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requiring the storage of O(d) cells. Since each cell has |X| + 1 entries,
the space complexity is in O(min(d?|S|logr, d(n — d)|X|log |Z|))
bits.

The algorithm requires a sum of |X| numbers and |X| copies per
cell. Since all the numbers have O(min(dlogr,(n — d)log|X|))
bits and the table has nd cells, the time complexity is in
O(nd|X| min(dlogr, (n — d)log|X|)). d

V. FUTURE WORK

For future work, it would be interesting to find closed-form
expressions and an efficient algorithm to calculate the number of
subsequences of a string when deletions and insertions of symbols are
allowed.
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On Optimal Quantization Rules for Some Problems in
Sequential Decentralized Detection
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Abstract—We consider the design of systems for sequential decentral-
ized detection, a problem that entails several interdependent choices: the
choice of a stopping rule (specifying the sample size), a global decision func-
tion (a choice between two competing hypotheses), and a set of quantiza-
tion rules (the local decisions on the basis of which the global decision is
made). This correspondence addresses an open problem of whether in the
Bayesian formulation of sequential decentralized detection, optimal local
decision functions can be found within the class of stationary rules. We de-
velop an asymptotic approximation to the optimal cost of stationary quan-
tization rules and exploit this approximation to show that stationary quan-
tizers are not optimal in a broad class of settings. We also consider the class
of blockwise-stationary quantizers, and show that asymptotically optimal
quantizers are likelihood-based threshold rules.

Index Terms—Decentralized detection, decision-making under con-
straints, experimental design, hypothesis testing, quantizer design,
sequential detection.

[. INTRODUCTION

Detection is a classical discrimination or hypothesis-testing
problem, in which observations {Xi, X2,...} are assumed to be
drawn independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) from the (mul-
tivariate) conditional distribution P(- | H) and the goal is to infer the
value of the random variable H, which takes values in {0,1}. In a
typical engineering application, the case { H = 1} represents the pres-
ence of some target to be detected, whereas { H = 0} represents its
absence. Placing this problem in a communication-theoretic context,
a decentralized detection problem is a hypothesis-testing problem in
which the decision maker is not given access to the raw data points
X, but instead must infer H based only on the output of a set of
quantization rules or local decision functions, say {U, = ¢n(Xy)},
which map the raw data to quantized values. This basic problem
of decentralized detection has been studied extensively for several
decades [17], [19], [6]; see the overview papers [20], [23], [3], [5],
and references therein, for more background. Of interest in this corre-
spondence is the extension to an-online setting: more specifically, the
sequential decentralized detection problem [19], [21], [12] involves
a data sequence {X;,X5,...}, and a corresponding sequence of
summary statistics {U1, Uz, ...}, determined by a sequence of local
decision rules {1, ¢2,...}. The goal is to design both the local
decision functions and to specify a global decision rule so as to
predict H in a manner that optimally trades off accuracy and delay. In
short, the sequential decentralized detection problem is the commu-
nication-constrained extension of classical formulation of sequential
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centralized decision-making problems (see, e.g., [8], [15], [10]) to the
decentralized setting.

In setting up a general framework for studying sequential decentral-
ized problems, Veeravalli et al. [22] defined five problems, denoted
“Case A” through “Case E,” distinguished from one another by the
amount of information available to the local sensors. In applications
such as power-constrained sensor networks, one cannot assume that
the decision maker and sensors can communicate over a high-band-
width channel, nor that the sensors have unbounded memory. Most
suited to this perspective—and the focus of this correspondence—is
Case A, in which the local decisions are of the simplified form ¢,, (X, );
i.e., neither local memory nor feedback are assumed to be available.
Noting that Case A is not amenable to dynamic programming and hence
presumably intractable, Veeravalli er al. [22] suggested restricting the
analysis to the class of stationary local decision functions; i.e., local
decision functions ¢,, that are independent of . They conjectured that
stationary decision functions might actually be optimal in the setting of
Case A (given the intuitive symmetry and high degree of independence
of the problem in this case), even though it is not possible to verify this
optimality via dynamic programming (DP) arguments. This conjecture
has remained open since it was first posed by Veeravalli et al. [22], [21].

The main contribution of this correspondence is to resolve this ques-
tion by showing that stationary decision functions are, in fact, not op-
timal for decentralized problems of type A. Our argument is based on
an asymptotic characterization of the optimal Bayesian risk as the cost
per sample goes to zero. In this asymptotic regime, the optimal cost can
be expressed as a simple function of priors and Kullback—Leibler (KL)
divergences. This characterization allows us to construct counterexam-
ples to the stationarity conjecture, both in an exact and an asymptotic
setting. In the latter setting, we present a class of problems in which
there always exists a range of prior probabilities for which stationary
strategies, either deterministic or randomized, are suboptimal. We note
in passing that an intuition for the source of the suboptimality is easily
provided—it is due to the asymmetry of the KL divergence.

Itis well known that optimal quantizers when unrestricted are neces-
sarily likelihood-based threshold rules [19]. Our counterexamples and
analysis imply that optimal thresholds are not generally stationary (i.e.,
the threshold may differ from sample to sample). We also provide a
partial converse to this result: specifically, if we restrict ourselves to
stationary (or blockwise stationary) quantizer designs, then there ex-
ists an optimal design that is a deterministic threshold rule based on
the likelihood ratio. We prove this result by establishing a quasi-con-
cavity result for the asymptotically optimal cost function.

Itis worth highlighting several limitations in our results. For the subop-
timality of stationary quantizers, our analysis is applicable only to finite
classes of deterministic quantizers and their convex hull of randomized
quantizers, and under the assumption that the likelihood ratio of the two
hypotheses are bounded from both above and below. Such assumptions
certainly hold for arbitrary discrete distributions with finite support. It re-
mains an open problem to consider more general classes of distributions.
For the likelihood-ratio characterization result, our proof works only for
the (possibly infinite) classes of deterministic quantizers with arbitrary
output alphabets, as well as for the class of randomized quantizers with
binary outputs. We conjecture that the same result holds more generally
for randomized quantizers with arbitrary output alphabets.

The remainder of this correspondence is organized as follows. We
begin in Section II with background on the Bayesian formulation of
sequential detection problems, and Wald’s approximation. Section III
provides a simple asymptotic approximation of the optimal cost that
underlies our main analysis in Section IV. In Section V, we establish the
existence of optimal decision rules that are likelihood-based threshold
rules, under the restriction to blockwise stationarity. We conclude with
a discussion in Section VI.
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II. BACKGROUND

This section provides background on the Bayesian formulation of
sequential (centralized) detection problems. Of particular use in our
subsequent analysis is Wald’s approximation of the cost of optimal se-
quential test.

Let Po and Py represent the distribution of X, when conditioned
on {H = 0} and {H = 1}, respectively. Assume that Py and Py
are absolutely continuous with respect to one another. We use f° ()
and f'(x) to denote the respective density functions with respect to
some dominating measure (e.g., Lebesgue for continuous variables, or
counting measure for discrete-valued variables).

Our focus is the Bayesian formulation of the sequential detection
problem [15], [21]; accordingly, we let 7* = P(H = 1) and n° =
P(H = 0) denote the prior probabilities of the two hypotheses. Let
X1, X5, ... be asequence of conditionally i.i.d. realizations of X. A
sequential decision rule consists of a stopping time N defined with
respect to the sigma field o(X1,..., Xn), and a decision function ~
measurable with respect to o (X1,..., Xx). The cost function is the
expectation of a weighted sum of the sample size /V and the probability
of incorrect decision—namely

J(N,v) := E{cN + I[v(Xy,...,Xn~) # H|} (1)
where ¢ > () is the incremental cost of each sample. The overall goal
is to choose the pair (N, ) so as to minimize the expected loss (1).

It is well known that the optimal solution of the sequential decision
problem can be characterized recursively using DP arguments [1], [25],
[15], [2]. Although useful in classical (centralized) sequential detec-
tion, the DP approach is not always straightforward to apply to de-
centralized versions of sequential detection [21]. In the remainder of
this section, we describe an asymptotic approximation of the optimal
sequential cost, originally due to Wald (cf. [16]), valid as ¢ — 0. To
sketch out Wald’s approximation, we begin by noting the optimal stop-
ping rule for the cost function (1) takes the form

(@)
for some real numbers a < b. Given this stopping rule, the optimal
decision function has the form

N:inf{n >1|La(X1,....X,) —Zl

1, if Ly >0
Y(Ln) = {0, if Ly < a. S
Consider the two types of error
a=Po(y(Ln)# H)=Po(Ln > D)
B = PI(A)”(LN) #H)= P1(LN < a).

As ¢ — 0, it can be shown that the optimal choice of a and b satisfies
a — —oo,b — oo, and the corresponding «, 3 satisfy o + 5 — 0.
Ignoring the overshoot of Lx upon the optimal stopping time N (i.e.,
instead assuming L x attains precisely the value a or b) we can express
a,b, EN, and the cost function JJ in terms of « and /3 as follows [24]:

Iv)

azloglf and b~log; 4)
Eo[Ln] = (1 — a)a+ ab ®)
Ei«[Ln] = (1 = 3)b+ Sa. (6)
Now define the KL divergences

L fH(Xy)

D' = & [log L8] = D 1)
o_ _ [ (X

D" = -0 flog TEH] = b1
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With a slight abuse of notation, we shall also use D(a;, 3) to denote a
function in [0, 1]> — R such that

) o . 11—«
D(e, ) := alogg 4+ (1 — «)log 1=

With the above approximations, the cost function .J of the decision rule
based on envelopes a and b can be written as

J=1"Ei(eN + 1[Iy < a]) + 7°Eo(eN + I[Lx > b)) (7)

EiLn EoLn

=en! bll\ —|—(37'0 ODD —I—Tr (1—|—’T Jo] (8)
D, 13 D(1—f.a )

~ e’ (QDO ')—I—mr1 ( D1/ n)—l—ﬂ'oa—l—/‘r]ﬁ 9)

where the last approximation follows from Wald’s equation [24]. Let
J(«, 8) denote approximation (9) of .J.
Let J* denote the cost of an optimal sequential test
J* :ian. (10)
A useful result due Chernoff [7] states that under certain assumption
(to be elaborated on in the next section), J* has the following form:

¥ 7T0 7T1 _
J* = (ﬁ+ﬁ>clogc "1+ 0(1)). an

III. CHARACTERIZATION OF OPTIMAL STATIONARY QUANTIZERS

Turning now to the decentralized setting, the primary challenge lies
in the design of the quantization rules ¢,, applied to data X,,. When
X, is univariate, a deterministic quantization rule ¢, is a function that
maps X to the discrete space ¢/ = {0,..., — 1} for some natural
number K . For multivariate X,, with d dimensions arising in the mul-
tiple-sensor setting, a deterministic quantizer ¢,, is defined as a map-
ping from the d-dimensional product space X tolf = {0,..., K—1}".
In the decentralized problem defined as Case A by Veeravalli ez al. [22],
the function ¢,, is composed of d separate quantizer functions, one each
for each dimension. A randomized quantizer ¢,, is obtained by placing
a distribution over the space of deterministic quantizers.

Any fixed set of quantization rules ¢, yields a sequence of com-
pressed data U,, = ¢, (X,), to which the classical theory can be ap-
plied. We are thus interested in choosing quantization rules ¢1, ¢2,. ..
so that the error resulting from applying the optimal sequential test to
the sequence of statistics Uy, Uz, . . . is minimized over some space ¢
of quantization rules. For a given quantizer ¢,, we use

fo,(w):i=Pi(¢n(Xn)=wu), fori=0,1
to denote the distributions of the compressed data, conditioned on the
hypothesis. In general, when randomized quantizers are allowed, the
vector (fgn (), fén (-)) ranges over a convex set, denoted conv®,
whose extreme points correspond to deterministic quantizers based on
likelihood-ratio threshold rules [18].

We say that a quantizer design is stationary if the rule ¢, is in-
dependent of n; in this case, we simplify the notation to f¢ and f2.
In addition, we define the KL divergences D} := D(f}|| f3) and
D = D(f3||f5). Moreover, let .J, and J}; denote the analogues
of the functions J in (7) and J~ in (10), respectively, defined using
D¢, for i = 0, 1. In this scenario, the sequence of compressed data
Ui,...,U,,...aredrawnii.d. from either f¢ or f(p Thus, we can use
the approx1mat10n (11) to characterize the asymptotically optimal sta-
tionary quantizer design. This is stated formally in the lemma to follow.
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We begin by stating the assumptions underlying the lemma. For a
given class of quantizers ®, we assume that the KL divergences are
uniformly bounded away from zero

D (f3l1f3) >0, D(f3IIfs) >0,  forallé €@

(12)
and, moreover, that the variance of the log-likelihood ratios are
bounded

sup max{\farfi log (f;/fi) ,Varfg log ()‘;/]‘2)} <oo. (13)

PED

Lemma 1:
(a) Under assumptions (12) and (13), the optimal stationary cost
takes the form

7 ! 1
Jy=| =+ = |cloge™ (1+74) (14)
(D% Dy
where |ry| = o(1) as ¢ — 0.
(b) If
sup ma{log 75/ £2).log( 72/ 11)) < M
1Sy
for some constant M, then (14) holds with sup s 74| = o(1) as
c— 0.
Proof:

(a) This part is immediate from a combination of Theorems 1 and 2
of Chernoff [7].

(b) We begin by bounding the error in the approximation (9). By
definition of the stopping time N, we have eitheri) b < Ly < b+
M orii)a — M < Ly < a. By standard arguments due to Wald
[24], it is simple to obtain P < 1 -4 < e"a, or equivalently,
b<bla,fB) = log B < b+ M . Similar reasoning for case ii) yields
a—M <ala,3) = 100 1-& < a. Now, note that

EoLn = (IE()[LN

Ly 28+ (1— a)Eo[Ly|Ly < al.

Conditioning on the event Ly € [b, b+ M|, we have | Ln —b(a, 8)| <
M. Similarly, conditioning on the event Ly € [a — M, a], we have
|Lx — b(ov, #)] < M. This yields |[Eo Ly — (—=D(a,1— 3))| < M.
Similar reasoning yields |E; Ly — D(1 — 3,a)| < M. Let J4(a,b)
denote the approximation (9) of J,. We obtain

|Js — Js(a, )| < 2¢M.

Note that the approximation error bound is independent of ¢. Thus,
it suffices to establish the asymptotic behavior (14) for the quantity
inf, g ] (o, 3), where the infimum is taken over pairs of realizable
error probablhtles (v, 3). Moreover, we only need to consider the
asymptotic regime o + 3 — 0, since the error probabilities o and /3
vanish as ¢ — 0. It is simple to see that

D(1 - 3,a) =log(l/a)(1+ 0(1))
and

D(1 — «, 3) =log(1/8)(1+ o(1)).

Hence, inf., 3 J4(a, 3) can be expressed as

. 0 1, 010g(1//3) llOg(l/(l)
;Il/fjl{ﬂ' a+71 3+em Tg e D—}p (1+ 0(1)).
15)
This infimum, taken over all positive (v, /3), is achieved at
1 0
o' =" and B =L

D! z70 ' DOrt’

2
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Plugging the quantities o and 5* into (15) yields (14). Note that the
asymptotic quantity o(1) in (14) is absolutely bounded by o™ + 3* —
0 uniformly for all quantizer ¢, because Dlb and Dg are uniformly
bounded away from zero due to the lemma’s assumption.

It remains to show that error probabilities (a*, 3*) can be approx-
imately realized by using a sufficiently large threshold & > 0 and
small threshold @ < 0 while incurring an approximation cost of order
O(c) uniformly for all ¢. Indeed, let us choose thresholds «’ and b’
such that e~ *) /2 < o* < e and e® "M /2 < 57 < .
Let o’ and 3’ be the corresponding errors associated with these two
thresholds. As before, we also have o' € (cf(b/+M)/2,cfb/) and
3 e (eaLM/Q,ea/). Clearly, |a* — '] < e (1 — e M)y =
O(a™) = O(c). Similarly, |3* — 3’| = O(c). By the mean value the-
orem

llog(1/a") —log(1/a")] < Ja” = a[e"
<21 —e"M/2) = 0(1). (16)

Similarly, log(1/3*) —log(1/3") = O(1). Hence, the approximation
of (a*, 3*) by the realizable (', 3) incurs a cost at most O(c). Fur-
thermore, the constant in the asymptotic bound O(¢) is independent of
quantizer ¢ € ®. O

Remarks: i) If @ is a finite class of quantizers, or a convex hull of a
finite class of quantizers, the assumption in Part b of Lemma 1 holds.
It also holds in the case of discrete distributions and continuous dis-
tributions with bounded support. However, it would be interesting to
relax this assumption so as to cover distributions with unbounded sup-
port. ii) The preceding approximation of the optimal cost essentially
ignores the overshoot of the likelihood ratio L . While it is possible to
analyze this overshoot to obtain a finer approximation (cf. [11], [16],
[10], [14]), we see that this is not needed for our purpose. Lemma 1
shows that given a fixed prior (7°, 7'), among all stationary quantizer
designs in @, ¢ is optimal for sufficiently small ¢ if and only if ¢ min-
imizes what we shall call the sequential cost coefficient

0 1
™ ™

Gy + =
Dg

= 0
Ddﬁ

iii) As a consequence of Lemma 7 to be proved in the sequel, if we
consider the class ¢ of all binary randomized quantizers, then sequen-
tial cost coefficient GG, is a quasi-concave function with respect to
(f2(+). £5(+)). (A function F is quasi-concave if and only if for any 7,
the level set {F'(x) > n} is a convex set; see Boyd and Vandenberghe
[4] for further background). The minimum of a quasi-concave function
lies in the set of extreme points in its domain. For the set conv®, these
extreme points can be realized by deterministic quantizers based on
likelihood ratios [20]. Consequently, we conclude that for quantizers
with binary outputs, the optimal cost is not decreased by considering
randomized quantizers. We conjecture that this statement also holds
beyond the binary case.

Section V is devoted to a more detailed study of asymptotically op-
timal stationary quantizers. In the meantime, we turn to the question
of whether stationary quantizers are optimal in either finite-sample or
asymptotic settings.

IV. SUBOPTIMALITY OF STATIONARY DESIGNS

It was shown by Tsitsiklis [19] that optimal quantizers ¢,, take the
form of threshold rules based on the likelihood ratio f* (Xa)/f 0 (Xn).
Veeravalli et al. [22], [21] asked whether these rules can always be
taken to be stationary, a conjecture that has remained open. In this sec-
tion, we resolve this question with a negative answer in both the fi-
nite-sample and asymptotic settings.
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A. Suboptimality in Exact Setting

We begin by providing a numerical counterexample for which sta-
tionary designs are suboptimal. Consider a problem in which X €
X = {1, 2,3} and the conditional distributions take the form

].

=1y
Q 92

Suppose that the prior probabilities are 7' = % and 7 = 155,
that the cost for each sample is ¢ = 11%

If we restrict to binary quantizers (i.e., i/ = {0,1}), by the sym-
metric roles of the output alphabets, there are only three possible de-
terministic quantizers.

1) Design A: ¢pa(X,) =0 <=

responding distribution for U, is specified by f3 , (u.) = [
and f}  (u) = [§ 2].
2) Design B: ¢5(X,) = 0 <=
sponding distribution for U, is given by f3 _(u) =
and f} (u) = [3 3]
3) Design C: ¢c(X,,) = 0
sponding distribution for U, is specified by fg o~
and f} (u) = [2 4].
Now consider the three stationary strategies, each of which uses only
one fixed design, A, B, or C. For any given stationary quantization rule
¢, we have a classical centralized sequential problem, for which the op-
timal cost (achieved by a sequential probability ratio test) can be com-
puted using a dynamic-programming procedure [25], [1]. Accordingly,
for each stationary strategy, we compute the optimal cost function .J
for 10° points on the p-axis by performing 300 updates of Bellman’s
equation (cf. [2]). In all cases, the difference in cost between the 299th
and 300th updates is less than 1079, Let Ja,Jp and Jc denote the
optimal cost function for sequential tests using all A’s, all B’s, and all
C’s, respectively. When evaluated at 7* = 0.08, these computations
yield J4 = 0.0567, Jg = 0.0532, and .Jc = 0.08.

Finally, we consider a nonstationary rule obtained by applying de-
sign A for only the first sample, and applying design B for the re-
maining samples. Again, using Bellman’s equation, we find that the
cost for this design is

1999 1
10000 10000

Jand f' () = [ %

L
3 3

W=

and

X, = 1. As a result, the cor-
41

55

X, € {1,2}. The corre-
[2998 1
10000 10000

< X, € {1,3}. The corre-
8001 1999
10000 10000

J. = min{min{rrl, 1-— 771}
e+ Je(P(H = 1luy = 0))P(uq =0)
+ Jp(P(H = 1|juy = 1))P(u; = 1)} = 0.052767

which is better than any of the stationary strategies.

In this particular example, the cost .J* of the nonstationary quan-
tizer yields a slim improvement (0.0004) over the best stationary rule
J . This slim margin is due in part to the choice of a small per-sample
cost ¢ = 0.01; however, larger values of ¢ do not yield a counterex-
ample when using the particular distributions specified above. A more
significant factor is that our nonstationary rule differs from the optimal
stationary rule B only in its treatment of the first sample. This fact sug-
gests that one might achieve better cost by alternating between using
design A and design B on the odd and even samples, respectively. Our
analysis of the asymptotic setting in the next section confirms this in-
tuition.

B. Asymptotic Suboptimality for Both Deterministic and Randomized
Quantizers

We now prove that in a broad class of examples, there is a range
of prior probabilities for which stationary quantizer designs are sub-
optimal. Our result stems from the following observation: Lemma 1
implies that in order to achieve a small cost we need to choose a quan-
tizer ¢ for which the KL divergences Dy, := D(f2||f,) and D} :=
D(f, 41> I i) are both as large as possible. Due to the asymmetry of the
KL divergence, however, these maxima are not necessarily achieved by
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a single quantizer ¢. This suggests that one could improve upon sta-
tionary designs by applying different quantizers to different samples,
as the following lemma shows.

Lemma 2: Let ¢; and ¢» be any two quantizers. If the following
inequalities hold:
D}, < D3, and Dj, >Dj, (17)
then there exists a nonempty interval (U, V') C (0, +o0) such that as
c—=0

0

T3 S T3 ey A5, i <U
! m

0
LT N
if = € (U.V)
0
it >V
™

. —1

J;1x¢2 < Inln{J:;pJ;Q} — O(clogc™),
* * *

Jd’l > Jd‘1x¢2 2 J¢'27

where .J, ,, denotes the optimal cost of a sequential test that alter-
nates between using ¢, and ¢» on odd and even samples respectively.

Proof: According to Lemma 1, for¢: = 0,1

0 1

» ™ T
B R
i Q 1
D3 " DI

>clogc_](1—|—o(1)). (18)

Now consider the sequential test that applies quantizers ¢ and ¢ al-
ternately to odd and even samples. Furthermore, let this test consider
two samples at a time. Let fgm , and f;lé , denote the induced condi-
tional probability distributions, jointly on the odd—even pairs of quan-
tized variables. From the additivity of the KL divergence and assump-
tion (17), there holds

Q 1 Q 0 ¢ 0
D (f¢'1¢2||f¢1¢'2) = Dd’l +D¢'2 > 2D¢'1
D (f¢1>1d)2||f<21¢>2) = Di"n +Dé>2 < QD;H'

(19a)
(19b)

Clearly, the cost of the proposed sequential test is an upper bound for
J3, 4, Furthermore, the gap between this upper bound and the true
optimal cost is no more than O(¢). Hence, as in the proof of Lemma 1,
as ¢ — 0, the optimal cost J3, s, can be written as

27!

270 n
D([l)n + DS/)z Di1 + D(}’2

)clog‘cl(l—i—o(l)). (20)

From (18) and (20), simple calculations yield the claim with
— (D#)I_D‘lf)Q)(D‘Of/)l_FDS)Q)

Dy, (D§, +Dg,) (D, - Dg,)
_ D?f)2 (D#n - DiQ) (Dgl + Dgz)

B Djﬁz (Dl’l +D:b2) (Dgz - Dgl)

0
_Dm

U

<V @1)

O

Example: Let us return to the example provided in the previous
subsection. Note that the two quantizers ¢4 and ¢ satisfy assump-
tion (17), since D(f3 |If5,) = 0.4045 < D(f3 |If},) = 0.45
and D(f},||f2,) = 24337 > D(f; |Ifs,) = 0.5108. Further-
more, both quantizers dominate ¢¢; in terms of KL divergences:
D(£3 1f4.) = 0.0438, D(f3 . |If5.) = 0.0488. As a result, there
exist a range of priors for which a sequential test using stationary
quantizer design (either ¢ 4, ¢z or ¢ for all samples) is not optimal.

Theorem 3:
(a) Suppose that P is a finite collection of quantizers, and that there
is no single quantizer ¢ that dominates all other quantizers in ® in the
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sense that

Dy > DJ and D} > D}/, forallg’ € . (22)
Then there exists a nonempty range of prior probabilities for which no
stationary design based on a quantizer in ® is optimal.

(b) For any nondeterministic ¢ in the randomized class conv®, there
exists a nonstationary quantizer design that has strictly smaller sequen-
tial cost coefficient than that of a stationary design based on ¢ for any
choice of prior probabilities.

Proof:

(a) Since there are a finite number of quantizers in ¢ and no quan-
tizer dominates all others, the interval (0, o) is divided into at least
two adjacent nonempty intervals, each of which corresponds to a range
of prior probability ratios 7° /" for which a quantizer is strictly op-
timal (asymptotically) among all stationary designs. Let them be (1, 6)
and (6, 62), for two quantizers, namely, ¢1 and ¢2. In particular, 6
is the value for 7°/n' for which the sequential cost coefficients are
equal—viz. G4, = Gg,—which happens only if assumption (17)
holds. Some calculations verify that

— Dngg/)Q (Dﬂl/)z B Dil)
Dy, D;, (D5, - D3,)

b1

6

(23)

By Lemma 2, a nonstationary design obtained by alternating between
¢1 and ¢ has smaller sequential cost than both ¢ and ¢ for 7° /7' €
(U,V), where U and V" are given in (21). Since it can be verified that
6 as defined (23) belongs to the interval (U, V'), we conclude that for
7% /xt € (U, V)N (61, 62), this nonstationary design has smaller cost
than any stationary design using ¢ € .

(b) Let ¢ € conv ® be a randomized quantizer (i.e., at each
step choose with nonzero probabilities wy,...,w; from quantizers
d1,...,0r € O, respectively, where Zf:l w; = 1). Clearly, the den-
sity induced by ¢ satisfies £ = Y5, w; fy, and f} = S w 3.
Due to strict convexity of the KL divergence functional with respect
jointly to the two density arguments [9], by Jensen’s inequality we
have D} < PO w; D}, and D} < S w,;D}.. Since DY,
and D(ﬁ,i are bounded from above uniformly for all ¢; € @, itis
possible to approximate (wsi,...,wy) by rational numbers of the
form (¢1 /N, g2/N, ..., qr/N) for some natural numbers q1,. .., gk

and N satisfying ij ¢; = N such that
k
DY <Y 0 DL /N
=1

k
Dy <Y Dy, /N.
=1

Now consider the nonstationary quantizer that applies ¢; for ¢; steps,
then ¢ for ¢2 steps, and so on, up to ¢y, for ¢; steps, yielding a total
of N steps, and then repeats this sequence starting again at step N + 1.
By construction, this nonstationary quantizer has a smaller cost than
that of quantizer ¢ for any choice of prior. O

Remarks: 1) It is worth emphasizing the assumption that the class &
is finite is crucial in Part (a) of the theorem. We do not know if this re-
sult can be extended to the case in which @ is infinite. ii) Part (b) shows
that any stationary randomized quantizer is always dominated by some
nonstationary one. Actually, a stronger result can be proved at least for
binary quantizers (see Corollary 8): for any given choice of prior proba-
bility, any stationary randomized quantizer is dominated by a stationary
deterministic quantizer. iii) It is interesting to contrast the Bayesian for-
mulation of the problem of quantizer design with the Neyman—Pearson
formulation. Our results on the suboptimality of stationary quantizer
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design in the Bayesian formulation repose on the asymmetry of the
KL divergence, as well as the sensitivity of the optimal quantizers on
the prior probability. We note that Mei [12 (see p. 58)] considered the
Neyman—Pearson formulation of this problem. In this formulation, it
can be shown that for all sequential tests for which the Type 1 and Type
2 errors are bounded by « and 3, respectively, then as o + 3 — 0, the
expected stopping time Eo N under hypothesis H = 0 is asymptoti-
cally minimized by applying a stationary quantizer ¢™ that maximizes
D(£2]|f4). Similarly, the expected stopping time E; N under hypoth-
esis H = 1 is asymptotically minimized by the stationary quantizer
¢** that maximizes D(f ¢1>||f g) [12]. In this context, the example in
Subsection IV-A provides a case in which the asymptotically minimal
KL divergences ¢* and ¢** are not the same, due to the asymmetry,
which suggests that there may not exist a stationary quantizer that si-
multaneously minimizes both E; N and Eq V.

C. Asymptotic Suboptimality in Multiple-Sensor Setting

Our analysis thus far has established that with a single sensor per
time step (d = 1), applying multiple quantizers to different samples
can reduce the sequential cost. As pointed out by one of the referees, it
is natural to ask whether the same phenomenon persists in the case of
multiple sensors (d > 1).In this section, we show that the phenomenon
does indeed carry over, more specifically by providing an example in
which stationary strategies are still suboptimal in comparison to non-
stationary ones. The key insight is that we have only a fixed number of
dimensions, whereas as ¢ — 0 we are allowed to take more samples,
and each sample can act as an extra dimension, providing more flexi-
bility for nonstationary strategies.

Suppose that the observation vector X,, at time n is d-dimensional,
with each component corresponding to a sensor in a typical decentral-
ized setting. Suppose that the observations from each sensor are as-
sumed to be i.i.d. according to the conditional distributions defined in
our earlier example (see Section IV-A). Of interest are the optimal de-
terministic binary quantizer designs for all d sensors. Although there
are three possible choices ¢ 4, @1, and ¢¢ for each sensor, the quan-
tizer ¢ is dominated by the other two, so each sensor should choose
either ¢ 4 and ¢ g. Suppose that among these sensors, a subset of size
k choose ¢ 4 and whereas the remaining d — % sensors choose ¢ g for
0 < k < d. We thus have d 4 1 possible stationary designs to con-
sider. For each k, the sequential cost coefficient corresponding to the

associated stationary design takes the form

0 1
™ ™

+ .
+(d—k)DY, " kDL +(d—k)D}_

¢B P A

Ge (24)

" kDY

A
Now consider the following nonstationary design: the first sensor

alternates between decision rules ¢ 4 and ¢ g, while the remaining d —

1 sensors simply apply the stationary design based on ¢g. For this

design, the associated sequential cost coefficient is given by

270 2rt

G = - + .
D +(2d-1)D]_ " D _+(2d—1)D}

(25)

Consider the interval (U, V'), where the interval has endpoints
_ Di, =Dy, Do, +(2d-1)D5,

~ Dj, - DI, Di,+(2I-1)D],

D2>B <V = Dﬁle _DéA

DJDB DgA ¢B

D3, +(2d—1)D}, D3, +(d—1)D3,
Dgl/)A + (2d — DDcle D;A +(d - l)DiB ’

LT

X

(26)

Straightforward calculations yield that for any prior likelihood
7%/x' € (U,V), the minimal cost over stationary designs
ming=g, .4 G is strictly larger than the sequential cost G of
the nonstationary design, previously defined in (25).
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V. ON ASYMPTOTICALLY OPTIMAL BLOCKWISE STATIONARY DESIGNS

Despite the possible loss in optimality, it is useful to consider some
form of stationarity in order to reduce computational complexity of
the optimization and decision process. In this section, we consider the
class of blockwise stationary designs, meaning that there exists some
natural number 7" such that ¢ 11 = ¢1, ¢r+2 = ¢2, and so on. For
each 7', let Cr denote the class of all blockwise stationary designs
with period 7. We assume throughout the analysis that each decision
rule ¢, (n = 1,...,T) satisfies conditions (12) and (13). Thus, as T
increases, we have a hierarchy of increasingly rich quantizer classes
that will be seen to yield progressively better approximations to the
optimal solution.

For a fixed prior (71'0,71'1 yand T" > 0, let (¢1,...,¢7) denote a
quantizer design in C'r. As before, the cost J of an asymptotically
optimal sequential test using this quantizer design is of order clog ¢+
with the sequential cost coefficient

_ Tr°
D} +--+Dj

@1

'T’/Tl
DL+ DL,

Gy + (27)

(G4 is a function of the vector of probabilities introduced by the quan-
tizer (f3(- )., f4(+)). We are interested in the properties of a quantiza-
tion rule ¢ that minimizes G .

It is well known that there exist optimal quantizers—when unre-
stricted—that can be expressed as threshold rules based on the log-like-
lihood ratio (LLR) [19]. Our counterexamples in the preceding sections
imply that the thresholds need not be stationary (i.e., the threshold may
differ from sample to sample). In the remainder of this section, we ad-
dresses a partial converse to this issue: specifically, if we restrict our-
selves to stationary (or blockwise stationary) quantizer designs, then
there exists an optimal design consisting of LLR-based threshold rules.

It turns out that the analysis for the case 7" > 1 can be reduced to an
analysis that is closely related to our earlier analysis for 7' = 1. Indeed,
consider the sequential cost coefficient for the time step n = 1, where
the rules for the other time steps are held fixed. From (27) we have

_ Tr° + Tr!
o Dgl —|— 50 Dl‘l —|— 51

Go

for nonnegative constants so and s;. As we will show, our earlier anal-
ysis of the sequential cost coefficient, in which sy = s; = 0, carries
through to the case in which these values are nonzero. This allows us
to provide (in Theorem 9) a characterization of the optimal blockwise
stationary quantizer.

Definition 4: The quantizer design function ¢ : X' — U/ is said
to be a likelihood-ratio threshold rule if there are thresholds do =
—o0 < di < ... < dg = 420, and a permutation (w1,...,ux)
of (0,1,..., K\—1) such that for{=1,..., K, with Po-probability 1,
we have

(X)) =u ifdi < FHX)/ X)L do
When fl(X)/fo(X) = di—1,set ¢(X) = uy—1 or ¢(X) = u; with
Po-probability 1.1

Previous work on the extremal properties of likelihood-ratio-based
quantizers guarantees that the KL divergence is maximized by an LLR-
based quantizer [18]. In our case, however, the sequential cost coeffi-
cient G4 involves a pair of KL divergences, Dg and D}, which are re-
lated to one another in a nontrivial manner. Hence, establishing asymp-

IThis last requirement of the definition is termed the canonical likelihood
ratio quantizer by Tsitsiklis [18]. Although one could consider performing addi-
tional randomization when there are ties, our later results (in particular, Lemma
7) establish that in this case, randomization will not further decrease the optimal
cost /5.
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totic optimality of LLR-based rules for this cost function does not
follow from existing results, but rather requires further understanding
of the interplay between these two KL divergences.

The following lemma concerns certain “unnormalized” variants of
the KL divergence. Given vectors ¢« = (ag,a1) and b = (bg,b1),
we define functions D° and D' mapping from RY to the real line as
follows:

N , b
D°(a,b) := ag log %‘; + bo log bi’ (28a)

1

. , b
D' (a,b) := a; log ZT‘) + by log bi (28b)

0

These functions are related to the standard (normalized) KL divergence
via the relations D°(a,1 — a) = D(ag,a1), and D'(a,1 — a) =
D(ai,a0).

Lemma 5: For any positive scalars a1, b1, c1,ag, bo, co such that

Z—é Z—; < 2—;, at least one of the two following conditions must
hold:

(i) D°a,b+c)>D°b,c+a)and (29a)

D'(a,b+¢) > D%b,c+a) (29b)

(i) D°(c,a+b) > D°(b,c+ a) and (29¢)

D'(c,a+b) > D°(b,c+a). (29d)

This lemma implies that under certain conditions on the ordering
of the probability ratios, one can increase both KL divergences by
re-quantizing. This insight is used in the following lemma to establish
that the optimal quantizer ¢ behaves almost like a likelihood-ratio rule.
To state the result, recall that the essential supremum is the infimum of
the set of all 5 such that f(x) < # for Pg-almost all « in the domain,
for a measurable function f.

Lemma 6: 1f ¢ is an asymptotically optimal quantizer, then for all
pairs (u1,u2) € U, u1 # uz, there holds

I (u1) ¢ <oss I () ess  sup I (l)> .

in \ ‘
fo (ul) wi(w)=usz fO (‘/U) z:¢(xz)=us fO (.[)

Note that a likelihood-ratio rule guarantees something stronger: For
Po-almost all 2 such that ¢(x) = u1, f'(2)/f°(x) takes a value either
to the left or to the right, but not to both sides, of the interval specified
above.

Lemma 7 stated below essentially guarantees quasi-concavity of G
for the case of binary quantizers. To state the result, let F' : [0,1]* — R
be given by
co 1

F((l‘o,dl) - D((lo,(lrl) —|— do + D(al,ao) —|— d1 )

(30)

Lemma 7: For any nonnegative constants cq, ¢1, do, d1, the function
F defined in (30) is quasi-concave.

We provide a proof of this result in the Appendix. An immediate
consequence of Lemma 7 is that LLR-based quantizers exist for the
class of randomized quantizers with binary outputs.

Corollary 8: Restricting to the class of (blockwise) stationary binary
quantizers, there exists an asymptotically optimal quantizer ¢ that is a
(deterministic) likelihood-ratio threshold rule.

Proof: Let ¢ is a (randomized) binary quantizer. The sequential
cost coefficient can be written as G4 = F(f2(0), 4(0)). The set of
{(£2(0), £4(0)} for all ¢ is a convex set whose extreme points can be
realized by deterministic likelihood ratio threshold rules (see Proposi-
tion 3.2 of [18]). Since the minimum of a quasi-concave function must
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lie at one such extreme point [4], the corollary is immediate as a con-
sequence of Lemma 7. O

It turns out that the same statement can also be proved for determin-
istic quantizers with arbitrary output alphabets.

Theorem 9: Restricting to the class of (blockwise) stationary and
deterministic decision rules, then there exists an asymptotically optimal
quantizer ¢ that is a likelihood-ratio threshold rule.

We present the full proof of this theorem in the Appendix. The proof
exploits both Lemmas 6 and 7.

VI. DISCUSSION

In this correspondence, we have studied the problem of sequential
decentralized detection. For quantizers with neither local memory nor
feedback (Case A in the taxonomy of Veeravalli ez al. [22]), we have es-
tablished that stationary designs need not be optimal in general. More-
over, we have shown that in the asymptotic setting (i.e., when the cost
per sample goes to zero), there is a class of problems for which there
exists a range of prior probabilities over which stationary strategies are
suboptimal.

There are a number of open questions raised by the analysis in this
correspondence. First, our analysis has established only that the best
stationary rule chosen from a finite set of deterministic quantizers
need not be optimal. Is there a corresponding example with an infinite
number of deterministic stationary quantizer designs for which none
is optimal? Second, Corollary 8 establishes the optimality of likeli-
hood-ratio rules for randomized decision rules that produce binary
outputs. This proof was based on the quasi-concavity of the function
G, that specifies the asymptotic sequential cost coefficient. Is this
function G4 also quasi-concave for quantizers other than binary ones?
Such quasi-concavity would extend the validity of Theorem 9 for the
general class of randomized quantizers.

APPENDIX

Proof of Lemma 5

By renormalizing, we can assume without loss of generality
(w.lo.g.)thata; + b1 + ¢1 = ao + bo + co = 1. Also w.l.o.g, assume
that by > bo. Thus, ¢1 > ¢p and a1 < ag.Replacinge; = 1—a; — by
and co = 1 — ao — bo, the inequality c1 /co > b1 /bo is equivalent to
a1 < (Lobl/bo — (b1 — bo)/bo

We fix values of b, and consider varying @ € A, where A denotes the
domain for (ao, a1 ) governed by the following equality and inequality
constraints: 0 < a1 < 1 —01; 0 < ag < 1—bo; a1 < ap and

ay < Cl,ob1/b0 - (b1 - bo)/bo (31)

Note that the third constraint (a1 < o)) is redundant due to the other
three constraints. In particular, constraint (31) corresponds to a line
passing through ((b1 — bo)/b1,0) and (1 — by, 1 — b1) in the (ag, a1)
coordinates. As a result, A is the interior of the triangle defined by this
line and two other lines given by a; = 0 and ag = 1 — bo (see Fig. 1).
Since both D°(a,1 — a) and D'(a,1 — a) correspond to KL
divergences, they are convex functions with respect to (ao,a;). In
addition, the derivatives with respect to a; are % < 0 and
log % < 0, respectively. Hence, both functions can be (strictly)
bounded from below by increasing a; while keeping ao unchanged,
i.e., by replacing a; by a! so that (ag,a}) lies on the line given
by (31), which is equivalent to the constraint c¢i /co = by /bo. Let
¢y =1—"by —aj;then ¢} /co = b1 /bo. Our argument has established
inequalities (a) and (b) in the following chain of inequalities:

D'(a,b+c) (32a)
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ay

17})1

(b1 —bo) /by
Fig. 1. Tlustration of the domain A.

].—b(] ag

) y by + ¢!
Y o M 4 (b1 4 ) log 24 (32b)
ap bo + co
Ii !
D o og M 4 ¢ log S 4+ by Tog 2 (32¢)
ao Co b()
(¢) ‘/ ',l
S (dh 4+ ) log LT 1 log by (32d)
ap + co bo
=D'(a+c,b) (32¢)

and inequality (c) follows from an application of the log-sum in-
equality [9]. A similar conclusion holds for D°(a,b + ¢).

Proof of Lemma 6

Suppose the opposite is true, that there exist two sets S1,.52 with
positive Po-measure such that ¢(X) = us forany X € S; U S5, and

f1(51)<f1('u‘1) FH(S2)
foUS1) 7 fOwr) T fOSe)

By reassigning S or S> to the quantile u;, we are guaranteed to have
a new quantizer ¢’ such that Dg)/ > DY. and D}f), > Dé*, thanks to

Lemma 5. As a result, ¢’ has a smaller sequential cost .J, ;,, which is a
contradiction.

(33)

Proof of Lemma 7

The proof of this lemma is conceptually straightforward, but the al-
gebra is involved. To simplify the notation, we replace ao by @, a1 by
y, the function D(ag,a1) by f(x,y), and the function D(a1,ay) by
g(z,y). Finally, we assume that do = d; = 0; the proof will reveal
that this case is sufficient to establish the more general result with ar-
bitrary nonnegative scalars dy and d;. We have

fz,y) = xlog(x/y) + (1 — x)log[(1 — 2)/(1 — y)]
and
g(z,y) = ylog(y/x) + (1 — y)log[(1 — y) /(1 — =)].

Note that both f and ¢ are convex functions and are nonnegative in
their domains, and moreover that we have F(z,y) = co/f(z,y) +
c1/g(z,y). In order to establish the quasi-concavity of F, it suffices
to show that for any (&, y) in the domain of F, for any vector h =
[ho h1] € R? such that A"V F(, y) = 0, there holds

REV?F (2, y)h <0 (34)
(see Boyd and Vandenberghe [4]). Here we adopt the standard notation
of VF for the gradient vector of I, and V2 I for its Hessian matrix.
We also use F),; to denote the partial derivative with respect to variable
x, F., to denote the partial derivative with respect to « and y,, and so
on.
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We have VF = —2Yf _ "1(;—?7 Thus, it suffices to prove relation
(34) for vectors of the form

—_ _cofy _ c19y cofe c19z \ 1T
= [ ) (3 )]
It is convenient to write h = «covg + civi, where vg =
[=£u/F7 /£ and v = [=gy /9" 92/9°]" .
The Hessian matrix V2 F' can be written as V2F = ¢y Ho + co Hi,

where

1

forf — 212

fﬂryf - 2f.rf?/:|
fabyf - Qfxfy

fuyf - Qf;
and

=L Jayg — way] '
Gayd — 292y

g 9uv9 — 29,

Now observe that

WTV2Fh = (covo + ¢4 7'1)T(00H0 + 1 Hi)(covo + crvr)

which can be simplified to

REVEFh = civd Hovo + civi Hiv
+cgcl (2v§’H0ru1 + 'vngl’vg) + cocf (Q'U%'Hlvl + 'U;[Ho vl) .

This function is a polynomial in ¢g and c;, which are restricted to be
nonnegative scalars (at least one of which is assumed to be nonzero).
Therefore, it suffices to prove that all the coefficients of this polynomial
(with respect to ¢ and ¢y ) are strictly negative. In particular, we shall
show that

(i) vd Hovo < 0 and

(i) 208 Hovy + vl Hivg < 0
where in both cases equality occurs only if = y, which is outside
of the domain of F'. The strict negativity of the other two coefficients
follows from entirely analogous arguments.

First, some straightforward algebra shows that inequality (i) is equiv-
alent to the relation

foafy + Fyuf7 2 2fefyfoy-

But note that f is a convex function, so fyu fyy > f? ,- Hence, we have
5 Q) (b)

ffcrfy +fyyf7 Z 2\/ frzfyy|frfy| Z 2f9:fyfry

thereby proving (i). (In this argument, inequality (a) follows from the
fact that a® 4+ b* > 2ab, whereas inequality (b) follows from the strict
convexity of f. Equality occurs only if # = y.) Regarding (ii), some
further algebra reduces it to the inequality
Gi+G2—Gs >0 (35)

where

G = 2(fy gy frr + fogafyy — (Fu92 + fogy) foy)

G = qurr + ffflyy —2fufyGuy

2 2
Gs = 2(Fy0u — fogu)’-
3 y(,fy.(]. f .(]y)

At this point in the proof, we need to exploit specific information
about the functions f and g, which are defined in terms of KL diver-
gences. To simplify notation, weletu = x/y andv = (1—2)/(1—y).
Computing derivatives, we have

fo(,y) =log(x/y) —log((1 — 2)/(1 —y)) = log(u/v)
Fylesy) = (=) /(1 = g) = afy = v —u

ge(z,y) =1 —9y)/(L—a)—y/z=1/v—1]/u
gy(x,y) =log(y/z) —log((1 — y)/(1 — z)) = log(v/u)

1 N
VE flay) = [_”“:” 1;:“;")1]
c(l—xz) (1—y)2 y2
2 e T T
Vigle,y) = | 027 w=) ]
z(l—x)
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Noting that fo = —gy; gey = — fre; foy = —gyy, We see that (35) is
equivalent to
; 2
Q(fvrg.rf‘yy +_fyg.7?g!]!/) - fa.?g!/‘!/ + f;gﬂ?ﬂ? Z ;(f‘yg,r, - ffﬂg?l)z' (36)

To simplify the algebra further, we shall make use of the inequality

(log t*)* < (t — 1/t)?, which is valid for any ¢. This implies that
foge = (v = w)(1/v = 1/u) < fog, = —(log(u/v))’

=—f;=-g, <0.
Thus, _fg,(}yy > fy,(]a:f]yy and

%(fygw - f.rgy)z < %fygr(fygm = fugy)-

As a result, (36) would follow if we can show that
Q(fxyxfyy+fygrgyy)+fyyacgyy+fjgrx >

gfygx(fygr_fzgy)-

For all # # y, we may divide both sides by — f, (@, y)g=(z,y) > 0.
Consequently, it suffices to show that

2
_2fmfyy/fy - fz/gmr/g.r = 30yy 2 5(f Gy — 9= fy)

or, equivalently

v i u v
2 ; ) R _
2log(ufv) <u -1 + 1—'v> + <1—:c + ’L‘)

3 (u—u)‘
Cy(l-y) = _< uv

v)(u+v—1)
“hi- o)

or, equivalently

(v —v)?(u+ v — 4uv)
wo(u—1)(1 —wv)

2 ((u—wv)? KAE
2;<T‘(1°g;))- G7

Due to the symmetry, it suffices to prove (37) for + < y. In particular,
we shall use the following inequality for logarithm mean [13], which
holds for u # wv:

2log(u/v) (u(;

3 < logu —logwv 1
2y/uv + (u +v)/2 (uv(u+v)/2)1/3"

uw—v
We shall replace % in (37) by appropriate upper and lower
bounds. In addition, we shall also bound g(, y) from below, using the
following argument. When & < y, we have © < 1 < v, and

1—
g(x.y)=ylog %Hl—y)log 1_1{
S yly—z) n (I1—y)(x—y)
2y +(+y)/2 " [(1—2)(1—y)(1—(x+y)/2)]/?

_ 3(1-v)(1—wu)
"m0yt
Let us denote this lower bound by q(u, v).

Having got rid of the logarithm terms, (37) will hold if we can prove
the following:

6(u—v)*(ut+v—1)
(2Vuv 4+ (u+v)/2)(u — 1)(1 —v)

S 2 <(u —v)? B
= g(u,v) uv

(u=1)(1—v)

o) (o(o1)/2)175

(u —v)?(u+ v — 4uv)
wv(u —1)(1 —v)

9(u —v) >
@2V + (at 0)/2)?
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or equivalently,

6(u+v—1) n (u 4 v — 4uv)
(2y/uv + (v +v)/2) uv

3 1
x <(1; —u) (2y/u+ ) T o—uw)((v+ 1)/2)1/3>

/1 9
22 (E ECNTENOR 1!)/2)2) (38)

which is equivalent to

(u+ v —2/uv)((u+v)/2+ 3/ uv + 4uv)
(2y/uv + (u + v)/2)uv
o B+ 1/ - @Vut (ut1)/2)
(v — 0@V + (0t DD (o0t D27
 (ut v = 2T (u+ 0)/2+ 5/0)
- wv(2y/uv + (u +v)/2)?

and also equivalent to

(39)

((w~+v)/2 + 2/uv)((u+v) /2 + 3/ uv + 4uv)
X 3o+ 1)/2)* = (2 + (u +1)/2)]
> (2 + (u+1)/2)(0(v+1)/2)"/?

((u+v)/2 + 5/uv)(v — u). (40)

It can be checked by tedious but straightforward calculus that inequality
(40) holds for any v < 1 < v, and equality holds when v = 1 = v,
ie,xr = y.

Proof of Theorem 9

Suppose that ¢ is not a likelihood-ratio rule. Then there exist pos-
itive Po-probability disjoint sets Si, S2,.55 such that for any X| €
S51,X2 € 52,X3 €53

A X1) =(X3) =w (41a)
(f)(Xg) = U2 ;ﬁ U1 (41b)
X (X))
PO S P S ) @
Define the probability of the quantiles as
F(u) :=Po(6(X) = u1),
£ (u2) :==Po(o (A)_ug)
f(u)ZP(( ) =),
£l (o) i=Pi(6(X) = ua).

Similarly, for the sets S1, Sz, and Ss, we define

ao = f°(81). £°(S2).
ar = f1(S1). blzf( 2),

£°(Ss)
e = f1(Ss).

and c¢p =

and

Finally, let po,p1. g0, and ¢: denote the probability measures of the
“residuals”

po = f(u2) —bo, p1=f(u2) = b,

g = f(ur) —ao —co, @1 = f'(w1)—ar —ei.
Note that we have Z—; < Z—é < ‘1 . In addition, the sets S; and S5 were
chosen so that Z—é < g—; << Cl From Lemma 6, there holds

p1+ b1 _ fl("z) ¢ <(l_1 F_l)
po+bo  fO(u2) '

ap Co
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We may assume w.l.0.g. that ”1+I’1 <z "1 . Then, Z;izl < Z(l) o)
B Bl ;f’l Overall, we are guaranteed to have the ordering
/ ] b a b
u<m+1<i<i<— 42)

Po po+bo ~ bo

Our strategy will be to modify the quantizer ¢ only for those X for
which ¢( X)) takes the values w1 or uz, such that the resulting quantizer
is defined by a LLR-based threshold, and has a smaller (or equal) value
of the corresponding cost .J;. For simplicity in notation, we use A to
denote the set with measures under Py and Py equal to ap and a1 ; the
sets B, C, P, and Q are defined in an analogous manner We begin by
observing that we have either “3 < qligl < 21 or ; < géizl <
L Thus, in our subsequent manipulation of sets, we always bundle Q
Wlth either A or C accordingly without changing the ordering of the
probability ratios. Without loss of generality, then, we may disregard
the corresponding residual set corresponding to Q in the analysis to
follow.

In the remainder of the proof, we shall show that either one of the
following two modifications of the quantizer ¢ will improve (decrease)
the sequential cost .J.

(1) Assign A, 5 and C to the same quantization level u, and leave

P to the level us; or
(ii) Assign P, A and B to the same level w2, and leave c to the level
Uq.
It is clear that this modified quantizer design respects the likelihood-
ratio rule for the quantization indices w; and u2. By repeated applica-
tion of this modification for every such pair, we are guaranteed to arrive
at a likelihood-ratio quantizer that is optimal, thereby completing the
proof.

Let ag, by, ¢y, py be normalized versions of ag. bo, co, Po, respec-
tively (i.e., ap = ao/(po + ao + bo + co), and so on). Similarly,
let @}, b', ¢}, p} be normalized versions of a1, b1, c1, p1, respectively.
With this notation, we have the relations

Z 2 (u)log fl( u)

uFuy,us
+ (po + bo) log
= Ao+ (f*(u1) + fO(UZ))
o + bt ag + ¢
<(P0 +b0)10!—’, - —|—b? + (UO +c )10 2+C2
= Ao+ (fO(M) +f (uz)w%p’ +b,a + ),
= ¥ s g
uFuy,ug

+ (p1 + by )log

aop + co

ay + ¢y

b
20 + % ~+ (a0 + o) log

p1+ b ar +c1
log
b + (a1 +¢1)log P

= A1 + (' (ur) —I— f Yu2))D (p' + 0 d + )

where we define

= > f(w)leg i

uFug,us

+ (f*(ur) + £°(u2

Z f (u)log )‘O(u)

uFuq,ug

+(f () + 1!

f (ur) 4+ f'(u2) >0

()18 G+ flug) =
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due to the nonnegativity of the KL divergences.
Note that from (42) we have
b ch

b/<_/

Ji i + b} <4 a

Py Po by T oag

in addition to the normalization constraints that p{, + ay + by + ¢ =
ph 4+ dl + b + ¢ = 1. It follows that

P14 0l

Po+bo

PLtal+b el
Ph+ b+ ¢

Let us consider varying the values of a', b}, while fixing all other
variables and ensuring that all the above constraints hold. Then ay +
b} is constant, and both D°(p' + b',a’ + ¢') and D*(p' +b',a’ + ¢')
increase as b} decreases and a) increases. In other words, if we define

ag = ay,by = b} and af and bY such that
1 1" ’ !
(L_l _ bl _ 1- P1 — €1
T ] /
ag by 1—py—ch

then we have

bo(p'—l—b',a,’—l—c’) Sbo(p/—l—b”,(l”—l—c,) and
Dl(p,—i—b,,(l‘l—I—cl) SEI(PI‘I‘I)”,])H-FC,)- (43)

Now note that vector (by,bY) in R? is a convex combination of
(0,0) and (ag + by, af + b”) It follows that (p() + b({,pﬁ +bf)isa
convex combination of (pg, p) and (pg + ab + by, py +af + b)) =
(py + ap + by, Py + a) + by). By (43), we obtain

0

5:Awuﬁwo+ﬁdbpwﬁ+uw+w
+Aruﬂwn+ﬁé;mww+mm+w
2%+m@¢w%&@®+ww+w
T (f1(ur) + fl('z:))f?l(p' + b, a" ')

4wHP@O+deD%+%ppwﬂ
AwHﬂw0+M£DMM+W%+%Y

Applying the quasi-concavity result in Lemma 7

o]
™

Ao+ (fO(ur) + fO(u2))D(pi), 1Y)

1
T

AT () @) D)
s

Ao+ (fO(u1)+ fO(u2)) D(pp+ab + by, py +a) +b7)

G4 > min {

71'1
+ , .
A+ (f! (ur) + 1 (u2)) D(py +ah +b) . py +ag+b) }

But the two arguments of the minimum are the sequential cost coeffi-
cient corresponding to the two possible modifications of ¢. Hence, the
proof is complete.
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Myopic Coding in Multiterminal Networks
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Abstract—This correspondence investigates the interplay between coop-
eration and achievable rates in multiterminal networks. Cooperation refers
to the process of nodes working together to relay data toward the destina-
tion. There is an inherent tradeoff between achievable information trans-
mission rates and the level of cooperation, which is determined by how
many nodes are involved and how the nodes encode/decode the data. We
illustrate this tradeoff by studying information-theoretic decode—forward-
based coding strategies for data transmission in multiterminal networks.
Decode-forward strategies are usually discussed in the context of omni-
scient coding, in which all nodes in the network fully cooperate with each
other, both in encoding and decoding. In this correspondence, we investi-
gate myopic coding, in which each node cooperates with only a few neigh-
boring nodes. We show that achievable rates of myopic decode—forward
can be as large as that of omniscient decode—forward in the low signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR) regime. We also show that when each node has only a
few cooperating neighbors, adding one node into the cooperation increases
the transmission rate significantly. Furthermore, we show that myopic de-
code—forward can achieve nonzero rates as the network size grows without
bound.

Index Terms—Achievable rates, decode—forward, multiple-relay
channel, multiterminal network, myopic coding.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Wireless Networks

Wireless networks have been receiving much attention recently by
both researchers and industry. The main advantage of wireless tech-
nology to users is the seamless access to the network whenever and
wherever they are; to service providers, easier deployment, as no cable
laying is required. Examples of wireless networks include cellular mo-
bile networks, Wi-Fi networks, and sensor networks. A large amount
of research has been carried out recently on various aspects of wireless
networks, including power saving [1], [2], routing [3]-[5], transport ca-
pacity [6], [7], and connectivity [8]. In this correspondence, we focus
on transmission rates in multiterminal wireless networks.

Analyzing transmission rates in multiterminal networks is not easy.
Consider the single-relay channel [9], [10], a channel consisting of one
source, one relay, and one destination. Even for this simple three-ter-
minal network, the capacity is not known except for a few special cases,
e.g., the degraded relay channel [9]. This hints at the difficulty of ana-
lyzing multiterminal networks. We attempt to investigate an excerpt of
the multiterminal network by looking at data transmission from a single
source to a single destination, from multiple sources to a single destina-
tion, and from a single source to multiple destinations, with the help of
relay(s). Appropriate models for these types of networks are the mul-
tiple-relay channel [11], [12] (an extension of the single-relay channel),
the multiple-access relay channel [13], [14], and the broadcast relay
channel [15], respectively. The reason for using relays, which have no
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