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Abstract—In this paper optimum power allocations are derived for a fading decode-and-forward
full-duplex relay channel, analytically. Individual power constraints for the source and the relay
are assumed and the related optimization problem is analyzed for two scenarios. First, optimization
is taken over the source power, the relay power, and the correlation coefficient between the
transmitted signals of the source and the relay. Then, for a fixed value of correlation coefficient, the
optimization problem is analyzed. It is also proved that the optimization problem is convex for
these scenarios. The problem is analyzed in the three possible cases, and optimum power allocations
are derived in closed-form for each case. Finally, theoretical results are evaluated through
simulations, and for each scenario; we also show how the transition between the three cases takes
place.

Index Terms—Fading relay channel, decode-and-forward, optimum power allocation, convex optimization.

[. INTRODUCTION

Improving reliability and throughput of wireless networks have been one of the important challenges, in
recent decades. Utilizing relay nodes in networks would be beneficial and has become a significant area

of research. The relay channel has been introduced in [1]-[3] and comprehensively analyzed in [4]-[5].
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Moreover, three achievable rates have been established for this channel utilizing the well-known relaying
strategies: amplify-and-forward (AF), compress-and-forward (CF), and decode-and-forward (DF).

Another important issue in wireless networks is the problem of determining optimum power allocations
for the users. Many power allocation algorithms are based on convex optimization techniques, because of
the availability of powerful analytic and numerical tools [6]. Convex optimization approaches have been
considered for a wide variety of network information theory problems; a review of the related literature is
given in [7]-[11].

Resource allocation for relay channels and some other network information theory have been studied in
[12]-[15]. In all of these studies, it is assumed that the source and relay nodes are subject to total power
constraint. In [16], the OFDM multiple access relay channel has been considered and maximization of the
sum-rate under sum-power constraint on the power allocation of the different carriers for the users and the
relay has been analyzed. In [17], efficient power allocation schemes for multi-user wireless AF relay
systems has been developed for some scenarios. Optimum power allocations of the two-way AF and DF
relay channel under fairness constraint has been studied in [18] and the maximum sum-rate has been
derived.

On the other hand, in [19], a number of power allocations for the relay channel under individual power
constraints of the source and relay has been analyzed where the assumptions are more practical in view of
wireless networks; also, parallel relay channel has been studied and the cut-set upper bound derived.
Moreover, a lower bound on the capacity has been established using the partial DF strategy and the
optimum power allocations for the fading parallel relay channel has been characterized for the
asynchronous mode. Furthermore, for both the full-duplex and half-duplex cases, power allocations have
been analyzed, and for the synchronous case the problem has been partially investigated.

In [20], the full-duplex and half-duplex Gaussian relay channels with correlated noises at the relay and
receiver has been considered and using the AF, DF, and CF strategies, inner bounds and an outer bound
for the capacity have been established. It has been shown that the achievable rates employing the AF and

CF strategies depend on the correlation coefficient of the noises and these approaches can potentially
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Fig. 1. The fading Gaussian relay channel [20].

exploit such extra information. But the achievable rate of the DF strategy is independent of the correlation
coefficient of the noises. In addition, for fixed channel gains in every node and under sum-power
constraint of the source and relay, optimum power allocations have been derived for the achievable rates
employing the CF and AF strategies. It is worthy to note that “none of the three relay schemes always
outperforms the other two for all values of the correlation coefficients of the noises”.

Authors in [19] conjecture that deriving optimum power allocations for the fading full-duplex
Gaussian relay channel under the DF strategy would be too complex, and one needs to do a brute-force
search to find the set of optimum power allocations for this problem. The main result of this paper is to
derive the optimum power allocations in closed-form, analytically. First, we obtain optimum power
allocations for a general case: optimum value of p, (the correlation coefficient between the transmitted
signals of the source and the relay), and the optimum power allocations for the source and the relay are
derived in closed-form. Then, some implications of the results for the structure of power allocation
problem in Rayleigh fading Gaussian relay channels are derived and discussed. Then, to reduce the
complexity of the transmitter, we assume a fixed value of p, and then derive the optimum power
allocations in closed-form. Finally, other implications of the results are discussed.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: The system model and problem statements are
introduced in Section II. Optimum power allocations are established in Section III. Numerical results and

implications are presented in Section IV, and finally we conclude the paper in Section V.



II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM STATEMENT

A. System Model

The full-duplex mode of the fading Gaussian relay channel was considered in [20] wherein the relay can
transmit and receive signals at the same time over the same frequency band. In full-duplex mode, the

channel is described by the following equations:

Y1(0) = hp X1 (0) + Z, (D)
Y(i) = h31X1(0) + h3xX,(0) + Z(0),

where, i indicates the ith time slot, X; (i) and X (i) are the channel input signals from the source and the

(1

relay with power constraints P; and P;, respectively, and are arbitrarily correlated with correlation
coefficient p,. Y; (i) and Y (i) are the received signals at the relay and the destination, respectively. Z; (i)
and Z(i) are arbitrarily correlated Gaussian noises with correlation coefficient p, and variances of N; and
N; +N,, respectively. h,q, h; and hs, are channel gains between the nodes, see Fig. 1. In the
following, it is also assumed that the channel gains are known at all the nodes and the variation of the
channel gains are slow enough to track the fading parameters precisely at the relay and at the transmitter
and yet fast enough to ensure that the long-term ergodic properties of the channel are observed within the

transmission blocks. Individual power constrains for the source and the relay are considered as follows:
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where w is the transmitted message of the source.

B. Problem Statements

An achievable rate of the channel using the DF strategy was established in [20]. In this paper, we analyze
two scenarios for deriving optimum power allocations. First, optimization is taken over the source and

relay powers, i.e., P; and P,, and the correlation coefficient p,. Then, for a fixed p,, optimization is only



taken over the source and relay powers.
Employing the achievable rate of [20], the following two definitions are introduced.
Definition 1 [Optimization over power allocations and p,]: Using achievable rate derived in [20]
and suitable change of variables as
PT = (1_,09%)P1' PS :=p§P1' (4)

the optimization problem is rewritten as
Rew —dupl exDF = Prrgxp m n{E{Rl (Pr: P, Py, hsq, h32)} ’ E{RZ (Pr: h21)}}. ®)]
r/tst2

where expectation is taken over the channel gains, and R, (.) and R, (.) are

P + P)h3, + Pyh3, + 2\/P;Phg,h
Ry(Py, Ps, Py, h3q, hsp) = C<( r + P)hs, + Pohs, st2M3q 32) ©)
N, + N,
Prhgl
Falfhon) = C( N, ) ™)

where C(x) : =%l ofl +x).

Definition 2 [Optimization over power allocations for fixed p,]: For a fixed p,, the optimization

problem (5) is rewritten as

Ryl —dupl exDF = rpmg( mi n{E{R; (P, Py, px, h31, h32)}, E{R, (Py, px, h21)}}, ®)
1,42

and R;(.) and R,(.) are

9
P1h3, +P3h3, +20 5/ P1P2h31h32> ©

Rl(PLPZ:px:hSLhSZ) = C( N1 +N2

(10)

1 — p2)P,h?
Ry(Py, py, hp) =C (%)

Ny
In this paper, we prove that the optimization problems (5) and (8) are both convex, and analytically

derive the optimum power allocations in closed-form for the two scenarios.



III. MAIN RESULTS

Before we present the optimum power allocation results for the two scenarios, in the following

subsection, some properties of the optimization problems are discussed in lemmas 1-3.

A. Some Properties of the Optimization Problems

Since the optimization problems (5) and (8) contain expectation operators, in the following lemma we
prove that, if certain conditions are met, it suffices to solve the optimization problem regardless of the
expectation operator.

Lemma 1: Consider a general optimization problem as:

pk(I-I;I)l,ll)éksK Ey{F (p,(H), ..., px (H), H)} (11)
s.t. Ey{Gi(pi(H),....px(H),H)}<G,1<i<I, (12)

where H == {hj, 1<5< ]} is a set of random variables and the expectation is taken over the set; I, /, and
K are arbitrary positive integer numbers; all p;(H) are arbitrary positive functions; G;’s are arbitrary
positive numbers which can be denoted as the average power allocation constraint,
F(p,(H), .., »(H), B and all G;(p,(H), ..., p(H), B are convex functions with respect to p, (H). If
the Lagrangian function: F(p;(H), .., (H), B — X1<i<i AiGi(p1(H), .., p(H), H has optimum
solutions 7, then all py are also solutions of the original optimization problem (11) and A;’s are
computed from the constraints (12).

Proof: 1t is easy to verify that Slater’s condition is satisfied [6]. Hence, there exist constants ;4 and the
solution of (11) is the same as the solution of the following optimization problem:

Eg{F(p1(H), ...,px(H),H)} + 2 2:(G; — Ex{Gi(pr(H), ...,px (H),H)}) . (13)

1<i<]

nnx
pr(H), 1<sk<K

As the functions F(p,;(H), .., p(H), B and G;(p;(H), .., p(H), B are convex functions with
respect to pi(H), the optimization problem is also convex. Thus, the Kuhn-Tucker conditions are

sufficient to establish the optimum solution, and the optimum A4; is unique and derived from the



constraints (12).

Hence, the Lagrangian function is given by

L(p1(H), ...,px(H),H) = F(py(H), ..., px (H), H) — 2 2i(Gi(p1(H), ..., px (H), H) — Gy). (14)

1sisI
Ifpp(H) , k=1, .., dfe optimum solutions of L(.) for each state H, then,
L@iCH), oo, i (), H) = LGy (H), e pic(HD, H) 0 £ x6 A Wpy (H), H. as)

Taking the expected value of both sides of (15) and applying the linearity of expectation, we have

Eg{L(pi(H), ..., px (H),H)} = Ex{L(p,(H), ..., px (H), H)}, Vpi(H), H. (16)
Thus, the functions pj, (H) are also the optimum solutions of the original optimization problem (11). m
In order to utilize Lemma 1 throughout the paper, in the following lemma, we prove that the
optimization problems (5) and (8) are convex.
Lemma 2: The two optimization problems (5) and (8) are convex in the set of all possible positive
power allocations.
Proof: Since the convexity of power constraints are obvious, only the convexity of the objective
functions in equations (6), (7), (9) and (10) must be investigated. First, to prove the convexity of
Ri(P,, P, B, hy, hy), for 0 <a <1 and two given points (P, B;, B,) and (P,,, B,, B,), writing the

convexity definition, (17) is concluded.

(Pr1+Ps1)R31+P1h3,+2,/Ps1 Py hyihsy (Pra+Ps3)h31+Pyp h3,4+2, /Py Pryhyi higy
aC +(1—-a)C
N1+N, N1+N,

(Q)C <(a’(Pr1 +P )+ (1 —a)@,, +P52))h§1 + (aPy + (1 —@)Pyy)h3, +2 (a\/P51P21 +( —a)\/Pszpzz)h31h32>
< )

= N, +N,
(17)
where (a) follows from the convexity of the function C(.). On the other hand, it is clear that
VPs1Pa1 +\[Ps2Paz < (Poy + Pia) (o1 + P2z) (18)

Therefore, using inequality (18) in (17), then (19) is obtained.

(Pr1+Ps1)R31+P1h3;+2,/Ps1 Py hyihsy (Pra+Ps3)h31+Pyp h3,+2, /Py Pryhy  higy
aC +(1—-a)C
N1+N, N1+N,



<C ((a’(Pm +Pgy) + 1-a) (Prz +Psz))h§1 + (aP21 +@1 _a’)Pzz)hgz +2\/ (aP51 +@1 —a)Pg,) (a’P21 +@1 _a)Pzz)h31h32>
- N; +N,

(19)
Thus, R;(P., B, B, hy, h,) is a convex function. Similarly, it is proved that R,(B., hq),
Ri(P;, B, g, By, hy) and R,(P;, @, B,) are also convex functions for all possible positive power
allocations. It is worth noting that, it is possible to prove the convexity of the functions by proving that
the relative Hessian matrices are semi-negative definite matrices [6]. Finally, as the minimum of two
convex functions is also a convex function, the two optimization problems (5) and (8) are convex in the

set of power allocations. [

We use the following definitions hereinafter.

Definition 3: Surface ] is defined as a confluence of two surfaces E{R;(.)} and KR, (.)}.

Definition 4: Pkc ®fork, i =1, &e defined as the power allocations which maximize the surface J.

Definition 5: Pkc ! for k, i =1, &e defined as the power allocations which maximize the function
E{R;()}.

Definition 6: R; ¢; for k, i =1, &e defined as the rate R; in which the power allocations Py,

P,=pP", B=P,
are substituted by the terms P, * for k =1, 2
In the following lemma, we prove that solving the optimization problems (5) and (8) fall into three

cascs.

Lemma 3: To analyze the optimization problem (5), three cases can be considered.

Case 1. If
E{R,(P., B }21)}pr:p:1, p=p{1 >E{R(B, B B hy, @2)}})1_:}):1, B=pP°t, p=pC1
then
P%).(E m n(E{R, ()}, KR,(.)}) =HR1(')}pr:p:1, p=pP’l, =Pl

and P*, P* and chl are the optimum power allocations. So, the Lagrangian function for deriving the



optimum power allocation is given by
L=E{R (O} + 4(P, — E{R + R}) + (P, — E{P,}). (20)
This optimization problem has a unique global maximum which is obtained from the Kuhn-Tucker

conditions, and these conditions are sufficient to derive the maximum. A, k =1, Zre uniquely derived

from the two power constraints.

Case 2. If
E{Rz ( )}p :pcz g:pcz S mx E{lel ( )}p :pcz E:PCZI
r—fr o s P, = r s

then

Jmx i nER O} BROD =E{R(, gz g

and PCZ, 2 and P2 are the optimum power allocations. In this case, the Lagrangian function for derivin
T 2 p p grang g

the optimum power allocation is given by

L =E{R, ()} + 41 (P, — E{P, + P}). 1)

This optimization problem has a unique global maximum which is obtained from the Kuhn-Tucker

conditions, and these conditions are sufficient to derive the maximum. A, is uniquely derived from the
power constraint.

Case 3. If none of the Cases 1 and 2 ocurrs, then max p_ p pmi n(E{R;(.)}, ER,(.)}) occurs on the

surface ] where the two surfaces E{R;(.)} and E{R,(.)} are equal and maximum and P, F* and PZC3 are

the optimum power allocations. Therefore, the Lagrangian function for deriving the optimum power

allocation in this case is written as

L =E{R (O} + M3 (E(R,()} = E(R, (DD + A1(P1 — E{B. + P}) + 2,(P, — E{P,}), (22)
where 0 <13 <1 and this optimization has unique global maximum which is obtained from the Kuhn-
Tucker conditions, and these conditions are sufficient to derive it. /1]-, j =1, 2, &e uniquely derived from

the power constraints and the equality E{R,(.)} =E{R,;(.)}.
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Proof: See Appendix.
Note that, using Lemma 3 and replacing P, and P, by (1 —p2)P; and p2P,, respectively, three cases

occur for solving the optimization problem (8).

B. Optimum Power Allocations

In this subsection, optimum power allocations for the two scenarios are established in the theorems 1 and
2.
1) Optimum Power Allocations and Optimum p,

To derive the optimum power allocations of the fading Gaussian relay channel in a general form, the
optimization problem (5) is solved and the results are given in Theorem 1.

Theorem 1: The optimum power allocations of the fading Gaussian Relay, i.e., P.(.), P() and
P, (.) are derived for the three cases as follows:

Case 1. If

E{RZ(PT: E)}pr:p:1, g:pscl ZE{RI(PT: Ei E)}pr:p:1, }s):P561: E:pzclp

the optimum power allocations are

Pt =0
h3, + Thyih *
C( ) 31 /1131 32_1\]1_1\]2
Pf'(hy, hy, D =
s VbR h2, +T 2h%, +2Thyhs, 23)

chl(hsp ks, D=F2PSC1(h31» s, )

= Arhs;
Azhsy’
where
. _fx, If x>0
()" = {o, If x <0

It is clear that, if P=0 is substituted in (7), then E{RZ(')}PTZO, p=pct =0 and

E{R, ()} Po=Pfl, p=pC1, p=pft = 0. Consequently, this case does not happen.
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Case 2. If
E{RZ ( )}P :PCZ EZPCZ S 10029, ¢ E{Rl ( )}P :PCZ EZPCZ'
r—fr s P, r—fr o s

the optimum power allocations are

P2=0
1 N\
P2(hy) = =———
T ( 21) <2 . h%1> (24)
+
1 N, +N, P7Zh%
Pcz(h21»h31»h32) = <—— - .
2 Mo hG h%

Case3. If none of the Cases 1 and 2 occurs, then optimum power allocations of

MBX p p phi n(E{R,(.)}, ER;(.)}) are

A3(h3; + Thahsy) Ny '
P5(hyy, hyy, haz) = A
-2 (ha1, ha, hsz) < AThz1hs, hgl

1-=2 h2 +Ths.h 2] '
C3 <( 3) ( 3/111 = 32) —N;—-N, - rc3h§1> (25)
) )
Py (}121 hq @2) h%l +1 Zhgz +2lh31h3;

P2C3(h21» hy, ’iz) =F2P5C3(h21» Ry, }iz)
=/11h32
Azh31.

r

Proof: See Appendix.

2) Optimum Power Allocations for Fixed p,
To reduce the complexity of the transmitter, we assume a fixed p, throughout the transmission block and
solve the optimization problem (8).
Theorem 2: The optimum power allocations of the fading Gaussian relay channel, i.e., Pi(.) Vk =
1, 2 are derived as follows:

Case 1. If
E{RZ(P]J ,Qi ’11)}})1:})161 ZE{RI(PZD E: ,Qi @1; @2)}})1:})161'5:})261'

the optimum power allocations are
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h%;, + pyThash *
) 31 p/)lcl 31 32_1\,1_1\,2
P, *(h3q, h3y,T) =
1 (31, sz 1) h2, +T 2h2, +2p Thy hs, (26)
P2C1(h31,h32,r) = F2P1C1(h31,h32,r),
where I is defined in Appendix.
Case 2. If
E{RZ(-)}plzpr Srr%f E{Rl(-)}plzpfzp
the optimum power allocations are
+
1 Ny
P2(hy) = (—————
1 (ha) (211 (1—p£)h§1>
PZCZ(hZI' @1' @2)
1 - 131
=—||==-== |5(A+/(42 -4 (F2 —3EG)3)* (27)
h3,\ \ 3E SEJZ( v ( )?) )
2

where A , E , F and G are defined in Appendix.
Case3. If none of the Cases 1 and 2 occurs, then the optimum power allocations of

max p  pm n(E{R;}, KR,}) occur on the surface J and are given by

[ y

PC3 /1 ) ) ) ) 1] ) = -
! (A1 4 4 hu Bo Ba D l _ Az(h§1 +p,Thsihsy) (1 —Pf)h%1
h3, + pTxh31h32

M (28)

\___/_'_

P2C3 (All AZ' AS' h'21' h31' h'32' F) = F2P1C3 (AI'AZ' 13' h21' h31' h32' F)'

where I is defined in Appendix.
Proof: See Appendix.
Remark: It is clear that in all the cases of Theorems 1 and 2 the values of I' are always non-negative,

except in Case 3 of Theorem 2 that is not clear. As aresult, If ' <0 is obtained in that case, it means that
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P, =0. Therefore, setting P, =0 in (8) and, we obtain

P2()=0
12, (M2 4 5 4+ VB
PC3 (h }& ) — h’31 h’21 (29)
1 21, 1 211 )
2

N; +N, N1> < N, +N, N; N; +N, N1>
A=(1-2 (2 =) ) +aa (A 22 AR (- 2 ).
( 1( h3:  hi TR kg Ry *hy

Corollary: For the parallel relay channel, the optimization problem is written as [19]

Reun —dupl ex, DFF graé( B mi n{E{Rl} , E{RZ}};

where R, (.) and R, (.) are given by

ks
I
ngle

c <(Prk +Pg)h31y +Porhbyy +2 PskPZkh31kh32k>
Nig +N 2
C (Prkh%1k>
Ny

Using the same approach of Theorem 1, the optimum power allocations Py, Pg, and P, for k =

&
1l
[y

o
I
1=

&
1l
[y

1, ..., Kare derived for each case that are equal to the optimum power allocations P,., P; and P, in the
same case of Theorem 1, where h,q, h3q, h33, Ny and N, are replaced by hy1x, h31k, P32k, Nix and Ny,

respectively.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, some implications of theorems 1 and 2 are discussed for a fading channel. It is assumed
that the channel gains, h,;(n) , #4#(n) and 3h(n), are independent and identically distributed random

variables with Rayleigh probability distribution given by

h —h?
=—exf[=———],vh>0.
fin(h) = 5o exF (2 x 0.25) V= (30)

In Fig. 2, results of Theorem 2 are demonstrated. Assuming a fixed triple (p2 =0. 2, N=1, N =9)



14

300

250 /
Case 2 /
200

A

5 -

2 pd

2 150

= // Case 3

[}

~ 100 / ///
Case 1

0O 20 40 60 80 100

Source power (B)

Fig. 2. Three cases of Theorem 2, for fixed triple (p2 = 0.2, N; = 1, N = 9) and various individual power constraints, P; and P,.

and for various individual power constraints, B and P,; first, we computed the optimum power
allocations, then, three cases are depicted. To evaluate the boundaries between different cases, for each
value of Py, the following procedure was used.

As N > Ny, for small P,, it is obvious that Case 1 occurs. Therefore, P, is increased and the optimum

power allocations are computed for each P, . Then, the constraint of Case 1, i.e., E{R, (.)}Plzpcl >
1
E{R, (. )}P1= pel, p=pls is checked. Incrementing P, is continued until the constraint of Case 1 fails. This
1 2

way, the boundary point between cases 1 and 3 is found. Similarly, it is clear that for an extremely large
value of P,, Case 2 occurs. Thus, P, is decreased and the optimum power allocations are computed and

the constraint of Case 2, i.e., E{R,(.)} <nmX p, E{Rl(.)}Plzch is checked. Decrementing P, is
1

P,=P;?
continued until the constraint of Case 2 fails. This way, the boundary point between cases 2 and 3 is
found.

Similarly, in Fig. 3 for fixed pair (N; =1, N =2) and various individual power constraints, B and P,,
the optimum p,. and the optimum power allocations are evaluated and it is shown that which case occurs.
Following the same procedure for plotting Fig. 2, the graphs are plotted. As mentioned in Theorem 1,

when the optimization is taken over power allocations and p,., Case 1 never happens.

In Fig. 4, a fixed triple (P, =1, N =1, N =1. § was assumed, and for different values of P;, the
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Fig. 3. Different cases of Theorem 1, for fixed triple (N; =1, N =2) and various individual power constraints, P

and P,.
3
/
2.5 / /
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T 2 /
1o
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215 /
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0.5 ”/’/
___.//
0 2 ] 0 1 2
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Source power (P 1)

Fig. 4. The optimum rate in the Rayleigh fading environment for parameters (P, = 1,N; = 1, N = 1.6).

optimum power allocations and the optimum p, are evaluated for each fading state based on the results of
Theorem 1, and the optimum rate is plotted. As it is expected, a larger P; (source power), results in a
larger rate. It can be seen that for a given data and P; <1, Case 2 happens and afterwards Case 3 occurs.
Graph of optimum rate versus different values of relay power constraint, P,, for a fixed triple (P; =
1, N=1, N =1. 6 is plotted in Fig. 5. As it is expected, by increasing the relay power constrains, the
rate is increased until it reaches a saturated value which shows that the relay has reached the best
performance and cannot do better. In other words, the saturated region means that Case 2 happens. In

contrast to Fig. 4, for P, <1, Case 3 happens and afterwards Case 2 occurs.
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Fig. 5. The optimum achievable rate versus relay power constraint for parameters (P, =1, N, =1, N=1. § in
the Rayleigh fading environment.

0.5
04
205 \
3 N
5 Propt \\
202H 2 g2 \
S pX_E(pKOPt) N
— =03
0In —— =05 N
SR
0 0 1 2
10 10 10

Noise power of the receiver
Fig. 6. The optimum achievable rate using Theorems 1 and 2 versus the noise power at the receiver for fixed
parameters(P, =1, B =1, N, =1).
Finally, the results of theorems 1 and 2 are compared for a fixed triple (P, =1, B =1, N =1), in Fig.
6. First, utilizing Theorem 1, optimum power allocations and the optimum p, are derived for each fading
state and value of the receiver noise power. Then the optimum rate is plotted versus N. Then, utilizing

Theorem 2, for two fixed values of p, =0. 3and 0. 5 only the optimum power allocations are derived

and the rate is plotted versus N. It is demonstrated that the optimum rate derived based on Theorem 1 is
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strictly greater that the rate derived based on the results of Theorem 2. Moreover, for each N, we have
computed the expected value of optimum p, over different fading processes and used this value in
Theorem 2. It is shown that the performance of this scenario is close to the optimum case (results of

Theorem 1) and the gap is negligible.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, the Gaussian relay channel was considered in which the achievable rate was established for
a relay operating in the full-duplex mode, using the decode-and-forward strategy. It was proven that the
optimization problem is convex, and the problem can be analyzed analytically. Three distinct cases were
considered and for each, optimum power allocations were derived in closed-form. Two scenarios were
considered: First, the optimum functions of the correlation coefficient p,, between the source and relay
powers were derived, and then, to decrease the complexity of the source, assuming a fixed p,, the
optimum functions of the source and relay power were obtained. Ultimately, implications of our
theorems, especially the transitions between the cases and the optimality of the results of Theorem 1 were

discussed, in the context of a hypothetical fading channel.

APPENDIX

Proof of Lemma 3: To maximize the function m n(E{R,(P., B, B, hi, h2)}, KR,(P.,, P, h,)}) for all
possible positive power allocations P;(.) for k =1, 2 which satisfy two power constraints, three cases
should be considered

Case 1. If
E{RZ (-)}pr:pfll }S):pscl = E{Rl(')}pr:pfll }S):pscll E:pzclp

then
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e mi n(E{R;(.)}, ER,(.)}) =nin (E{Rz(-)}przprcl, p=pcts BRI}, _per poper, gzpzcl)
=E {R1(- )}pr:Pfl, IS’=P561. Ezpzq.

Therefore,
PTE(E E{R;(.)} =E{R,(. )}pr:prfl_ p=pPl, p=PSl:
Thus,

Jmx i nER O BROD =E{R Ot gor

and Prcl, él and chl are the optimum power allocations. The Lagrangian function for deriving the

optimum power allocation in this case is
L =ER ()} + (P, — E{R + R}) + 1,(P, — E{P}). 31)

As E{R;(.)} is convex and the constraints are convex in the space of all power allocations, this
optimization problem is convex and has a unique global maximum which is obtained from the Kuhn-
Tucker conditions. These conditions are sufficient to derive the maximum and 4, k =1, Zre uniquely
derived from the two power constraints.

Case 2. If
E{RZ ( )}P :PCZ EZPCZ S A X E{Rl ( )}P :PCZ gZPCZ’
r—fr s P, r—fr s

then
. n (E{RZ ( )}PrZPCZ g:PCZ ) |PIBXE{R1(. )}P :PCZ EZPCZ> = E {RZ ( )}P :PCZ EZPCZ B
T o s ) T—%r s r—fr s

c2. Thus,

where P, =P, is the power allocation which maximizes E{R; (.)} P.=P2, p=p
T S

Jmc, mi n(E(R; ()}, KR (DD Zmin (ERe (D}, g2, gope s BRACDY g2, gopt, g

= E {RZ ( )}pr:pﬁz' g:pscz )

and since max p_ p E{R,(.)} =E{R,(. )}Pr:Pcm, p=pc?> We have
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P{IBS’).(B mi n(E{R,(.)}, ER,()}) =ER,( )}Pr:PrCZ. p=p% *

Thus, Prcz, Ez and PZC2 are optimum power allocations. Accordingly, the Lagrangian function for deriving
the optimum power allocation in this case would be as:
L = E{R,()} + (P, — E{P. + P}). (32)
As E{R,(.)} is convex and the constraints are convex in the space of all power allocations, this
optimization problem is convex and has a unique global maximum which is obtained from the Kuhn-
Tucker conditions. These conditions are sufficient to derive the maximum, and A; is uniquely derived

from the power constraint.

Case 3. By contradiction, we assume that the optimum solution: max p_ p p i n(E{R;(.)}, KR,(.)})

does not occur on the surface of J, and one of the functions E{R;(.)} and E{R,(.)} are larger than the

other. Without loss of generality, assume
E{R,()}p,=p;, p=p; > E{R1()}p.=p;, p=p:, p=p;>

where B, P and P; are the optimum solution of naxp p pm n(E{R;(.)}, KER,(.)}). Thus, as the

function KR, (.)}is a continuous function, and we have

E{R,()}p,=py, p=p; > HR1()}p.=p;, p=p;, p=p;, and {RZ(.)}PTZP:Z'}S):PSCZ
< E{Rl(-)}pr:sz,ls’=PsczuB:chz ’

there exists a real number 0 <a <1 such that

E{R, }Pr:aP,’f +(1-a)P 2, Pg=aPi+(1-a)Ps?

(33)
= E{Rl}Pr:aPr*+(1—a)PfZ, R=aPi+(1-a)P;%, B=aP;+(1-a)P,%"
On the other hand, as the functions E{R;(.)} and E{R,(.)} are convex functions, we have
E{RZ}Pr:ozpr*+(1—oz)PfZ,Ps:ozps*+(1—oz)1>sc2 = aE{Ry}p,=py p=p; + (1 — a)E{RZ}Pr:P:Z,Ps:PSCZ
(34)

= E{R;}p,=p;,p,=p;-
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Therefore, from equations (33) and (34), we obtain

m n(E{RZ}Pr:aPr*+(1—a)sz,PS:aPS*+(1—a)PSCZ' E{Rl}Pr:aPr*+(1—a)PrCZ,Ps:aP;+(1—a)PSCZ,P2:aP2*+(1—a)PZCZ) (35)
= E{R;}p,=p; py=p; = Mi n(E{RZ}Pr:P,’f,PszPS*v E{Rl}Pr:P,’f,Ps:Ps*,Pzsz*)

Hence, P, =aP; + (1 —a)P?, P=aP; + (1 —a)P;? and P, =aP; + (1 —a)PZC2 lead to the larger

values than our presumed optimum solution;P’, P, B. Similar discussion for the case

E{R>}p,=p;, p=p; <E{R1}p,=p;, p=p;, p=p; can be given. Therefore, the optimization problem can be

rewritten as

Iax E{R,}

(36)
s.t. E{Ri} = E{R,}, E{P + P} < P, E{P,} < P,.
Thus, the Lagrangian function for deriving this optimum power allocation is given by
L = E{Ri(O}+ 3 (E{R ()} — E(Ry (O] + 41 (P, — E{P, + P}) + 2,(P; — E(P2}). (37)

As this case is a special case of the convex optimization problem (5), it is clear that the optimization
problem (37) and the objective function AE{R,(B., B, B, Ky, hy)} +(1 —A3)E{R,(P., P, B,)} are
convex and 0 <A; <1.

This optimization problem has a unique global maximum which is obtained from the Kuhn-Tucker
conditions, and these conditions are sufficient to derive the maximum. /1]-, j =1, 2, 3re unique and
derived from the two power constraints and the equality E{R,} =E {R,}. ]

It is worth noting that, the optimization problem nmx p p, mi n(E{R;}, ER,}) can be solved from the
optimization problem mi nNo<j,<1 , pr1,=1 MX p, p »2 , A,E{R;} similar to [21], however utilizing Lemma
3, the optimization problem becomes much simpler and there is no need to minimize the problem over A;.
Since in Lemma 2, the optimization problem is convex and has only one maximum, the A; are unique and
the Kuhn-Tucker conditions are sufficient for evaluating 4;.

Proof of Theorem 1: In the following, the optimum power allocations, P;(.), P(.), and P,(.) are

derived for the three cases discussed in Lemma 3.



21

Case 1: If
E{R,(P., B, @1)}pr:pr01, p=p{1 2E{R(P, B B, K1, ho)}p —p1 p-p2 p=pi
then
o n(ECR (), BR2 O =E (R )y s gt st

and the optimum power allocations are obtained from the following optimization problem

JBX E{R,} (38)
s.t. E{B +P}< P ,E{P,} < P,. (39)

Therefore, the Lagrangian function is
L =E{Ri} + 4, (P, — E{B + }) + 2,(P, — E{P,}). (40)

It is obvious that If the total power of user 1 is lonely to be allocated to P, i.e., B. =0, B =P, higher
rate is achieved. Therefore, derivative of £ regardless of the expectation, with respect to P; and P,, we

obtain

,P -
h3x + 133_kkh31h32 1)

A = .
“7 Ny + Ny + PyhZ, + Pyh2, + 2,/P; Pyhay has

Dividing the equations (41) for k =1 by (41) for k =2, and using I' = /P, /P;, I is derived.

Alh32
F=-"7 (42)
AZh31
Substituting \/P, =T /P in (41) for k =1, A, is obtained.
1 = h31 + Thaihsy
L7 Ny + Ny + Py(hZ, + T2hZ, + 2Thy hgy) (43)

Thus, the power allocations P; (.) and P,(.) are derived from (43) as
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h3, + Thsh *
C( | 31 /1131 32_1\,1_1\,2
P (h3q,h3y,T) =
1 31 32 h’%l +F2h§2 +2Fh31h32 (44)

P2C1 (h31, h32, F) = szsl(h31, h32, A, F),

where power levels 1, k =1, 2re unique and obtained from the two power constraints (39).

Case 2. If
E{RZ ( )}pr:p:Z, E:Pscz <nmax P, E{Rl( )}PTZP:Z' }S):pscza
then

Prl"I‘%i(, 2 m n(E{R; ()}, KR,(.)}) =E{R; (-)}PT:P:ZI B=PC?, B=p’2s

and the optimum power allocations are obtained from the following optimization problem

Jmx, E{R} (45)
s.t. E{P.+P}< P, ,E{P,} <P, (46)

From (7), it is clear that E{R,} is independent of P,. As a result, the constraint with respect to P, can be

omitted. It is also obvious that setting P; =0, rate is increased. Therefore, the Lagrangian function is
L = E{R} + 4,(P, — E{R}). (47)

Derivative of £ regardless of the expectation with respect to P, we have

1 N\
PrCZ (hzl) — (2—/_{1 —_ th> B (48)
21

where A, is obtained from the power constraint (46).

From Lemma 3-Case 2, comparing E{R, (')}Pr:PCZ. =0 and max p, E{R; (. )}Pr:PCZ. B=0° is needed. Thus,
following optimization problem must be solved
maX E{Rl}Pr:PfZ,PS:o : s.t. E{P,} <P, (49)

where P2 is evaluated in (48). Then, the Lagrangian function is written as
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L= E{Rl}pr:prz,ps:psz + Al(P_l - E{Pl})- (50)

Regardless of expectation and derivative of L with respect to Py, 44 is

L 3,
Y7 N, 4+ N, + P2h2, + P,hZ) D
and PZC2 (.) is obtained as
1 N, +N, P2h%\"
PZCZ (h21,h31,h32) =(—-— 2 22 231 ’ (52)
A h3, h3,

where A, is obtained from the power constraint (46).
Case 3. If none of the Cases 1 and 2 occurs, then max p_ p pmi n(E{R;(.)}, ER,(.)}) occurs on the

surface / and the optimum power allocations are obtained from the following optimization problem

ngs).(l’z E{Rl}
(53)
s.t.  E{P + P} < P;,E{P,} < P,,E{R;} = E{R,}.
Therefore, the Lagrangian function is formulated as
L = E{R;} + 23(E{R;} — E{R}) + 14 (P, — E{P, + }) + A2(P, — E{P,}). (54)
Derivative of L regardless of expectation, with respect to P, P; and P,, we have
AhZ 1 — A)h?
A, 21 ( )h3q (55)

= +
Ny + Ph3y Ny + Ny + (B + P)h2, + P,hZ, + 2\/P;Pyh31hs,

a-a <h§2 + \/%hmhsz) 56)

Ny + N, + (P, + P,)h%, + P,h2, + 2./ P;Pyh3 s,

- a-a <h§1 + \/I;;jhmhsz) 7

Ny + Ny + (P + P)h2, + Ph2, + 2./P;Pyhs hyy

2

Dividing (56) by (57) and using I' = /P, /P, I is given by
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= A1hs;
Aohsy %)
Employing I in equations (55) and (57), we arrive at
AhZ, (1 - Dh3,
4 = z T 2 2 2h2 (59)
Ny + P.h5, Ny + N, + P.h3, + P;(h, + T?h3, + 2l h3 1 hs,)
(1 — A)(h3; + Th31hsy)
(60)

A = :
Y7 N, 4 Ny + P.h2, + Py(h%, + T2h2, + 2T hy 1 hsy)

Substituting N; + N, +P,-h3; +P(h3, +T 2h%, +2T'h31h3,) from (60) in (59), P.(.) is derived as

A(R3; + Thathsy) Ny i
P53 (hyq, hay, hay) = 32 ) -
-2 (ha1, hsy, hsz) < AT a1 sy nZ, (61)
Substituting P2 (.) in (60), P, (.) is computed as
((1 /1)(h3}{+ Fh31h32) _ N1 _ IV2 — Prh§1>
P (hyy, hay, hap) = ;
s (ha1, hsy, hsz) h2, +T 2hZ, +2Th3, hs, (62)

P2C3 (hz1, h31, hsz) = F2P5C3 (ha1, hsy, haz).

The power levels 4;, j =1, 2, &e derived from the two power constraints, and the equality E{R,} =
E{R,}. [

Proof of Theorem 2: In the following, the optimum power allocations, P, (.), k =1, Zre derived for
the three cases discussed in Lemma 3, similar to Theorem 1.

Case 1: If

E{R,(Py, g, }21)}p1:p1€1 E{R,(P1, B, g, A1, ’&2)}p1:p1€1, B=p<l’

then

TPIEPé mi n(E{R;(.)}, KR,(.)}) =E{R,(. )}plzpf1, B=pPS1
and the optimum power allocations are obtained from the following optimization problem:

max E{R;} 63)

Py,P,
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s.t. E{P} <P, Vk=12. (64)
Therefore, the Lagrangian function is formulated as
L =E{Ri} + 4 (P, — E{P,}) + 2, (P, — E{P}). (65)

Utilizing Lemma 1 and derivative of £ with respect to P, for k =1, 2regardless of expectation, we arrive

at

’P _
h%k + Py _;Jkk hs1hs; (66)

Ny + Na + P1h3; + P2h3, + 2psy/ PyP;h31ha;

Ak

Dividing (66) for k =1 by (66) for k =2, we obtain

P
A h§1 + Px\/P:ihmhsz
F : (67)

A P
2 hgz +.0x\/p:;h31h32

Defining I' := /P, /P; and substituting in (67), I' is derived from a quadratic equation. So, I is evaluated

as

r= —A2h3 + hd, + 3 (Ahdy — 41h3,)% + 44125 (pyhshs,)?

68
2220xh31h3; (68)
Substituting \/P, =T /Py in (66) for k =1, A, is derived.
1= h§1 + pxThsihs;
VTN, + Ny + Py (hZ, + T2h2, + 2p,Tharhay) | (69)
Thus, the power allocations Py (.) for k =1, 2are derived from (69) as
h2, + p,Thsh ¥
31 Pi 31 32_1\,1_1\,2
P (hgq, h3p,T) = L
! (ha1, haz, T) h§1 +T Zhgz +2p,Thzihs; (70)

P2C1 (h31, h32, F) = F2P1C1 (h31, h32, A, F)

The power levels A, k =1, 2re unique and obtained from the two power constraints (64).
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Case 2: If
E{R,(. )}plzpfz <IBX p, E{R, (. )}plzplfz )
then
TPIE)é mi n(E{R; ()}, KR,(.)}) =HER,( )}plzpfz
and the optimum power allocations are obtained from the following optimization problem;

X E{R,}

(71)
s.t. E{P} <P, Vk=12. (72)

From (10), it is clear that E{R,} is independent of P,. As a result, the constraint with respect to P, can

be omitted and the Lagrangian function is
L = E{Rz} + A(P, — E{P,}). (73)

Derivative of L with respect to P; regardless of expectation, we arrive at

1 N, "
P2(hy) =——-——]) .
() (211 (1—p£)h%1> 74

From Lemma 3-Case 2, comparing E{R, (P;, g, }11)}})1:1)162 and max p, E{R,(P;, B, g, A1, @2)}},1:},1%
is needed. Thus, following optimization problem is solved

max E{Rl}plzpfz :s.t. E{P,} <P, (75)
where sz is evaluated in (74). Then, the Lagrangian function is written as

L= E{R1}p1:p12 + 1,(P, — E{P,}). (76)

Derivative of £ with respect to P, regardless of expectation, (77) is derived.

2 P 12
h3; + px p_2h31h32 a7
Ay

Ny + Ny + P2h3; + Pyh3, + 2p+ PPPyhs b,
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Collecting terms of (\/P_Z)m, m =1, 2, th (77), a cubic equation is derived based on the terms \/P_z

Solving the cubic equation, P,(.) is derived as

PZCZ (h21' h31' h32)

_ L i_lg\]%(A+\/(A2 —4(F? _3g)3)+)

(78)

—%BJ% (a- @z =2 (Fz=36)")")

where A , F and G are defined as

h3,
A= 2F3 — 9FG — 272—/12;)xh31 /Pf

[ (79)
F :=2p ;h3; |P}

h2
G:=N, +N, — =2

22,
and A, is obtained from the power constraint (72).

Case 3. If none of the Cases 1 and 2 occurs, then max p  pmi n(E{R;(.)}, KR,(.)}) occurs on the

surface / and the optimum power allocations are obtained from the following optimization problem;

g B(R) (80)
s.t. E{P.} <P,,Vk =1,2,E{R;} = E{R,}. (81)

Therefore, the Lagrangian function is formulated as

L =E{R} + 23(E{R2} — E{R,}) + 44 (P — E{P1}) + 2, (P, — E{P,}). (82)
Derivative of L with respect to P, k =1, Zregardless of expectation, we get

P
(1—/1)<h2 T |2 hyh )
As(1 = pD)h3, N L (83)

1 =
PN+ (1= PR3, Ny + Ny + Pyh3y + Pyh3, + 2px/P1Pohaghsy
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P.
1-23) <h§2 + Px /_pl h31h32>
2 (84)

/12 = .
Ny + Np + Pyh3y + Pyh3, + 2pyy/P1Pohashsy

Using I' = /P, /P, and substituting N; +N, +Ph%; +P,h%, +2p ./ P1P,h31hs, from (84) in (83), we

obtain

As(1—pPHh3, _ A2 (h31 + pxThsihs,)
N, + (1 —p2)ph2, ! h2, + pTxh31h32 ' (85)

Thus, solving (85), Pr(.), k =1, 2re derived as

[ W )

PC3(A” ) ) ) ) ) D = - |
! b d b B B | 2 _Az(hé +pxlhsihsy) (1 _Pf)h%1/ (86)
h3 + pTxh31h32

P2C3 (/1, /‘{1,12, h21, h31, h32, F) = F2P1C3 (/11,/12,/13, h21, h31, h32, F)

Substituting Pkc 3(.), k=1, 2n(84), we arrive at

(1—-123) <h2 " pxhszihz;

1, 32 T ) = N; + N, + (h3; + T2h3; + 2p,Ths  hsy)

[ . N \ 87)

x | - |
\/1 _ Ap(h3, + pyThaihsy) (11— p%)hﬁl/
1

h3, + pTx h31hs,

It is clear that (87) is a quintic equation with respect to I', and I' could be obtained numerically for each

state.

The power levels A;, j =1, 2, &e derived from the two power constraints and the equality E{R,} =

E{R,} in (81). n
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