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Abstract

Modern communication receiver architectures center ataligital signal processing (DSP), with
the bulk of the receiver processing being performed on aligignals obtained after analog-to-digital
conversion (ADC). In this paper, we explore Shannon-th@operformance limits when ADC precision
is drastically reduced, from typical values &f12 bits used in current communication transceivers, to
1-3 bits. The goal is to obtain insight on whether DSP-centamsceiver architectures are feasible as
communication bandwidths scale up, recognizing that Ipiggtision ADC at high sampling rates is
either unavailable, or too costly or power-hungry. Speaifjc we evaluate the communication limits
imposed by low-precision ADC for the ideal real discretadiAdditive White Gaussian Noise (AWGN)
channel, under an average power constraint on the inputafr&DC with K quantization bins (i.e., a
precision oflog, K bits), we show that the Shannon capacity is achievable bgaete input distribution
with at most K + 1 mass points. FoR-bin (1-bit) symmetric ADC, this result is tightened to show
that binary antipodal signaling is optimum for any sigraAbise ratio $NR). For multi-bit ADC, the
capacity is computed numerically, and the results obtaaredused to make the following encouraging
observations regarding system design with low-precisi@CA (a) even at moderately highNR of
up to 20 dB, 2-3 bit quantization results in only0-20% reduction of spectral efficiency, which is
acceptable for large communication bandwidths, (b) stahdguiprobable pulse amplitude modulation
with ADC thresholds set to implement maximum likelihood dhaecisions is asymptotically optimum

at highSNR, and works well at low to moderat&N\Rs as well.
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. INTRODUCTION

Digital signal processing (DSP) forms the core of moderntaligcommunication receiver
implementations, with the analog baseband signal beingected to digital form using Analog-
to-Digital Converters (ADCs) which typically have 8-12 dibf precision. Operations such
as synchronization, equalization and demodulation ara gerformed in the digital domain,
greatly enhancing the flexibility available to the desigriére continuing exponential advances
in digital electronics, often summarized by Moore’s “lawl][ imply that integrated circuit
implementations of such DSP-centric architectures canxpeated to continue scaling up in
speed and down in cost. However, as the bandwidth of a conuatiom system increases,
accurate conversion of the analog received signal intotadigorm requires high-precision,
high-speed ADC, which is costly and power-hundry [2]. Onagilole approach for designing
such high-speed systems is to drastically reduce the nuwibbits of ADC precision (e.g.,
to 1-3 bits) as sampling rates scale up. Such a design chasesignificant implications
for all aspects of receiver design, including carrier amdirig synchronization, equalization,
demodulation and decoding. However, before embarking orrapeehensive rethinking of
the communication system design, it is important to undecstthe fundamental limits on
communication performance imposed by low-precision ADCthis paper, we take a first step in
this direction, investigating the Shannon-theoretic genfance limits for the following idealized
model: linear modulation over a real baseband Additive Wiaussian Noise (AWGN) channel
with symbol rate Nyquist samples quantized by a low-precidhDC. This induces a discrete-
time memoryles;AWGN-Quantized Outputhannel, which is depicted in Figuté 1. Under an
averagepower constraint on the input power, we obtain the followmiagults

1) For aK-level (i.e.,log, K bits) output quantizer, we prove that the input distribotieeed

not have any more thai’ + 1 mass points to achieve the channel capacity. (Numerical
computation of optimal input distributions reveals tiatmass points are sufficient.) An
intermediate result of interest is that, when the AWGN clehmutput is quantized with
finite-precision, an average power constraint leads to giicithpeak power constraint, in

the sense that an optimal input distribution must now hawsted support.
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Fig. 1. Y = Q(X + N) : The AWGN-Quantized Ouputhannel induced by the output quantiz@r

2)

3)

4)

5)

For 1-bit symmetric quantization, the preceding result can gleténed to show that binary
antipodal signaling is optimal for any signal-to-noisaagdtNR).

For multi-bit quantizers, tight upper bounds on capaaity obtained using a dual formula-
tion of the capacity problem. Near-optimal input distribat that approach these bounds
are computed using the cutting-plane algorithml [31].

While the preceding results optimize the input distiidmifor a fixed quantizer, comparison
with an unquantized system requires an optimization overctioice of the quantizer as
well. We numerically obtain optimal-bit and 3-bit symmetric quantizers.

From our numerical results, we infer that low-precisioD@ incurs a relatively small
loss in spectral efficiency compared to unquantized obtensa For example2-bit ADC
achieves95% of the spectral efficiency attained with unquantized obetions at0 dB
SNR. Even at a moderately highNR of 20 dB, 3-bit ADC achieves’5% of the spectral
efficiency attained with unquantized observations. Thiicates that DSP-centric design
based on low-precision ADC is indeed attractive as comnatinio bandwidths scale up,
since the small loss in spectral efficiency should be acbépta this regime. Further-
more, we also observe that a “sensible” choice of standanipeapable pulse amplitude
modulated (PAM) input with ADC thresholds set to implemergdimum likelihood (ML)
hard decisions achieves performance which is quite clogaabobtained by numerical

optimization of the quantizer and input distribution.

Related Work

For a Discrete Memoryless Channel (DMC), Gallager first sfebwhat the number of input

points with nonzero probability mass need not exceed thdirality of the output[[3, p. 96,
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Corollary 3]. In our setting, the input alphabet is not a pridiscrete, and there is a power
constraint, so that the result inl[3] does not apply. Our kesult on the achievability of the
capacity by a discrete input is actually an extension of alred Witsenhausen in_[4], where
Dubins’ theorem[[5] was used to show that the capacity of acfdie-time, memoryless and
stationary) channel witk” output levels, under peak powerconstraint is achievable by a discrete
input with at mostK points. The key to our proof is to show that under output gaation,
an average power constraint implies an implicit peak povegistraint, after which we can use

Dubins’ theorem in a manner similar to the developmentin [4]

Prior work on the effect of reduced ADC precision on chanregpacity with fixed input
distribution includes [6], [7], [8]. However, other than our own prelirany results reported in
[9], [1Q], we are not aware of a Shannon-theoretic invesiigawith low-precision ADC that

includes optimization of the input distribution.

While we are interested in fundamental limits here, a stnovggivation for this work comes
from emergent applications in high-bandwidth, multiGigatnlicensed wireless communication
systems using Ultrawideband (UWB) communication in 3A) GHz band[[11], and millimeter
wave communication in thé0 GHz band [[12]. Indeed, there has been prior exploration ef th
impact of low-precision ADC in the specific context of UWB sy®s. Low power transceiver
architectures for UWB systems have been proposed_in [L3], [The performance of UWB
receivers using-bit ADC has been analyzed ih [15], including the use of dithed oversam-
pling. The effect of ADC precision on UWB performance is ddesed in [16]. Decomposition
of the UWB signal into parallel frequency channels in orderdlax ADC speed requirements
is considered in[[17],[[18]. Demodulation and interfererszgpression techniques for UWB

communication using-bit ADC have been proposed in [19].

Given the encouraging results here, it becomes importaxytore the impact of low-precision
ADC on receiver tasks such as synchronization and equializavhich we have ignored in our
idealized model (essentially assuming that these tasksdmwehow already been accomplished).
Related work on estimation using low-precision samplestvinnay be relevant for this purpose
includes the use of dither for signal reconstruction [2@Ml][ [22], frequency estimation using
1-bit ADC [23], [24], choice of quantization threshold foigsial amplitude estimation [25], and
signal parameter estimation usitepit dithered quantizatior [26]| [27].
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Organization of the Paper

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. FWéGN-Quantized Outpuwthannel model is
described in the next section. In Sectlod Ill, we show thestexice of an implicit peak power
constraint, and use it to prove that the capacity is achlevap a discrete input distribution.
Section[V presents capacity computations, including ithxzblsed upper bounds on capacity.

Quantizer optimization is considered in Sectioh V, follaley the conclusions in SectignIVI.

1. CHANNEL MODEL

We consider linear modulation over a real AWGN channel, vgigmbol rate Nyquist sam-
ples quantized by d-bin (or K-level) quantizerQ. This induces the following discrete-time
memorylessAWGN-Quantized OutpyAWGN-QO) channel

Y=Q(X+N) . 1)

Here X € R is the channel input with cumulative distribution functiéiiz), Y € {y1, - ,yx}

is the (discrete) channel output, andis A(0,c?) (the Gaussian random variable with mean
and variancer?). Q maps the real valued inp + N to one of theK bins, producing a discrete
outputY’. In this work, we only consider quantizers for which eachisian interval of the real
line. The quantizeQ with K bins is therefore characterized by the set of #5— 1) thresholds
q:=[q. ¢ .qx—1] € RE7!, such that—oco := gy < q1 < g2 < -+ < qx—1 < g = 0. The
outputY is assigned the valug when the quantizer inputX + V) falls in thei bin, which

is given by the intervalg;_1, ¢;]. The resulting transition probability functions are

Wi(z) = P(Y = y|X = 2) = Q <q"‘10_ x) —Q (q" _ x)  1<i<K, )

o

where@(z) denotes the complementary Gaussian distribution function

Q) = \/% / " exp(—2/2)dt .

The Probability Mass Function (PMF) of the outgut corresponding to the input distribution
Fis

R(y;; F) = /_OO Wi(x)dF(z), 1<i<K, 3)
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and the input-output mutual informatiai{ X ; Y), expressed explicitly as a function &f is

1) = [ S witon g e @

R(y;; F)
Under an average power constraifiton the channel input (i.eE[X?] < P), we wish to
compute the capacity of the channiél (1), which is given by

C =sup I(F), )
FeF

where F is the set of all distributions ofR that satisfy the average power constraint, i.e.,

F= {F : /_OO 2?dF(z) < P} : (6)

o0

[1l. DISCRETEINPUT DISTRIBUTION ACHIEVES CAPACITY

We first employ the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) optimality atition to show that, even
though we have not imposed an explicit peak power constairthe input, it is automatically
induced by the average power constraint. Specifically, amap input distribution must have a
bounded support set. This is then used to show that the ¢gpseichievable by a discrete input
distribution with at mostK” + 1 mass points. Note that our result does not, however, guegant

that the capacity is achieved byuaiqueinput distribution.

A. An Implicit Peak Power Constraint

Using convex optimization principles, the following nesasy and sufficient KKT optimality
condition can be derived for our problem, in a manner sinidathe development in_[29], [30].

An input distribution /" is optimal for [3)if and only ifthere exists ay > 0 such that

fj Wila)log 20 (P — o) < I(F) (7)
Py R(y: F) B
for all z, with equality if x is in the support ofF’ H where the transition probability functions
W;(x), and the output PMRR(y;; F') are as specified inl2) andl (3), respectively.
The first term on the left hand side of the KKT condition is thellkack-Leibler divergence

(or the relative entropy)D (W (-|z)||R(+; F)), between the transition and the output distributions.

The logarithm is basé throughout the paper, so the mutual information is measimésits.

*The support ofF (or the set of increase points &f) is the setSx (F) = {z: F(z +¢) — F(z —€) >0, Ve > 0}.
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For convenience, let us denote it Byr; F'). We first study the behavior of this function in the
limit as x — oo.

Lemma 1:For the AWGN-QO channel]1) with input distributidn, the divergence function
d(x; F) satisfies the following properties
(a)li_)rn d(xz; F) = —log R(yk; F).
(b)zTF]Oere exists a finite constadt, such thatv = > Ao, d(z; F)) < —log R(yx; F).

Proof: We have

=D Wilz)log(Wi(z)) = > Wi(x) log(R(ys; F)) -

i=1 i=1

For any finite noise variance?, asz — oo, the conditional PMAV;(x) tends to the unit
mass at = K. This observation, combined with the fact that the entropw dinite alphabet
random variable is a continuous function of its probabiléw, gives

lim d(z; F)) = 0 = log(R(yx; F')) = —log(R(yx; F)) -

T—00

To prove part (b), we pick4, to be such thatV;(Ay) < R(y;; F) for i = {1,2,..., K — 1},
and also thatiWx(Ay) > R(yk;F). Such anA, always exists because far > ¢x_4, the
transition probabilitiesiV;(z) — 0 and are strictly monotone decreasing functionszofor
i=A1,..,K — 1}, while Wk(x) — 1 and is a strictly monotone increasing functionaofthe
strict monotonicity is easy to see by evaluating the dexieatof the transition probabilities).

With such a choice ofdy, we get that forz > A,

dlas F) = 3 Wi(o) o
L@Q((x)
R(@/K; F)

< Wi (z)log < —log(R(yx; F)).

Using Lemmal, we now prove the main result of this subsection.
Proposition 1: For the average power constrained AWGN-QO charldel (1), amapinput

distribution must have bounded support.
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Proof: Let us assume that the input distributidft achievesH the capacity in[(5), i.e.,
I(F*) = C. Letv* > 0 denote a corresponding optimal Lagrange parameter, saht@adKT
condition is satisfied. In other words, with= ~*, and, F' = F*, (@) must be satisfied with an
equality at every point in the support @f*. We exploit this necessary condition next to show
that the support of™ is upper bounded. Specifically, we prove that there existsii ftonstant
As™ such that it is not possible to attain equality [ih (7) for any A,*.

Using Lemmal, we first |etxh_>rilo d(x; F*) = —log(R(yk; F*)) = L, and also assume that
there exists a finite constan, such thatv x > Ao, d(z; F'*) < L.

We consider two possible cases.

. Case 1y* > 0.

If C' > L+ ~*P, then pickA,™ = A,.

Else pickAy* > max{Ag, /(L +v*P — C)/y*}.

In either situation, forr > A,*, we getd(x; F*) < L, and,v*2> > L +~v*P — C.

This gives
d(z; F*) +y*(P —2*) < L+~*P — (L+~*P - C) = C.

. Case 2y* =0.
Putting~* = 0 in the KKT condition [7), we get

W() <C, V.

Thus,
L = lim d(z; F*) < C.

T—r00

Picking A, = Ay, we therefore have that far > A,*
d(x; F*) + (P — 2*) = d(x; F*) < L.
= d(z; F*) + v*(P — 2°) < C.
Combining the two cases, we have shown that the support ofligtgbution F* has a finite

upper boundA,*. Using similar arguments, it can easily be shown that thesupf F* has a

finite lower boundA;* as well, which implies that™ has a bounded support. |

3That there exists an input which achieves the supremurliis(Shown in Appendix I.
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B. Achievability of Capacity by a Discrete Input

In [4], Witsenhausen considered a stationary discrete-tnemoryless channel, with a contin-
uous inputX taking values on the compact intervVal, A;| C R, and a discrete outpuf of finite
cardinality K. It was shown that if the channel transition probability dtians are continuous
(i.e., W;(x) is continuous inz, for eachi = 1,--- | K), then the capacity is achievable by a
discrete input distribution with at mo#f mass points. As stated in Theordnbelow (proved in
Appendix I1), this result can be extended to show that, ibdditionalaverage power constraint
is imposed on the input, the capacity is then achievable bigaeate input with at mosik’ + 1
mass points.

Theorem 1:Consider a stationary discrete-time memoryless chanrtél avcontinuous input
X that takes values in the bounded inter\d, A,|, and a discrete outpdft € {y1,y2, - - , Yy }-
Let the channel transition probability functidi;(z) = P(Y = y;|X = z) be continuous inc
for eachi, wherel < i < K. The capacity of this channel, under an average power @nstr
on the input, is achievable by a discrete input distributotih at most/K + 1 mass points.

Proof: See Appendix Il. |

Theoreml, coupled with the implicit peak power constraint derivedhie previous subsection
(Proposition1), gives us the following result.

Proposition 2: The capacity of the average power constrained AWGN-QO aflal) is
achievable by a discrete input distribution with at mést+ 1 points of support.

Proof: Using notation from the last subsection, IEt be an optimal distribution for{5),
with the support ofF™ being contained in the bounded interval,*, A,*]. Define 7, to be
the set of all average power constrained distributibheshose supporfSx (F') is contained in
(A", Ay7l, e,

Fi={FeF: :5F)C[A" AS]} (8)

where F is the set of all average power constrained distribution®pas defined in[{6). Note
that F* € F, C F. Consider the maximization of the mutual informatibfX;Y") over the set
Fi

€1 = max I(F). 9)

Since the transition probability functions inl (2) are cantus inz, Theoreml implies that a

discrete distribution with at mosk + 1 mass points achieves the maximur in (@). Denote
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such a distribution by¥;. However, sincel™ achieves the maximur@' in () and F* € Fy, it
must also achieve the maximum i (9). This implies that= C, and thatF} is optimal for

(®), thus completing the proof. [ |

C. Symmetric Inputs for Symmetric Quantization

For our numerical capacity computations ahead, we assuate¢hth quantize employed in
(@) is symmetric, i.e., its threshold vectg@iis symmetric about the origin. Given the symmetric
nature of the AWGN noise and the power constraint, it seemostively plausible that restriction
to symmetric quantizers should not be suboptimal from thatpaf view of optimizing over the
guantizer choice in[{1), although a proof of this conjecthes eluded us. However, once we
assume that the quantizer [d (1) is symmetric, we can résttiention to only symmetric input
distributions without loss of optimality, as stated in tledldwing lemma.

Lemma 2:If the quantizer in[{l) is symmetric, then, without loss oftiomlity, we can
consider only symmetric input distributions (i.é/(z) = 1 — F(—x),V = € R) for the capacity
computation in[(b).

Proof: Suppose we are given an input distributiéi{x) that is not necessarily symmetric.

Consider now the following symmetric mixture distribution

() = F(x)+ 12— F(—x)
This mixture can be achieved by choosing distributiofx) or 1 — F'(—x) with probability 1,/2
each. If we usel'(z) in place of F(z), the conditional entropy? (Y| X) remains unchanged
due the symmetric nature of the noi8eand the quantizer. However, the output entrdpy)”)
changes as follows. Suppose that, whefx) is used, the PMF oY is a = [a4, ..., aps]. Then
underl — F(—z) it is @ = [y, ..., a1]. Hence undetd(z), the outputy” has the mixture PMF

a = 1(a +a). Since entropy is a concave function of the PMF,

HY)|, . N H
2

HY)|y > (Y;‘W‘ =HY)|, ..

It follows that under the symmetric distributiofi(z), I(X;Y) = H(Y) — H(Y|X) is greater
than that undef#'(x), which proves the desired result. ]
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IV. CAPACITY COMPUTATION

We now consider capacity computation for the AWGN-QO chanfve first provide an explicit
capacity formula for the extreme scenario Bbit symmetric quantization, and then discuss

numerical computations for multi-bit quantization.

A. 1-bit Symmetric Quantization : Binary Antipodal Signalirg@ptimal

With 1-bit symmetric quantization, the channel is
Y =sign(X + N). (10)

Proposition2 (section[1lI-B) guarantees that the capacity of this chanseachievable by a
discrete input distribution with at mo8tpoints. This result is further tightened by the following
theorem that shows the optimality of binary antipodal slimggafor all SNRs.

Theorem 2:For the 1-bit symmetric quantized channel model](10), the capasitgahieved

by binary antipodal signaling and is given by

0:1—h<Q<\/SN—R>), SNR=

o2’

whereh(p) is the binary entropy function

h(p) = —plog(p) — (1 —p)log(l —p), 0<p<1.

Proof: SinceY is binary it is easy to see that

som-2 b (o(2))]

whereE denotes the expectation operator. Therefore

== (o(3)]

which we wish to maximize over all input distributions sitisg E[X?] < P. Since the quantizer
IS symmetric, we can restrict attention to symmetric ingatributions without loss of optimality
(cf. Lemma2). On doing so, we obtain that the PMF of the outpuis also symmetric (since

the quantizer and the noise distribution are already symeheTherefore,H(Y) = 1 bit, and

c=1- mn 2 [n((3))]-
X symmetric o
E[X2]<P

we obtain
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Sinceh(Q(z)) is an even function, we get that

s -2 o(2))] -2 (o (21)]

In Appendix Ill, we show that the functioh(Q(,/y)) is convex iny. Thus, Jensen’s inequality
[32] implies that
H(Y|X) > h <Q <\/SNR>>

with equality iff X? = P. Coupled with the symmetry condition o¥, this implies that binary

antipodal signaling achieves capacity and the capacity is

0:1—h<Q<\/SN—R>>.

B. Multi-Bit Quantization

We now considerik -level quantization, wherdd > 2. It appears unlikely that closed form
expressions for optimal input and capacity can be obtaidad,to the complicated expression
for mutual information. We therefore resort to the cuttiigne algorithm[[31, Sec IV-A] to
generate optimal inputs numerically. For channels withtiomous input alphabets, the cutting-
plane algorithm can, in general, be used to generate neptimal discrete input distributions.
It is therefore well matched to our problem, for which we attg know that the capacity is
achievable by a discrete input distribution. It is worth ti@mng that discretized Blahut-Arimoto
type algorithms to compute the capacity of infinite inputténfinfinite)-output channels have
earlier been reported in [43], although they do not incoap®@n average power constraint on
the input.

We fix the noise variance® = 1, and vary the poweP to obtain capacity at differer&NRs.
To apply the cutting-plane algorithm, we take a fine quadtidéscrete grid on the interval
[~10v/P,10+/P], and optimize the input distribution over this grid. NotettHProposition1
(SectionI-A) tells us that an optimal input distributidor our problem must have a bounded
support, but it does not give explicit values that we can usectly in our simulations. However,
on employing the cutting-plane algorithm over the inter\al0v/P, 10v/P], we find that the
resulting input distributions have support sets well witthis interval. Moreover, increasing the

interval length further does not change these results.
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The input distributions generated by the cutting-plan@idlgm are shown in our numerical
results. We find that these distributions have support gelirality less thank’ + 1 as predicted
by Propositior2. The optimality of these distributions can further be vedfby comparing the
mutual information they achieve with easily computabldtigpper bounds on the capacity. The
computation of these upper bounds is discussed next.

1) Duality-Based Upper Bound on Channel Capacily:the dual formulation of the channel
capacity problem, we focus on the distribution of the chamm#put, rather than that of the
input. Specifically, assume a channel with input alphabettransition lawWW (y|z), and an
average power constraifit. Then, for every choice of the output distributidiy), we have the

following upper bound on the channel capadity

C' < U(R) = minsup[D(W (-|)||R()) + (P — 2] , (11)

720 zex
where~ is a Lagrange parameter, adt W (-|z)||R(-)) is the divergence between the transition
and output distributions. While [33] provides this bound #o Discrete Memoryless Channel
(DMC), its extension to continuous alphabet channels han lestablished in[34]/ [35]. A
detailed perspective on the use of duality-based upperdsooan be found in [36].

For an arbitrary choice oR(y), the bound[(Il1) might be quite loose. Therefore, to obtain a
tight upper bound, we may need to evaluatd (11) for a largebeunrof output distributions and
pick the minimum of the resulting upper bounds. This couldtddious in general, especially
if the output alphabet is continuous. However, for the clehnmodel we consider, the output
alphabet is discrete with small cardinality. For exampbe, 2-bit quantization, the space of all
output distributions is characterized by a set of fiparameters in the intervéd, 1). This makes
the dual formulation attractive, since we can easily obtaitight upper bound on capacity by
evaluating the upper bound ih{11) for different choiceshase parameters.

Next, we discuss computation of the upper bound (11) for aublem, for a fixed output
distribution R(y).

Computation of the Upper BoundFor convenience, we denotdx) = D(W(-|z)||R(-)),
andg(z,v) = d(z) +~v(P — z?), so that we need to compu@yezig 22}89(1’, 7). Consider first the
maximization over, for a fixed~. Although the input alphabet’ is the real lineR, from a prac-

tical standpoint, we can restrict attention to a boundedriat [V/;, M,] while performing this

maximization This is justified as follows. From Lemrhawe know thatlim d(z) = log Run)
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The saturating nature @f(z), coupled with the non-increasing naturexdf” — x?), implies that
for all practical purposes, the search for the supremund(of + ~(P — 2?) over z can be
restricted tor < M,, where ), is large enough to ensure that the differender) — log %|
is negligible forz > Ms. In our simulations, we také/, = qx_1+ 50, wheregx_; is the largest
quantizer threshold, and? is the noise variance. This choice 8f, ensures that for > M,,
the conditional PMBV;(x) is nearly the same as the unit mass at K, which consequently
makes the difference betweel(r) and log R( negllglble forx > M,, as desired. Similarly,
the search for the supremum overcan also be restricted to > M, = ¢ — 50, whereq; is
the smallest quantizer threshold. Note that if the quantinel the output distributio®(y) are
picked to be symmetric, then the functigfi, v) is also symmetric in:, so that we can further
restrict attention td0, M|.

We now need to compuﬁ?;g xefzﬁaﬁ {g(z,~)}. To do this, we quantize the interval/,, M|
to generate a fine griflz, zo, - - - , 27}, and approximate the maximization ovee [M;, M| as
a maximization over this quantized grid. This reduces themaation of the upper bound to com-
puting the functiorr%ig max g(z;, 7). Denotingr;(v) := g(x;,7), this becomesmm n max ri(y)-
Hence, we are left with the task of minimizing (ovey the maximum value of a finite set of
functions of~, which in turn can be done directly using the standard Matitedh frminimaz.
Moreover, we note that the function being minimized oyer.e. m(y) := max r;(7y), is convex
in . This follows from the observation that each of the funcsiofty) = d(x;) + (P — z;%) is
convex inv (in fact, affine iny), so that their pointwise maximum is also convexyifi37, pp.

81]. The convexity ofn(vy) guarantees thatminimax provides us the global minimum over

2) Numerical ResultsWe now compare numerical results obtained using the cupiage
algorithm with capacity upper bounds obtained using theguig dual formulation. We fix the
choice of quantizer t@-bit symmetric quantization, in which case the quantizerhiaracterized
by a single parameter, with the quantizer thresholds beidg-¢, 0, ¢} . The results depicted in

this section are for the particular quantizer chaojce 2.

The input distributions generated by the cutting-planeo@iigm at variousSNRs (setting
o? = 1) are shown in Figurgl2, and the mutual information achiewedhem is given in Table
[ As predicted by Proposition (sectior IlI-B), the support set of the input distributiat €ach
SNR) has cardinality< 5.

DRAFT



15

0dB 10dB

1 0.5 0.5
w
=
a

0.4 0.4

0.3 0.3

0.2 0.2

0.1 0.1

Fig. 2. Probability Mass Function of the optimal input geated by the cutting-plane algorithm at varidbiRs, for the 2-bit

symmetric quantizer with thresholds-2, 0, 2}.

SNR(dB) -5 0 5 10 15 20
Upper Bound| 0.1631 | 0.4055 | 0.8669 | 1.3859 | 1.5127 | 1.5146
MI 0.1547 | 0.4046 | 0.8668 | 1.3792 | 1.4838 | 1.4839
TABLE |

DUALITY-BASED UPPER BOUNDS ON CHANNEL CAPACITY COMPARED WITH THE MUTAL INFORMATION (MI) ACHIEVED
BY THE DISTRIBUTIONS GENERATED USING THE CUTTINGPLANE ALGORITHM.

For upper bound computations, we evaluaté (11) for diffesgmmetric output distributions.
For 2-bit quantization, the set of symmetric outputs is charé&dd by just one parameter
a € (0,0.5), with the probability distribution on the output beif.5 — a, o, v, 0.5 — a}. We
vary o over a fine discrete grid ofD, 0.5), and compute the upper bound for each valuevof
The least upper bound achieved thus, at a number of diff&féRs, is shown in Tablé |

From the results, we see that the input distributions géeéray the cutting-plane algorithm
are nearly optimal, since they nearly achieve the capagpeubound at ever§NR. It is also
insightful to look at the KKT condition for these input dibttions. For instance, consider an
SNR of 5 dB, for which the input distribution generated by the cugtplane algorithm has
support sef{ —2.86, —0.52,0.52,2.86} and achieves a mutual information @B668 bits. Figure
plots the functiory(z,~) (i.e., the left hand side of the KKT conditiofl (7)) for thispint,
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Fig. 3. KKT condition confirms the optimality of the input tfibution generated by the cutting-plane algorithm.

with v = 0.1530. We see thay(x, ) equals the mutual information at points in the support set
of the input distribution, and is less than the mutual infation everywhere else. The sufficient
nature of the KKT condition therefore confirms the optimalif this input distribution. Note

that we show the plot for > 0 only becausey(z,~) is symmetric inz.

V. OPTIMIZATION OVER QUANTIZER

Till now, we have addressed the problem of capacity comjutatith afixedoutput quantizer.
The cutting-plane algorithm can be used to do this companatin this section, we consider
quantizer optimization, and numerically obtain optirdabit and 3-bit symmetric quantizers.

A Simple Benchmarkwhile an optimal quantizer, along with a corresponding rogti input
distribution, provides the absolute communication linfdisour model, we do not have a simple
analytical characterization of their dependenceSdiR. From a system designer’s perspective,
therefore, it is of interest to also examine suboptimal cbsithat are easy to adapt as a
function of SNR, as long as the penalty relative to the optimal solution i$ excessive.
Specifically, we take the following input and quantizer gairoe ourbenchmarkstrategy : for
a K-level quantizer, consider equiprobable, equispa&eBAM (Pulse Amplitude Modulation),
with quantizer thresholds chosen to be the mid-points ofrtpat mass point locations. That is,

the quantizer levels correspond to the ML hard decision Hatias. Both the input mass points
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and the quantizer thresholds have a simple, well-definedrategnce osNR, and can therefore
be adapted easily at the receiver based on the meaSRdAn explicit expression for the
mutual information of our benchmark scheme is easy to coenpMe can also obtain insight
from the following lower bound on the mutual information, iah is a direct consequence of

Fano’s inequality([32, pp. 37].
Hyp(X|Y) < h(P,) + P.log, (K — 1)
= Ip(X;Y) > log, (K) — h(P.) — P.log, (K — 1) ,

where h(-) is the binary entropy function, and the subscriptdenotes the benchmark choice.

The probability of errorP, with the ML decisions is

K—-1 3 SNR
P, =2 ( K ) C? ( I(z'—:1> ’

where(-) is the complementary Gaussian distribution function.

It is evident that aSNR — oo, P. — 0, so that/z(X;Y) — log,(K) bits. This implies that
the uniform PAM input with mid-point quantizer thresholdsnear-optimal at higltsNR. The
issue to investigate therefore is how much gain an optimahtiger and input pair provides
over this benchmark at low to modere&88R. Note that, forl-bit symmetric quantization, the
benchmark input corresponds to binary antipodal sigr@gllmhich has already been shown to
be optimal for allSNRs.

As before, we set the noise variangg= 1 for convenience. Of course, the results are scale-
invariant, in the sense that if both and o2 are scaled by the same factér(thus keeping the
SNR unchanged), then there is an equivalent quantizer (olatadyescaling the thresholds by

V/R) that gives identical performance.

NUMERICAL RESULTS

A. 2-Bit Symmetric Quantization

A 2-bit symmetric quantizer is characterized by a single patamy, with the quantizer
thresholds being—gq, 0, ¢}. We therefore employ a brute force search aytr find an optimab-
bit symmetric quantizer. In Figufé 4, we plot the variatidtte channel capacity as a function of

the parameteg at variousSNRs. Based on our simulations, we make the following obseraati
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Fig. 4. 2-bit symmetric quantization : channel capacity l§its per channel use) as a function of the quantizer thrdsfol

(noise variance assumed constant).

« For anySNR, there is an optimal choice g@fwhich maximizes capacity. For the benchmark
quantizer (which is optimal at higBNR), ¢ scales as/SNR, hence it is not surprising to
note that the optimal value @fwe obtain increases monotonically wiifiNR at highSNR.

« The plots show that the capacity varies quite slowly as atfon®f ¢. This is because of
the small variations in the channel transition probaleiit{2) as a function af.

« For anySNR, it is observed that, ag — 0 or ¢ — oo, we approach the same capacity as
with 1-bit symmetric quantization (not shown fgor— oo in the plots for10 and 15 dB in
Figurel4). This conforms to intuition; = 0 reduces th&-bit quantizer to al-bit quantizer,
while ¢ — oo renders the thresholds aty and ¢ ineffective in distinguishing between two
finite valued inputs, so that only the comparison with thengzar threshold ab yields

useful information.

Comparison with the Benchmarkablelll compares the performance of the preceding optimal
solutions with the benchmark scheme. The capacity withit symmetric quantization is also
shown for reference. In addition to being nearly optimal atlerate to higtsNRs, the benchmark
scheme performs fairly well at lo®NRs as well. For instance, even ab-dB SNR, which might
correspond to a UWB system designed for very low bandwidticiefncy, it achievess6% of

the capacity achieved with optimal choice Bbit quantizer and input distribution. On the other
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SNR(dB) —20 ~10 -5 0 3 7 10 15
1-bit optimal | 0.0046 | 0.0449 | 0.1353 | 0.3689 | 0.6026 | 0.9020 | 0.9908 | 0.9974
2-bit optimal | 0.0063 | 0.0613 | 0.1792 | 0.4552 | 0.6932 | 1.0981 | 1.4731 | 1.9304

2-bit benchmark| 0.0049 | 0.0527 | 0.1658 | 0.4401 | 0.6868 | 1.0639 | 1.4086 | 1.9211
TABLE II

2-BIT SYMMETRIC QUANTIZATION : MUTUAL INFORMATION (IN BITS PER CHANNEL USE ACHIEVED BY THE BENCHMARK
SCHEME, COMPARED AGAINST THE OPTIMAL SOLUTIONS

T 0.4 0dB 1 04f 10 dB
=
Q02 0.2
0 0 T — T
XX TR %X
0al ¢ 4dB ] 04} 15dB
0 - 0
Xl XO Xl
" — | 0al 20dB
02} T T ] 02| T T T T ]
0 0
-9 q X —>

Fig. 5. 2-bit symmetric quantization : optimal input distributioncaquantizer at variouSNRs (the dashed vertical lines depict

the locations of the quantizer thresholds).

hand, for SNR of 0 dB or above, the capacity is better than 96&beooptimal. These results are

encouraging from a practical standpoint, given the easmpfamenting the benchmark scheme.

Optimal Input Distributionslt is interesting to examine the optimal input distribuntso(given
by the cutting-plane algorithm) corresponding to the optiquantizers obtained above. Figlie 5
shows these distributions, along with optimal quantizeegholds, for differensNRs. The solid
vertical lines show the locations of the input distributipaints and their probabilities, while

the quantizer thresholds are depicted by the dashed Jdrtiea. As expected, binary signaling
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is found to be optimal for lowsNR, since it would be difficult for the receiver to distinguish
between multiple input points located close to each othwee.[dcations of the constellation points
for the binary input are denoted Hy-x1, z,} in the 0 dB plot in Figurel5. The number of mass
points increases &\R is increased, with a new point (denoteg) emerging ab. On increasing
SNR further, we see that the poin{s-z,, z,} (and also the quantizer thresholfis¢, ¢}) move
farther apart, resulting in increased capacity. Finallgew theSNR becomes enough that four
input points can be disambiguated, the poin alisappears, and we get two new points shown
at {—z, x2}. The eventual convergence of thigpoint constellation to uniform PAM with mid-
point quantizer thresholds (i.e., the benchmark schemt) e expected, since the benchmark
scheme approaches the capacity bound of two bits at high $NR.worth noting that the
optimal inputs we obtained all have at most four points, etleugh Propositior2 (section

[M-B) is looser, guaranteeing the achievability of cappadly at most five points.

B. 3-bit Symmetric Quantization

For 3-bit symmetric quantization, we need to optimize over a spafc3 parameters {0 <
¢ < q2 < g3}, with the quantizer thresholds beidg-¢:, +¢2, £¢5}. Since brute force search is
computationally complex, we investigate an alternateattee optimization procedure for joint
optimization of the input and the quantizer in this case.cBjally, we begin with an initial

quantizer choice),, and then iterate as follows (startingiat 1)

« For the quantizer);, find an optimal input. Call this inpuf;.
« For the inputF;, find a locally optimal quantizer, initializing the search @;. Call the
resulting quantizer); ., ;.

« Repeat the first two steps with=1i + 1.

We terminate the process when the capacity gain betweerecwainge iterations becomes less
than a small threshold

Although the input-output mutual information is a concawmadtional of the input distribution
(for a fixed quantizer), it is not guaranteed to be concavaljpbver the input and the quantizer.
Hence, the iterative procedure is not guaranteed to praardeptimal input-quantizer pair in
general. A good choice of the initial quantiz€x, is crucial to enhance the likelihood that it

does converge to an optimal solution. We discuss this next.
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SNR(dB) —20 —10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
3-bit optimal 0.0069 | 0.0667 | 0.1926 | 0.4817 | 0.9753 | 1.5844 | 2.2538 | 2.8367
3-bit benchmark| 0.0050 | 0.0557 | 0.1768 | 0.4707 | 0.9547 | 1.5332 | 2.1384 | 2.8084

TABLE 11l
3-BIT SYMMETRIC QUANTIZATION : MUTUAL INFORMATION (IN BITS PER CHANNEL USE ACHIEVED BY THE BENCHMARK
SCHEME, COMPARED AGAINST THE OPTIMAL SOLUTIONS

High SNR RegimeFor highSNRs, we know that the uniform PAM with mid-point quantizer
thresholds (i.e., the benchmark scheme) is nearly optideice, this quantizer is a good choice
for initialization at highSNRs. The results we obtain indeed demonstrate that this linétgon
works well at highSNRs. This is seen by comparing the results of the iterative guoce with
the results of a brute force search over the quantizer cli{singlar to the2-bit case considered

earlier), as both of them provide almost identical capacéles.

Lower SNRsFor lowerSNRs, one possibility is to try out different initializatiordg, . However,
on trying out the benchmark initialization at some lo@&Rs as well, we find that the iterative
procedure still provides us with near optimal solutionsa{agrverified by comparing with brute
force optimization results). While our results show tha iterative procedure (with benchmark
initialization) has provided (near) optimal solutions #tetent SNRs, we leave the question of

whether it will converge in general to an optimal solutionn@t as an open problem.

Comparison with the Benchmarkhe efficacy of the benchmark initialization at low&dRs
suggests that the performance of the benchmark schemedshoube too far from optimal at
smallSNRs as well. This is indeed the case, as shown in Talle 11D &B SNR, for instance, the

benchmark scheme achievé®) of the capacity achievable with an optimal quantizer choice

Optimal Input Distributions The optimal input distributions and quantizers (obtaimnesihg
the iterative procedure) are depicted in Figure 6. Binarypadal signaling is optimal at low
SNRs (not shown). Increase in tfNR first results in a new mass point @&tand subsequently
in a4-point constellation. The trend is repeated, with the nuntibenass points increasing with
SNR, till we get an8-point constellation which eventually moves towards umfoPAM, and

the capacity approaches three bits.
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Fig. 6. 3-bit symmetric quantization : optimal input distributioncaquantizer at variouSNRs (the dashed vertical lines depict

the locations of the quantizer thresholds).

Again, the optimal input distributions obtained have at tmés points (X = 8), while
Propositior2 in sectiorL1l[-B provides the looser guarantee that the cityp#s achievable with at
mostK +1 points. Of course, the results above are for the particases when the quantizers are
also optimal (among symmetric quantizers), whereas Pri@o& holds for any quantizer choice.
Thus, it is possible that there might exist/&level quantizer for which the capacity is indeed
achieved by exactlys + 1 points. We leave open, therefore, the question of whetleerdbult in

Proposition2 can be tightened to guarantee the achievability of capadgity at mostK points.

C. Comparison with Unquantized Observations

We now compare the capacity results for different quanpzecisions against the capacity with
unquantized observations (depicted in Figdre 7). A sargmirthese results is provided in Table
[Vl We observe that at loNR, the performance degradation due to low-precision quatibiz
is small. For instance, ab-dB SNR, 1-bit receiver quantization achievés% of the capacity

achievable with infinite-precision, while witkbit quantization, we can get as much®§% of

DRAFT



23

—*— Infinite precision ADC
35 —&— 1-bit ADC 1
—— 2-bit ADC
—+&— 3-bit ADC

Capacity (Bits/Channel Use)

SNR (dB)

Fig. 7. Capacity with 1-bit, 2-bit, 3-bit, and infinite-pision ADC.

SNR(dB) -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
1-bit ADC | 0.0449 | 0.1353 | 0.3689 | 0.7684 | 0.9908 | 0.9999 | 0.9999
2-bit ADC | 0.0613 | 0.1792 | 0.4552 | 0.8889 | 1.4731 | 1.9304 | 1.9997
3-bit ADC | 0.0667 | 0.1926 | 0.4817 | 0.9753 | 1.5844 | 2.2538 | 2.8367
Unquantized| 0.0688 | 0.1982 | 0.5000 | 1.0286 | 1.7297 | 2.5138 | 3.3291

TABLE IV
IMPACT OF LOW-PRECISIONADC : CAPACITY (IN BITS PER CHANNEL USE WITH DIFFERENTADC PRECISIONS COMPARED

WITH THE UNQUANTIZED (INFINITE-PRECISION CASE.

the infinite-precision limit. This is to be expected: if cim@h noise dominates the actual signal,
increasing the quantizer precision beyond a point does elptuch in distinguishing between
different signal levels. The more surprising finding is fhaten at moderately higBNRs, the
loss due to low-precision sampling remains quite acceptabbr example2-bit quantization
achieves35% of the capacity attained using unquantized observation8 dB SNR, while 3-bit
quantization achieve’5% of the unquantized capacity a0 dB SNR. Encouraging results of a
similar nature have been reported earlier’in [6]. HoweVes,ihput alphabet there was kept fixed
as binary to begin with, so that the good performance with-po@cision receiver quantization

is perhaps less surprising.
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Spectral Efficiency (bits per channel usg)
0.25 ‘ 0.5 ‘ 1.0 ‘ 1.73 ‘ 2.5

1-bit ADC | —2.04 | 1.79 — — —
2-bit ADC | —3.32 | 0.59 | 6.13 | 12.30 —
3-bit ADC —3.67 | 0.23 | 5.19 | 11.04 16.90
Unquantized| —3.83 | 0.00 | 4.77 | 10.00 | 14.91

TABLE V

SNR (IN DB) REQUIRED TO ACHIEVE A SPECIFIED SPECTRAL EFFICIENCY WITH BFERENTADC PRECISIONS

While the loss in spectral efficiency at fix&NR is moderate, the loss in power efficiency at
fixed spectral efficiency is significant (Talilé V). For exaepf the spectral efficiency is fixed
to that attained by an unquantized system@uB (which is1.73 bits/channel use), the®bit
guantization incurs a loss @f30 dB. In practical terms, this penalty in power is more sigifit
compared to thaé5% loss in spectral efficiency on usirigbit quantization att0 dB SNR. This
suggests, for example, that in order to weather the impatbwefprecision ADC, a moderate

reduction in the spectral efficiency is a better design ehthan an increase in the transmit power.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Our Shannon-theoretic investigation indicates that treeafidow-precision ADC is a feasible
option for designing future high-bandwidth communicatsystems. The choice of low-precision
ADC is consistent with the overall system design goals feteays such as UWB and mm wave
communication, where power is at a premium, due to reguylatstrictions as well as due to the
difficulty of generating large transmit powers with integ@@circuits in low-cost silicon processes
(e.g., se€ [38] for discussion of mm wave CMOS design). P@ffarient communication dictates
the use of small constellations, so that the symbol rate hamde the sampling rate, for a given
bit rate must be high. This forces us towards using ADCs watkelr precision, but fortunately,
this is consistent with the use of small constellations mfitst place for power-efficient design.
Thus, if we plan on operating at low to moder&fgR, the small reduction in spectral efficiency
due to low-precision ADC is acceptable in such systems,ngihat bandwidth is plentiful.

There are several unresolved technical issues that we kesvepen problems. While we

show that at most + 1 points are needed to achieve capacity fof{devel quantizer, our
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numerical results show that at mo&t points are needed. Can this be proven, at least for
symmetric quantizers? Are symmetric quantizers optimate<Dour iterative procedure (with
the benchmark initialization, or some other judiciousialization) for joint optimization of the
input and the quantizer converge to an optimal solution inegal? Are there other, provably
optimal techniques with substantially lower complexitanhbrute force search to perform this

joint optimization?

A technical assumption worth revisiting is that of Nyquistngpling (which induces the
discrete-time memoryless AWGN-Quantized Output channetieh considered in this work).
While symbol rate Nyquist sampling is optimal for unquaetizsystems in which the transmit
and receive filters are square root Nyquist and the channdea, for quantized samples, we
have obtained numerical results that show that fractigreaced samples can actually lead to
small performance gains. A detailed study quantifying sgaims is important in understanding
the tradeoffs between ADC speed and precision. Howeveronetlexpect oversampling to play
a significant role at low to moderaf\R, given the small degradation in our Nyquist sampled
system relative to unquantized observations (for which Nstgsampling is indeed optimal) in
these regimes. Of course, oversampling in conjunction ythrid analog/digital processing (e.g.,
using ideas analogous to delta-sigma quantization) caudyze bigger performance gains, but

this falls outside the scope of the present model.

While our focus in this paper was on non-spread systems, kin@vn that low-precision
ADC is often employed in spread spectrum systems for low optementations [39]. In our
prior examination of Shannon limits for direct sequenceeagrspectrum systems withbit
ADC [9], we demonstrated that binary signaling was suboaliiout did not provide a complete
characterization of an optimal input distribution. The &@eh in the present paper implies that,
for a spreading gairG, a discrete input distribution with at most + 2 points can achieve

capacity (although in practice, much smaller consteltetiovould probably work well).

Finally, we would like to emphasize that the Shannon-thsoeerspective provided in this
paper is but a first step towards the design of communicagistems with low-precision ADC.
Major technical challenges include the design of ADC-crised methods for carrier and timing

synchronization, channel equalization, demodulation @cbding.
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APPENDIX | : ACHIEVABILITY OF CAPACITY

Theorem 3:[40], [41] Let V be a real normed linear vector space, aticbe its normed dual
space.
(a) A weak* continuous real-valued functionglevaluated on a weak* compact subgeof V*
achieves its maximum o .
(b) If in addition to part (a).F is a convex subset, andl is a convex functional, then the
maximum is achieved at an extreme paginif F.

Proof: For part (a), see [40, p. 128, Thm 2]. Part (b) follows from Beuer Maximum
Principle (see, for examplé [41, p. 211]), which holds sitive dual spac&’*, equipped with
the weak* topology, is a locally convex Hausdorff space [@1205]. |

The use of part (a) of the theorem to establish the existeficeajpacity-achieving input
distributions is standard (sele [30], [42] for details). e uthis theorem for our channel model
(@), we need to show that the sgt of all average power constrained distribution functions is
weak* compact, and the mutual information functiodais weak* continuous ovei, so that
I achieves its maximum of. The weak* compactness of follows by [42, Lemma 3.1]. To
prove continuity, we need to show that

k*
F, "5 F = I(F,) — I(F)

The finite cardinality of the output for our problem trivialensures this. Specifically,

I(F) = Hy(F) — Hyx(F)

== >~ Ry ) log Rl )+ [ dF(@) > W) log Wi(a)

i=1 i=1

where,
RiysF) = [~ Wi@)dF (@)
The continuous and bounded nature 10f(z) ensures thatR(y;; F') is continuous (by the
K
definition of weak* topology). Moreover, the function_ W;(x) log W;(x) is also continuous and

i=1
bounded, implying thatly x (F') is also continuous (again by the definition of weak* topology

The continuity of/(F") thus follows.

“An extreme point of a convex séf is a point that is not obtainable as a mid-point of two digtipaints of 7.

DRAFT



27

APPENDIX Il : PROOF OFTHEOREM 1 (DISCRETE CAPACITY-ACHIEVING DISTRIBUTION)

The proof is along the same lines as Witsenhausen’s prod#inekcept that we have an
additional average power constraint on the input.

Proof: Let S be the set of all average power constrained distributiorts support in
the interval[A,, A;]. The required capacity, by definition, S = sup /(X;Y'), where/(X;Y)
denotes the mutual information betwe&randY'. The achievabilitysof the capacity is guaranteed
by Theorem B(a) in Appendix I[[42, Lemma 3.1] ensures thekivemmpactness of the set
S, while weak* continuity of/(X;Y") is easily proven given the assumption that the transition
functions;(z) are continuous. Les* be a capacity-achieving input distribution.

The key idea that we employ is a theorem by Dubins [5], whicarabterizes extreme points
of the intersection of a convex set with hyperplanes. We §irg¢ some necessary definitions,

and then state the theorem.

Definitions :

. Let £ be a vector space over the field of real numbers, &tce a convex subset .
M is said to bdinearly boundedlinearly closed if every line intersects\ in a bounded
(closed) subset of the line.

. Let f: £ — R be a linear functional (not identically zero). The dete & : f(z) = ¢}

defines a hyperplane, for any real

Dubins’ Theorem Let M be a linearly closed and linearly bounded convex setlarm the
intersection ofM with n hyperplanes, then every extreme pointZpis a convex combination
of at mostn + 1 extreme points ofM.

To apply Dubins’ theorem to our problem, we begin by definifig!,, A,| : the real normed
linear space of all continuous functions on the interi&, As], with sup-norm. The dual of
C[A1, As] is the space of functions of bounded variatiohs| [40, Sec, &b it includes the
(convex) set of all distribution functions with support[id;, A;]. We take€ to be the dual of
C[Aq, Ay}, and M to be the subset of consisting of all distribution functions with support in
[Ay, Ay]. Note that the optimal input distributioi* € M.

Let the probability vector of the outpit, when the input isS*, be R* = {p:*, po*, -, px*}.
Also, let the average power of the input under the distrdou* be Fy, where Py < P.

DRAFT



28
Now, consider the following subsét of M
U={Mec M|R(y; M) = R* and E(X?) = P,}. (12)

The setl/ is the intersection of the se¥1 with the following K hyperplanes

Az
H; : Wi(x)dM(z) =p* 1<i<K-—1 (13)
Aq
and,
Az
Hy / 2*dM(z) = P, (14)
Ay

wherelV;(x) are the transition probability functions. Note that there anly K" — 1 hyperplanes
in (13) since the probabilities must sum tpthus making the requirement @i-* redundant.

We know that the setM is compact in the weak* topology [42, Lemma 3.1]. Also, eath o
the hyperplaned?;, 1 < i < K — 1, is a closed set since the functiolg(x) are continuous.
The hyperpland?y is closed as well, since? is a continuous function. Therefore, the &t
being the intersection of a weak* compact set withclosed sets, is weak* compact. It is easy
to see that/ is a convex set as well. On the 3¢f we have

I(X;Y)=H(Y)—- H(Y|X)

K

K As
== pi’logp” + / dM(z) Y " Wi(z)log Wi(x).
=1

A1 i=1
As a function of the distributiond/(-), we get
I(X;Y) = constant+KIinear ,
and the linear part is weak* continuous sinE Wi(z)log W;(z) is in C[A;, Ay).

It follows from Theorem B(b) in Appendiiill that the continolinear functionall (X;Y)
attains its maximum over the compact convexgett an extreme point af/. However, since
S* € U, any maxima ovel/ is a maxima ovetS as well. Hence, the required capacity is
achieved at an extreme point &f

We now apply Dubins’ theorem to characterize the extremeatpoof /. Sincel/ is the
intersection of M with K hyperplanes, every extreme point &f is a convex combination
of at mostK + 1 extreme points ofM. The extreme points oM however are distributions
concentrated at single points within the interydl, A;]. Therefore, we get that the required

capacity is achievable by a discrete distribution with ast¥g + 1 points of support. ]
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Fig. 8. The second derivative éf(Q)(,/y)) is positive everywhere.

APPENDIX Il : CONVEXITY OF THE FUNCTION h(Q(,/¥))

To show convexity, we verify that the second derivative @ fnctioni(Q(,/y)) is positive
everywhere. Foy > 2, we do this analytically, while fob < y < 2, the positivity of the second

derivative is demonstrated numerically in Figlte 8.

Let u(y) = h(Q(\/y)). Then,

/ _ _e—y/2 n 1_Q(\/y)
W)= g rma ( ) )

Note thatlé?%)@ > 1,Vy > 0. Therefore, to show that the second derivati/¢y) is positive,

it suffices to show that the function(y) = ¢ %/?1In [Zﬁ%ﬂ)} is a decreasing function af.

Taking the derivative ob(y), we get
) — —eV/2 ., 1-Q(/v) B e~ Y/2
=5 (oe”) - e
To show thatv(y) is decreasing, it suffices to show that
n (M) >
Qlvy) ) V2my Q) (L - Q(VY))

Using the fact([28B, pp. 78] thad(y) > (1 — y—lg)e;;f, we get that ify > 1, then the following

e~ Y/2

(15)

condition is sufficient for[(1l5) to be true

L (- QWY) 1
l ( Q(/Y) ) = (1-DH1-aQ(yy) (16)
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or, equivalently

1 1-Q(vy)
1= 20— (st ) = a7)

The left hand side of (17) is a monotone increasing functibp.d-or y = 2, it equals1.133.
Thus [17) holdsvy > 2, and hence the second derivative /gf))(,/y)) must be positive for
y > 2.
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