arXiv:0807.2475v1 [cs.IT] 15 Jul 2008

Opportunistic Collaborative Beamforming with
One-Bit Feedback

Man-On Pun, D. Richard Brown Ill and H. Vincent Poor

Abstract— An  energy-efficient opportunistic collaborative To obtain CSI, the source nodes can exploit pilot signals
beamformer with one-bit feedback is proposed for ad hoc transmitted from the BS by assuming channel reciprocity.
sensor networks over Rayleigh fading channels. In contrasto However, since this approach involves channel estimation a

conventional collaborative beamforming schemes in whichach h de it i hard i th
source node uses channel state information to correct its ¢ml S@CN SOUICE NOCE, It IMPOSES hardware penallies on e Sys-

carrier offset and channel phase, the proposed beamforming t€ms, which is undesirable for developing low-cost network

scheme opportunistically selects a subset of source nodetiage Alternatively, CSI can be estimated by the BS and returned
received signals combine in a quasi-coherent manner at the to the source nodes. While this approach allows for low-
intended receiver. No local phase-precompensation is permed complexity source node hardware, it may incur excessive

by the nodes in the opportunistic collaborative beamformer . .
As a result, each node requires only one-bit of feedback from feedback overhead, particularly for networks comprisea of

the destination in order to determine if it should or shouldnt large number of source nodes. To circumvent this problem,
participate in the collaborative beamformer. Theoretical analysis two novel approaches have been developed in the literature.
shows that the received signal power obtained with the propged |n [4], only a subset of the available source nodes with the
beamforming scheme scaleBnearly with the number of available largest channel gains are selected for collaborative beam-

source nodes. Since the the optimal node selection rule reiges an . .
exhaustive search over all possible subsets of source nodeso forming. As a result, the total amount of CSI feedback is

low-complexity selection algorithms are developed. Simation reduced proportionally to the number of selected sourcesiod
results confirm the effectiveness of opportunistic collabative  Accurate phase feedback, however, may still require matsy bi
beamforming with the low-complexity selection algorithms of information per selected node. By contrast, feedback is
I. INTRODUCTION completely eliminated in [5] where a distributed scheme was
B[oposed to select the single source node with the strongest

Collaborative beamforming has recently attracted consi : : S
. - .~ Channel gain. This approach, however, eliminates feedbgck
erable research attention as an energy-efficient techrtimue__ ... . . .
NN L I sacrificing the potential beamforming gains.
exploit distributed spatial diversity in ad hoc sensor reetks In this work. we proposennortunistic collaborative beam
[1]-[3]. In collaborative beamforming, a cluster of lowsto ’ proposepp

and power-constrained source nodes collaboratively mﬁnsformmg with one-bit feedback. Inspired by the observatiuat

. S bandpass signals with even moderate phase offsets can still
a common message to a distant destination node, e.g. @ .. ; . .

) . . combine to provide beamforming gain, the proposed scheme
base station (BS) or an unmanned aerial vehicle. It has

been demonstrated that collaborative beamforming Canqﬁovopportunlsncally selects a subset of available sourceesod

X : oo hose transmitted signals combine in a quasi-constructive
substantially improved data rate and transmission range y . : . X
) ; . . . nner at the intended receiver. Unlike conventional col-
forming avirtual antenna array to direct transmitted signal

towards the destination node [1], [2]. However, similar tga borative beamforming, no local phase-precompensagon i

the conventional beamforming techniques, collaboratin performed by the source nodes. As a result, each node require

: : . . only one-bit of feedback from the destination in order to
forming requires perfect channel state information (CSI) L , . .
) ; .7 determine if it should or shouldn’t participate in the cblaa-
each source node in order to achieve coherent combining_.a

: s o % beamformer. Theoretical analysis shows that the vedei
the intended destination. More specifically, each souraeno_. . ; :
. . signal power obtained with the proposed beamforming scheme
must pre-compensate its any local carrier offset as welhgs a ; . .
i . ; scales linearly with the number of available source nodes.

phase distortion caused by its channel such that the basnd . . i )
. . . o -'Since the the optimal node selection rule is exponentially

signals from all the nodes arrive at the receiver with ideadti

phase. Without properly adjusting the phases of transmitt8omplex in the number of available nodes, two low-compiexit

signals. collaborative beamforming mav perform poorly d Selection algorithms are developed. Simulation resultgico
gnass, . g may p poorly d4fe effectiveness of opportunistic collaborative beamiog
to pointing errors and mainbeam degradation [1].

with the low-complexity selection algorithms.
Man-On Pun and H. Vincent Poor are with the Department of Elec Notation Vectors and matrices are denoted by boldface let-

trical Engineering, Princeton U_niversity, Princeton, N8584 (e-mail: taorg. Furthermore, we us@{,}’ ()T and(~)H for expectation,
mopun@princeton.edu; poor@princeton.edu). L. L L

D. Richard Brown Ill is visiting Princeton University fronhe Electri- transposition and Hermitian transposition.
cal and Computer Engineering Department, Worcester Ribigte Institute,
Worcester, MA 01609. (e-mail: drb@wpi.edu). Il. SIGNAL MODEL

This research was supported in part by the Croucher Foaumdatider a . . .
post-doctoral fellowship, and in part by the U.S. NationaleSce Foundation We consider a smgle-antenna network Comprlsed[@f
under Grants ANI-03-38807, CNS-06-25637, and CCF-0447743 source nodes and one destination node (the BS) as illustrate


http://arxiv.org/abs/0807.2475v1

« Whenp = 1, both sources have identical channel am-
plitudes and the simultaneous transmission condition in
(©) reduces tdA| < Z. The gain with respect to single-
source transmission, the case considered in [5], can be
expressed as

_Puy

_1 i |2
=P =g+l %

which attains a maximum value of 2 wheA = 0

and a minimum value of 1 whel\ = +7. Even
relatively large phase offsets between the sources can
lead to significant gains with respect to single-source
transmission. For example, whek = %, the resulting
gain can be computed to He= 1.76dB.

« When A = 0, the transmissions from both sources
arrive in perfect phase alignment at the destination.
Interestingly, [6) implies that simultaneous transmissio
is optimal only if p > v/2 — 1 ~ 0.4142. In other words,
even though both nodes have perfect phase alignment,
simultaneous transmission is optimal only if the ratio of
the second node’s channel amplitude to that of the first
node is at leasd.4142.

Fig. 1. System under consideration for collaborative beaming.

in Fig.[d. The channel gain between theh source node and
the BS, denoted by, is modeled ag A (0, 1) with

hi = ape’®*, k=12, K. (1)

whereay, > 0 and ¢y, € (—m, 7] are the Rayleigh-distributed
channel amplitude and uniformly-distributed channel ghas
respectively. Furthermorey, and¢; are assumed statistically
independent of each other over all source nodes.

Denote bys the selection vector of lengtk’. The k-th
entry of s is one, i.e.s; = 1, if and only if the k-th source
node is selected for transmission; otherwige= 0. Thus, the
received signal can be written as

1

IV. K-NODE BEAMFORMING
The received power of &-node opportunistic collaborative

r= hTsd + v, (2) beamformer with the optimal selection rule can be written as
VsTs )
. . (K) _ T |2
whered is the unit-power data symbdh, = [y, ha, -+, h]|" Popr' = max ——[h"s|". (8)

. . ) se{0,1}% sTs

andv is complex Gaussian noise modeled@¥ (0,5?). It _ . o .

should be emphasized that the total transmitted signal pswe©Ptimal selection of nodes that participate in the beamésrm
normalized to unity, regardless the number of selectedceoufNtails an exhaustive search over all possitife— 1 possible -
nodes. As a result, a collaborative beamforming schemeSglection vectors. As a result, the computational compyexi

more energy efficient if it provides a higher received sign&gauired to obtain the optimal selection is formidable reic
power than single-source transmission. a moderate value oK. To better understand the performance

of the optimal opportunistic collaborative beamformeiisth
I1l. Two-NODE BEAMFORMING section develops lower and upper bounds on its performance
To shed light on the beamforming gain of the proposddr the large-network case, i.é{ — oo. For finite K, we
scheme, we first consider the case when two source nodesa$@ propose an iterative greedy algorithm for source tetec
available for cooperative transmission. We assume witlosst  that adds one new source node in each iteration such that the
of generality thata; > a». Then we can say resulting received power increases in each iteration.

Py = ai > a3 = Ppy. (3) A. Large-Network Received Power Bounds

When both sources transmit, the received power can be exExploiting the inequalitylh” s[> < |a”s|? in (8), where
pressed as a = [ay,a9, - ,aK]T, an upper bound forPo(g) can be
derived by considering the case when all of the transmission
(4) are received coherently at zero phase, hg.= a; > 0 for
all k € {1,..., K}. As discussed in Sectidnllll, even though
the nodes all combine constructively at the destinatios, th
optimal beamforming selection rule should not selectzll
where p & 45/a; and A & 4, — ¢,. Simultaneous trans- nodes for simultaneous transmission. Instead, only nodtés w
mission is optimal ifP(; 53 > Pyq3, which corresponds to the sufficiently large amplitude should be selected such that th
equivalent condition resultingnormalized received power is maximized. Denoting

1 ; 512
P{172} = 5 ‘ale'jd)l + a2€J¢2‘ ,

2
%‘1+pe-jA‘2, (5)

1_ 2 the selection threshold as we can write
cos(A) > r (6) .
2p I 1 ifa,>r ©)
The following special cases dfl(6) are of interest. g 0 otherwise



Recall thatay, are i.i.d. Rayleigh distributed channel amplithe probability thath;, falls in the selection regio® can be

tudes with mean k] = @ For sufficiently largeK, we
can say that
T
lim 2% — =Pr(ay>r)=c¢ - (20)
K—o0

expressed as
Pr(h, € @) Pr(|¢;| < a)Pr(a; > )

)

(16)
(17)

«
; exp (—

Thus, we can express the received power upper bound ndfben K is large, the lower bound can be expressed as

malized by K as

(K) fe’e] 5 2
lim M lim T {/ 2227 dx} (12)
K—o0 K—oco 8 r
= 20 (12)
where
f) o et + 2] a9
ry = e r ﬁe ,

with erfc(x) being the complementary error function define
e~t* dt. Note that received power upper
bound grows Ilnearly withK, as would be expected of an

as erfqz) = 2= [~
ideal coherent beamformer. Numerical maximizationf¢f)
can be performed to show thatax f(r) ~ 1.0849 andr* =
argmax f(r) ~ 0.5316. Hence, we can write

() (K) (.
Py (1)
lim —2L < Jim — > 2 —(.8521. 14
Im(hk)
T 7’ selection
rejection S N region
region /;\a Re(hk)
' N g

Fig. 2. Sector-based selection region used to derive tredvest power lower

bound [19).

To develop a lower bound o Opt), we propose a sub-

optimal selection rule using the sector-based selectigiomne

pK) 0
Klim %r,a) = Khm s [/ / cos? z2e=® dxd@
— 00 —00 —adr
sin? o
= ), 18)

where we have used the fact tHa — Pr (hy € @) andf(r)

is as defined in(13). The terﬁé\“— is not a function of- and
attalns its maximum whenosa = M The optimum value

~ 1.1656 radians can be found numerically. Singér)
chieves its maximum at* ~ 0.5316, the received power
ower bound can be written as

P(K) (T*, O[*)
K

(K)

. t
im b op
K—oo

=0.1965 < lim (19)
K—o0

when K is large. In the sequel, the selection algorithm em-

ploying {r*,a*} is referred to as the “sector-based selection

algorithm”.

Summarizing[(I¥) and(19), the upper and lower bounds on
the normalized received power of opportunistic collabiveat
beamforming with the optimum selection rule can be written
as

(K)
opt

0.1965 < lim < 0.852L. (20)
K—o0

Two implications of this result merit further discussion:

1) When K is large, the ratio of the upper and lower
bounds implies thaPo(If? will be no worse than 6.37dB
below the power of the ideal coherent phase-aligned
beamformer.

When K is large, even simple sub-optimal selection
algorithms for opportunistic collaborative beamforming
can result in a normalized received power that scales
linearly with K. Since both the upper and lower power
bounds are linear irk, the normalized received power
of the optimum opportunistic collaborative beamformer
must also scale linearly witli(. This represents a sig-
nificant improvement over the single-best-relay selection
rule in [5] whose received power scaleslag (K) [6].

2)

shown in Fig[2. The selection region is characterized by tW§ |terative Greedy Selection Algorithm

parametersr corresponding to a minimum amplitude and

corresponding to a maximum angle. Nodes must satisfy both
the minimum amplitude and maximum angle requirements

be selected for transmission, i.e.,

1
S =
k 0

Given i.i.d. channel coefficienté, = are!® with ay
Rayleigh-distributed ang;, uniformly distributed on—, x|,

if ap >r and|éx| < «

. (15)
otherwise

Despite its simplicity and insightful analytical resulthe
ector-based selection algorithm does not fully exploé th
S| available to the BS. In this section, an iterative greedy
algorithm is proposed to select a sub-optimal subset ofcgour
nodes for collaborative beamforming with affordable com-
putational complexity. Clearly, the success of the alfonmit
hinges on effectively determining the number of selected
source nodes and identifying the suitable nodes. The peapos
iterative algorithm successfully addresses these twaessby



capitalizing on our previous analysis on the two-node cagdigorithm 1 lterative greedy selection algorithm

In each iteration, the proposed algorithm adds one new na@ites: Initialize N = 1,Z = {1},Z = {2,3,--- , K}, 20V =
to the selection subset based on a well-defined cost function; e/¢* and P(Y) = a?;

until no further beamforming gain can be achieved by addifRyocedure:

more nodes. " for N =1to K do V) )
N i — a“
. We deno_te b)p e{L,2,--- K} th.e. node index chosen Find i* — argmax|cos (A;) — a; . where
in the N-th iteration,]1 < N < K. To facilitate our subsequent e 2a;vV NP®N)
derivation, we first define the following two quantities: A, is the relative( p)hase betweén and z(™);
N 2
N if cos (A;-) > ——%°_ then
UG . 3 o 7 (21) 2a;- VNP |
VN 2 ) 1. Update -Vt = _1_ (\/NZ(N) + ai*emi*)
- 2
P(N) _ ‘Z(N) 2 (22) andP(N+1) — |Z(N+1)‘ ; . B
’ 2. SetZ = Z U i* while excludingi* from Z;

where z() is the composite channel gain between tNe else _
selected source nodes and the BS whil€") is the corre- Terminate the algorithm;
sponding received signal power. end if

Now, we conside™+1) by adding one new source node_&nd for
into the subset of selected source nodes.
2

N+1
pWN+L) 1 Z ap(n>e”’p<"> (23) To obtain numerical results for finite values &f, minor
N+1|—= modifications were made to the ideal coherent upper bound
1 ; 2 and sector-based lower bound selection rules. These iselect
— \/ (N) JAN 41
N +1 ’ NPEY + apovene ’ rules were developed for the case wh&h — oo and are

(24) based on the statistics of the channel coefficients, not the
where Ay, is therelative phase offset between the newlycurre_rg} chhannel reaélzatlon. H(ra]nce, |Wh§ﬁ 'S fml'ge, Ilt S |
added channel gain and") possible that no nodes meet the selection crlterlat tie als
Next. we can rewrite[(24.) as possible that one or more nodes meet the selection criteria
' but the resulting power is less than that of the single best
pWN+L) 1 [NP(N) Y node. The modified ideal coherent upper bound and sector-
p

N+1 based lower bound selection rules check for these cases and

2a,,(v-+1) /NP cos (AN—H)} , (25) select the single best node if either case occurs.
Figure[3 shows the average received power as a function
Clearly, the conditionP(¥*+1) > P(N) has to hold in order of the total number of nodek . The optimum opportunistic
to incorporate the(1)-th source node into the collaborativecollaborative beamformer performance is plotted onlyKor
transmission. After straightforward mathematical mafdpu 12 due to the computational complexity of the exhaustive
tion, the condition can be equivalently rewritten as search over2X — 1 possible selection vectors. The upper
P and lower bounds confirm that the received power scaling of
) (26) opportunistic collaborative beamforming is linear 0 and,
2ap<N+1)VNP(N) as predicted in[{20), their performance gap is approxinjatel

Finally, we are ready to propose the following iterativé-37dB for large &'. These results also demonstrate that
greedy selection algorithm. Denote lythe node index set the iterative greedy algorithm outperforms the sectoetlas
containing source nodes selected for collaborative beamfo Selection algorithm and exhibits an average received power
ing. Furthermore, lef be the complementary set @f over Performance very close to the optimum exhaustive search, at
{1,2,---,N}. The proposed greedy algorithm is summarizel§ast fork’ < 12, with much lower computational complexity.
in Algorithm 1. Figure[4 shows the average fraction of nodes selected for
participation in the opportunistic collaborative beamfier
versus the total number of nodés. In the case of the ideal

This section presents numerical examples of the achievabisherent upper bound, the fraction of nodes selected cgeser
performance of the proposed opportunistic collaboratean- to about75%, which agrees well with our analytical result
forming with respect to the bounds developed in SedfionIV-Rr (a;, > r*) = e~0-5316 ~ (.7538. This can be further
and the single-best-relay selection scheme proposed.idAl5] explained by the fact that the nodes all have identical phase
of the results in this section assume i.i.d. channel coefitsi and only nodes with insufficient amplitude are rejected. For

— @i
cos (Ant1) > £

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

hi = aRe?®, k € {1,..., K}, with amplitudesa;, Rayleigh K < 12, the optimum exhaustive search selection rule tends to
distributed with mean k] = @ and phase®; uniformly be more inclusive than either the iterative greedy algoritr
distributed on(—m, ]. the sector-based selection algorithm. For lakgethe iterative



5 ideal coherent upper bound Outlier nodes with large carrier offsets could be permdgent
——&— optimal exhaustive search .
18] —5— terave greedy agortm i excluded from the pool of available nodes to reduce the feed-
16| L9 single best reley i back rate requirement. More detailed studies on the feédbac

rate requirement for opportunistic collaborative beanmfiog
under general channel conditions are of importance.
Throughout our previous discussions, we have concentrated
on the centralized selection in which the BS feedbacks the
ol selection decision to the source nodes. However, it is worth
emphasizing that the threshold-based selection algorithm
be also easily implemented in a distributed manner. We assum
that each node only has perfect knowledge about its own

average received power (dB)
.
S
T
I

2t 1 channel by exploiting a pilot signal transmitted from the.BS
‘ ‘ Similar to [5], we can consider a system where each node
o 20 e of s (¥ o sets a timer inversely proportional to its channel gain. tUpo
its timeout, the node with the strongest channel gain first
Fig. 3. Average received power versus the total number oésd. broadcasts its own channel information (amplitude and @has

to its peer nodes. This is in contrast to [5] in which the

best node simply starts sending data to the BS. Exploiting
greedy algorithm and the sector-based selection rule tendthe received information about the strongest channel gain,
select similar fractions of nodes for beamforming, with theach node can compare its own channel amplitude and phase
sector-based selection being slightly more inclusive iis thagainst some pre-designed thresholds. In the next time slot

scenario. the nodes with channel conditions exceeding the thresholds
start transmitting data simultaneously with the best node.
2 deal conerent upper bourd The main contributions of this work are the development
09l E"m'bg:;‘yw.gbhm: | of an energy-efficient opportunistic collaborative bearmfer

with one-bit feedback and a unification of the ideas of callab
orative beamforming and relay selection. Unlike converdlo
collaborative beamforming, opportunistic collaboratisam-
forming is applicable in networks with nodes that may not be
able to control their carrier frequency or phase. While ropti
node selection for opportunistic collaborative beamforgis
exponentially complex in the number of available nodes, we
showed that low-complexity selection rules can providernea
optimum beamforming gain with performance within 6.37dB
of an ideal fully-coherent collaborative beamformer. Wgoal

, ‘ ‘ showed, in contrast to single-best-relay selection, that t
w0 10 erofnodes (0 10 received power of opportunistic collaborative beamfomgnin
scales linearly with the number of available nodes.
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Fig. 4. Average fraction of nodes selected for participatio the collabo-
rative beamformer versus the total number of nofies REFERENCES
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