to the rate in phase 2.
. . e . We use the superscript™2 to denote the vector formed from the;
bu'F |nd|.cate the straightforward modifications for the case 4iaples corresponding to time instants + 1,71 + 2, .. ., n, i.e., phase 2
unicasting. of the protocol.



From [I3) it is straightforward to calculate the overall The following lemma provides bound on the conditional
effective rateR of the system. In particular, sinéeg M = nR outage probability that will be useful in the sequel.

and sincen; + ng = n, ([3) implies thatR satisfies Lemma 3:Supposé:; > oK (1—/3) nodes are successful at
1 1 1 " the end of phase 1. Then the conditional probability of oeitag
E—m"‘m- (14) s given by
Second, we analyze the power constraiiit (2). In phase 1, aK (1 - B)e ks
the transmitted power i#;, so providedP; < P, our power Pr{&i‘f&K | K1 =k} < <k7> e~ oK1=F)
constraint is met in this phase. To analyze the power used 1 (19)

in phase 2, we begin by noting that on average a fraction
of the nodes are able to decode the message after phas
Specifically, the number of nodes; successful in phase 1

Proof: To obtain [IP), it suffices to bound
BrtGu (K1) < 1-8 | Ki = k) since Pr{e™, |
K, = kl} = PI‘{GK(Kl) <1- ﬂ | K, = kl} This can be

has mean BIK)] = oK (15) accomplished by the Chernoff bound, sinGe (k1) in (@3)
U=« can be written as
since K is a binomial random variable, viz., (cE10)) .
1
K
Gr(k1) =) _g; (20)
K1 =Y o 2>Gla)}s (16) ;
=1
where 1,4 is an indicator function, which equals 1 if itswhere the
subscript is true and 0 otherwise, and where we have set o LVL' E (21)
P, = P. Hence, 95 = WKl
K are i.i.d. random variables. Specifically, we obtain, foy an
E [Z |XJ|2] - PQE[Kl] = PQQK’ S > Oa
j=1
from which we see that the power constraint is satisfied in Pr{Gk(K,) <1-3| K =k} (22)

phase 2 provided> < P/aK.
Finally, we analyze the outage probility, i.e., the protiabi

= Pr {GSGK(Kl) > e s(1=6)
of outage of a node that is unable to decode at the end of the

K, = kl} (23)

protocol. For convenience, let us exploit symmetry andllabe <ePp [B_SGK(Kl) | K1 = kl} (24)
this nodek’, while the nodes that are successful in phase 1 we — s(1-8) (E[e_sgi])kl (25)
labell, 2,. .. K;. From straightforward MISO system analysis, S(1-5)
node K will fail to decode the message whenevgf < K — ¢ (26)
and » (1+s/(aK))™’
R2(8) 2 log (1 + GK(KI)E) ’ (7 where [ZH#) follows from the Markov inequalityf{[25) follows
where !oy_ from (2_'0), and[(26) follows_ from evaluating the character
Al k1 ) istic function of the exponential random variablEs] (21).
Grlk) = —= > I (18)  In turn, since[Z6) holds for alé > 0, we can choose the
j=1 particular value
is the effective MISO channel gain of node and where we ky
have set?, = P/(aK). But sinceR, was chosen according STT-57 akK. (27)
to (I2) in phase 2[{17) implies that outage will occur when
Gk (K1) <1 . Accordingly, the outage events,®; , and  Substituting [2I7) into[(26) yield§{L9) as desired. [ ]
€5 i for unicasting and multicasting, respectively, take the we now show that the probability of outage can be made
form arbitrarily small by selectingeK” appropriately.
K=l Proposition 1: The probability of outage in unicasting de-
EaB K = U ks creases exponentially with K for every 8 > 0. Specifically,
k1=0 for every0 < e < 3,
K-1
mar = U AR Pr{€1%s i} = B [Pr{€3 | K1}]
k1=0 (28)

< exp(—aKe?/4) + exp {aKy(B,€)},
where, fork, € {1,2,..., K},

where
b =1K1=Fk, Gg(k)<1-p3}
me . A 1-p
age={Ki =, i Gulk) <1- 5] 3925+ 1-gm(1=2) <o (@)



Proof: To obtain [Z8) we observe that, for somec but K — co. Thus, we can have the effective rafel(14) be

(0,), arbitrarily close toC, while keeping the outage probability
e sufficiently small.
PY{EQ,B,K} [ |
= Z Pr{€s’s x | K1 = k1} Pr{K, = k1 } An intuition behind the achievability result is that in the
ki:ki<aK(1—e) limit of a large number of nodes, we can find sufficiently many
uc _ _ des (albeit a small fraction of the population) with veasgle
+ S Pr{ef i | Ky =k} Pr{Ki =k} "

channel gains and they can be served over a small number
(30) of channel uses in the first phase (i.e, is a negligible
e K= k fraction of ny). These nodes then simultaneously cooperate
< PriKy <aK(l-¢)}+ max Pri€alsx [ K1 =k} 1o serve the remaining nodes. Since sufficiently many nodes
k1zaK(1-¢) are transmitting in the second phase, we have enough diversi
=Pr{K; <aK(1—e)} +Pr{€ s x| Ki =aK(1—¢€)}, inthe system to drive the outage probability to zero.
(31)

where [31) exploits that outage probability is a decreasit@ Multiple Antenna Generalization
function of k;. Finally, using the binomial Chernoff bound
(see, e.g., [4])

klzkl ZOLK(:[*E)

It is possible to generalize our results to the case where
the at least some of the nodes in the network have multiple
Pr{K;, < aK(1 —¢€)} < e @K</4, antennas. In particular suppose that the noldasT; antennas.
In the case of unicasting, our two-phase protocol can be
for the first term in[(3}1), and applying Lemrih 3 to the seconsiraightforwardly extended to obtain the following:

term, yields [ZB) as desired. [ |
In turn, Propositiof]l can be used to bound the correspond- C =Tk log (1 + i) . (36)
ing probability of outage in multicasting. No

Proposition 2:'I_'he pro_bability of outage in multicasting|n the bound [[36) the key quantity of interest T, the
decays asymptotically with'K'. Specifically, number of antennas at the destination node; the number of

me me ue antennas at the source and relay nodes do not impact capacit
Pr{€n i} = B [Pr{€ «|K1}] < KPr{€ «}. (32) ¢ D e

Proof: First, we bound the conditional outage probabilit)'/\lote tha_t, in the first phase of the protocol, we can stil
communicate to a large number of relay nodes, regardless

according to
g of the number of antennas at each relay. These nodes then

Pr{&y% kK1 = k1} (33) form a virtual antenna to communicate to the destination in
=Pr{ min Gu(Ki) <1— 8K, =k} phase 2. This reduces to the case of a multiple-input mettipl
keki<h<k AT e

output (MIMO) system when the number of transmit antennas

K is much larger than the receive antennas. Using the channel

= Pr{ U {Gi(K1) <1-p} | K = kl} hardening result for such systems — see, e.g., [7] — one
i=K14+1 can establish that rat®:c is achievable. The converse is

< (K — k1) Pr{€ys | K1 =k} (34) analogous to the single antenna case in Sefidn IV.
< KPr{€, |Ki = ki}. (35) An analogou_s argument for multicgsting can also be devel-
. oped, from which we have the following:
where [3%) is a simple application of the union bound. Taking
the expectation of both sides di{35) with respect Aq, C =min{Ty, Ty, ..., Tk} - log (1 + ﬂ) ) (37)
we obtain [3R). Finally, since Propositidh 1 establishest th No
the unicasting outage probability decays exponentizBH) ( Evidently, [3¥) can be much smaller thdil(36) — the lower

N _ B fewest antennas in multicasting rather than the destinatio
Propositiond1l anfll2 can be used to establish the forwg{gge.

part of the coding theorem for both unicasting and multicast
ing.

Proof of Theorenil1:To show that our two-phase protocol
can approach the capacifyl (3) we show that the outage proba©ur capacity result determines the rates for which outage
bility can be made arbitrarily small while operating araiity probability goes to zero with increasing network size foltinu
close to the capacity. Suppose that> 0 and 8 > 0 are casting and unicasting. Often, a finer grain analysis isiredu
arbitrary. Since the outage probability decreases exptllgn by system designers. In this section, we develop the manner i
in K, we can choose & large enough to make the outagevhich outage probability goes to zero with increasing nekwo
probability sufficiently small. Next, note that by choosing size for the two-phase protocol of Sectiah V, which provides
andg sufficiently small, we can makB; («) sufficiently large several additional insights. For example, while we havensho
and Ry () sufficiently close toC. As particular examples, it that multicasting and unicasting share the same capaeitg, h
suffices to takex ~ 1/log K andg ~ 1/K so thata, 3 — 0 we show how their respective outage probability curvesediff

V1. OUTAGE SCALING BEHAVIOR



A. Outage Probability Approximations

While (Z8) and [[3R) bound the outage probabilities ¢

interest, these bounds are not tight. Nevertheless, goed
proximations to the actual outage are readily obtained, @s

now develop.
The outage probability of a unicasting system under tt
two-phase protocol can be approximated by
Pr{es, £} ~ %Eexp{—am —B)} %
exp {—KD(ﬂoz) +~vK In <M) } ,
Y
(38)
where
_Vitdp-1 (39)
2p
with )
= M_ (40)
l—-«

2
B
<
Qo
Il
o
(0]
(o2}
8
>
(o]
network size K
Fig. 2. Outage probability for unicasting and multicastinig our two-

phase protocol as a function of network size. The solid ci@respond
to our Monte Carlo simulations, the dashed-dotted curvesuranalytical
approximations, and the dashed curves to our bounds. Theetagf curves is

In turn, the outage probability of the multicasting systeﬁ‘?r multicasting; the bottom set for unicasting. In the poutl we set3 = 0.5

can be approximated in terms of this unicasting approxionati
according to

Pr{€N i} =1— (1 —Pr{€is x X ~ K Pr{€2% 1.
(41)
A derivation of the approximatior {B8) is provided in the 3)
Appendix.

B. Accuracy of Outage Probability Approximations

In this section, we compare our outage probability bounds
@8) and [(3R); and our approximatioris¥38) ahdl (41), to the
actual probabilities via Monte Carlo simulations. In peutar,
we choose a target rate below capacity and evaluate theeoutagd)
probability as a function of the network siZ€. We evaluate
the expectations ovek; in the bounds[28) and{B2) by
numerical integration.

For our comparison, we set a rate of

1 P
R—§10g<1+2—]\]0),

which is 1/2 of capacity in the high SNR regime ard4 of
capacity in the low SNR regime. This rate point is realized
by the parameter settings(a) = 1/2 and 8 = 1/2 in our
two-phase protocol, s@®;(a) = Ry(8)) in (@) and [IP),
respectively.

Fig. @ depicts the results. Several observations are worth
emphasizing.

Remarks:

1) First, the outage curves for both unicasting and mul-
ticasting approach zero with our cooperative protocol,
which is a consequence of the transmission rate being
below capacity. Note that, by contrast, for cooperation-
free admissible protocols, the outage curves will not
decay with network size.

Multicasting incurs significant penalty over unicasting
in terms of outage probability for a fixed network size
K. In particular, Fig[R confirms that the multicasting

5)

2)

and Ri (a) = R, so that the rate i®2 = (1/2) log(1 + P/(2No)) < C.

outage probability is indeed roughly a factar larger
than the unicasting outage probability.
The slopes of the outage log-probability curves are
asymptotically constant, and the bounds are good pre-
dictors of the asymptotic slopes. This is perhaps not
surprising since we used Chernoff techniques to derive
the bounds. Indeed, in many communication problems
the Chernoff exponent is close to the correct exponent.
However, the bounds are not particularly close to the the
correct outage curves.
The analytical outage probability approximations are
asymptotically quite close to the true curves, converging
to within a factor of roughly 3 in probability for large
network sizes. In addition, these approximations appear
to be actual upper bounds at least in case study depicted,
though this is conjecture.
The asymptotic slopes of the outage log-probability
curves for both unicasting and multicasting are identical.
In the next section, we will develop this slope as the
network scaling exponent of the protocol, which we
denote usingFE, .. For a target outage level, this slope
can be used to quantify the asymptotic network size
gap between unicasting and multicasting. In particular,
suppose that for a fixed choice aefand g in the pro-
tocol, K"¢(¢) nodes are required to achieve some target
outage probabilitye in unicasting. Then the number of
nodes required to achieve the same outage probability
in multicasting is, asymptotically,
1

Exs
To verify {@3), it suffices to recognize that the vertical
distance between the unicasting and multicasting outage

probabilities is, in accordance with41), asymptotically
log K"<(e).

K™ (e) = K"(e) + — log K™(e).  (42)



VIlI. NETWORK SCALING EXPONENT
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In this section, we explore, in more detail, the asymg
totic rate of decay of the outage probability with networl = sr
size, which we have termed the network scaling expone
This exponent captures meaningful information for syste
designers. For example, at the transmission rates to wh
Fig. [@ corresponds, outage probabilities for our two-pha
protocol decay reasonably quickly in a practical sense — i.i
the network scaling exponent is reasonably large. Howev
as we will see, at rates close to capacity, it turns out th
outage probabilities decay very slowly as a function of roetwv
size, corresponding to a small network scaling exponeris Tt
implies that very large network sizes may be needed to aehie
practical target error rates. 0

Before beginning our development, note that the netwo
scaling exponent is the natural counterpart to the classica
error exponent for traditional channel codes. In particuke Fig. 3. The upper envelope of the plotted points indicatesétwork scaling
classical error exponent captures the exponential ratecdyd exponent for the two-phase cooperative protocol as a fumaf the targetted
of error probability with block Iength as a function of thefraction_of capacityr. Each point corresponds to a particular valuexoind

. o 5. In this exampleSNR = 0 dB.
the targeted fraction of capacity; see, e.g., [6]. Analaigu
the network error exponent captures the exponential rate of
decay of error probability in unicasting and multicastinighw
network size as a function of the targeted fraction of cagaciand hence

Formal definitions follow. me —melfox 1\ _ puc

Definition 4: The network reliability functionwith respect B (r, SNR) = By ™ ({mic}) = Bug (r, SNR). (46)
to a sequence of admissible protocalg in Definition[ is Combining [4b) and [[46) we obtainE™¢(r,SNR) =
given by E}¢(r,SNR) as desired. |

In the remainder of this section, we analyze a lower bound

(43) on the network scaling exponent by optimizing over the class
of the two-phase protocols described in Seclidn V. For a fixed
where £, denotes the outage event for a system wifh choice ofa and3, we can express the fraction of the capacity
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0.4

network reliability function

0.2

fraction r of capacity

E({rk})=— lim

nodes under the protocaly. achieved by the protocol as

Definition 5: The network scaling exponeris the supre- R(a, B, SNR)
mum of the network reliability functions of all sequences of r(a, 8,SNR) = W, (47)
admissible protocols with a rate that is at least a fractiaf
the capacity at a given SNR, i.e., where we have made the dependency of l®tandC in ({I4)

and [3), on the parameters of interest explicit. We define the
Eys(r, SNR) = sup E({mx}),  (44) network reliability function of the user cooperation protb
{mic}€P(r.SNR) in Section Y as
whereP(r, SNR) is a set of sequences of admissible protocols . InPr{€, sk}
with a rate that is a fraction of the capacity. E;(r,SNR) = sup {— Am T} ;

The following establishes that, as with capacity, unicasti (e f SN < 48)
and multicasting are not distinguished by their networkisga \hich constitutes a lower bound s (r, SNR) in @d). Note
exponents. that in the above definition, we have constrainednd 5 to

Proposition 3: The network scaling exponent is the samge constants independent &f.
for both unicasting and multicasting. The upper envelope of the points in Figj. 3 indicates a lower

Proof: First, for any sequence of admissible protocolshound on the network reliability function of our two-phase
rotocol. Each point in the plot corresponds to a particular
Pr{gmc}zpr{auc }’ p R p . p p . p
LES K choice of « and 8 in the protocol, for which we have
so that numerically evaluatedz,, in [#8) for different values ofr

at SNR = 0 dB.
mec < uc . o . .
B (r, SNR) < i (r, SNR) (45) Perhaps the most striking observation from Elg. 3 is that the

Furthermore, if{7} } achieves the supremum for the uni€ITor exponent for the two-phase protocol is quite smallmwhe

casting system, then from a simple application of the unigiming for rates that are more than about half of capacity.
bound it follows that, for eacti, This implies that while the protocol is capacity achieving,

it may require a prohibitively large number of nodes to
Pr{&,‘?ﬁ} < KPr{Eﬁ‘;ﬁ(}, achieve rates anywhere close to this capacity. It remaiheto



determined whether there exist more sophisticated prtgoco APPENDIX
with substantially higher exponents in this regime. DERIVATION OF OUTAGE APPROXIMATION (38)

As a final comment, it should also be noted that . 3 First, we writePr{€%%; , } in the form
effectively characterizes the efficient operating frontar the ue ue
. . . P =F|P K
protocol. In particular, given a network witRk nodes and an r{€als.xch [Priedls kK]
allowable outage probability, one can approximate the scal-

K
ing exponent by— Ine/K and determine the corresponding - Z Pr{fy = ki} Pr{€a’s x [ K1 =k}

value ofr, which is an estimate of how close one can expect =1 X
to get to capacity in the system.
9 pacity y o> Pr{Ky =k} Pr{E, | Ky = k).
ki=a(1-8)K

(49)

Note that we have dropped the contribution of terms With<
a(l—B)K in the summation, since we expect their aggregate
sum to be small as they deviate significantly from the mean
VIII. CONCLUDING REMARKS —

E[K4] = aK.

We now approximate each of the two factors[inl(49). The
right factor we approximate by the upper bould](19). The
left factor we replace with via Stirling’s approximationrfo

Perhaps the main contribution of this paper is a framewoP"0mial distributions [5, p. 284], yielding

for analyzing user cooperation protocols in the limit ofgar K\ Kk
. . . - — —k1)
network size (number of nodes), which we have illustrated Priki =k} = ( )O‘ (1)l
1 k

Within this framework, we have introduced a meaningful ~ \/—KGXP{—KD(?l ‘O‘)}7 (50)
notion of Shannon capacity for this regime and presented a
simple two-phase protocol that can achieve rates arbjtrarivhereD(-||-) denotes the binary relative entropy function, i.e.,
close to capacity. A finer grain analysis of this two-phader any0 < p,q < 1,
protocol in terms of its network scaling exponent, which A » 1—p
characterizes the rate of decay of error probabilty withvoek D(pllq) = Plﬂa +(1—p)lno— L (51)

size, shows that it may require prohibitively large numbkr o

nodes to achieve rates close to the capacity with this pobtocand wherex is the parameter ok, (cf. (I8)).
Thus, substitutingl{19) an@{B0) inth{49) yields

in the case of a multipath-rich Rayleigh fading environment

One important direction of future work is to study more
sophisticated models beyond the Rayleigh fading modeimvith Pr{€s’s k}

our framework. One could for example incorporate the effect K 1 ey

of network geometry and shadowing into the model. More ~ Z ——exp {—KD(? ’ a)} X
generally, it would be of interest to study a class of channel k1=a(l-B)K VK

models for which user cooperation plays a fundamental role i aK(1 - Be k1

enabling reliable communication in multicasting. The Ryt (T) exp{—aK(l1-p)}. (52)

fading model considered here clearly belongs to this class, _ o
we believe the class may be quite rich and may include mafijpally, we approximate[{52) by an approximation to the
other models of practical importance. largest single term in the summation, viz.,

Another important direction is to investigate how system uc 1
P J YSIM Pr{ens k) ~ —=exp{—aK(1-B)} x

performance changes when the sum power constraint is re- VK

placed with individual power constraints. With individual a(l—Be

power constraints, the system capacity will increase with t 76(;{11{X5)71)€Xp {—KD(VW) +7K1n (7) } :
number of nodes — in fact, the MISO upper bound increases (53)

according to©(log K). It remains to be determined whether ) , o .
there exist cooperative multicasting protocols that appho  SINCe the term in the exponent being minimized[inl (53) is

this upper bound or whether one can develop tighter upgdfferentiable and convex in, the optimizingy is the value
bounds for this scenario. at which the associated derivative is zero, i.e.,

2
Finally, as noted in Sectiof_\Il, the two-phase protocol 7 =u (54)
may require prohibitively large number of nodes to achieve 1—x
rates close to the capacity. It remains to investigate vérettwhere 1 is as given in [[40). Finally it is straightforward to
more sophisticated protocols can improve the network mgaliverify that [54) has a solution ifn(1 — 3),1) and it may be
exponent substantially in this regime. solved explicitly, yielding [[3B).
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