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Abstract— We are concerned with maximizing the lifetime of a Il. “M ULTIPLE INFORMANTS - SINGLE RECIPIENT’
sensor network consisting of set of nodes directly commuréting COMMUNICATION COMPLEXITY
with a base-station. We model this scenario as the interacte . . . .
communication between multiple correlated informants (sasor Let us consider a set of multiple correlated informanter-

nodes) and a recipient (base-station). With this framework actively communicating with a recipient, where the objective
we show that interactive communication can indeed enhance is that the recipient must learn about each informant’s,data
network ijetime. Both worst-case and average-case perfarances pyt an informant may not learn about other informants’ data.
are considered. We want to estimate the total number of bits exchanged in the
|. INTRODUCTION worst and average cases for such communication scenarios.

) Previously, the works such as [1]-[5] have attempted to
Many future and extant sensor networks feature tiny sen§Qdnd the message complexity of “single informant - single

nodes with modest energy resources, processing power @a¢pient” communication. These works have shown that the
communication ability. A key networking challenge is tymbper of bits exchanged depends on the number of messages
devise protocols and architectures that can provide velgti exchanged. However, not much work has been done towards
long operational lifetimes, in spite of these limitatioS&nsor computing the message complexity Gf “multiple correlated
nodes expend energy in sensing, computing and communigarmants - single recipient” communication problem, ethi
tion. In this paper, we are concerned with reducing the 8nerge have attempted to address in [6]. The correlation among
cost of communication. We neglect the energy consumggormants’ data helps in reducing the problem of finding the
by the nodes in sensing and computing because Sensigimal rates which minimize the communication complexity
costs are independent of the communication strategy be{agihe problem of finding an optimal schedule that minimizes
deployed and computing costs are often negligible comparg@ communication complexity [6]. However, for an arbigrar
to communication costs. _ “model of correlation in informants’ data, it is not straight
The energy expended by a sensor node in communiggnyard to compute the optimal number of messages, which
tion has two components: reception energy and transmissi@thimize the number of bits exchanged. So, in this work,
energy. The energy consumed in reception depends on {ie gevelop the formalism to compute the number of bits

number of bits received and the per bit energy cost requ"@f(‘changed for a given number of messages and an arbitrary
to keep the receiver circuitry energized. The transmissi@Rgdel of correlation in informants’ data.

energy depends on a number of factors such as transmifn this work, we setm = 2 for three reasons. Firstly,
power levels, rgceiver sensitivity, channel state.(intr:igd)ath it is shown in [1]-[3] that just two messages reduce the
loss due to distance and fading) and the kind of channgjmmunication complexity exponentially compared to one
coding employed. In this paper, we assume that the d@fssage and at the same time, with just two messages, the
rates are low and that optimal channel coding is employeglymber of bits exchanged & worst four times the optimal
Both these assumptions allow us to assume that the transqijinber of bits. Secondly, two is the minimum number of
power is linearly proportional to the data rate. Thereforgyessages to show how the interaction helps in reducing com-
the communication energy is minimized by transmitting angyynication complexity. Thirdly, in interactive communiica,
receiving as few bits as possible. two messages give most pessimistic estimates of the wadst an
In this work, based on some ideas from the theory %fverage case communication complexities.
communication complexity, we propose a formalism to mini- | the rest of this section, we propose and illustrate our
mize the number of bits communicated in a single-hop sens@ksis to use the notions of ambiguity and information en-

the correlation in sensor data, we model the communicatiggmplexities, respectively.

between the base-station and sensor nodes as the interactiv. =~

communication between multiple correlated informants ang® Ambiguity and Entropy

recipient. To the best of our knowledge, our work for the first This subsection extends the notions asfibiguity set and
time, employs this approach to estimate the network lifetimambiguity, proposed in [1] and proves some of their properties.
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Let (X1, X>) be a random pairX; € A; and X» € X5, in which Py needs to send its information #By. Similarly,
where X7, X, are discrete alphabets. Léty, x, denote the Py does not need more thad(X;|X2) bits, on average, to
support set of (X3, X5). The support set of X, is the set learn aboutX;. To helpPx send its information iff (X | X5)

def its, Py needs to sendi(X;|X2) bits to Py, on average. A
{z1 : for somexs, (z1,22) € Sx, x,} € X1, meaningful message fromPy to Py is the one that reduces
the ambiguity of Py, about Py’s data. However, these worst
and average case bounds are lowest possible, as soon we show
that any realistic protocol will exchange more than thesayma
bits, in the worst and average case, respectively.

In the following, we generalize this discussion & ‘multi-
ple correlated informants - single recipient” communicatio
compute the worst and average case communication complexi-
(1) ties and givealmost optimal communication protocols, with at

most two messages exchanged. Let us assume that informants’

of possibIeX1 values. We also calbx, unconditional am-
biguity set of X;. The ambiguity in that case is defined as
ux, = |Sx,|, the number of possiblé&; values and it is
same as thenaximum ambiguity fix, of X;.

The conditional ambiguity set when random variableX,
takes the value; € Sx, is

def
Sxi e (@2) T {1 1 (21,72) € Sxy.x. ),

the set of possibléX; values whenX; = z5. Theconditional data is described by the random vectoXy,..., Xx) ~
ambiguity in that case is p(x1,...,2x), where eachr; takes values from the discrete
def sets X; with cardinality n. Assume that this distribution is
1y X, (T2) =[x, x5 (72)], ) only known to the recipient, so only it can compute conditional
the number of possibleX; values whenX, = z». The ambiguity and marginal distribution for every informardata.
maximum conditional ambiguity of X, is Let IT denote the set of alV! schedules to polN informants.
Let S be the set of N informants. LetA be the set of
XX d:efsup{uxl‘& (z2) : 2 € Sx, }, (3) informants who have already communicated their data to the

) ] ) recipient. So, it follows from above that
the maximum number ok, values possible with anys.

Lemr(na 1 Co)nditioning reduces ambiguity, that is, fix,a < fix, Vi€ S— A,

#x|Xa (X2 = T2) < i Hy,a < Hx, Vi€ S — Al

Proof: From the definitions ofix, andux,|x,(72), the Xila = HX T

proof is immediately obvious. N - B B. Worst-case communication complexity
It follows from above lemma thgix, | x, < 1ix,. Contrast _ _ _

this with a similar statement about entropifix, | x, (X2 = An informant needs no more thdiog n] bits to communi-
z) < Hy,, which may or not hold always. cate its data to the recipient. Let us consider a communicati
Lemma 2: H(X| Xy = x2) < log px,|x, (X2 = 72). scheduler € II. Let us assume that the first informantl)

Proof: The proof follows from the definitions of in the schedule has communicated its data to the recipient
H(X1|Xs = z2) andlog six, |x, (X2 = z2). Note that equal- !n _ﬂogrﬂ bits. The cond_monal ambiguity of the rgc!p|ent
ity is achieved in the statement of the lemma only whef informant 7(2)'s data isjir2) -1y < n. The recipient

p(X1/ X5 = x5) is uniformly distributed. m asks7(2) to send its data in[logfir(2)|~(1)] bits and it
Taking the expectation of the both side of the inequality ifésponds by sending the index of its data. For this, the iettip
Lemmal2 with respect tp(z2) gives: Sendsyiy(2)~(1)[logn] to m(2) to tell 7(2) about which of

its n possible data values actually belong to the conditional
H(X1]|X2) < ZP (X2 = @2)log pix,x, (X2 = 2). (4)  ambiguity set of the recipient and in anoténg fix(z)(x(1)]

T2€X2 bits the recipient informsr(2) to send the index of its data
Let us defineaverage ambiguity of X; as in [log fix(2)|=(1)| bits. So, the recipient transmits a total of
3 def //L\ﬂ.(g)h(l) [logn] + [log ﬁﬂ(2)|ﬂ(1)~| bits to 7(2).
Bxx, = ZP(XQ = T2)px, |x, (X2 = 22), (5) Following this protocol to poll all the informants, the tbta
22€5x, number of bits transmitted by recipient under schedulés
the average number of; values possible with alK, values. N
Let us consider two person®y and Py interactively E”:Z gﬁ(“ (6)
communicating with each othei®, observes the random =
variable X; € &; and Py observes the random variable N
X, € X,. Let the probability distributionp(zy,2,) model :Z(ﬁw(i)wl)...w(i—l)flogn]+ﬂogﬁw(i)\m)...w(i—ﬂ)-
the correlation betweeX; and X,. Let us assume that only i1

Py knows it. If Py, observes thaKs = 9, then in the worst- ] ] ) ]

case, it needslog fix,|x,] bits from Py to leamn aboutX; The total number of bits transmitted by all the informants is
’ 1|X2 .

However, asPy knows neithep(z1, z2), nor thatX, = x», it N

cannot computelog /ix, | x, | and send its information in just Z 108 e (i) (1), (i-1) |- @)

these many bits. Say informs Py about[logjix,|x, | bits P



The objective is to find schedule® that solves: channel between sensbrand the base-station is described by
- a symmetrical path losd, which captures various channel
arféﬁm(R” 1) () effects and is assumed to be constant. This is reasonable for
~ N R ) static networks and also for the scenarios where the pash los
_ Note thatR is 3 i [10g ix(i)|n(1)...n(i—1) | Dits more than yares slowly and can be accurately tracked.
its optimum value, as we have striven to describe a simple pro tne petwork operates in a time-division multiple access
tocol that illustrates our idea, than to describe a comf@ita (TDMA) mode. Time is divided into slots and in each slot
protocol that gives the optimal number of transmitted bits. eyery sensor communicates its data to the base-station. Let
C. Average-case communication complexity us assume that the sensor data at every time slot is described

Using the marginal probabilities, recipient can construg\;y a random vecto(Xy,..., Xy) ~ p(ay,....an), X; €

Huffman tree for every informant. If the correlation amon%ii’ where ; s the discrete alphabet setkj| = n. This

. , . . . ] stribution is only known to the base-station. We assume
informants’ data is not exploited, then every informasends the spatial correlation in the sensor data and ignore teahpor
H(X;) bits on average to the recipient and the recipient sends P 9 P

. correlation, as it can easily be incorporated in our work for
a total of u(X;)[logn]| + H(X;) bits on average to query ’ I . R
the informanti. However, if the correlation in the im‘ormants’data sources satisfying the Asymptotic Equipartition Rrop

. . . We assume static scheduling, that is the base-station uses
data is exploited, then every informant sends only the num ; . . .

. . L e same sensor polling schedule in every time slot, urgil th
of bits equal to the entropy of its data conditioned on the

. ' .. network dies. The worst-case lifetime of a sensor node (base
data of the informants which have already commumcate& . . : . .
ation) under schedule € II is defined as the ratio of its

to the recipient. More formally, if the recipient queries:ethtsOtal enerav and its worst-case eneray expenditure in a slot
informants according to schedute then any informant, 9y gy exp a

sends no more thal (X ;)| X1 - .. Xr(;_1)) bits, on av- under scheduler. _H0\_/vever, as argued in Introduction, it is
L . only the communication energy expenditure that we are here
erage to the recipient and the recipient sends no more than . A
— Mogn] + H(X,m|X e ) bits concerned with. The average lifetime of a sensor node (base-
Ha(i)im(1)...n(i=1)| OB () 1 B(1) e (i) ' station) is similarly defined. We define network lifetime he t
on average, to query the informant time until the first sensor node or the base-station runs but o
Following this protocol to poll all the informants, the tbta ime unt r o . 'on Tuns bu
. . - . the energy. This definition has the benefit of being simple,
number of bits transmitted by recipient under scheduylés . .
practical, and popular [7] and as shown below, provides a

max min formulation of the network lifetime in terms of the

-

Bx B (9) lifetimes of the sensor nodes and the base-station.
1]:\[1 To model the transmit energy consumption at the base-
_ station and the sensor nodes, we assume that transmission
:Z (“”(i)\”(l)---”(i—l) [log n] rate is linearly proportional to signal power. This asstopt
=t is motivated by Shannon’s AWGN capacity formula which
+H(Xw(i)|Xﬂ(1)---Xn(zel)))a is approximately linear for low data rates. So, a ndde
N under schedule expendsB;;d;. units of energy to transmit
@(Zﬁﬁ(i)\ﬁ(l) 1) Mog ”1) +H(X7r(1), L ,XF(N)) By (1) units of information. LetF,. denote the energy cost of
st receiving one bit of information. For simplicity, let us asse
®) N that it is same for both the base-station and the sensor nodes
= (Zﬁﬂ(i)‘ﬂ(l)___ﬂ(i_l) [log n}) +H(Xy,...,XnN), The general problem is to find the optimal rates (the number
i=1 of bits to transmit), which maximize network lifetime. How-

where (a) follows from the chain-rule of conditional entropyever, the optimal rate-allocation is constrained to liehinithe
and (b) follows from the fact that joint entropy is independen®lepian-Wolf achievable rate region. This makes the proble
of the scheduling order. The total number of bits transmiitt€¢omputationally challenging. We simplify the problem by

by all the informants is introducing the notion ofnstantaneous decoding [8] and thus

_ reduce the optimal rate allocation problem to computing the

I = H(Xzq), - Xe))- (10) optimal scheduling order, albeit at some loss of optimality

The objective is to find schedule’ that solves: This loss of optimality occurs because, in general, turring
_ multiple-access channel into an array of orthogonal chianne

argmin(Rx + Ir). (11) by using a suitable MAC protocol (TDMA in our case) is well-

et known to be a suboptimal strategy, in the sense that the set
Il. SysTEM MODEL of rates that are achievable with orthogonal access istlgtric

We consider a network oWV battery operated sensor nodesontained in the Ahlswede-Liao capacity region [9].
strewn in a coverage area. The nodes are assumed to inter-
actively communicate with the base-station in a single hop.
Sensor nodek,k € {1,...,N} has E; units of energy Let us assume that the interaction between the base-station
and the base-station hdsgs units of energy. The wirelessand the sensor nodes is not allowed. Then in the worst-case,

IV. MAXIMIZING SENSORNETWORK LIFETIME



every node sendglogn| bits to the base-station to convey Given our definitions of the sensor node, the base-station,
its information. However, if every node knows$z,,...,zy) and the network lifetimes, the worst-case lifetimeof the
and the data of all other nodes, then it only needs to send tietwork is the solution to the following optimization prebt
bits describing its data conditioned on the data of the nodes

~ . E . E,
already polled [10]. In the real single-hop sensor networks L = max min (NLAS R~ - )7 (15)
neither it is possible that every node knows about all other " 21 EABSJ' T ~,BS
nodes’ data, given the limited communication capabilités 71 — min max (va_l Eps; max Ei,BS) (16)
the sensor nodes; nor it is desired that the sensor nodes T rell Epg Yi=1,..N E; /J

per_form such cor_nputatmnally Intense processing, givenm th. Before we discuss the nature of the general solution to this
limited computational and energy capabilities. Howevér, | . . )
roblem, let us consider its two special cases.

we allow the interaction betwegn the base-station anql SengOCase 1 Let Bps — By — ... — Ex — E. Then, the
nodes, then the nodes can still send less tflagn] bits, roblem in [T8) reduces to

yet avoid above issues. In fact, this is precisely the “muItP

ple correlated informants - single recipient” communicati . 1 N .

problem of sectiofi]l. Using the results derived there, ia th L= E glelﬁl max (ZEBS,i  Jpax Ei,BS)-
following, we show that even if we allow for just two messages i=1

exchanged between the base-station and a sensor nOde'I—HS\ﬁever, ferm [14), we know thatzzj.vzl EBS_’Z_ >

number of bits transmitted by the sensor nodes is greaﬂ}/ax_i1 ~ E; s, so above equation reduces to
reduced, with concomitant reduction in their computationa b

and communication burdens. In this situation, the badéssta 1 S
carries most of the burden of computation and communication L= = e Z Eps,i- (17)
in the network. This is reasonable in the scenarios where the =1
base-station is computationally and energy-wise moreldapaln the following, we prove that th&linimum Cost Next or
than the sensor nodes. Still, it may not be infinitely moreICN algorithm proposed in [8] computes the optimal lifetime
capable. So, in the network lifetime estimation probleng, tHfor the optimization problem i (17).
base-station lifetime is also considered to include theasibns The following pseudo-code &fiICN algorithm computes the
where it is the base-station that runs out of the energy firstoptimal schedule foCase 1.

In the following, we attempt to maximize the worst and
average case lifetimes of the single-hop sensor netwooks, fAlgorithm: MCN
the given model of energy consumption and spatial corréfa-
tion in the sensor data. The base-station and a sensor n@deg . get of all N nodes.
interactively communicate with each other by exchanging gt 4 . ordered set of nodes whose polling order has been
most two messages. We estimate the communication energy  computed.
expenditure at every sensor node as well as the base-staonpjtialization: A = ¢, k = 1.
by explicitly including both, the transmission and recepti 4 while (k < N)
energy expenditures. 5

mMON (k) = argmingeg_ 4 355 i EBs.j

A. Worst-case Network Lifetime 6 A=AuaMOEN(E).

Let EBSJ denote the energy that the base-station spenés F=k+l

in communicating with node in the worst-case, that is, it Case2: Let £y = ... = Exy = E, but Egs > E. Then,
denotes the energy that the base-station spends in traingmitthe problem in[(16) reduces to
and receiving the bits from nodg in the worst-case. So,

N
=~ 1 ~ E ~
N R N -1 . ) BS )
Eps,i = Br@ydi + [log ,uﬁ(i)\ﬂ'(l)...rr(iflﬂEr- (12) L ~ Eps glellril max (;EBS’“ FE i:ql,?fN EZ’BS)
Similarly, let E; ps denote the energy that the notlepends 1. =~
) -4, B5 T . = = E; s, for E E. 18
in communicating with the base-station. So, E oon i pax, siBs, [Of Lps > (18)
E; ps = [log Bin(i)m(1)..m(i1) 1 di + Eﬂ'(i)E’r- (13) We can prove that thélinimum Cost Next algorithm above
’ R computes the optimal lifetime for the optimization problem
On substituting forB, ;) from (@), these imply that (I8). The pseudo-code fdACN algorithm forCase 2 is identi-
= = ~ cal as above, except that RHS of I[fe 5dsgmin, g, 2225
Eps,i— Eips = fx(i)|r(1)...n(i—1) [logn]|(d; — E;.). (14) P BMiies—4 ~F,

R ~ Lemma 3: MCN schedule solvemin, ¢ Zfil Egs,;.
Assumingd; > E, implies thatEps; — E; ps > 0, that is, Proof: We describe a procedure to modify a given
the base-station spends more energy in communicating wéithedule into another schedule such that above sum does
node i than that node spends in communicating with thenot increase. It will be apparent that iteratively applythis
base-station. procedure on any schedule finally leads to M@&N schedule



aMEN _Let 7OLP be any schedule. Suppose it differs fronB. Average Network Lifetime

7MCN first in the m™ position, that is:
7TOLD(k,)
WOLD(m) 75 WMCN(m).

Then there exists a numbelr such that 79LP (1)

aMEN(m), I > m. We construct a new schedute'EW
by modifying 7®ZP as follows:

WMCN(/C),

1<k<m-1 (19

alVEW () = aMON@), 1<k<m (20)
VEW () = 79MP(k—1), m<k<I
aVEW (k) o0 k), 1<k<N

In words, int¥EW we poll 7N for first m-slots, followed
by 7OLP for next N — m slots.

In order to establish thatV " is at least as good a$’?,
we need to show that

N
ZEBSWNEW SZE S,wOLD (4 (21)
i=1 i=1

From [20), it follows thatfoll <i < m—1andi+1<i < N
EBS,TFNEW(Z') - EBS,TFOLD(Z')'

So, it suffices to show that

l 1
Z EBS,wNEW(i) < Z EBSJOLD@). (22)

i=m =m

Using Lemmd1l (conditioning reduces ambiguity), we have

l
Z EBSJNEW(Z-) < Z EBSJTOLD(,L').
i=m-+1 i=m-+1

Moreover, theMCN construction ensures that
EBS,WNEW(W) < EBSJTOLD(m). (24)
Equations[(2B) and(24), imply(R2), proving the lemmam

The proof thatMCN schedule computes the optimal lifetime 4

in (I8) is almost identical.
The general problem i _(15) of_(116) turns out to he&P-

Let Es,; denote the energy that the base-station spends in
communicating with nodeé, on average. So,

Eps;i = Briydi + H(Xx(i)| Xx(1) - - - Xn(i—1)) Er.  (25)

Similarly, let E; ps denote the energy that the nodepends
in communicating with base-station. So,

Eips = H(Xn@)|Xr1) - - Xn(i—1))di + Br(iyEr.  (26)

Then, the average-case lifetime of the network is the
solution to the following optimization problem
Eps . E; )

L = max min (Ni— , min
mell Zi:l EBS,i i=1,...,
Identifying conditional ambiguity in section TVAA as the
conditional entropy and then following the same reasoning,
all the discussion and results there hold true here too.

(27)

N E; Bs

V. CONCLUSIONS ANDFUTURE WORK

We computed the worst and average case communication
complexities for “multiple correlated informants - single-
cipient” communication, assuming that at most two messages
are exchanged between an informant and the recipient. Then
we applied these results to estimate the worst and average
case lifetimes of the sensor networks. However, two message
communication may not be optimal for every given model of
correlation among informants’ data, so it is of interest twlfi
the optimal number of messages for various popular models of
correlation in sensor data and estimate the worst and awerag
case lifetimes of the network then.
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