arXiv:2008.03437v1 [cs.IT] 8 Aug 2020

Opportunistic Cooperation Strategies for Multiple Access Relay Channels with Compute-and-Forward

Mohammad Nur Hasan, Student Member, IEEE, Brian M. Kurkoski, Member, IEEE

Abstract—This paper studies the application of compute-and-forward to multiple access relay channels (MARC). Despite its promising advantage of improving network throughput, it is not straightforward to apply compute-and-forward to the MARC. This paper proposes two efficient cooperation strategies for the MARC with compute-and-forward. Both proposed strategies are opportunistic in the sense that the cooperation between the relay and the destination are performed only when it is needed for the sake of high transmission efficiency. In the first strategy, the relay helps the destination by sending its local optimal integer coefficient vector without taking into account that the resulting integer coefficient matrix at the destination is full rank. In contrast, in the second strategy, the relay forwards its “best” coefficient vector that always ensures a full rank coefficient matrix at the destination. Both of the proposed strategies achieve twice the network throughput of the existing strategies at high signal-to-noise power ratio (SNR). They also have lower outage probability, independent of relay placement. Furthermore, the first strategy nearly achieves diversity gain of order two, and the second one achieves exactly the diversity gain of order two, which cannot be achieved by the existing strategies.

Index Terms—Multiple access relay channel (MARC), cooperative networks, compute-and-forward, lattice codes, network coding.

I. INTRODUCTION Network coding [3]–[6] has become an important networking strategy to improve the spectral efficiency of wireless communication networks. In contrast to simple forwarding, network coding allows intermediate nodes to “combine” the received messages before forwarding them to following nodes, to reduce the required number of transmissions. On the other hand, cooperative communication is an effective method to enlarge network coverage, increase transmission robustness, and improve power efficiency by exploiting spatial diversity without additional antennas [7]–[9]. However, the gains achieved by cooperative communications in practice come with a loss of spectral efficiency due to half-duplex operation [8]. Thus, it is beneficial to apply network coding to cooperative networks to achieve reliable communications with high spectral efficiency.

In this paper, we design network coding schemes for the multiple access relay channel (MARC), which is an important class of wireless cooperative networks. In the MARC, multiple sources want to deliver messages to one common destination with the assistance of one relay node [10]–[14]. The applications of such networks include sensor and ad-hoc networks and uplink for cellular networks with an intermediate node

Mohammad Nur Hasan and Brian M. Kurkoski are with Japan Advanced Institute of Science and Technology (JAIST).

Our work related closely to this paper were presented in the 2017 IEEE International Conference on Communications (ICC) [1] and the 2018 International Symposium on Information Theory and Its Applications (ISITA) [2].

as a relay. The MARC also has found a use case in the LTE Advanced mobile communication standard [15], [16]. It has been shown that network coding significantly improves the spectral efficiency of the MARC. For example, in the conventional two-source MARC, four orthogonal transmissions are required, where the sources transmit their messages in turn and the relay forwards the messages one by one to the destination. With network coding, the number of transmissions is reduced to only three; the first and the second transmissions are used by the sources to transmit messages in turn, while the third transmission is used by the relay to forward the network coded version of the transmitted messages to the destination [11].

Recently, Nazer and Gastpar proposed a new network coding and relaying scheme, known as compute-and-forward [17]. It views interference as an advantage to exploit rather than a problem to avoid, and allows sources in a relay network to simultaneously transmit their messages via a non-orthogonal channel. Each relay directly computes an integer linear combination of the transmitted messages from the received superimposed signals without decoding each transmitted message separately, and then forwards it to the destination. Given a sufficient number of linear combinations, the destination can recover the transmitted messages so long as the coefficient matrix, that is the matrix composed of the coefficients of the linear combinations, is full rank.

Allowing sources to transmit their messages via one nonorthogonal channel is an appealing advantage of computeand-forward. It is easy to see its potential for improving the spectral efficiency of the MARC. When compute-and-forward is applied to the MARC, the required number of transmissions can be reduced to only two; the first is used by the sources to broadcast their messages to the relay and destination at once and the second is used by the relay to forward its computed linear combination to the destination. Note that this advantage is applicable to any MARC with any number of sources, not limited to the MARC with two sources. Despite its promising advantage, however, it is not straightforward to efficiently apply compute-and-forward to MARC as the destination requires the resulting coefficient matrix to be full rank.

It is possible to naively apply the original compute-and-forward [17] to the MARC by allowing the destination and the relay to compute their local optimal integer linear combinations independently. However, it may result in a rank deficient coefficient matrix which causes a decoding failure. Therefore, cooperation between the destination and the relay in computing their integer linear combinations is necessary. In [18], Soussi et al. made an attempt to solve this issue. They proposed a global optimization technique such that the destination and the relay select the global optimal linearly independent combinations with respect to achievable rate. They showed that with this strategy, compute-and-forward achieves higher achievable symmetric-rate compared to other relaying strategies such as decode-and-forward and amplifyand-forward. The achievable rate improvement in their work, however, relies on the assumption that all channel state information (CSI) are known to all nodes. Insausti et al. [15] proposed another strategy for applying compute-and-forward to the MARC. Distinct from [18], the relay is allowed to select its local best linear combination; based on this the destination adjusts its linear combination ensuring a full rank coefficient matrix. This strategy is more efficient than the one proposed in [18], and also has a higher achievable rate. Both of the aforementioned works focused on the achievable rate performance without investigating outage probability performance. Because one of the main objectives of wireless cooperative networks is to increase transmission reliability, it is important to make sure that the outage probability performance is also improved when compute-and-forward is employed. In this work we design efficient cooperation strategies for the MARC employing compute-and-forward that improve outage probability performance as well.

The main contributions of this paper are the two efficient cooperation strategies proposed for applying compute-and-forward to the MARC. While improving the outage probability performance, the proposed strategies utilize transmission channels efficiently and allow the relay to help the destination only when necessary. In the first strategy, the relay helps the destination by forwarding its local best linear combination without taking into account the possibility that the resulting integer coefficient at the destination is not full rank. Contrarily, in the second strategy, the relay forwards its best linear combination that always ensures a full rank integer coefficient matrix at the destination. Semi-theoretical and numerical analyses are provided to show the performance of the proposed strategies in terms of outage probability, diversity gain, and network throughput. It is shown that independent of relay placement, the proposed strategies always have lower outage probability compared to the Soussi [18] and Insausti [15] strategies. It is also revealed that the first strategy nearly achieves diversity gain of order two, which is a significant improvement over the Soussi strategy [18]. On the other hand, the second strategy exactly achieves the diversity gain of order two, which is the full diversity gain of the MARC.^1 Moreover, the results show that both of the proposed strategies yields twice the throughput of the existing strategies [18] and [15] at high signal-to-noise power ratio (SNR).

Notation: R, C , and Z denote the real, complex, and integer numbers, respectively. F_p represents the finite field of size p, where p is a prime number. The Gaussian integers are denoted by Z[i]. Boldface lowercase letters denote vectors, e.g., a ∈ Z[i]^m, while boldface uppercase letters denote matrices, e.g., A ∈ Z[i]^{m×m}. The identity matrix of size m is denoted as I_m. For a vector a, we use a_i to denote the element with index i.

1In this paper, because all sources transmit independent messages, the full diversity gain of the MARC is of order two.

For a matrix A, we denote the element at row i and column j as a_{ij} . The rank and deteminant of a matrix A are denoted as rank(A) and det (A), respectively. The Hermitian transpose and the regular transpose are expressed by superscripts “H” and “T ”, e.g., A^H and A^T , respectively. The log operation is with respect to base 2 and log^+(x) ≜ max(log(x), 0). The real and imaginary components of a complex number are denoted using ℜ(·) and ℑ(·), respectively.

II. MULTIPLE ACCESS RELAY CHANNEL MODEL

rRelaydDestination s_1s^2 s_MSources δ_{sd} = 1 δ_{sr}δ_{rd} trans. round 1 trans. round 2

Fig. 1. M-users MARC model.

We begin by describing the system model of the MARC considered in this paper. As illustrated in Fig. 1, our model consists of M sources denoted as s_m, m = 1, . . . , M, one destination d and one relay node r. The sources want to transmit information messages to the destination. All wireless links are assumed to be Rayleigh block fading channels where the fading coefficients remain constant within a block of symbols, but change independently from one block to the other according to a circularly symmetric complex Gaussian distribution with zero mean and unit variance.

As shown in Fig. 1, there are three types of directed transmission links: sources-destination, sources-relay, and relaydestination links. All transmitters (sources and relay) have the same average transmit power P . For i ∈ {s_1, . . . , s_M , r}, j ∈ {r, d}, and i ≠ j, let γ_{ij} , δ_{ij} , g_{ij} , and h_{ij} be the average SNR, distance, geometric gain, and channel gain of wireless link from node i to node j, respectively. The geometric gain captures the effect of path loss which is a function of distance, i.e., g_{ij} = δ^{−κ}_{ij} , where κ is the path loss exponent [19], [20]. The channel gain h_{ij} and noise at every node is randomly distributed over CN (0, 1). Thus, the average SNR can be defined as γ_{ij} ≜ P g_{ij} . For simplicity, we assume that all sources have the same distance to the destination and also have the same distance to the relay, To be more precise, let δ_{sd} and δ_{sr} be positive real scalars. We assume that for all m ∈ {1, . . . , M}, δ_{smd} = δ_{sd} and δ_{sm r} = δ_{sr}. This assumption implies that the sources have one common geometric gain to the destination and another common geometric gain to the relay, i.e., ∀m, g_{smd} = g_{sd} and g_{smr} = g_{sr} for positive scalars g_{sd} and g_{sr}. Accordingly, the average SNR of each source to the destination can be defined as γ_{smd} = γ_{sd} = P g_{sd}, and to the relay as γ_{smr} = γ_{sr} = P g_{sr}. III. MARC WITH COMPUTE-AND-FORWARD

In this section we provide an exposition of compute-and-forward and how it is adopted to the MARC. See [17] for in-depth discussion of compute-and-forward.

A. Encoding Scheme

For simplicity, we consider a symmetric MARC where all sources transmit with the same rate R. For a positive integer n, consider nested lattices Λ_s ⊆ Λ_c ⊂ R^n and let C ≜ C(Λ_c/Λ_s) be a nested lattice code with rate R/2.^2 Λ_c represents a fine lattice used for coding and Λ_s represents a coarse lattice used for shaping to ensure that the average power constraint is satisfied. The second moment of Λ_s is assumed to be P/2. For a prime number p, let E be a bijective mapping from F^{nR/2}_p to C, i.e., E : F^{nR/2}_p → C. (1) The bijective mapping E will be employed by the sources and the relay for encoding their messages to lattice codewords.

The encoding is performed as follows. Each source s_m randomly generates two information vectors w^{Re}_m , w^{Im}_m ∈ F^{nR/2}p . Together, these information vectors form w_m = (w^{Re}_m , w^{Im}_m ) ∈ F^{nR}_p , which are then encoded to a complex-valued vector in the following way. w^{Re}_m and w^{Im}_m are respectively mapped to x^{Re}_m ∈ C and x^{Im}_m ∈ C using E, i.e.,

x^{Re}_m = E(w^{Re}_m ), (2) x^{Im}_m = E(w^{Im}_m ). (3)

Subsequently, these real-valued vectors are used to form complex-valued vectors x_m = x^{Re}_m + ix^{Im}_m ∈ C^n which are broadcast to the destination and the relay. We assume that a dithering technique [24] is employed. However, we omit the description for ease exposition. Dithering is important for ensuring the resulting effective noise is independent of the underlying lattice codewords. Furthermore, it ensures that each x_m satisfies the average power constraint E{‖x_m‖^2} ≤ nP .

B. Transmission Rounds

The end-to-end information transmission is divided into two rounds. In the first round, the sources simultaneously broadcast x_m to the destination and the relay. For j ∈ {r, d}, let z_j be a noise vector at node j, and recall that h_{ij} denotes the channel coefficient from node i to j, i ∈ {s_1, . . . , s_M }. The destination and the relay respectively receive noisy superposition signals

y^{(1)}_d = M∑ m=1 √ g_{sd}h_{sm d}x_m + z^{(1)}_d , (4)

y^{(1)}_r = M∑ m=1 √ g_{sr}h_{sm r}x_m + z^{(1)}_r . (5)

2In-depth discussion about nested lattice codes can be found in [21]–[23]

At the end of the first round, the relay does not attempt to decode w_1, . . . , w_M separately as usually done in conventional MARC schemes. Rather, it adopts the compute-and-forward technique to directly decode a linear combination of w_1, . . . , w_M . Let u_r ≜ f_r(w_1, . . . , w_M ) be the desired linear combination. In the second round, the relay encodes u_r to a complex-valued vector x_r ∈ C^n using the same encoding scheme described in Subsection III-A and forwards it to the destination. We shall note that to increase the transmission efficiency, the second round is only used when certain conditions are met, which will be discussed further in Section IV. The received signal at the destination is given by

y^{(2)}_d = √ g_{rd}h_{rd}x_r + z^{(2)}_d . (6)

C. Computing Linear Combinations

As mentioned above, by the end of the first transmission round, the relay decodes a combination of the transmitted information messages. In fact, it is not only the relay. Because at least M linear combinations are required to recover all the transmitted information messages, the destination also needs to decode at least M − 1 linear combinations. For simplicity, let us focus on how a receiver, which may represent either the destination or the relay, decodes some linear combinations.

Before going further, let us rewrite the received signals (4) or (5) in a simpler form, omitting the notations for the relay or the destination. Let h = [h_1, . . . , h_M ] ∈ C^M be the channel coefficient vector and g be the geometric gain from the sources to the receiver. The received signal is rewritten as y = M∑ m=1 √ gh_mx_m + z. (7)

Assume that the receiver expects to decode L ≤ M linear combinations u_1, . . . , u_L ∈ F^{nR}_p . For l ∈ {1, . . . , L}, the receiver selects coefficients q^{Re}_{lm}, q^{Im}_{lm} ∈ F_p and attempts to decode two equations

u^{Re}_l = M⨁ m=1 q^{Re}_{lm}w^{Re}_m ⊕ (−q^{Im}_{lm})w^{Im}_m , (8)

u^{Im}_l = M⨁ m=1 q^{Im}_{lm}w^{Re}_m ⊕ (q^{Re}_{lm})w^{Im}_m , (9)

where (−q_m) denotes the additive inverse of q_m. ⨁ and ⊕ denote the summation and addition in F_p , respectively. The linear combinations u_l are then obtained as u_l ≜ (u^{Re}_l , u^{Im}_l ).

Although the desired linear combinations are evaluated over the finite field F_p , the channels operate over the complex field C . This issue can be overcome by exploiting the realvalued decomposition of a complex-valued number. To be precise, the receiver selects an integer linear coefficient a_l = [a_{l1}, . . . , a_{lM} ] ∈ Z[i]^M and decodes the corresponding lattice equation

v_l = M∑ m=1 a_{lm}x_m mod Λ_s. (10)

Now, v_l can be written as v_l = v^{Re}_l + iv^{Im}_l , where

v^{Re}_l ≜ ℜ(v_l) = [_M ∑ m=1 ℜ(a_{lm})x^{Re}_m − ℑ(a_{lm})x^{Im}_m ] mod Λ_s

(11)

v^{Im}_l ≜ ℑ(v_l) = [_M ∑ m=1 ℑ(a_{lm})x^{Re}_m + ℜ(a_{lm})x^{Im}_m ] mod Λ_s.

(12)

Once the destination obtains v_l, it can recover u^{Re}_l and u^{Im}_l using the inverse of E as follows

u^{Re}_l ≜ E^{−1}(v^{Re}_l ) = M⨁ m=1 q^{Re}_{lm}w^{Re}_m ⊕ (−q^{Im}_{lm})w^{Im}_m , (13)

u^{Im}_l ≜ E^{−1}(v^{Im}_l ) = M⨁ m=1 q^{Im}_{lm}w^{Re}_m ⊕ (q^{Re}_{lm})w^{Im}_m . (14)

Given the choice of a_l, q^{Re}_{lm} and q^{Im}_{lm} are equivalent to q^{Re}_{lm} = ℜ(a_{lm}) mod p and q^{Im}_{lm} = ℑ(a_{lm}) mod p. This implies that the selection of integer coefficients in the Gaussian integer domain corresponds to the selection of coefficients in the finite field domain.

Now, in order to obtain the lattice equation v_l, the receiver first scales y with a scaling factor α_l ∈ C and computes

ỹ_l = [α_ly] mod Λ_s (15) = [_M ∑ m=1 α_l √ gh_mx_m + α_lz ] mod Λ_s (16)

= [^M∑ m=1 a_{lm}x_m + M∑ m=1 (α_l √ gh_mx_m − a_{lm}x_m)

+ α_lz ] mod Λ_s

= [v_l + z_{eff}(α_l, a_l, h, g)] mod Λ_s, (17)

where

z_{eff}(α_l, a_l, h, g) = M∑ m=1 (α_l √ gh_mx_m − a_{lm}x_m) + α_lz (18)

is the effective noise. Subsequently, it produces estimates of v^{Re}_l and v^{Im}_l by quantizing the real and imaginary components of ỹ_l with respect to Λ_c and performs the modulo operation with respect to Λ_s, i.e.,

v̂^{Re}_l = Q_{Λc} (ℜ(ỹ_l)) mod Λ_s (19) v̂^{Im}_l = Q_{Λc} (ℑ(ỹ_l)) mod Λ_s. (20)

Finally, the estimates of u^{Re}_l and u^{Im}_l are obtained using the inverse of E,

û^{Re}_l = E^{−1} ( v̂^{Re}_l ) , (21) û^{Im}_l = E^{−1} ( v̂^{Im}_l ) . (22)

The estimate of u_l is then recovered as û_l = ( û^{Re}_l , û^{Im}_l ) . In order for the receiver to be able to decode u_l with low error probability, the scaling factor α_l has to be chosen such that the variance of the effective noise z_{eff}(α_l, a_l, h, g) is minimized. Let σ^2_{eff}(α_l, a_l, h, g) be the variance of z_{eff}(α_l, a_l, h, g) defined as

σ^2_{eff}(α_l, a_l, h, g) ≜ 1 n E { ‖z_{eff}(α_l, a_l, h, g)‖^2 } (23) = ‖α_l √ gh − a_l‖^2 P + |α_l|^2 . (24)

One can show that the optimal value for α_l is given by

α^{opt}_l ≜ arg min_{αl} σ^2_{eff}(α_l, a_l, h, g) (25) = P √ gh^H a_l 1 + P g ‖h‖^2

. (26)

As a summary, the receiver decodes linear combination u_l in the following way. It first selects an integer coefficient vector a_l ∈ Z[i]^M, then computes α^{opt}_l and uses it as the scaling factor α_l. Next, it scales the received signal and performs the modulo operation with respect to Λ_s. Finally, the desired linear combination is obtained by performing operations described in (19), (20), (21), and (22) sequentially.

Next, we discuss how to choose the integer coefficient vector a_l. In principle, it is possible for the receiver to choose any integer coefficient vector. However, the selection of the coefficient vector has a significant impact on the achievable computation rate and consequently on the outage probability. Therefore, a_l has to be chosen carefully. The achievable computation rate of compute-and-forward in complex-valued channels is given in the following theorem.

Theorem 1 (Computation Rate [17]): Consider a complexvalued Gaussian network with M transmitters that simultaneously transmit their messages with average power constraint P to a receiver. Let h = [h_1, . . . , h_M ]^T ∈ C^M be the channel coefficients and g be the geometric gain from the transmitters to the receiver. Given a coefficient vector a = [a_1, . . . , a_M ] ∈ Z[i], the receiver can decode the corresponding linear combination of transmitted messages with low error probability so long as the message rate is less than the computation rate given by

R_{cp}(a, h, g) = log^+ ( ‖a‖^2 − P g | h^H a |_2 1 + P g ‖h‖^2 )_{−1} . (27) From the above theorem, it is clear that the selected integer coefficient a is a component that determines the computation rate. Therefore, it should be chosen such that the computation rate is maximized.

For l ∈ {1, . . . , L}, let a_l be the integer coefficient vector of the desired linear combination u_l. Let A = [a_1, . . . , a_L]^T and a_1, . . . , a_L should be chosen to be linearly independent, and thus, rank(A) = L. The receiver selects A such that

A = arg max Ã=[ã_1,...,ã_L]∈Z[i]^{L×M}, rank(Ã)=L min l=1,...,L R_{cp}(ã_l, h, g). (28)

It can be shown that the computation rate R_{cp}(a_l, h, g) can be written as [25]

R_{cp}(a_l, h, g) = log^+ ( 1 a^H_l Ma_l ) , (29) where

M = I − P g 1 + P g ‖h‖^2 hh^H . (30)

One can observe that M is a positive definite matrix, and thus, using Cholesky factorization, it can be decomposed into

M = B^H B, (31)

where B is an upper triangular matrix.

The problem defined in (28) now can be transformed into

A = arg max Ã=[ã_1,...,ã_L]∈Z[i]^{L×M}, rank(Ã)=L min l=1,...,L log^+ ( 1 ã_l^H Mã_l ) (32)

= arg min Ã=[ã_1,...,ã_L]∈Z[i]^{L×M}, rank(Ã)=L max l=1,...,L ã_l^H Mã_l (33)

= arg min Ã=[ã_1,...,ã_L]∈Z[i]^{L×M}, rank(Ã)=L max l=1,...,L ‖Bã_l‖^2 . (34)

Definition 1 (Successive Minima): For an n-dimensional lattice Λ(G), the l-th successive minimum, 1 ≤ l ≤ n, is defined as λ_l(G) ≜ min

v_1,...,v_l∈Λ(G) max{‖v_1‖ , ..., ‖v_l‖}, (35) where the minimum is taken over all sets of l linearly independent vectors in Λ(G). In other words, λ_l(G) is the smallest real number r such that there exist l linearly independent vectors v_1, ..., v_l ∈ Λ(G) with ‖v_1‖ , ..., ‖v_l‖ ≤ r.

From (34) and Definition 1, it can be said that finding L “best” integer coefficient vectors a_1, . . . , a_L with respect to the computation rate is equivalent to finding integer vectors providing L successive minima of the lattice with a generator matrix B. Thus, to find A, we can employ existing algorithms for finding the successive minima of a lattice such as the Fincke-Pohst algorithm [26], the Schnorr-Euchner algorithm [27], the LLL algorithm [28], and their variations [29]–[34].

D. Recovering Information Messages

We have discussed that upon receiving the noisy superposition signal in (4) and (5), the destination and the relay compute linear combinations of the transmitted messages. However, the ultimate goal of the destination is to recover the transmitted information messages w_1, . . . , w_M . To this end, the destination requires at least M linear combinations. Let us assume that the destination possesses linear combinations û_1, . . . , û_M . These linear combinations may be obtained either directly by the destination itself, or with the help of the relay. How these linear combinations are obtained will be addressed in the next section.

Let a_1, . . . , a_M ∈ Z[i]^M be the integer coefficient vectors corresponding to û_1, . . . , û_M and let A = [a_1, . . . , a_M ]^T ; we refer to A as integer coefficient matrix or just coefficient matrix. The corresponding coefficient matrix in F_p can be written as Q = [ ℜ(A) −ℑ(A) ℑ(A) ℜ(A) ] mod p, (36) where the modulo operation is element-wise. For all m ∈ {1, . . . , M}, let ŵ_m = (ŵ^{Re}_m , ŵ^{Im}_m ) be the estimate of w_m. The destination decodes the transmitted information messages by solving the following linear equation

û^{Re}_1 . . û^{Re}_M û^{Im}_1 . . û^{Im}_M

= Q ŵ^{Re}_1 . . ŵ^{Re}_M ŵ^{Im}_1 . . ŵ^{Im}_M

(37)

where all operations are performed over finite field F_p . It should be noted that the destination can solve the above linear equation system if and only if the matrix Q is full-rank. Therefore, we should take into account the probability that the coefficient matrix is not full rank when designing the MARC with compute-and-forward. Nevertheless, it has been shown in [17, Sec. VI] that by taking the blocklength n and field size p to be large enough, rather than checking the rank of Q over F_q , it is sufficient to check whether A is full-rank over C , which is obviously easier.

IV. PROPOSED COOPERATION STRATEGIES

In this section we propose two strategies for cooperation between the destination and the relay. In the first strategy, the relay helps the destination by providing its local “best” linear combination without taking into account whether the resulting coefficient matrix is full rank or not. In the second strategy, the relay assists the destination by forwarding the “best” linear combination that ensures the resulting coefficient matrix is full rank. Since the relay needs to know the linear combinations that the destination possesses, a sufficient amount of feedback is needed in the second strategy.

Before the cooperation stage begins, the destination and the relay find M linearly independent coefficient vectors. Note that at this pre-cooperation stage, the corresponding linear combinations are not yet decoded. Let A_d = {a_{d1} , . . . , a_{dM} } and A_r = {a_{r1} , . . . , a_{rM} } be the sets of coefficient vectors found by the destination and the relay, respectively. The elements of A_d and A_r are sorted based on the resulting computation rates. Let h_{sd} = [h_{s1 d}, . . . , h_{sM d}] and h_{sr} = [h_{s1r}, . . . , h_{sM r}], and define

R^{(m)}_{cp,d} ≜ R_{cp}(a_{dm} , h_{sd}, g_{sd}), (38)

R^{(m)}_{cp,r} ≜ R_{cp}(a_{rm} , h_{sr}, g_{sr}). (39)

The coefficient vectors a_{d1} , . . . , a_{dM} and a_{r1} , . . . , a_{rM} are respectively sorted such that R^{(1)}_{cp,d} ≥ · · · ≥ R^{(M)}_{cp,d} and R^{(1)}_{cp,r} ≥ · · · ≥ R^{(M)}_{cp,r} . Moreover, the elements of A_d and A_r are integer vectors that provide M successive minima corresponding to the matrix B described in (31). This implies that a_{d1} and a_{r1} are the local optimal coefficient vectors at the destination and the relay, respectively.

Using these A_d and A_r, we propose two cooperation strategies as follows.

A. Limited Feedback Strategy

The first strategy is simple, yet it outperforms the existing cooperation strategies in the literature. In this strategy, there are two steps for decoding the transmitted messages. The first is, upon receiving y^{(1)}_d , the destination directly attempts to decode the transmitted information messages without the help of the relay. We refer to this step of decoding as direct decoding. Specifically, using the integer coefficient vectors in A_d, the destination decodes the corresponding M linear combinations. Let û_{d1} , . . . , û_{dM} be the decoded linear combinations and A_d = [a_{d1} , . . . , a_{dM} ]^T . Based on û_{d1} , . . . , û_{dM} and A_d, the destination attempts to decode the transmitted messages by solving the resulting equation system similar to (37). If the destination successfully decodes the transmitted messages, the sources can transmit the next messages. Otherwise, the destination broadcasts feedback to the sources and the relay, asking the sources to wait and the relay to help the decoding. The feedback size is only 1-bit and is assumed to always be received correctly.

The second step of decoding, to which we refer as cooperative decoding, is carried out when the relay receives feedback from the destination. The relay chooses its local best coefficient vector a_{r1} , decodes the corresponding linear combinations and forwards it to the destination. Let û_{r1} be the linear combination forwarded by the relay. The destination now has an additional linear combination û_{r1} with coefficient vector a_{r1} . Let A_{cop} = [a_{r1} , a_{d1} , . . . , a_{dM −1} ]^T . Based on û_{r1} , û_{d1} , . . . , û_{dM −1} and A_{cop}, the destination then again decodes the transmitted messages. Note that A_{cop} may not be full-rank which will prevent the destination from decoding the information messages correctly.

B. Sufficient Feedback Strategy

The second strategy is similar to the first in the sense that it also uses two decoding steps. The first step is the same as the limited feedback strategy. The destination attempts to directly decode the information messages using its own linear combinations. Using û_{d1} , . . . , û_{dM} and A_d the destination recovers w_1, . . . , w_M by solving an equation system corresponding to (37). If direct decoding succeeds, the sources can transmit their next information messages. Otherwise, the destination sends feedback to the relay. The feedback must contain information about the M − 1 best integer coefficient vectors of the destination, i.e., a_{d1} , . . . , a_{dM −1} . Besides perfectly received, it is also assumed that the feedback size is negligible compared to the amount of information that can be transmitted within one coherence time. In practice, the feedback will require at least M(M − 1) log p bits.

The relay selects a coefficient vector that ensures that the resulting coefficient matrix is full rank while keeping the achievable rate as high as possible. Specifically, let a_{r∗} be the integer coefficient vector selected by the relay. Let A_{rl} = [a_{rl} , a_{d1} , . . . , a_{dM −1} ]^T . The relay must select a_{r∗} such that

a_{r∗} = arg max a_{rl} ∈a_{r1} ,...,a_{rM} , rank(A_{rl} )=M

R^{(l)}_{cp,r}. (40)

Subsequently, the relay decodes the linear combination of the messages that corresponds to the selected coefficient vector a_{r∗} and then forwards it to the destination. Now, because the destination has enough linear combinations, it can redecode the information messages by solving the resulting linear equation system according to (37).

V. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

A. Limited Feedback Strategy

We start from the performance analysis of the limited feedback (lim-FB) strategy. In this strategy, the destination has two possible ways of decoding the transmitted messages, direct decoding and cooperative decoding. In direct decoding, the destination attempts to decode the transmitted messages by itself. Specifically, it computes linear combinations with coefficients a_{d1} , . . . , a_{dM} and solves the corresponding linear equation system. Let e_1 be the outage event for direct decoding. e_1 is defined as

e_1 ≜ { min m∈{1,...,M} R^{(m)}_{cp,d} < R } (41) = { R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R } , (42)

where R is the coding rate employed by the sources and the relay. Note that (42) is due to the fact R_{cp,d}(1) ≥ · · · ≥ R^{(M)}_{cp,d} , see Section IV. Intuitively, we can think that the outage event for direct decoding is determined by the worst coefficient vector a_{dM} .

In cooperative decoding, the relay forwards its local best linear combination and the destination uses its M − 1 best linear combinations and solves the resulting linear equation system to decode the transmitted messages. In order for cooperative decoding to succeed, all the linear combinations have to be correctly decoded and the resulting coefficient matrix has to be full rank. Let e_2 be the outage event for the cooperative decoding and A be the resulting coefficient matrix. The outage event during cooperative decoding is defined as

e_2 ≜ { min m∈{1,...,M−1} R^{(m)}_{cp,d} < R } ∪ { R^{(1)}_{cp,r} < R } ∪ { R_{rd} < R } ∪ { rank(A) < M } = { R^{(M−1)} cp,d < R } ∪ { R^{(1)}_{cp,r} < R } ∪ { R_{rd} < R } ∪ { rank(A) < M } (43)

where R_{rd} = log(1 + |h_{rd}|^2 γ_{rd}) is the achievable rate of the point-to-point relay-destination link.

Let P_{def} ≜ Pr(rank(A) < M). In the end, the destination fails to decode the transmitted messages if and only if both direct and the cooperative decodings fail. Therefore, the outage

7

probability is given by

P_{out} ≜ Pr(e_1 ∩ e_2) (44)

= Pr ( {R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R} ∩ ( {R^{(M−1)} cp,d < R} ∪ {R (1) cp,r < R} ∪ {R_{rd} < R} ∪ {rank(A) < M} )) (a) ≤ Pr ( {R^{(M−1)} cp,d < R} ) + Pr ( {R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R} ∩ {R^{(1)}_{cp,r} < R} ) + Pr ( {R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R} ∩ {R_{rd} < R} ) + Pr ( {R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R} ∩ {rank(A) < M} )) (b) ≤ Pr ( R^{(M−1)} cp,d < R ) + Pr ( R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R ) Pr ( R^{(1)}_{cp,r} < R ) + Pr ( R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R ) Pr ( R_{rd} < R ) + min { Pr ( R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R ) , P_{def} } (45)

where (a) is due to the union bound and (b) is because the channels of sources-destination, sources-relay, and relaydestination are independent. The last part of (b) is due to the Frchet bound [35].

Besides outage probability, we are also interested in the diversity order achieved by the proposed strategies. Let us recall the definition of diversity order [36] achieved by a system.

Definition 2 (Diversity order): For a system with outage probability P_{out}, the diversity order of the system d is defined as d ≜ − lim_{γ→∞} log P_{out} log γ

, (46)

where γ is the average SNR of the channels.

For simplicity, we also use an alternative form P_{out} .= γ^d to represent (46). The symbol .= indicates the asymptotic equality for γ → ∞. The relation ˙≤ indicates a similar meaning.

Equation (45) shows that the overall outage probability of the lim-FB strategy depends on the outage probability of the sources-destination, sources-relay, and relay-destination links, and the probability of rank deficient coefficient matrix during the cooperative decoding. Because the relay-destination is a point-to-point link, it has diversity order one, see [37] and [8]. For the sources-destination and sources-relay links, we have to evaluate the outage probability with respect to decoding linear combinations at the destination and the relay. In the following lemma, we show that the destination and the relay achieve full diversity order for decoding their local optimal linear combinations.

Lemma 1: Consider a compute-and-forward scheme with M transmitters, one receiver, and i.i.d. Rayleigh fading channels. The receiver wants to decode a linear combination of transmitted messages. Let γ and P_{out} be the average SNR and outage probability, respectively. The diversity order achieves by the receivers with respect to recovering a linear equation using its optimal integer coefficient vector is M, i.e., P_{out} ˙≤ γ^{−M} .

Proof. See Appendix A. ■

In addition to Lemma 1 which shows the achieved diversity order of a compute-and-forward scheme with the first-best (local optimal) integer coefficient vector, we also need to

510152025303540 10^{−6} 10^{−5} 10^{−4} 10^{−3} 10^{−2} 10^{−1} 10^0 γ_{sd} (dB)

Outage Probability

First Equation Second Equation Third Equation

Fig. 2. The outage probability of the M = 3 best linear equations of a compute-and-forward system with three transmitters. The first best equation achieves third-order diversity, while the second achieves secondorder diversity. The last equation achieves first-order diversity.

510152025303540 10^{−6} 10^{−5} 10^{−4} 10^{−3} 10^{−2} 10^{−1} 10^0 γ_{sd} (dB)

Outage Probability

First Equation Second Equation

Fig. 3. The outage probability of the M = 2 best linear equations of a compute-and-forward system with two transmitters. The first best equation achieves second-order diversity and the last equation achieves first-order diversity.

know the achieved diversity order when the (M − 1)-th and M-th best integer coefficients are selected. To this end, we provide numerical results evaluating the outage probabilities of a compute-and-forward scheme with M best linear coefficient vectors in Figs. 2 and 3. By “best” here, we mean the coefficient vectors that provide successive minima of the resulting lattice B in (31). Fig. 2 shows outage probabilities

8

510152025303540 10^{−5} 10^{−4} 10^{−3} 10^{−2} 10^{−1} γ_{sd} (dB)

Rank Deficient Probability (P_{def}) δ_{sr} = .10 (+35.2 dB) δ_{sr} = .25 (+21.193 dB) δ_{sr} = .50 (+10.596 dB) δ_{sr} = .75 (+4.3978 dB)

Fig. 4. Probability of rank deficient coefficient matrix (P_{def}) of MARC with two sources.

for each equation of a compute-and-forward system with three transmitters. Based on the slopes of the outage probability curves, we can see that the first best linear equation achieves diversity gain of order three which agrees with Lemma 1. The second best linear euqation achieves diversity gain of order two and the last one achieves first-order diversity gain. Similar results for the MARC with two transmitters are also shown in Fig. 3, where the best linear equation achieves full diversity order and the worst linear equation only achieves the first-order. With these results, we conjecture that the m-th best linear equation of a compute-and-forward system achieves diversity gain of order M − m + 1.

Now we are left with the probability of a rank deficient coefficient matrix P_{def}. To analyse the behavior of P_{def}, we present the rank deficient probability of the coefficient matrices constructed during the cooperative decoding of the lim-FB strategy in Fig. 4. The numerical evaluation in Fig. 4 is performed by adjusting the position of the relay relative to the sources δ_{sr} which impacts the average SNR. We assume that the relay-destination link is perfect. It can be observed that the rank deficient probability decreases as the position of the relay is closer to the sources. Moreover, we can also observe from the slopes of the curves that the rank deficient probability has an equivalent diversity gain of order less than one. Let k be the diversity order related to the rank deficient probability of the coefficient matrix. From the above results, we conjecture that k < 1.

The outage probability of the lim-FB strategy now can be written as

P_{out} ≤ Pr ( R^{(M−1)} cp,d < R ) + Pr ( R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R ) Pr ( R^{(1)}_{cp,r} < R ) + Pr ( R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R ) Pr ( R_{rd} < R ) + min { Pr ( R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R ) , P_{def} } (a) ˙≤ ξ^1 γ^2_{sd} + ξ_2 γ_{sd} ξ_3 γ^M_{sd} + ξ_2 γ_{sd} ξ_4 γ_{sd} + ξ_2 γ_{sd} (47) ˙≤ ξ γ_{sd} , (48)

where ξ, ξ_1, ξ_2, ξ_3, and ξ_4 are positive constants. In (a), because k < 1, in the high SNR regime, min{Pr(R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R), P_{def}} = Pr(R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R). The above result indicates that the lim-FB cannot achieve the full-diversity gain of the MARC. However, the bound in (48) is loose because of the Frchet bound. As we will see in the next section, the lim- FB nearly achieves diversity gain of order two and its outage performance is significantly better compared to the existing strategies.

B. Sufficient Feedback Strategy

The outage probability of the sufficient feedback (suf-FB) strategy is similar to that of the lim-FB strategy. In the suf-FB strategy, there are also two possible ways for the destination to decode the transmitted messages. The first one is direct decoding, which is exactly the same as that of the lim-FB. Therefore, the outage event for direct decoding in the suf-FB is also given by

e_1 = { R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R } . (49)

The second one is cooperative decoding, where the relay select its best linear combination a_{r∗} that is linearly independent of the first M − 1 linear combinations of the destination. Therefore, the resulting coefficient matrix is always full rank. As a result, the outage event for cooperative decoding depends only on the sources-destination, the sources-relay, and the relay-destination links. Let R^{(∗)}_{cp,r} ≜ R_{cp}(a_{r∗} , h_{sr}, g_{sr}). The outage probability of the suf-FB strategy is defined as

e_2 ≜ { min m∈{1,...,M−1} R^{(m)}_{cp,d} < R } ∪ { R^{(∗)}_{cp,r} < R } ∪ { R_{rd} < R } = { R^{(M−1)} cp,d < R } ∪ { R^{(∗)}_{cp,r} < R } ∪ { R_{rd} < R } (50)

Similar to the lim-FB strategy, the overall outage for the suf- FB strategy occurs if and only if both direct and cooperative decodings fail. Therefore, the outage probability is

P_{out} ≜ Pr(e_1 ∩ e_2) (51)

= Pr ( {R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R} ∩ ( {R^{(M−1)} cp,d < R} ∪ {R (∗) cp,r < R} ∪ {R_{rd} < R} ) (a) ≤ Pr ( R^{(M−1)} cp,d < R ) + Pr ( R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R ) Pr ( R^{(∗)}_{cp,r} < R ) + Pr ( R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R ) Pr ( R_{rd} < R ) (b) ≤ Pr ( R^{(M−1)} cp,d < R ) + Pr ( R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R ) Pr ( R^{(M)}_{cp,r} < R ) + Pr ( R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R ) Pr ( R_{rd} < R ) (52)

9

where (a) is due to union bound and in (b) we bound P_{out} by selecting the worst linear combinations at the relay.

Using the results shown in the previous subsection, we can see that the suf-FB strategy can achieve second-order diversity. Specifically, P_{out} can be written as

P_{out} ≤ Pr ( R^{(M−1)} cp,d < R ) + Pr ( R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R ) Pr ( R^{(M)}_{cp,r} < R ) + Pr ( R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R ) Pr ( R_{rd} < R ) (53)

˙≤ ξ^1 γ^2_{sd} + ξ_2 γ_{sd} ξ_3 γ_{sd} + ξ_2 γ_{sd} ξ_4 γ_{sd} (54) ˙≤ ξ γ^2_{sd} , (55)

with other positive constants ξ, ξ_1, ξ_2, ξ_3, and ξ_4.

VI. NUMERICAL EVALUATION In this section, we provide results of computer simulations performed to evaluate the performance of the proposed cooperation strategies, and compare them with approaches found in the literature. Since we focus on the design of cooperation strategies for applying compute-and-forward to the MARC, we mainly compare our proposed strategies to the approaches proposed by Soussi et al. [18] and Insausti et al. [15]. To the best of our knowledge, [18] and [15] are the only works available in the literature that addressed the problem of applying compute-and-forward to the MARC.

Before going into the details, let us first briefly describe the approaches proposed in [18] and [15]. In [18], Soussi et al. used a global optimization to choose linear combinations at the relay and the destination. Given channel state information (CSI) is known to all terminals, the relay and the destination select their optimal linear combinations maximizing the achievable rate. The relay then forwards its linear combination to the destination. Finally, having sufficient linear combinations, the destination attempts to recover the transmitted messages. It has been shown that this approach achieves better achievable rate compared to other relaying strategies such as amplify-and-forward and decode-and-forward. However, it has a drawback that it requires greater communication overhead due to the fact that all CSI is known to all nodes. Moreover, it can be proven that this approach does not achieve full-diversity gain as it has a bottleneck in the link between the relay and the destination.

In [15], Insausti et al. proposed an approach where the relay is allowed to choose its best linear combination yielding optimal computation rate and to forward it to the destination. The destination then chooses linear combinations that are linearly independent of the one from the relay and decodes the transmitted messages. If the decoding fails, the destination computes one more linear combination from its received signal and again decodes the transmitted messages. This approach is quite similar to our lim-FB strategy. Indeed, the two strategies achieve the same outage probability performance as we will see later. They differ in the way they utilize the transmission rounds. In the Insausti et al. approach, two transmission rounds are always used. While in our proposed strategy, only one transmission round is used when possible to increase transmission efficiency.

510152025303540 10^{−6} 10^{−5} 10^{−4} 10^{−3} 10^{−2} 10^{−1} 10^0 γ_{sd} (dB)

Outage Probability

Prop. Suf-FB Prop. Lim-FB Soussi Insausti Baseline

Fig. 5. Outage probabilities of the two-source MARC in the first scenario, where the relay is closer to the sources.

Now we describe conditions for the numerical evaluations. We assume all the sources have the same distance to the destination and also to the relay. The distance from the sources to the destination is denoted by δ_{sd}, and to the relay is denoted by δ_{sr}. The relay has distance δ_{rd} to the destination. We normalize δ_{sd} = 1, and assume δ_{sr} + δ_{rd} = δ_{sd}. See the illustration in Fig. 1. The corresponding average SNRs are calculated using a path-loss exponent equal to 3.52 [19], [20]. In the simulations, we consider MARC with two sources and transmission rate R = 2. The performance is evaluated in three scenarios as follows.

1) First scenario: The relay is closer to the sources than to the destination. Specifically, we set the distance from the sources to the relay δ_{sr} = 0.25, while from the relay to the destination is δ_{rd} = 0.75. This scenario is equivalent to the setting of average SNRs γ_{sr} = γ_{sd} + 21.19 dB and γ_{rd} = γ_{sd} + 4.39 dB.

2) Second scenario: The distance from the sources to the relay is equal to the distance from the relay to the destination, i.e., δ_{sr} = δ_{rd} = 0.5. In other words, the relay is half-way between the sources and the destination. With the same path-loss exponent, the resulting average SNRs are γ_{sr} = γ_{rd} = γ_{sr} + 10.59 dB.

3) Third scenario: The relay is positioned closer to the destination than to the relay. In particular, we assume δ_{sr} = 0.25 and δ_{rd} = 0.75. As a result, the average γ_{sr} = γ_{sd} + 4.39 dB and γ_{rd} = γ_{sd} + 21.19 dB.

The outage probability results for the first, second, and third scenarios are presented in Figs. 5, 6, and 7, respectively. Additionally, we present the baseline outage probability for the case when the sources send their information to the destination without a relay so that we can see how much improvement is gained when the relay is employed. From here on we

10 510152025303540 10^{−6} 10^{−5} 10^{−4} 10^{−3} 10^{−2} 10^{−1} 10^0 γ_{sd} (dB)

Outage Probability

Prop. Suf-FB Prop. Lim-FB Soussi Insausti Baseline

Fig. 6. Outage probabilities of the two-source MARC in the second scenario, where the relay is equidistant between the sources and destination.

refer to the strategy proposed by Soussi et al. [18] as Soussi strategy, and strategy proposed by Insausti et al. [15] as Insausti strategy.

Figs. 5 and 6 show that the Soussi strategy exhibits the highest outage probability. This is because even though the linear combinations selected by the relay and the destination are globally optimized, the destination can correctly recover the transmitted message if and only if it correctly decodes its own linear combination and the one from the relay. Therefore, if there is an outage in either the source-relay link, the source-destination link, or the relay-destination link, the final decoding at the destination will fail. This means that the relay does not act as a helper, and rather, its presence is mandatory. Also, point-to-point communication from the relay to the destination can only achieve first-order diversity gain, as can be confirmed in the numerical results, so the Soussi strategy suffers from a bottleneck performance at the relaydestination link. This fact can be seen from the three scenarios where the outage performance of the Soussi strategy gets better as the distance of the relay to the destination gets smaller, i.e., γ_{rd} gets larger.

In Figs. 5 and 6, it is shown that a significant outage performance improvement over the Soussi strategy is achieved by the Insausti strategy in the first and the second scenarios. For the third scenario, even though at low SNR regime the Soussi strategy has lower outage probability, it can be predicted that eventually the Insausti strategy is better in high SNR regime as the slope of its outage probability curve is steeper. This improvement is a result of giving the destination two possible ways of decoding the transmitting messages. The first is with the help of the relay, and the second is by using linear combinations decoded by itself. Thus, it can be thought that the relay acts as a helper where its existence is not

510152025303540 10^{−6} 10^{−5} 10^{−4} 10^{−3} 10^{−2} 10^{−1} 10^0 γ_{sd} (dB)

Outage Probability

Prop. Suf-FB Prop. Lim-FB Soussi Insausti Baseline

Fig. 7. Outage probabilities of the two-source MARC in the third scenario, where the relay is closer to the destination.

mandatory, i.e., it is possible for the destination to decode the transmitted messages without the relay. It can also be observed that our proposed lim-FB strategy achieves the same outage performance as the Insausti strategy. This is because they are quite similar in the sense that the destination has two possible ways for decoding the transmitted messages and treat the relay as a useful helper. If we carefully observe the slopes of the outage performance of the lim-FB and the Insausti strategies, they do not achieve second-order diversity gain. The main reason behind this is that the local best linear combination selected by the relay may not be linearly independent of the M − 1 best linearly combinations of the destination. We also observe that the performance of the Insausti and the lim-FB strategies degrades as the relay gets closer to the destination or as the average SNR from the sources to the relay gets smaller. This is related to the probability of the rank deficient coefficient matrix. As we have seen in Fig. 4, the smaller the difference between γ_{sd} and γ_{sr}, the higher the probability of rank deficient coefficient matrix. Hence, for the lim-FB and the Insausti strategies, it is better to place the relay closer to the sources.

The best outage performance is achieved by the suf-FB strategy. Based on the slopes of the curves shown in Figs. 5, 6, and 7, one can see that the suf-FB strategy achieves the second-order diversity gain. This agrees with our analysis in Subsection V-B. The main reason for this is that the destination has two possible ways in decoding the transmitted messages, the direct and the cooperative decoding. Moreover, unlike in the lim-FB, the resulting coefficient matrices in the suf-FB are guaranteed to always be full-rank.

Next, we evaluate network throughput performance which is defined as the ratio of the correctly received messages to number of transmission rounds utilized. For the proposed

510152025303540 0 0.5 1 1.5 2 γ_{sd} (dB)

Throughput

Prop. Suf-FB Prop. Lim-FB Soussi Insausti

Fig. 8. Network throughput of the two-source MARC in the second scenario.

strategies, because the second round of transmission is utilized only when the direct decoding fails, the network throughput is defined as

T_{prop} =

M(1 − P_{out}) 1 + P^{dir}_{out}

, (56)

where P^{dir}_{out} ≜ Pr{R^{(M)}_{cp,d} < R} is the outage probability of the direct decoding. On the other hand, because the Soussi and the Insausti strategies always use two transmission rounds, their network throughput is given by

T_{exist} =

M(1 − P_{out}) 2 . (57)

We found that in terms of network throughput, the performance of each strategy in all scenarios is similar. Therefore, it is sufficient to only present the network throughput performance of one of the three scenarios; Fig. 8 presents the network throughput of the second scenario. It is observed from Fig. 8 that both the proposed strategies nearly achieve the maximum throughput of two messages per transmission, while the existing strategies can only approach maximum of one message per transmission. This is because the proposed strategies requires less than two transmissions on average to deliver two messages. In fact, in the high SNR regime, close to one transmission is required on average. On the other hand, the existing strategies always utilize two transmission rounds to deliver two messages. Therefore, the maximum network throughput they can achieve is one message per transmission rounds. Thus, it can be concluded that the proposed strategies have higher transmission efficiency compared to the existing strategies.

From the above results, it is clear that the suf-FB strategy achieves the best outage probability, diversity gain, and network throughput. These advantages indeed come with the cost a sufficient amount of overhead for the feedback. However, this additional overhead is small enough compared to that of [18]. Moreover, the feedback is only sent when the destination fails to decode the transmitted messages by itself. Hence, in the higher SNR regime, only a small amount of feedback is required. As an alternative, one may choose the lim-FB strategy that is better than the existing strategy in terms outage probability and network throughput with only one-bit feedback.

VII. CONCLUSIONS In this paper, we have studied the application of computeand-forward to multiple-access relay channels (MARC). We proposed two cooperation strategies between the relay and the destination. The proposed strategies are opportunistic in the sense that they use transmission rounds as few as possible to increase the transmission efficiency while improving outage probability performance of the MARC. We have shown that both of the proposed strategies improves network throughput remarkably, twice that of the existing strategies [15], [18]. It is also shown that both the proposed strategies always yields lower outage probability, independent of relay placement. Moreover, it is confirmed that the first strategy called the lim- FB strategy achieves diversity gain close to the second-order, which is a significant improvement over [18]. A better outage probability enhancement is achieved the second strategy, namely the suf-FB strategy, where the full-diversity gain of the MARC is achieved.

As future work, it is of interest to investigate the diversity multiplexing trade-off (DMT) of the MARC with computeand-forward. Another direction is to allow the relay to help the destination several times, which can be regarded as an automatic repeat request (ARQ) scheme.

APPENDIX A PROOF OF LEMMA 1 Let h = [h_1, . . . , h_M ] be the channel coefficient vectors and R be the coding rate employed by the transmitters. Without loss of generality, assume the geometric gain from the transmitters to the receiver is a unit, i.e., g = 1 and the average SNR is γ. Let a_1 be the best (local optimal) integer coefficient vector selected by the receiver. The outage probability of decoding the linear combination corresponding to a_1 is defined as

P_{out} ≜ Pr(R_{cp}(a_1, h, g) < R) (58)

= Pr ( log^+ ( 1 a^H_1 Ma ) < R ) (59)

= Pr ( log^+ ( 1 ‖Ba_1‖^2 ) < R ) (60)

= Pr ( ‖Ba_1‖^2 > 2^{−R} ) , (61)

where M and B are defined in (30) and (31).

As described in Section III-C, M is a positive definite matrix and B is its Cholesky factorization. And because a_1 is the local optimal coefficient vector, ‖Ba_1‖ is the first successive minimum or the minimum distance of the lattice generated by B. The minimum distance of a lattice is related to the determinant of its generator matrix by the Hermite’s constant, see [38]. Let Ψ_M be the Hermite’s constant of dimension M. With Ψ_M , now we have a relation

Ψ_M ≥

‖Ba_1‖^2

det (B)^{2/M}

. (62)

It can be shown that det (B) = 1/(1 + γ ‖h‖^2)^{M/2}. Thus,

Ψ_M 1 + γ ‖h‖^2

≥ ‖Ba‖^2 . (63)

As a result, (61) can be written as

P_{out} = Pr ( ‖Ba_1‖^2 > 2^{−R} ) (64)

≤ Pr ( Ψ_M 1 + γ ‖h‖^2 > 2^{−R} ) (65)

≤ Pr ( ‖h‖ < Ψ_M 2^R − 1 γ ) (66) (a) ≤ ξ(Ψ_M 2^R − 1)^M γ^M , (67)

for a positive constant ξ, where (a) is due to the generalization of [8, Fact 2 in Appendix I]. We then can show that the full-diversity order is achieved for decoding an optimal linear combination of a compute-and-forward scheme as − lim_{γ→∞} log P_{out} log γ

˙≤ M, (68)

or P_{out} ˙≤ γ^{−M} .

REFERENCES

[1] M. N. Hasan and B. M. Kurkoski, “Practical compute-and-forward approaches for the multiple access relay channel,” in 2017 IEEE Int. Conf. on Comm. (ICC), May 2017, pp. 1–6.

[2] ——, “An efficient strategy for applying compute-and-forward to the marc,” in 2018 Int. Symp. on Inf. Theory and Its Applications (ISITA), Oct 2018, pp. 149–153.

[3] R. Ahlswede, N. Cai, S. Y. R. Li, and R. W. Yeung, “Network information flow,” IEEE Trans. on Inf. Theory, vol. 46, no. 4, pp. 1204– 1216, Jul 2000.

[4] S. Zhang, S. C. Liew, and P. P. Lam, “Hot topic: Physical-layer network coding,” in Proceedings of the 12th Annual Int. Conf. on Mobile Computing and Networking, ser. MobiCom ’06. New York, NY, USA: ACM, 2006, pp. 358–365. [Online]. Available: http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/1161089.1161129 [5] J. Sykora and A. Burr, Wireless Physical Layer Network Coding, 1st ed.

Cambridge University Press, 2018.

[6] M. P. Wilson, K. Narayanan, H. D. Pfister, and A. Sprintson, “Joint physical layer coding and network coding for bidirectional relaying,” IEEE Trans. on Inf. Theory, vol. 56, no. 11, pp. 5641–5654, Nov. 2010.

[7] T. Cover and A. E. Gamal, “Capacity theorems for the relay channel,” IEEE Trans. on Inf. Theory, vol. 25, no. 5, pp. 572–584, Sept. 1979.

[8] J. N. Laneman, D. N. C. Tse, and G. W. Wornell, “Cooperative diversity in wireless networks: Efficient protocols and outage behavior,” IEEE Trans. on Inf. Theory, vol. 50, no. 12, pp. 3062–3080, Dec. 2004.

[9] A. E. Gamal and Y.-H. Kim, Network Information Theory. New York, NY, USA: Cambridge University Press, 2012.

[10] G. Kramer and A. J. van Wijngaarden, “On the white Gaussian multipleaccess relay channel,” in Inf. Theory, 2000. Proc. IEEE Int. Symp. on, 2000, p. 40.

[11] C. Hausl and P. Dupraz, “Joint network-channel coding for the multipleaccess relay channel,” in 2006 3rd Annual IEEE Comm. Society on Sensor and Ad Hoc Comm. and Net., vol. 3, Sept. 2006, pp. 817–822.

[12] D. H. Woldegebreal and H. Karl, “Multiple-access relay channel with network coding and non-ideal source-relay channels,” in 2007 4th Int. Symp. on Wireless Comm. Sys., Oct 2007, pp. 732–736.

[13] S. Wei, J. Li, W. Chen, L. Zheng, and H. Su, “Design of generalized analog network coding for a multiple-access relay channel,” IEEE Trans. on Comm., vol. 63, no. 1, pp. 170–185, Jan 2015.

[14] J. He, V. Tervo, S. Qian, Q. Xue, M. Juntti, and T. Matsumoto, “Performance analysis of lossy decode-and-forward for non-orthogonal MARCs,” IEEE Trans. on Wireless Comm., vol. 17, no. 3, pp. 1545– 1558, March 2018.

[15] X. Insausti, A. Sáez, and P. M. Crespo, “A novel scheme inspired by the compute-and-forward relaying strategy for the multiple access relay channel,” Wireless Networks, vol. 25, no. 2, pp. 665–673, Feb 2019. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/s11276-017-1583-1 [16] J. Wannstrom, “LTE-advanced,” 2013. [Online]. Available:

http://www.3gpp.org/technologies/keywords-acronyms/97-lte-advanced [17] B. Nazer and M. Gastpar, “Compute-and-forward: Harnessing interference through structured codes,” IEEE Trans. on Inf. Theory, vol. 57, no. 10, pp. 6463–6486, Oct. 2011.

[18] M. E. Soussi, A. Zaidi, and L. Vandendorpe, “Compute-and-forward on a multiaccess relay channel: Coding and symmetric-rate optimization,” IEEE Trans. on Wireless Comm., vol. 13, no. 4, pp. 1932–1947, Apr. 2014.

[19] H. Holma and A. Toskala, WCDMA for UMTS: Radio Access for Third Generation Mobile Communications, 1st ed. USA: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 2000.

[20] R. Youssef and A. G. i. Amat, “Distributed serially concatenated codes for multi-source cooperative relay networks,” IEEE Trans. on Wireless Comm., vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 253–263, January 2011.

[21] J. H. Conway and N. J. A. Sloane, Sphere Packings, Lattices and Groups, 3rd ed. New York, NY, USA: Springer-Verlag, 1999, ISBN 0-387- 98585-9.

[22] R. Zamir, S. Shamai, and U. Erez, “Nested linear/lattice codes for structured multiterminal binning,” IEEE Trans. on Inf. Theory, vol. 48, no. 6, pp. 1250–1276, Jun. 2002.

[23] B. M. Kurkoski, “Encoding and indexing of lattice codes,” IEEE Trans.

on Inf. Theory, vol. 64, no. 9, pp. 6320 – 6332, Sept. 2018. [24] U. Erez and R. Zamir, “Achieving 1/2 log (1+SNR) on the AWGN channel with lattice encoding and decoding,” IEEE Trans. on Inf. Theory, vol. 50, no. 10, pp. 2293–2314, Oct. 2004.

[25] C. Feng, D. Silva, and F. R. Kschischang, “An algebraic approach to physical-layer network coding,” IEEE Trans. on Inf. Theory, vol. 59, no. 11, pp. 7576–7596, Nov. 2013.

[26] U. Fincke and M. Pohst, “Improved methods for calculating vectors of short length in a lattice, including a complexity analysis,” Mathematics of Computation, vol. 44, pp. 463–471, 1985.

[27] C. P. Schnorr and M. Euchner, “Lattice basis reduction: Improved practical algorithms and solving subset sum problems,” Math. Program., vol. 66, no. 2, pp. 181–199, Sep. 1994.

[28] A. K. Lenstra, H. W. Lenstra, and L. Lovasz, “Factoring polynomials with rational coefficients,” MATH. ANN, vol. 261, pp. 515–534, 1982.

[29] E. Viterbo and J. Boutros, “A universal lattice code decoder for fading channels,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 45, no. 5, pp. 1639–1642, Jul 1999.

[30] L. Ding, K. Kansanen, Y. Wang, and J. Zhang, “Exact SMP algorithms for integer-forcing linear MIMO receivers,” IEEE Trans. on Wireless Comm., vol. 14, no. 12, pp. 6955–6966, Dec 2015.

[31] J. Wen, L. Li, X. Tang, and W. H. Mow, “An efficient optimal algorithm for the successive minima problem,” IEEE Trans. on Comm., vol. 67, no. 2, pp. 1424–1436, Feb 2019.

[32] E. Agrell, T. Eriksson, A. Vardy, and K. Zeger, “Closest point search in lattices,” IEEE Trans. on Inf. Theory, vol. 48, no. 8, pp. 2201–2214, Aug 2002.

[33] W. Liu and C. Ling, “Efficient integer coefficient search for computeand-forward,” IEEE Trans. on Wireless Comm., vol. 15, no. 12, pp. 8039–8050, Dec. 2016.

[34] A. Sakzad, J. Harshan, and E. Viterbo, “Integer-forcing MIMO linear receivers based on lattice reduction,” IEEE Trans. on Wireless Comm., vol. 12, no. 10, pp. 4905–4915, Oct. 2013.

[35] M. Frchet, “Gnralisations du thorme des probabilits totales,” Fundamenta Mathematicae, vol. 25, p. 379387, 2035.

[36] L. Zheng and D. N. C. Tse, “Diversity and multiplexing: a fundamental tradeoff in multiple-antenna channels,” IEEE Trans. on Inf. Theory, vol. 49, no. 5, pp. 1073–1096, May 2003.

[37] D. Tse and P. Viswanath, Fundamentals of Wireless Communication, 1st ed., ser. Graduate Texts in Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 2005.

[38] P. Q. Nguyen, Hermite’s Constant and Lattice Algorithms. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2010, pp. 19–69.