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Abstract—Motivated by the practical constraints arising in
emerging sensor network and Internet-of-Things (IoT) applica-
tions, the zero-delay transmission of a Gaussian measurement
over a real single-input multiple-output (SIMO) additive white
Gaussian noise (AWGN) channel is studied with a low-resolution
analog-to-digital converter (ADC) front end. Joint optimization of
the encoder and the decoder mapping is tackled under both the
mean squared error (MSE) distortion and the distortion outage
probability (DOP) criteria, with an average power constraint on
the channel input. Optimal encoder and decoder mappings are
identified for a one-bit ADC front end under both criteria. For
the MSE distortion, the optimal encoder mapping is shown to
be non-linear in general, while it tends to a linear encoder in
the low signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) regime, and to an antipodal
digital encoder in the high SNR regime. This is in contrast to the
optimality of linear encoding at all SNR values in the presence of
a full-precision front end. For the DOP criterion, it is shown that
the optimal encoder mapping is piecewise constant and can take
only two opposite values when it is non-zero. For both the MSE
distortion and the DOP criteria, necessary optimality conditions
are then derived for K-level ADC front ends as well as front ends
with multiple one-bit ADCs. These conditions are used to obtain
numerically optimized solutions. Extensive numerical results are
also provided in order to gain insights into the structure of the
optimal encoding and decoding mappings.

Index Terms- Analog-to-digital converter, distortion outage
probability, joint source channel coding, mean squared error
distortion, zero-delay transmission.

I. INTRODUCTION

The power consumed by analog-to-digital converters (ADCs)
grows exponentially with the number of bits and linearly
with the sampling rate [2], [3]. This technological limitation
constrains the resolution of the ADCs used in devices that need
to operate under stringent power budgets, such as sensor nodes
and mobile devices. As an extreme case, one-bit ADCs are of
particular interest, since they can be realized using a simple
threshold comparator and without the need for automatic gain
control [4], [5].
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Motivated by these considerations, the impact of a one-
bit ADC front end on the performance of a communication
system has been studied in [6]-[12] for various models, as
briefly reviewed below. While these works focus on reli-
able transmission of digital information over long blocks, in
many applications, such as the Internet-of-Things (IoT), cyber-
physical systems and wireless sensor networks, the low-delay
transfer of analog measurements is crucial. Specific examples
include uncoded video transmission techniques [13], [14],
memoryless amplify-and-forward relays, wearable sensors that
detect neurological impulses [15], and real-time control ap-
plications for the IoT [16], [17]. In light of these emerging
applications, this work considers the zero-delay transmission
of an analog Gaussian source over a real single-input multiple-
output (SIMO) additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN) channel
followed by a low-resolution ADC front end. As illustrated
in Figure 1, this problem refers to the transmission of a
single sample of a Gaussian source over an individual use of
the SIMO AWGN channel. With an infinite resolution front
end and equal bandwidth of the Gaussian source and the
AWGN channel [18], it is well known that, linear transmission
and minimum mean squared error (MMSE) estimation are,
respectively, the optimal encoder and decoder under an average
power constraint and a mean squared error (MSE) distortion
measure. Nonetheless, in the finite resolution scenario studied
here, the optimal encoder and decoder mappings have been
unknown.

A. Related Works

Within the spectrum of information theoretic analysis of joint
source-channel coding, while the classical Shannon theoretic
infinite block-length regime occupies one end of the spectrum,
the zero-delay transmission of a single source sample over
single channel use lies at the opposite end. Intermediate, but
still asymptotic, analyses have also been put forth recently by
investigating second-order approximations [19], [20]. For the
problem of zero-delay transmission, there is no explicit method
to obtain the optimal encoding and decoding mappings, except
for the special case of statistically matched source-channel
pairs [21], [18]. This special case includes the setting studied
in this paper when the receiver front end has infinite resolution.
Various solutions have been proposed in the literature for
specific unmatched source-channel pairs. Notable examples



are the space-filling curves proposed by Shannon [22] and
Kotelnikov [23], and later extended in [24]-[28], for the delay-
limited transmission of a Gaussian source over an AWGN
channel with bandwidth mismatch between the source and the
channel. Other solutions include [24], [29]-[31].

Communication with a finite resolution receiver front end
received considerable recent attention, focusing mostly on the
channel coding aspects. In [6], it is shown that antipodal
signalling, or BPSK, is capacity achieving for a real-valued
AWGN channel with a one-bit ADC front end, whereas,
for the complex counterpart, QPSK is optimal. While these
results hold under the assumption that the one-bit ADC is
symmetric (that is, it is a zero-threshold comparator), in
[7] it is shown that, in the low signal-to-noise ratio (SNR)
regime, a symmetric quantizer is not optimal, and the optimal
performance is achieved by flash signalling [8, Def. 2] together
with an optimized asymmetric quantizer. In [9], it is shown
that, for a point-to-point Rayleigh fading channel with a one-bit
ADC front end, under the assumption of perfect channel state
information (CSI) at the receiver, QPSK is capacity achieving.
Instead, when CSI is not available at the receiver, reference
[10] proves that QPSK is optimal above an SNR threshold
that depends on the coherence time of the channel, while, for
lower SNRs, on-off QPSK achieves the capacity. For the point-
to-point multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO) scenarios with
a one-bit ADC front end at each receive antenna, the capacity
is unknown. In [11], it is argued that, with perfect CSI at the
receiver, QPSK is optimal at very low SNRs, while, in [12],
upper and lower bounds on the capacity with perfect transmitter
CSI are presented. To the best of our knowledge, joint source-
channel coding with a finite resolution ADC is first studied in
[1], which is extended to the scenario with a correlated receiver
side information in [32].

B. Main Contributions and Organization of the paper

We study the optimization of encoding and decoding map-
pings for the transmission of a Gaussian source sample over
the single use of a real SIMO AWGN channel with a low-
resolution ADC front end (see Figure 1). We consider two
different criteria, namely the MSE distortion and the distortion
outage probability (DOP), with an average power constraint
on the channel input. Optimal solutions are derived for the
case of a one-bit ADC front end for both criteria. For the
MSE distortion, we show that the optimal encoder mapping
tends to a linear encoder, which is optimal with a full-precision
front end, only in the low-SNR regime. For the DOP criterion,
we derive the optimal encoder mapping, showing that it is
piecewise constant and that it can take only two opposite values
when it is non-zero. For both the MSE distortion and the DOP
criteria, we study necessary optimality conditions for K -level
ADC front ends as well as for front ends with multiple one-bit
ADCs. Extensive numerical results are also provided in order
to gain insights into the structure of the optimal encoding and
decoding mappings.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section II,
we introduce the system model. In Section III, we consider
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Figure 1: System model for the transmission of a single Gaus-
sian source sample over a quantized SIMO AWGN channel
with N ADC front ends.

the design of the optimal transceiver under the MSE distortion
criterion when the receiver has a single observation of the
source. In Section IV, we study the same design problem under
the DOP criterion. In Section V, we study the more general
case in which the receiver makes multiple one-bit observations
under both the MSE distortion and the DOP criteria. In Section
VI, numerical results are provided, followed by the conclusions
in Section VIIL.

Notation: Throughout the paper, R denotes the set of real
numbers; uppercase and lowercase letters denote random vari-
ables and realizations, respectively. We use bj-v to denote the
bit-wise representation of the number 2V — 5, j =1,...,2V
with length N. E[] and Pr(-) denote the expectation and
probability operators, respectively. Let f ' () = dj;(;), f ”(x) =
dii’; (21:) denote the first and second order derivatives of the con-
tinuously differentiable function f with respect to its argument.
The standard normal distribution is denoted by N'(0, 1), with
cumulative distribution function ®(-) and the complementary
cumulative distribution function (CCDF) by Q(:), which is
given by

Unless stated otherwise, boundaries of integrals are from —oo
to oo.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

We consider the system model in Figure 1, in which a single
sample of a Gaussian source V ~ N(0,02) is transmitted
over a single use of a quantized SIMO AWGN channel. The
encoded signal is given as X = f(V), where f : R — R
is a mapping from the source sample to the channel input,
with average transmission power P = E[f(V)?]. The receiver
makes N noisy measurements of the encoded signal, which
are digitized by means of a low-resolution ADC front end.
Mathematically, each noisy received signal is modelled as



where the noise W; ~ N (0, 03“), i =1,..., N, is independent
over index ¢. Each received signal Z; is quantized with a scalar
K-level ADC producing a quantized signal
Y, =01(%;), i=1,...,N. 2)

The scalar K-level ADC is characterized by fixed quantization
intervals and corresponding quantized levels, namely

I'(z) = YY) for z¢€ [Z(j,l),Z(j)> ,j=1...,K, (3
where z(;_1) and z(;y are the lower and upper bounds of the
interval corresponding to the quantized signal y;, respectively,
for j = 1,..., K, and we have z() = —oo and z(x) = 00.
Note that the ADCs employed to quantize different channel
outputs all have the same quantization intervals and recon-
struction levels.

For most of the paper, we will consider a symmetric one-
bit ADC with threshold 21y = 0 and reconstruction levels
Yya) = 1 and Yoy = 0:

0 z2>0,
We define the SNR as
NP
v=— 5)

i=1

Based on the quantized signals (Y71, ..., Yy ) 2 YV, the decoder
produces an estimate V of V using a decoding function g :
{yay, -y Y = R,ie, V =g(YN).

Two performance criteria are considered, namely the MSE
distortion, which is defined as

D=E[(v -V, ©)
and the DOP, which is instead defined as
dDﬁﬂ%«V—VFZD) ()

In both cases, we aim at studying the optimal encoder function
f, along with the corresponding optimal estimator ¢ at the
decoder, such that D and ¢(D) are minimized, subject to an
average power constraint. More specifically, as it is common in
related works (see, e.g., [31]), we consider the unconstrained
minimization

minimize L(f, g, ),

e (f,9: M) (8)

where

L(f,g,\) = D+ \E[f(V)? for the MSE criterion,
&A= e(D) + ME[f(V)?] for the DOP criterion,

)

with A > 0 being a Lagrange multiplier that defines the relative
weight given to the average transmission power E[f(V)?] as
compared to the distortion criterion.

III. SINGLE OBSERVATION: MSE DISTORTION

In this section, we study the design of the encoder and the
decoder under the MSE criterion by focusing on the case of a
single observation (N = 1). For the one-bit ADC in (4), we
obtain the optimal encoder and decoder in Section III-A. Fur-
thermore, we consider the conventional linear transmission and
digital modulation schemes for reference in Section III-B and
Section III-C, respectively. Finally, we consider the extensions
to a K-level front end, and obtain a necessary condition on the
optimal mapping in Section III-D. For brevity, throughout this
section, we drop the subscript ¢ = 1 identifying the observation
index.

A. Optimal Encoder and Decoder for a One-Bit Front End

To elaborate on the optimal encoder and decoder for the
one-bit ADC in (4), without loss of generality, we write the
receiver mapping as

(10)

which is defined by the pair of parameters (1), 9(2)). In (10),
since, for any encoder mapping f, the MMSE estimator is
optimal under the MSE criterion, and hence also for problem
(8), we have 01y = E[V|Y = 0] and 05y = E[V|Y = 1]. The
next proposition provides the optimal encoder mapping.

Proposition IIL.1. The optimal mapping f for problem (8)
under the MSE criterion is unique up to a sign, is an odd
function of v, and is defined by the implicit equation

f e ! 11
ve ‘v = ——,
) V2To WA an

Proof: See Appendix B.

Mlustrations of the optimal mappings satisfying (11) will be
given in Section VI. Here, we observe that, by expanding the
Taylor series of the exponential function in (11), it can be easily
verified that, in the low SNR regime, that is, as U?H — 00,
the optimal mapping satisfies the condition f(v) o v, that is,
it approaches a linear mapping. Furthermore, given that the

optimal mapping f(v) is odd, we can write

@(1) = E[V‘Y = 0] (12&)
5—1@(§>PNY:MV:UMv
= — - (12b)
Pr(Y =0)
-2
= —/vq) (v) Q (f(v)) dv (12¢)
Oy Oy Ow
20, 4 7 v flv)
= - — o — —|d 12d
Vor Uv/v (‘71}>Q<‘7w)v7 (120
0
and hence the average distortion can be simplified as
D =02 —-E[VV] (13a)
1/, o
= 0’12} - 5 (U(l)E[V|V = 1}(1)]
Aw@mwvzmﬁ) (13b)



= o5 — 0, (13¢c)
where (13a) is due to the orthogonality property of MMSE
estimation; (13b) follows from the fact that the optimal encgder
is odd; and (13c) is due to the chain of equalities E[V|V =

by =E[VIY = 0] = iy = —0(a) = ~E[V|V = da)].

B. Linear Transmission for One-Bit Front End

Here we consider the performance of linear transmission in
the presence of a one-bit ADC front end. The encoder mapping
for linear transmission is given by

(14)

As seen in Section III-A, linear transmission is asymptotically
optimal in the low-SNR asymptotic regime. In the following,
we elaborate on its performance for any given channel SNR ~.
The MSE distortion D; achieved by linear transmission, can be
found by calculating the integral in (12d) with f(v) given in
(14) and substituting the result in (13c). As a result, the MSE
distortion for the linear mapping is obtained as

nei(-2()

Note that for v = 0, we have D, = av. On the other
hand, in the high SNR regime, i.e., as v — oo, we obtain
D, = 02(1 — 2/7). Both distortions can be argued to be
asymptotically optimal. In fact, for zero SNR, even with an
infinite-resolution front end, the MMSE estimate is given by
V = 0, which yields D = 2. Instead, for infinite SNR, the
best mapping is given by the optimal binary quantizer, which
yields D = ¢2(1 — 2/7) (see, e.g., [33, Section 10.1]).

15)

C. Digital Transmission for One-bit Front End

Here we consider a conventional digital transmission
scheme, which is based on quantizing and mapping the source
to a discrete constellation for transmission over the channel.
Accordingly, the source is quantized to one of the M levels,
each characterized by the interval [v(l_l),v(l)), l=1,...M,

where V) = 00, Vo) = —O0, and vy 2 Ua-1) for
all [ = 1,..,M. Each interval [v;_1),v(;)) is mapped to
the corresponding channel input X = xz). We take the

constellation of possible transmission points to be {X =
A2l—1—-M),l = 1,...,M}, for some parameter A > 0,
such that the average power constraint is satisfied. Note that,
when M is even, this corresponds to the M-PAM modulation,
while if M is odd, the constellation includes the zero-power
signal, i.e., T(ury = 0. The average transmission power
can be written as E[X?] = Zl 1 x(l)
Pr(X =zq) = o fv(l) ®(v/oy)dv.

The average achlevai)le distortion for M levels of symmetric

digital transmission, i.e., vq) = —vr—;), can be easily
obtained as

Pr(X = x(;), where
O]

2
v

M
_ 2
Da =02~ | =Y Q(S) / v (”) dv| ., (16)
oy = Oy

U(-1)

(21-1-M)3y
ZM (21—1—M)2Pr(z ()"
As a special case, when M = 2, setting the quantization
threshold as vy = 0, we obtain BPSK transmission. The

resulting achievable distortion can be computed from (16) as

where S? i

Daa =0 (1-201-20(/7)%). a7
We observe that, as for linear transmission, when v — oo,
we have Dgo = o2(1 — 2/n), and when v — 0, we have
Dd}g = o2. From (17), one can check that the slope of
the average distortion for BPSK transmission as v — 0 is
—403 / 72, whereas the slope for linear transmission, obtained
from (13c), is —202 /7. This means that linear transmission has
a decline in the distortion in the low SNR regime; therefore,
it outperforms BPSK transmission, in this regime.

As another example, for M = 3, we set the quantization
thresholds as v(;) = —c and vy = ¢, so that [—c,c] is the
interval of source values for which the transmission symbol is
z(g) = 0. The MSE distortion can be computed by solving the
following optimization problem with line search:

2
2¢e % 9

1- : K’Y(C) ;

Dg3 = min o2 (18)
c>0

s

where k., (c) £1—2Q <

D. K-Level Front End

In this section, we consider the system model in Figure 1
with a single observation, i.e., N = 1, but with a K-level ADC
front end as in (3). As in the case of single one-bit observation,
without loss of generality, we write the receiver mapping as

g(Y) =V =iy, if Y =y, (19)
for j = 1,...,K. In the next proposition, we obtain a
necessary optimality condition for the encoding and decoding
functions f and g.

Proposition IIL2. The optimal encoder and decoder mappings
f and g for the K-level ADC front end in (3) satisfy the
necessary conditions

K

1
—— i) (20— (5))
2270w A ; / g

(sg-n=f®)’
67 202,

flv) =

_ (=6 *f<”>)2
2% ,  (20)

and (19) with

[v® (7) (Q (%—ﬂ)) ) (Z“’;f(”))) "

f‘I) (ULU) (Q (Z(j—lg)’;f(v)) —Q (Zu‘);wf(v))) dv ’
2D

() =



for 3 =1, ..., K. Furthermore, the gradient of the Lagrangian
Sunction L(f,g,\) over f for g in (19) is given as

1 . .
N > oG (v—d))

Jj=1

VL =2X\f(v) —

K

_ _(Z<j>—f(“))2
—e 2(7&

(22)

Proof: See Appendix C.

As detailed later, the gradient in (22), along with (21), will
be used in Section VI to obtain numerically optimized encoders
and decoders.

IV. SINGLE OBSERVATION: DISTORTION OUTAGE
PROBABILITY

In this section, we study the optimal encoder and decoder
under the DOP criterion defined in (7) for the case of a single
observation (N = 1). We first study the case of a one-bit front
end in Section IV-A, and then we extend the results to a K-
level front end in Section IV-B.

A. Optimal Encoder and Decoder for a One-Bit Front End

With no loss of generality, the decoder is given as in (10)
for some reconstruction points (@(1), 17(2)). To proceed, we first
focus on the optimization of the encoder mapping f for a given
decoder in (10). We then tackle the problem of minimizing the
DOP over the reconstruction points (1), @(2)).

To elaborate, we define the intervals

Ijé{v: (’U—f}(j))2 <D}, (23)

for 7 = 1,2, which are depicted in Figure 2. Each interval
1;, corresponds to the set of source values that are within
the allowed distortion D of the reconstruction point 9(;). The
following claims hold: (i) For all source outputs v in the set
(I, UL)¢ = {v : minj_1 2(v — 6;)* > D}, outage occurs
(superscript C' denotes the complement set). We refer to this
event as source outage. (ii) For all source values in the interval
I, N I, either of the reconstruction points yield a distortion no
more than the target value D. Therefore, regardless of which
of the two reconstruction levels, 17(1) and @(2)), is selected by
the receiver, no outage occurs. From observations (i) and (ii),
it easily follows that, for all source values v inside the intervals
(I; U 1,)¢ and (I; N I), the optimal mapping is f(v) = 0,
since, for both intervals, the occurrence of an outage event is
independent of the transmitted signal.

From the discussion above, we only need to specify the
optimal mapping for the intervals I;\ > and I5\ ;. This should
be done by accounting not only for the source outage event
mentioned above, but also for the channel outage events. In
particular, the distortion outage probability ¢(D) can be written
as

(D) =Pr(V € (I U L))
+ Pr (V e (L \12)7‘7 = {’(2)>

SR R [ L g
0(2) ()
I N )
@meﬁ D) >
L\ I L\ I

Figure 2: Illustration of the intervals Iy, Iy and (I3 N I2) that
characterize the optimal encoder for the DOP criterion, for two
different cases depending on the (9(1), U(2)) values.

4 Pr (Ve (12\11),0:73(1)), (24)

where the first term accounts for the source outage event, while
the second and third terms are the probabilities of outage due
to channel transmission errors. For instance, the second term
is the probability that the decoder selects V= 0(2) while V
is in the interval I; \ I (see Figure 2). The next proposition
characterizes the optimal encoder mapping.

Proposition IV.1. Given a target distortion D, and arbitrary
reconstruction points 9(1y and ¥s), the optimal mapping f for
the problem (8) is given by

0 wve(LuL)CUu((,nl),

fw)=9 —u ve(\h), (25)
u v E (Il\IQ),
where u is the unique solution of
w2 1
ue2sw (26)

22\

Proof: See Appendix D.

We note here that, for given A > 0, the optimal u is
independent of the values of ©0(;) and ?(). Examples of
optimal encoders will be provided in Section VI. In the next
proposition, we turn to the optimization of the reconstruction
levels (6(1)7 ’0(2)).

Proposition 1IV.2. The
(D(1y, D(2)), are given by

’lA)(l) = \/5 - a*,

O(2) = —0(1),

optimal  reconstruction — points

(27a)
(27b)

where a* is obtained from

a* = arg min 2Q <2\/§)—a> +2 (Q (Gu) +)\u2>

a € 0,v/D]
6(2)-o(222).

where u is obtained by solving (26).

Proof: See Appendix E.
To summarize, the optimal encoder and decoder are obtained
as follows. First, given the Lagrange multiplier A > 0, the



value of w is obtained by solving (26). Then the decoder’s
reconstruction points (9(1), 9(2)) are computed from (27)-(28).
Finally, the optimal encoder mapping is given by (25). The
next remark elaborates on the optimal encoder and decoder in
two asymptotic SNR regimes.

Remark IV.1. If ) is large, i.e., in the low-SNR regime, from
(26) we ha};e u =~ 0. Also from (26) it can be verified that

o

i
2 _ e w
A = 8702,

=~ 0. Hence, from (28) we obtain

arg min Q <a> +Q (2\/5—&) , (29)
acl0,vD] °

yielding vy = ) = 0, that is, Iy = I and (D) =
2Q (\5—? . On the other hand, for small values of ), cor-

responding to the high-SNR regime, the variable u be-
comes large. Alsg, from (26) we have the equality N =

*
a ~

1 / 2V 2no,ue? % | and Hence the approximations \u’ =

02
u/ 2\/27?01,]62”3») ~ 0, and

2v/D —
a*~ arg min 2Q <H> ) (30)
O-'U
a € [0,VD]
which yield distinct intervals Iy and Iy with 9y = —0(g) =

VD, and (D) = 2Q (%)

B. K-Level Front End

Here we turn our attention to the case of K-level front
end under the DOP criterion. With no loss of optimality,
the decoder is given as in (19) for some reconstruction
levels {9(1),...,0(x)} to be optimized. For a subset V C
{D(1y, s Oy }» let Iy, be the set of source outputs v for which
the quadratic distance between v and the reconstruction points
in set V is less than D, while the quadratic distance with respect
to the reconstruction points in V¢ is larger than D. This set is
defined as

=L\ U 5L, V=1L..K @
IHEY B EeVE
where I; is given as
L 2 {v:|v—1a* < D}. (32)
We also define the set Iy corresponding to V = () as
c
Ll U n| o, (33)
V:|V|£0

that is, the set of values v € R that do not have a recon-
struction value 9(;y within a distance V/D. Note that the sets
{Iy sV C{oay, @(K)}} form a partition of the whole real
line.

As for the single one-bit front end (24), the DOP depends
on both source and channel outage events. Note that the source

outage occurs if V' € I, whereas the channel outage occurs
when V ¢ Iyand V ¢ Loy oo} with.no outage (.)c.:curring
when V € I{f,m ,,,,, o0} In the .f.ollowmg proposition, we
present necessary optimality conditions for the encoder and
decoder mappings.

Proposition IV.3. For a K-level ADC front end, the optimal
encoder and decoder mappings f and g satisfy the necessary
conditions

f) = 53G(f:0), (34)
where G(f,v) is defined as
G(f,v) =
0 vely: |V =0,K,
S8 e Y =1,...,K—1, G5
VE ’D(j)GV maw
T (0 M CT S ()R
where £(j, f(v)) £ e 2%, —e 0%, and (19)
with
t+vD
S = v
b(j) = arg max / d (%)
t—vD
(ot _g(2= ) 4, o
Ow Ow
Furthermore, the gradient of the Lagrangian function

L(f,g,)\) over f for g in (19) is given as

VI = 2\f(v) — %G( £.0). 37)

Proof: See Appendix F.

As for Proposition II1.2, in Section VI, we will use (36) and
(37) to obtain numerically optimized encoders and decoders,
that satisfy the necessary optimality conditions.

V. MULTIPLE OBSERVATIONS

In this section, we study the more general case in which the
receiver has N > 1 noisy one-bit quantized observations, YN,
of the transmitted source sample. For both the MSE distortion
and the DOP criteria, without loss of generality, we write the
receiver mapping as

gYN) =V =, it YN =0V, (38)

where bé»v is the N-length binary representation of the number
2N —jforj =1,...,2N. Note that there are 2V reconstruction
levels 9;), each of which corresponds to a different configu-
ration of the received signal YV € {0,1}". We will denote
the k-th element of the vector bY¥ by bY (k).

A. MSE Criterion

Recalling that the optimal decoding function under the MSE
criterion is the MMSE estimator, the optimal decoder satisfies
;) = E[VIYN = bN]. In the next proposition, we provide
necessary conditions for the optimal encoder and decoder



mappings along with an expression for the gradient of the
Lagrangian in (9) over the encoder mapping f.

Proposition V.1. Given a front end with N one-bit ADCs, the
optimal encoder and decoder mappings f and g, respectively,
satisfy the necessary conditions

N Z O (N, f(v),4) b (20 =0), (39
and (38) with
jro(2) fro (22 s)
@(J) = ; bN (i)+1 ’ (40)
() o (22 a
where © (N, f(v),7) is defined as
N 1) kg 4
O (N, f(v),4) 2 Z "
- \/27rawk
N
)b @) +1f( )
H Q ( (41)
1=1,l#k Ty

Furthermore, the gradient of the Lagrangian function
L(f,g, ) over f for g in (38) is given as
2N

VL =2\f(v) = Y 85O (N, f(v),5) (2v — b)) -

j=1

(42)

Proof: See Appendix G.

Remark V.1. In order to obtain numerically optimized encoder
(NOE) mappings in Section VI, we will adopt a gradient-
descent algorithm. This method updates the current iterate

D) as
f“*”(v) — f(i) (v) —

where 1 is the iteration index and ;1 > 0 is the step size.
VL is the derivative of the Lagrangian (8) with respect to
the mapping f at f9, which can be found in (22) and (42)
for K-level ADC and multiple one-bit ADCs, respectively.
The algorithm is initialized with the linear mapping specified
in (14). It is noted that the algorithm is not guaranteed to
converge to a global optimal solution.

pVL, (43)

B. DOP Criterion

In this subsection, we consider the DOP criterion. The anal-
ysis follows the same steps as in Section IV-B. In particular,
we define the different intervals I,, where V is a subset of
{0a1),---,02~)} as in (31). Based on this definition, in the
next proposition, we derive necessary optimality conditions for
the encoder and decoder mappings.

Proposition V.2. Given a front end with N one-bit ADCs, the
optimal encoder and decoder mappings f and g satisfy the
necessary conditions

1 -
f(U) = ﬁG(.ﬂUL (44)
where G(f,v) is defined as
G(f.0) &
0 vely:|[V|=0,2V,

_fw)?
S N
AZ Z \/277'(—0',(” Ue[v:|V|:17...72 _1’

(l)+1f(,u)>
Twy

(45)
and (38) with

t+vD N bl (4)
p— ¢<v) e <<1>f<>> .

Oy Ow;
t—vD

i

(46)
for 7 = 1,...,2N. Furthermore, the gradient of the La-
grangian function L(f, g, \) over [ for g in (38) is given as

VI = 2\f(v) — %é( £,0). @7)

Proof: See Appendix H.

Remark V.2. From the optimal decoders in (40) and (46),
under the MSE and DOP criteria, respectively, it can be easily
verified that, with equal noise variances for the N observa-
tions, i.e., ofui =02 fori=1,...,N, the reconstruction points
;) corresponding to béy vectors with the same number of ones
are equal. As a consequence, there are only N + 1 effective

reconstruction points instead of 2V .

Remark V.3. In Section VI, we obtain NOE mappings using
the gradient-descent method as follows:

1) Initialize;g the set of reconstruction points {0 }, j =
1,...,25;

2) Optimize the encoder mapping corresponding to the
decoder (19) and (38) for K-level ADC and multiple
one-bit ADCs, respectively, for the given {0;)}, j =
1,...,2B, using the gradient-descent algorithm (43),
with VL defined as in (37) for K > 2, and as in (47)
for N > 1;

3) Find the optimal reconstruction points corresponding to
the obtained encoder mapping using (36) for K > 2,
and (46) for N > 1;

4) If convergence is not obtained, go back to step 2.

VI

In this section, we provide some illustrations of the results
derived above by means of numerical examples. We consider

NUMERICAL RESULTS
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Figure 3: Optimal encoder mappings for the MSE distortion
criterion under different power constraints P (dB) (02 = 02 =

1).

the MSE distortion and the DOP in separate subsections.
Throughout this section, we set Ug = an = 1, so that the
SNR in (5) is proportional to the power constraint P.

A. MSE Criterion

We start by considering the MSE distortion in a single
measurement system (N = 1) with a one-bit ADC front end
(K = 2). We then investigate alternative front ends with more
levels (X > 2) or more observations (N > 1) and present a
performance comparison of different front end architectures.

For the case N = 1 and K = 2, Figure 3 shows the
optimal mappings obtained from Proposition III.1 for different
values of P. The value of the Lagrange multiplier A in (11)
is obtained by means of bisection so as to satisfy the power
constraint E[f(V)?] = P. Figure 3 shows that the optimal
mapping has a linear behaviour around the origin, and that it
saturates as the absolute value of the source sample increases.
As discussed in Section III-A, for low SNR, the saturation
occurs only for very large absolute values of the source; and
therefore, the numerically obtained solution for (11) tends
to a linear function, while, for high SNR, the numerically
obtained solution tends to a step function, resembling digital
transmission.

The conclusions above are corroborated by Figure 4, in
which the MSE distortion of the optimal, linear and digital
transmission schemes are plotted versus the SNR ~. For clarity
of illustration, we plot the complementary MSE distortion
1 — D, where we note that D = ag = 1 is achievable by
setting V=0 irrespective of the received signal. The figure
confirms that linear transmission approaches optimality at low
SNR, whereas, for high SNR, digital schemes outperform
linear transmission. It is also seen that, for digital transmis-
sion, increasing the number of constellation points generally

===-=Optima
= = Linear

—— Digitdl

5 4 3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
7 (dB)
Figure 4: Complement of the MSE (1 — D) (dB) versus the
SNR (7) (dB) for the optimal encoder obtained in Proposition

III.1 compared with the linear and digital schemes studied in
Sections III-A, II-B and II-C (02 = o2 = 1).

improves the performance, although, in the high SNR regime,
binary transmission is sufficient to achieve the minimum MSE.

We now investigate the MSE performance with the K-level
ADC (N =1, K > 2) front end studied in Section III-D and
with the multiple one-bit ADCs front end (N > 1, K = 2)
considered in Section V-A. For these architectures, for which
Proposition II1.2 and Proposition V.1 provide respective nec-
essary optimality conditions, we resort to a gradient-descent
approach, as described in Remark V.1.

We now first illustrate the NOE mappings for the two types
of front end architectures and then provide a performance
comparison. In Figure 5, the obtained NOE mappings are
illustrated for a K = 4 and a K = 8 level ADC front
end, respectively, under the MSE distortion criterion. The
decision thresholds for K = 4 and K = 8 are chosen as
[00, —d,0,d,00] and as [—o0, —3d, —2d, —d, 0, d, 2d, 3d, o0],
respectively, and the parameter d is optimized by means of a
line search. From the results obtained in Figure 5, it is noticed
that, in the low SNR regime, the NOE mappings for both
K =4 and K = 8 approach linear transmission as discussed in
Section III-A. Instead, as the SNR ~ increases, they resemble
digital mappings with K constellation points.

Considering now the alternative architecture with N ADCs
each with K = 2 quantization levels, Figure 6 illustrates the
NOE mappings for N = 2 and N = 7 under different power
constraints. It is again observed that, when the SNR is low, the
NOE mappings approach linear transmission. With increasing
SNR the NOE mapping exhibits a saturation behaviour, al-
though, as opposed to the N = 1 case in Figure 3, the linear
behaviour around the origin does not disappear completely.

We now compare the two front end architectures, under the
constraint that they both provide B output bits per received
sample. The first architecture uses all bits to quantize a single
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Figure 5: NOE mappings for different power constraints (dB)
and under the MSE distortion criterion (02, = o2 = 1): (a)
K = 4; (b) K = 8. The curves are labelled by the pair (P, d),
where P is the average power constraint (dB) and d is the
quantization step size of the ADC front end.

observation, i.e, N = 1 and K = 28, while the second
one outputs B one-bit measurements, i.e., N = B, K = 2.
In Figure 7, the achievable MSE distortion is shown for the
two architectures for B = 1, 2, 3, along with the Shannon
bound [18, Equation 21], which corresponds to the theoretical
performance limit for N = 1 and K = oo. It is seen that,
for the same number of bits per sample, B, as the SNR
(7) increases, the 25-level ADC architecture outperforms the
receiver with B one-bit ADCs, whereas, the opposite is true
for low SNR. This shows that, for high SNR, it is more
beneficial to invest additional output bits in improving the
ADC resolution. In contrast, for low SNR, it is preferable to
increase the number of observations in order to improve the
effective SNR by collecting independent measurements of the
transmitted signal. We also note that, we found this conclusion
to hold when the threshold values of the /N one-bit ADCs

-4 -2 0 2 4
v
Figure 6: NOE mappings for different power constraints (dB)
and under the MSE distortion criterion 02 = 02 = 1: (a)

N =2, K=2;(b), N=7, K =2. The curves are labelled
by their corresponding average power constraint (dB).

are allowed to be distinct, and optimized. Similar observations
have also been made when the mappings are restricted to be
linear (not shown here).

B. DOP Criterion

Here, we study the optimal mapping and performance under
the DOP criterion. We start by considering the case of a one-bit
ADC front end with a single observation, i.e., N =1, K = 2.
The optimal mapping along with the corresponding optimal
reconstruction points (?(1),9(2)) for three different values of
the power constraint P are shown in Figure 8, as obtained
in Propositions IV.1 and IV.2. It is seen that, as the SNR
decreases, the optimal reconstruction points, 91y and 92y, tend
to zero, while, for high SNR, they tend to 17(1) = —f;(Q) =+/D,
as per Remark IV.1. This observation can be explained as
follows. For low SNR, the DOP is dominated by the probability
of channel outage, i.e., by the last two terms in (24), which
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Figure 7: Complement of the MSE (1— D) vs. SNR () (linear
scale) for different ADC architectures with B-bit outputs (02 =
1). The variance of the AWGN in all the scenarios and for all
the observations is one (02, = 1).

are zero for 0(;) = 13(2) = 0. In contrast, for high SNR,
the optimal solution aims at minimizing the probability of
source outage events, i.e., the first term in (24), which requires
O(1) = —Ug) = VD.

Continuing the analysis of the N = 1, K = 2 case, in Figure
9, the complement of the DOP, 1 —¢(D), is plotted with respect
to the SNR for different values of D. As SNR decreases, based
on the discussion above and Remark IV.1, DOP tends to the
first term in (24) when ©(;) = 9(2y = 0, which can be computed
as Q(v/D/o,). Furthermore, as the SNR increases, DOP tends
to the first term in (24) but with 91y = —0(3) = VD, resulting
in (D) = Q(2vD/s,), indicated by the dashed lines in
Figure 9.

In order to derive NOE mapping under the DOP criterion for
K > 2or N > 1, we apply iterative gradient-descent based
algorithm based on the results obtained in Propositions IV.3
and V.2 as described in Remark V.3.

For low SNR, based on the results in Section IV-A (see
also Figure 8) the reconstruction points are close to zero; and
hence, we can initialize the algorithm with all-zero values
when A is very large. Therefore, we first set a large value for
A and consider all-zero vector as the initial mapping. Then,
we consider successively smaller values of ), i.e., increase
the SNR. We use the reconstruction points obtained for the
previous value of the Lagrange multiplier A\ to initialize the
algorithm for the current value of A. This approach is known
as noise channel relaxation (NCR) [34].

In Figure 10, the complement of the DOP, 1 — ¢(D), is
shown for two architectures with B = 2 output bits, namely
one observation with 4-level ADC (N = 1, K = 4), and two
observations with one-bit ADCs (N = 2, K = 2), as well as
for the architecture with a one-bit ADC (N = 1, K = 2),
for a target distortion of D = 0.09. In accordance with the
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Figure 8: Optimal encoder mappings for N =1, K = 2 under
the DOP criterion, for different values of the SNR (). The dots
are the reconstruction points 91y and 0(9) (0, = o7 = 1 and
D =0.3).

discussion above, all architectures have the same performance
for low SNR, namely ¢(D) = 2Q(vD/o,) = 2Q(+/0.09).
Furthermore, in a manner similar to the discussion on Fig-
ure 7 for the MSE criterion, in the low SNR regime, it is
beneficial to increase the number of observations, whereas at
high SNR, it is preferable to increase the ADC resolution.
In this regard, we note that, in the high SNR the optimal
K = 4 levels are selected to minimize the probability of
source outage, that is, the probability Pr(V € Ij), yielding the
reconstruction points V = {73\/5,7\/5, \/5,3\/5} and
a DOP of 2Q(4vD/o,) = 2Q(1.2) = 0.2301. Instead, for
N = 2 and K = 2, the three effective reconstruction points
(see Remark V.2) at high SNR tend to V = {—2v/D, 0,2V D}
and the minimum DOP is lower bounded by Q(3vD/c,) =
2Q(.9) = 0.3681.

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

We have considered the zero-delay transmission of a single
sample of a Gaussian source over a quantized SIMO AWGN
channel. We first studied a system with a one-bit ADC front
end at the receiver under two distinct performance criteria,
namely the mean square error (MSE) distortion and the dis-
tortion outage probability (DOP). For the MSE distortion, we
have shown that the optimal encoder mapping is odd, and
that, in the low SNR regime, linear transmission approaches
the optimal performance, whereas digital transmission becomes
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Figure 9: Complement of the DOP (1 —¢(D)) versus SNR ()
in linear scale. Dashed lines represent the DOP in the high SNR
regime for the corresponding distortion target (02, = 02 = 1).
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Figure 10: Complement of the DOP (1 — €(D)) versus SNR
(7) in linear scale for different ADC architectures with B-bit
outputs (02 = o2 = 1).

optimal in the high SNR regime. For the DOP criterion, we
have obtained the optimal structure of the encoder and the
decoder, demonstrating that the optimal encoder function is
symmetric and piecewise constant. For both the MSE distortion
and the DOP criteria, we also derived necessary optimality
conditions for the encoder and decoder mappings for a K-level
ADC front end and for multiple one-bit ADC observations.
Among open problems that are left for future research,
we mention here the joint optimization of the quantization
intervals of the ADC front end with the encoding and decod-
ing functions. Another interesting problem is the zero-delay
joint source-channel coding over fading channels with finite-

resolution ADCs.

VIII. APPENDICES
A. PRELIMINARIES: CALCULUS OF VARIATIONS

In the proofs of the propositions reported above, we leverage
the standard method in variational calculus to obtain necessary
optimality conditions [35, Section 7]. The following lemma
presents the key result that will be used throughout the follow-
ing appendices. For the sake of brevity, we drop the arguments
of functions and functionals where no confusion can arise.
We also use the notation F'/ and Ff to denote the partial
derivatives of a functional F' with respect to functions f and
f § respectively.

Lemma A.l. Let G;, i = 1,...,n, be continuous functionals

of (f, f/, u) and have continuous partial derivatives with

respect to (f, f/). Also, let F' be a continuous functional of

(f. £ r1y- .. 7o, ), where 15 is a functional of G; given as
ta

(48)

ty

Let F' has continuous partial derivatives with respect to

(f, o, ... ,Tn). Consider the following minimization prob-
lem
ta
minimize L(f) £ /F(f(t),f’ (), 71, ... 0, 0)dt.  (49)
f

t1

Define the functional derivative VL as

VL AF (f(u), f (w),r1,. .. T, u)
_ d%pf’(f(u),f’(u),rl, Ty 0)

+§(<GZ (£ W)= 4G (7. £ ()0

[0S Oorra). G0

where F" is the derivative of the functional F with respect

to r;. Similarly, Glf , G{ are derivatives of the functional G;
with respect to f, [, respectively. A necessary condition for a
function f to be a solution of the problem (49) is

VL = 0, Yu € [tl,tQ]. (51)

Proof: Following the conventional approach in the calculus
of variations, we perturb the function f(¢) by an arbitrary
function 7(t), which vanishes on the boundary points ¢; and

ta [35]. Let oy L & EfEen)]
=0
the functional L with respect o the parameter . We have

5L =

be the Gateaux derivative of

%/F(f(t) +an(t), f (&) +am (£),r8, .. t)dt|

a=0

(52)



is defined as

/G

for s = 1,...,n. Note that in (52), the order of the derivative
with respect to o and the integral can be exchanged due to the
Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem [36]. Therefore, the
Gateaux derivative 7L can be written as

where 73

)+ an(u), f (u) + an (u),uw)du,  (53)

to

L= [ o0 F0.F @

ty

o OF (F(), £ ()71 t)| dt

’

FT7(f(t)’f (t)vrlw'w

o t)dt (54)

t1 =1 a=0
JEG [Ff<f<t>,f’<t> S
t1
_ 4y (Ft), f @),r r t)}dt
dt 3 1 ny
to
+ B, £ ()1, ()
ty
=0
Vi n d?’q ’
+ A A ON ORI )P s
/; do o !

t1

(55)

where (55) is due to integration by parts, and the fact that 7(¢)
vanishes at ¢; and ¢2 by construction. We compute

2]

dré

2

do

_4d
da

a=0 t1

Gi(f(u) + an(u), f(u) + an (u),u)du

a=0
(56)

(57)

(58)

d ~f ' -
- Lt (). 5 <u>,u>]du7 = 1.n (59)

By plugging (59) into (55) we finally have
to

o1 = [ ) [P (W) r)

t1

— L (), £ ()

Tu rmu)}du
/F“ ) f ()71,

n

t2

T, t)dt

(60)

-/Fm(f(t),f,(t)77‘17,,.,’r'n,t)dt)] du (61)

Since 7(u) is an arbitrary function and the term multiplying
n(u) is continuous, it must be zero everywhere on the interval
[t1,t2]. Thus, the optimal solution must satisfy the following
equality

FI(f(u), f (u),r1, ... rn,u)
d ,
— @Ff (f(u), f (w),r1,..., 10, u)
+Z ((GZ (£, £ (), )= 5G] (7). 1 (w), u))
/F”(f(t),f’(t),rl,...,rn,t)dt) =0, Yu € [t1,ta], (62)

which yields (51).
[ |

Remark A.1. When the functional F is independent of r;, 1 =
1,...,n, then F"i(f, f ,u) = 0, and therefore, we obtain the
well known Euler-Lagrange equation

d

Ff(f?f/7u)_%Ff,(faf/7u)’ (63)



Remark A.2. As a special case of Lemma (A.1), it will be
useful in Appendices B, C and G to consider the minimization
of the functional

to

L(f) = i/@ (t) FF(t), 1, v, D),

Oy Oy
ty

(64)

where we recall that ®(-) is the Gaussian probability density
function with mean zero and variance one, and r;, 1 =
1,...,n, are of the form given by

ta
1 -
= 7/q> <t> Gi(f(t),0)dt, i=1,....n. (65
Oy Ou
ty
From Lemma A.l, setting
1 -
J <t> ORI (66)
Ou Oy
1 t ~ .
Ou Oy

the solution for this problem needs to satisfy VL = 0, where
the functional derivative V L is found as

VLEF (f(u),r,. . rmu) + (G'if(f(u)’U)

=1
~/01<I><;>F“(f(t),r1,..

with Gi, 1 =1,...,n, and F being continuous functionals
of (f, t) and (f, ri,...,rp, t), respectively, and having
continuous partial derivatives with respect to f, and (f,
T1,...,Tn), respectively.

5T, t)dt) ,ue [tl, tQ],
(68)

Remark A.3. In Appendices B, D, F and H we will consider
the minimization of the functional

to

L(f) = Ui / @ (Of) F(t, f(t))dt. (69)
From Remark A.l, setting
Fito =20 (L) Fuwa. o

the solution for the minimization of the problem (69) needs to
satisfy

VL2 Ff (u, f(u) =0, u € [t1, ], (71)

where F is continuous with respect to f and has continuous
partial derivatives with respect to f.

B. PROOF OF PROPOSITION III.1

As discussed in Section III, the MMSE estimator g(-) =
E[V]-] is optimal for any encoder mapping f. Due to the
orthogonality principle of the MMSE estimation, we can write
D = o2 — E[VV]. Rewriting the Lagrangian in (9) for the

MSE distortion criterion, and dropping the constants that are
independent of f, we have

Ls(fagv)‘) £ L(fvgvA) - 012)
= —E[VV] + XE[f (V).

(72)
(73)

In the following, we prove the proposition by means of three
key lemmas. In the first, using (68), we obtain a necessary
condition for the optimal encoder mapping. Then, using this
necessary condition, we show that the Lagrangian function in
(73) takes its minimum value when f is odd. Finally, tackling
the optimization problem in (8) over odd functions, and using
(71), we obtain the result of Proposition III.1.

Lemma B.1. The optimal encoder function f for the problem
(8), has to satisfy

f()?
fw)e2u =as(v+by), (74)
where ay and by are defined as
N —T1
ar = , 75a
! V2o, Are(1 —1g) (752)
N (1 — 27”2)7“1
by = 22— ra)’ (75b)
with r1 and ro defined as
1
rt— /1@ (”) Q <f(”)) dv, (762)
Oy Oy Ow
1
ry & 7/@ (“) Q (f(”)> dv. (76b)
Oy o Ow

Proof: Expanding the objective function L4(f, g, A) in (73),
we have

Ls(f,9,\) = —Ey [VEVW[VW] - /\f(V)ﬂ (772)

_ U%/@ (;’) (uQ (J;(:)) (901) — 9(2)) +)\f(v)2> dv

(77b)

L o) (o) i)

77¢)

where (1) = r;—il and 9(g) = :—; We observe that (77¢) can
be stated in the form in (64) by setting

a1 (o) e o

Gy =00 (fa(”)> , (78b)
G2=Q (fg(v)) : (78¢)

Note that VL = VL. Therefore, from (68) we have the
necessary condition

_fw)?
vrie 2w

VL =
vV 27T0'w7“2(1 — TQ)

+ 22 f(v)



_fw)? ) _f)?
vrie 2w (1—2m)r? e 2%

\/ 27T0'w7‘2(]. — 7‘2) a

f()?2

(r2(1 —12))* V270,

o2rie 2% (1- 27‘2)7"1>
= v— +2f(v)=
V2mo,ra(1 —ra) ( 2ra(1 —r2) 1)

(79)

By solving (79) with respect to f(v), we obtain (74), which
concludes the proof.
O
Based on (74), we restrict the minimization of the objective
function over encoder mappings f, »(v) that satisfy

fap()? 1
fap(@de = (v -b),

for some parameters a and b. Note that taking the derivative
of (80) with respect to b we have
’ 1
fa,b(v) = Fap(0)? )
ae 2% (14 2fap(v)?)
which implies that for @ > 0, the function f, ;(v) is monoton-
ically increasing.
Defining the function f,(-) as the unique solution of

(80)

81)

fo(»)?
2

folv)e

it will be convenient to write

fan) = oo ( - b) |

A0y

=, (82)

(83)

This shows that any function f, ;(v) can be seen as a scaled
and shifted version of the function that satisfies (82). The
function f,(v) is plotted in Figure B1, along with an example
of the function f,,(v) for a = 4, b = 10. It can be
easily verified that f,(v) is odd, that is, f,(—v) = —f,(v).
Furthermore, functions of the form f, ¢(v), that is, with b = 0,
are odd as well.

In the following lemma, we show that the Lagrangian
functional in (73) takes its minimum value only over functions
of the form f, ;(v) where b = 0 for any a, which shows that
the optimal function f, ;(v) is odd as summarized in Corollary
B.3.

Lemma B.2. The optimal solution of the problem
L(fa,baga)‘)7

is achieved for b = 0 for any fixed a.

minimize
b

(84)

Proof: We prove the lemma assuming that a,b > 0. This is
without loss of generality given the relationship L(f, 1,9, \) =
L(far-09:A) = L(f—a.0,9: A) = L(f—a,—5.9, \). This can be
verified by substituting f, —p, f-ap and f_, 4 in (73) and
performing the changes of variables v = t—2b, v = 2b—t and
v = —t, respectively. In the following, we show that decreasing
the value of b > 0, reduces the average power of the mapping,
i.e., E[fa.(V)?], and increases E[VV]. Therefore, the function
L(fap, g, A) becomes smaller by decreasing the value of b > 0.

— fo(v)
= fa0(v)

-20 0 20 40
v

Figure B1: The function f,(v) in (82) and the function f, ;(v)
in (80) witha =4, b=10.

1) Elfas(V)?] is a strictly increasing function of b: By
writing the average power of the function f, ;(v) we have

E(fap(V)?] = —/ < ) fap(v)?dv (85)
o v v—b\>
_ v [y () fo( ) dv (86)
o oy acy,
. wV+b
_ 9% /@ <‘“’ v )fo W)2dv.  (87)
o o
Differentiating E[f, »(V)?] with respect to b, we have
_dE[fa,b(V)Q]
db
2
=2 /(aawv +0)P (‘“’w” ha b) fo)dv  (88)
0y Oy
2
< aa—;’ /(aawv +b)® <W) U(v)dv, (89)
(op Oy
where W (v) is defined as
N G
U(v) = 2 v 90
(U) fo (’U+ aQUbw) v > _aabw- (90)

It is noted that the inequality in (89) holds due to the fact
that the integrand is positive and that we have the inequalities
U(v) > fo(v) for v > —b/(acy). Also, ¥(v) is an even
function shifted to the left by % Hence, due to the fact that
(aowv + b) (272 tL) is odd with respect to v = —b/(aoy,),
the integrand on the right hand side of the inequality in (89)
is an odd function shifted to the left by b/(ac,,. Therefore,
the integral is zero, completing the proof. Note that (89) holds
with equality only when b = 0.



2) E[VV] is a decreasing function of b: We first consider
the noiseless scenario, i.e., W = 0. In the noiseless scenario,
for the reconstruction points we have

|

oD
92)

Therefore, E[VV] can be written as
E[VV] =Pr(V > b)) E[V|V

+Pr(V < b)) E[V|V = d(y)]

2 —b?
01)6

“ma(®) (o) "

It can be verified that the function §(b) is even, and that it takes
its maximum at b = 0 as seen in Figure B2 (for the proof see
Appendix I).

Now, considering the noisy received signal, we expand
E[VV] as

(93)

(94)

E[VV] = Ui/cp (;") E[VVIW = —wldw,  (95)
where
E[VV|W = —uw)

=E[V]Y =0,W = —w]*Pr(Y = 0|W = —w)

+EVIY =1,W = —w]*Pr(Y = 1|W = —w) (96)
~(foiw)? ~(fop )
_ 0y€ - + Oy€ — (97)
o) 1o ()
=3 (frw)). (98)

Notice that the inverse of the function f, ;(v) exists because it
is one-to-one and is defined on the whole real line. Therefore,

E[VV] = é/cp <;’;) g (f;g(w)) duw.
We want to show that
/e_szg (fa_;(w)) dw < /e_szg (fa_é(w)) dw. (100)

Using the change of variables w = f, o(v) and the equality
fg,}(w) =b+ f;é(w), inequality (100) can be written as

99)

Jao® , 2000 ,
/e* 2 g(b+v)fa70(v)dv < /e* 2 g(v)fmo(v)dv‘
(101)

Inequality (101) is equivalent to

b

/ 57 (G0 +0) — §(0)) flo(w)dv <

—0Q0

0 L
-5 0 5
b

Figure B2: Plot of the function §(b) in (94).

£2 0(v)

7 (§(v) = §(b+)) fro(v)dv.

(102)

e-\g
ml

M

Using the transformation —b — v = ¢ for the left hand side of
(102), we have

oo
_fao(=b-1)
e P (

= [ G0~ gl +0) fuole+ vy, 103

G(=t) = G(=b—1)) fuo(—t — b)dt

where the second equality is due to the fact that functions g,
f20+ fao are even. Therefore, (102) is equivalent to

7 _fao4n) _fao®
/ [ B by — e ()

[g(t) — g(b+1t)]dt < 0.

(104)

The inequality in (104) concludes the proof and follows from
the following facts:

« Since g(t) is even and decreasing for ¢ > 0, we have
G(t) > g(t+b) > 0 for t > —2, and hence the second
bracket is nonnegative;

e Since f,0(-) is nondecreasing, we have the inequality
fao0® fa ob+t)
e~ 2 >e T 2 ;

o From (81) given that the function f(;70(t) is even and
decreasing for t > —%, we have the inequality f(;’o(t) >
fao(t+1b)>0fort> L.

Therefore, the inequality in (100) is concluded.

O

Corollary B.3. The optimal mapping for problem (9) under
the MSE criterion is odd.



Proof: By Lemma B.1, the optimal mapping can be written
in the form fq p(v) without loss of optimality. By Lemma B.2,
we conclude that the optimal mapping is in the form f, 0(v);
and hence, it is odd.

Lemma B.4. A necessary condition for an optimal solution to
problem (8) is

—9y _fw)?

———e 270 + 2\ =
o f(v)

Proof": Since the optimal mapping is odd by Corollary B.3, it
can be easily verified that ©(;) = — 7). Furthermore, without
loss of optimality we can assume ©(;) > 0. Therefore, using
(13c) problem (8) can be restated as

— By + AE[f(V)?],

VL = (105)

minimize
; (106)

where ©(;) is obtained as in (12d). Expanding (106), we can
write

minimize ; / @(5) (21;@(]:”))4 f(v)2>dv. (107)

Since (107) is of the form (69) with
~200 (L) 4 azop,

w

(108)
we have the necessary condition in (105) using (71). This

concludes the proof.
|

C. PROOF OF PROPOSITION III.2

Expanding the objective function L(f, g, A) as in (77a) we
have

Ls(f,9,7)

—— fo( L) (oo + )@ )aw-rs))ao
(109a)
b

'_M))—Af(vﬁ dv,

where we recall that @( 7 is the MMSE estimation of the source
when the received signal is Y = y;), i.e., Y = f(V) + W €

(109b)

[Z(j,l), Z(j)). We have f}(j) = % with

1= Ui vd (;’) (Q <Z<j—1; ;f (v)) 0 (Z(j);wf (”)>) dv,
(110a)

raj=— / <U>< (Z(J 1()7 : f (”)>_ Q<Z(j)gwf (”)>> dv,
(110b)

for j =1,..., K. Since (109b) is of the form (64) with
K
2 15 (A (?G-1) —f(v)> (Z(j) —f(v))>
sz —_— —
Uj; 725 <Q( Ow © Ow
+Af(v)? (111)
and

Gy = (Q <Z<j—1> f(v>> 0 <Z(j) f(”)» 7
e (zU-l;wwf(v)) » (z<j>%}u<v>)) o

for j = 1,..., K. By writing the necessary condition in (68),
we have
K 7‘1J B (Z(jil);f(v))Q ~ (z(j>—j'2(1;))2
VL — e 203, —e 203,
\/27ww =
v K ri; ,(Zu—n;ﬂ”))z ,(Z(j)‘f;“’)z
_ 27 202 _ 202
V2moy, Z:: 25 ‘ ‘
K 2 e e
1 Zrlj 6,( G zig ) _67( m%%] )
V2Toy, j=1 TQJ
oA f(v) (113)
Solving for f, we have
1 K
f0) = 55— > | 2v—ig)
w j=1
7(2<.7'—1)*f<’”>)2 7(2<.7‘)*f<“>)2
e 205, —e 203, . (114)
[ |

D. PROOF OF PROPOSITION IV.1

We start by expanding the Lagrangian function (9) for the
DOP criterion as

L(f,9,\) = e(D) + XE[f(V)?] (115a)
=Pr (Ve (lLUbhL)9)
+Pr (V e\ L),V = @(2))
+Pr (Ve R\ L),V =iy)
+%/<I> (;) F(v)2dv, (115b)

where we have used the decomposition in (24). The probabil-
ities in (115b) can be written as

1
Pr(Ve(LUuL)‘) =—
Oy

ve(I1UI2)C

Pr (v €(h\hL),V= 17(2))

) (”) dv, (116a)



:Ji / @(;’)Q<fa(”>>du, (116b)

veh\lz

Pr (V € (I \ 1),V = o) )

STRCIES

velx\I1

dv. (116¢)

Since the intervals on which the integrals in (116) are taken
do not overlap and span the real line, the Lagrangian in (115)
can be written in the form of (69) with F'(v, f) defined as

L+ Af(v)? ve (hUh),
) 0 fa(w ) + M f(v)? € (h\I2)
F(v, f)= 0 —f(v)) FAf(0)? ve I\ L),
Af(0)? €(hnk).

)

(117)

Using the optimality condition in (71) and differentiating
F(v, f) in (117) with respect to f, we have the necessary
condition F'f = 0 with

Fl (v, f) =
20 f (v) € (LuL)°U (L NI),
—f()?
2;10 e 26;%)2 +2Xf(v) e (Ih\ ),
—f(v
\/%Jwe 203, + 2Af( ) S ([2 \Il)
(118)
Therefore, we have
0 ve(LUL)CU((ILND),
—f()?
fv) = %/;fmwe 2"%2 € (Ih\ 1),
—f()
ﬁe 205, v E (12 \ _[1)
(119)
[ |

E. PROOF OF PROPOSITION IV.2

Given ), and obtaining the value of u from (26), we aim to
minimize the objective function in (9) for the DOP with respect
to the reconstruction points 9(;) and 9 2). Since by Proposition
IV.1 the non-zero optimal values of f(v) are opposite of one
another over I\ I; and I \ I, we can rewrite (9) for the DOP

as follows
v
L(f,g,\) = — / <I>(> dv
oy Oy
(11U12)
) [ o) [ o)
w Oy Oy
12\11 11\12
v 2 v 2
+A D — ) udv + D — )udv (120)
Oy Oy
12\11 II\IZ

@ (”) dv |, (121)
oy

(I2\11)U(I1\I2)
where v is the solution of ue®% = 27 From (121), it
can be shown that (9) for the DOP is minimized if I; and I»
lie around the origin, i.e., 0 € I; N I, and they are symmetric
with respect to the origin; that is, if Iy = [, h] for I <0 < h,
T2

o2

then I = [~h, —I]. From (26), we have \u® = 21:2\/%. By
substituting this into (121) we have v
v
wran = | [ o(L)a
v Oy
(I1UI2)¢
v
+C(u) - / o ) dv |, (122)
Oy
(I2\I1)U(I1\I2)

u2

where C(u) £ Q (Uu) + # By differentiating C'(u)
with respect to w it can be verified that C'(u) is decreasing
with w and is less than or equal to 1/2 for all w > 0. We
now prove the claim (the intervals are around the origin and
symmetric) for the case in which the intervals /; and 5 do not
overlap. The proof is similar for the case in which the intervals
overlap.

Consider two symmetric non-overlapping intervals I7 and
I3, such that I7 = [-2v/D,0] and I3 = [0,2+v/D]. Note that

we have
1
- [ela)e
Oy Oy

IWUly
1
<= / ) (”) dv (123)
Oy Oy
IsUI3
1
_ 1 / ® (”) do+ Ag,  (124)
Oy Oy
Ul
where Agir > 0. Therefore, we can write
1 v
Oy Oy
(11U12)C
v
+C(u) - / P <> dv (125)
Oy
LUl

(I7uI3)°



+C(u) / @(;)dU—Adiff

IsUI3

= i / P (U) dv
Ou Oy

(I7VI3)©

(126)

+C(u)' / @(:)dv +Adjff(1—c(u))
13013 !
(127)

= L*(f,9,\) + Adie(1 — C(u)), (128)

where L*(f,g,\) represents the Lagrangian for symmetric
non-overlapping intervals. Since Agigr(1—C'(u)) > 0, it follows
that

L(f,g.\) > L*(f, g9, \),

proving the claim.

Focusing on symmetric intervals, we define the positive
parameter 0 < a < v/D such that [, = [—2\/ﬁ+ a,a) and
I, = [~a,2v/D —a], and I, N I, = [—a, a]. Therefore, (121)
can be rewritten as

L(f,9,)) =2Q <2\/Z_a> +2 (Q (Juw) + /\u2>
(e2)-(3))

Optimizing (129) over a completes the proof of Proposition
Iv.2.

(129)

F. PROOF OF PROPOSITION IV.3

Necessary optimality condition of an encoder mapping f
for a given set of reconstruction points {01y, ...,0k)}: We
start by expanding €(D) with respect to the different intervals
defined in (31). We have

e(D)=1—Pr ((V —V)2< D) (130a)
=1- Y Pr((V—f/)2 <D\VEIV)Pr(VeIV)

V:
V{oa) 00 }

(130b)
—1-Pr ((V—V)2 <D|V€I@> Pr(V € Iy)

.....

Pr (Ve I{m), o))
o

_ Z ((V

V:vc{ﬁ(l),“.,’f)(;{)}
V=1, . K1

)2 < D|V € Iv> Pr(V € Iy)

(130c)

=1-Pr (V € I{ﬁ(l),u-:f’(K)}>

- Y P ((1/4/)2 <D|Ve IV) Pr(V € Iy)

V:VC{fz(”,...ﬁ(K)}
V|=1,....K—1

(130d)
—1-Pr(Veln, 1)

R M oL CEEE

V:VC{13(1>,...,17(K)} vely
V|=1,...,K—1
(130e)
=1-Pr (V € I{ﬁ<1)’-~~ﬂ7<1<>})
1
1 3 / o <”> (130f)
Oy Oy
VVC{iy D) vEDy
V|=1,...,K—1
2g-n—f)N\ (25— f(v)
. AZ (Q< Ow Q Ow dv7
Jio)EV
(130g)

where ¢y £ UM(] v [2(j—1),2(j)). Note that the different
sets in (130f) partition the real line, that is, they are disjoint
and their union is the real line. Substituting (130f) in (14), the
Lagrangian L(f, g, A) can be written in the form of (69) with
F(v, f) defined as

F(v, f) £
1+ Af(v)? v € I,
/\f(v)2 NS I{ﬁ(l)“”’ﬁ(K)},
- ¥ (Q(%‘f”) vely, V=1,....,K — 1.
Jio) EV
~Q(H)) 41 (02
(131)

Writing the necessary condition in (71) and setting to zero
leads to (35).

Optimal decoder function g for a given encoder mapping f:
For a given encoder mapping f, the optimal decoder can be
obtained as

—t)> > DY =y
— t)2 <D)Y = y(j))
t+vD Z5H—f(w)

o (”) ® (w> dwdy
Oy Ow

(132a)
(132b)

by = argmtin Pr((V
= arg max Pr((V

= argmax
tf\/ﬁz(j—l)_f(v)
(132¢)
t+vD
= arg max / o <U> (Q (Z(j_l) —~ f(v))
t Oy Ow
t—V/D
Z(J
-Q dv. (1324)
]



G. PROOF OF PROPOSITION V.1

Define y; £ T(f(v) + w;), w™ £

A

[wla "'awN]T’ yN =

[y1, ..., yn]T. Expanding L(f, g, \) in (9) for the MSE we have
Ls(f,9,2)
N w.
o — ) dw™d
Uav//vg < )]:[ (awi> v

v N

e fa(eyore
L fa(2) o f oM I ()

wN

(133a)

(133b)
-1 v i N
= MU/@ (U) v z;f}(j)Pr(V = 0|V = v) = Af(0)?
j=
(133c)
where 9(;) = E[V|YY = bN] =E[VIY; = bév(l), LYy =
N
bév (N)] and 0 = i];[l T . We can compute
) N
Pr (V = bV = v) =[] Pr (T (0) + Wi) = bY (9))
=1
(134a)
_ (1) O f(v)
= ];[1 Q ( - :
(134b)
for j = 1,...,2N. Substituting (134b) in (133c), we have
L(f )\)f;l/q>ﬂ %
s\J» 9, - O Ou v = K6
1)07 ()+1
H ( ) f( )) _ )\f(U)Q dv,
(135)

where for ﬁ(j) we have

L (2 )HQ(W)dv

b= 15 (136)
N o (2 )HQ(WWM)CZ r2;
for j =1,...,2". Since (135) is of the form (64) with
bN(z +1
- *UZ%) HQ (ﬂ)> (),
. (137)
i)+1
Gy, :vHQ <)f()> L i=1,...,2N, (138)

1Y O+ f(0)

Ow;

Go, = HQ(

Writing down the optimality condition in (68), we have

>,j1,...,2N. (139)

2N
L==0%" %fe (N, f(v),7) + 2\f(v)
j=1 %

2Nv-® N, f(v),j
_Z (Tf()J)

2 ry, - O(N, f(v),])
+; : 2 ey (140a)
2N ”
=Y ZON.f(v).)) ( v— ) +2Af(v)
j=1 2j T2j
(140b)

) (2v = 9¢)) + 20 f(v) =

:_Z@ N, f(v),7) 9

(140c¢)
where
N (_1)b§v(k)e gff%})j
N i) =
N bN ()41
—1)Y%
1 Q(( ki f(v)> a4
1=1,l#k w

Therefore, the optimal mapping must be in the form given by
(42).
|

H. PROOF OF PROPOSITION V.2

Necessary optimality condition of an encoder mapping f

for a given set of reconstruction points {77(1) , K)}: We
expand (D)
(D) =1-"Pr ((V —V)2 < D) (142a)

N
1 i
—1- // @(”)H@(”) dw™ dv
ooy ov/) i \Ow,
vwNifv—g(yN)[2<D =
(142b)
1 v
=1- o=
o0y Z _/ / (%)

Vive oy iony b vED wh:

H@( )ddev (142¢)
O_wl

=1

ey [e(2)

V:VC{’[}(U ..... 73(2]\])} vely,

N N(iy+1
> (HQ <(_1)bja( " ﬂv))) dv  (142d)

i EV

g(yN)ev



S
:1——
Oy

”“{%,__,,%N)}

X[

Vive{oayiony } vEDY

[V|=1,... N—1
by (i)+1
> HQ VP TON) g, (1420
jioHeV \i=1 Tw;
N

where o = H Ow,- Substituting (142e) in (9), the Lagrangian

L(f,g,\) can be written in the form of (69) with F(v, f)
defined as

F(v, f) = (143)
14+ Af(v)? v € Iy,
)\f(U)2 v EI{’}(U N)}
L+ Af(v)? vely: |V|—1 N_1.
)3 HQ(< TR <U>)
]v(J>€Vz_
(144)

Writing the necessary condition in (71) and setting to zero
yields the result in (45).

Optimal decoder function g for a given encoder mapping f:
Assume that the encoder mapping is given. Following a similar
approach to the derivation of the optimal decoder for a K -level
ADC front end, the optimal decoder at the receiver is obtained

as
t+vD
() =arg max /q><“)Pr(ylzb;y(1),...,YN:b;.V(N))dv
Ov
t—V/D
(145a)
t+vD N N,
-1 b]- (Z)Jrl
=argmax @(;) HQ ()(T—f(v) dv.
v/ =1 wi
t—vD
(145b)
|

I. PROOF OF THE DECREASING CHARACTERISTIC OF (94)
WITH RESPECT TO b

It can be easily verified from (94) that §(b) is even. In the
following, using the bounding techniques for the () function,
we show that §(b) is decreasing with respect to the absolute
value of b. We assume o2 = 1 for brevity of the presentation,
but the results are valid for any value of o2. We consider the
cases b > 1 and 0 < b < 1 separately.

e b > 1: Taking the derivative of (94) with respect to b, we

have

¥ g1(b) .
27 (Q(b) (1 — Q(b)))?

g(bh)=——2

(146)

[1]
[2]

[3]

[4]

[5]

[6]

[7]
[8]
[9]

[10]

(11]

[12]

[13]

20

where g1(0) = ®(b)(1 - 2Q(b)) — 2bQ(b)(1 — Q(b)).

It can be easily verified that § (0) = 0. It is enough to
show that g;(b) < 0 for b > 1. Using the lower bound
Q) > 1Jr%fb(b), we have

2
01 (8) < ()1~ 2Q0) — 1 5 2(0) (1~ Q)
(147)
= f:fng (1-0*—2Q(b)), (148)

which is obviously negative for b > 1.
0 < b < 1: Taking the second derivative of g;(b), we have

g1 (b) = =0(b) (b = 3)(1 = 2Q(b)) + 2b®(b)) .
(149)

Using the first two terms of the Taylor series expansion
of the @-function as a lower bound, that is, Q(b) > 1/2—
®(0)b, we can write
g1 (b) > —®(b) ((b* — 3)2®(0)b + 26®(0))
> —20®(0)®(b)(b* — 2) > 0.

(150)
(151)

Therefore, g1(b) is convex for 0 < b < 1. Noticing that
91(0) = 0, and ¢;(1) < 0, concludes that g;(b) < 0 for
all b > 0.

[ ]

REFERENCES

M. Varasteh, O. Simeone, and D. Giindiiz, “Joint source-channel coding
with One-Bit ADC front end,” IEEE Int. Sym. Inf. Theory, Jul. 2016.
R. Walden, “Analog-to-digital converter survey and analysis,” IEEE
Journal on Selected Areas in Comm., vol. 17, no. 4, pp. 539-550, Apr.
1999.

B. Murmann, “ADC performance survey,” CoRR, vol. abs/1404.7736,
1997-2014.  [Online].  Available:  http://web.stanford.edu/  mur-
mann/adcsurvey.html

S. H. Park, O. Simeone, O. Sahin, and S. S. Shitz, “Fronthaul compres-
sion for cloud radio access networks: Signal processing advances inspired
by network information theory,” IEEE Signal Processing Magazine,
vol. 31, no. 6, pp. 69-79, Nov 2014.

1. D. O’Donnell and R. W. Brodersen, “An ultra-wideband transceiver
architecture for low power, low rate, wireless systems,” IEEE Trans.
Vehicular Technology, vol. 54, no. 5, pp. 1623-1631, Sep. 2005.

J. Singh, O. Dabeer, and U. Madhow, “On the limits of communication
with low-precision analog-to-digital conversion at the receiver,” IEEE
Trans. Commun., vol. 57, no. 12, pp. 3629-3639, Dec. 2009.

T. Koch and A. Lapidoth, “At low snr, asymmetric quantizers are better,”
IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 59, no. 9, pp. 5421-5445, Sep. 2013.

S. Verdu, “Spectral efficiency in the wideband regime,” IEEE Trans. Inf.
Theory, vol. 48, no. 6, pp. 1319-1343, Jun. 2002.

S. Krone and G. Fettweis, “Fading channels with 1-bit output quantiza-
tion: Optimal modulation, ergodic capacity and outage probability,” in
Information Theory Workshop (ITW), 2010 IEEE, Aug 2010, pp. 1-5.
A. Mezghani and J. A. Nossek, “Analysis of rayleigh-fading channels
with 1-bit quantized output,” in /[EEE Int. Sym. Inf. Theory, Toronto, Jul.
2008, pp. 260-264.

A. Mezghani and J. Nossek, “On ultra-wideband MIMO systems with
1-bit quantized outputs: Performance analysis and input optimization,”
IEEE Int. Sym. Inf. Theory, pp. 1286-1289, Jun. 2007.

J. Mo and R. Heath, “Capacity analysis of one-bit quantized MIMO
systems with transmitter channel state information,” IEEE Trans. on
Signal Processing, vol. 63, no. 20, pp. 5498-5512, Oct. 2015.

H. Cui, C. Luo, C. W. Chen, and F. Wu, “Robust uncoded video
transmission over wireless fast fading channel,” in IEEE Conference on
Computer Commun., Apr. 2014.



[14] D. Liu and J. Wu, “Uncoded video transmission in multi-users networks,”
in Proc. Int’l Conf. Commun. and Networking, Aug. 2015.

F. Massé, M. V. Bussel, A. Serteyn, J. Arends, and J. Penders, “Miniatur-
ized wireless ecg monitor for real-time detection of epileptic seizures,”
ACM Trans. Embed. Comput. Syst., vol. 12, no. 4, pp. 102:1-102:21,
2013.

M. Condoluci, G. Araniti, T. Mahmoodi, and M. Dohler, “Enabling the
iot machine age with 5g: Machine-type multicast services for innovative
real-time applications,” IEEE Access, vol. 4, pp. 5555-5569, 2016.

W. K. Hsieh, W. H. Hsieh, J. L. Chen, and C. Y. Lin, “Self-configuration
and smart binding control on iot applications,” in Int’l Conf. Advanced
Commun. Technology (ICACT), Jan. 2016.

T. J. Goblick, “Theoretical limitations on the transmission of data from
analog sources,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 11, no. 11, pp. 558-567,
Nov. 1965.

Y. Polyanskiy, H. V. Poor, and S. Verdu, “Channel coding rate in the
finite blocklength regime,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 56, no. 5, pp.
2307-2359, May 2010.

V. Kostina and S. Verdu, “Fixed-length lossy compression in the finite
blocklength regime,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 58, no. 6, pp. 3309—
3338, Jun. 2012.

M. Gastpar, B. Rimoldi, and M. Vetterli, “To code, or not to code:
Lossy source-channel communication revisited,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory,
vol. 49, no. 5, pp. 1147-1158, May 2003.

C. Shannon, “Communication in the presence of noise,” Proceedings of
the IEEE, vol. 86, no. 2, pp. 447-457, Feb 1998.

V. A. Kotel’nikov, The Theory of Optimum Noise Immunity. New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1959.

A. Fuldseth and T. A. Ramstad, “Bandwidth compression for continuous
amplitude channels based on vector approximation to a continuous subset
of the source signal space,” in IEEE Int. Conf. Acoustics, Speech, and
Signal Processing, vol. 4, Apr 1997, pp. 3093-3096 vol.4.

S. Y. Chung, “On the construction of some capacity approaching coding
schemes,” Ph.D. dissertation, Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
2000.

V. A. Vaishampayan and S. I. R. Costa, “Curves on a sphere, shift-
map dynamics, and error control for continuous alphabet sources,” IEEE
Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 49, no. 7, pp. 1658-1672, Jul. 2003.

T. A. Ramstad, “Shannon mappings for robust communication,” Telek-
tronikk, vol. 98, no. 1, pp. 114-128, 2002.

F. Hekland, P. Floor, and T. Ramstad, “Shannon-Kotel’nikov mappings
in joint source-channel coding,” IEEE Trans. Commun., vol. 57, no. 1,
pp. 94-105, Jan. 2009.

P. A. Floor, T. A. Ramstad, and N. Wernersson, “Power constrained
channel optimized vector quantizers used for bandwidth expansion,” in
Int. Sym. Wireless Commun. Systems, Oct. 2007, pp. 667-671.

J. Karlsson and M. Skoglund, “Optimized low-delay source-channel-
relay mappings,” IEEE Trans. Commun., vol. 58, no. 5, pp. 1397-1404,
May 2010.

E. Akyol, K. B. Viswanatha, K. Rose, and T. A. Ramstad, “On zero-
delay source-channel coding,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 60, no. 12,
pp. 7473-7489, Dec. 2014.

M. Varasteh, B. Rassouli, O. Simeone, and D. Giindiiz, “Zero-delay joint
source-channel coding with a 1-bit ADC front end and receiver side
information,” in IEEE Inf. Theory Workshop (ITW), Cambridge, UK, Sep.
2016.

T. M. Cover and J. A. Thomas, Elements of Information Theory. Wiley-
Interscience, 2006.

S. Gadkari and K. Rose, “Robust vector quantizer design by noisy
channel relaxation,” IEEE Trans. Commun., vol. 47, no. 8, pp. 1113—
1116, Aug. 1999.

D. Luenberger, Optimization by Vector Space Methods. New York: John
Wiley & Sons, Inc, 1969.

H. Royden and P. Fitzpatrick, Real Analysis.

[15]

[16]

(17]

(18]

(19]

[20]

[21]

[22]
[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

(28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36] Pearson, 2010.

Morteza Varasteh [S’13] received the B.S. degree in electrical and electronics
engineering from Tabriz University, Tabriz, Iran, in 2009, and the M.S. degree
in communication systems engineering from Sharif University of Technology,
Tehran, Iran, in 2011, and the Ph.D. degree in communications from Imperial
College London, London, UK, in 2016. He is currently a postdoctoral research
associate in the Communications and Signal Processing group at Imperial

21

College London. His research interests are in the general areas of information
theory, wireless communications, and optimization theory.

Borzoo Rassouli [S’13] received his M.Sc. degree in communication systems
engineering from University of Tehran, Iran, in 2012, and Ph.D. degree from
Imperial College London in 2016. He is currently a postdoctoral researcher
in the Intelligent Systems and Networks Group at Imperial College. His
research interests are in the general areas of information theory, wireless
communications, and detection and estimation theory.

Osvaldo Simeone [SM’14] is a Professor of Information Engineering with
the Department of Informatics at King’s College London. He received an
M.Sc. degree (with honors) and a Ph.D. degree in information engineering
from Politecnico di Milano, Milan, Italy, in 2001 and 2005, respectively. He
was previously a Professor affiliated with the Center for Wireless Informa-
tion Processing (CWiP) at the New Jersey Institute of Technology (NJIT).
His research interests include wireless communications, information theory,
optimization and machine learning. Dr Simeone is a co-recipient of the 2017
JCN Best Paper Award, the 2015 IEEE Communication Society Best Tutorial
Paper Award and of the Best Paper Awards of IEEE SPAWC 2007 and IEEE
WRECOM 2007. He was awarded a Consolidator grant by the European
Research Council (ERC) in 2016. His research has been supported by the
U.S. NSF, the ERC, the Vienna Science and Technology Fund, as well by a
number of industrial collaborations. Dr Simeone is a co-author of a monograph,
an edited book published by Cambridge University Press and more than one
hundred research journal papers. He is currently a Distinguished Lecturer of
the Information Theory Society and a member of the Signal Processing for
Communications and Networking Technical Committee. He is a Fellow of the
IEEE.

Deniz Giindiiz [S’03-M’08-SM’13] received the B.S. degree in electrical
and electronics engineering from METU, Turkey in 2002, and the M.S. and
Ph.D. degrees in electrical engineering from NYU Polytechnic School of
Engineering in 2004 and 2007, respectively. After his PhD, he served as a
postdoctoral research associate at Princeton University, and as a consulting
assistant professor at Stanford University. He was a research associate at CTTC
in Barcelona, Spain until September 2012, when he joined the Electrical and
Electronic Engineering Department of Imperial College London, UK, where
he is currently a Reader in information theory and communications.

His research interests lie in the areas of communications and information
theory with special emphasis on wireless networks, Iioin} source-channel
coding, and privacy in cyber-physical systems. Dr. GAanAiz is an Editor
of the IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON COMMUNICATIONS, and the IEEE
TRANSACTIONS ON GREEN COMMUNICATIONS AND NETWORK-
ING. He is the recipient of a Starting Grant of the European Research Council
(ERC) in 2016, IEEE Communications Society Best Young Researcher Award
for the Europe, Middle East, and Africa Region in 2014, Best Paper Award
at the 2016 IEEE Wireless Communications and Networking Conference
(WCNC), and the Best Student Paper Award at the 2007 IEEE International
Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT). He served as the General Co-chair
of the 2016 IEEE Information Theory Workshop, and a Co-chair of the PHY
and Fundamentals Track of the 2017 IEEE Wireless Communications and
Networking Conference.



