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Abstract

In Part Il of this two-part paper, a sum-rate-maximizing povallocation with minimum power consumption is
found for multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO) decodexd-forward (DF) two-way relaying (TWR) in a network
optimization scenario. In this scenario, the relay and thee nodes jointly optimize their power allocation stgie
to achieve network optimality. Unlike the relay optimizati scenario considered in part | which features low
complexity but does not achieve network optimality, thewwek-level optimal power allocation can be achieved in
the network optimization scenario at the cost of higher demity. The network optimization problem is considered
in two cases each with several subcases. It is shown thatah&dered problem, which is originally nonconvex,
can be transferred into different convex problems for atl tteo subcases. For the remaining two subcases, one for
each case, it is proved that the optimal strategies for theceonodes and the relay must satisfy certain properties.
Based on these properties, an algorithm is proposed fornfinttie optimal solution. The effect of asymmetry in
the number of antennas, power limits, and channel staiialso considered. Such asymmetry is shown to have a
negative effect on both the achievable sum-rate and the mpallaeation efficiency in MIMO DF TWR. Simulation

results demonstrate the performance of the proposed tilgoand the effect of asymmetry in the system.

. INTRODUCTION

Two-way relaying (TWR) is a promising protocol featuringghispectral efficiencyl [1]. Optimizing transmit
strategies such as power allocation of the participatindesdn a TWR helps to maximize the spectral efficiency
in terms of sum-rate [2]-[[7]. As shown in Part | of this tworp@aper [2], achieving the maximum sum-rate
in TWR, however, does not necessarily demand the consumpfiall the available power at all participating
nodes. As a result, it is of interest to find the power allarativhich minimizes the power consumption of the
participating nodes among all power allocations that ashighe maximum sum-rate in TWR. For brevity, this
objective of optimizing the power allocation at the papating nodes is called the sum-rate maximization with

minimum power consumption. In Part | of this two-part paplee, problem of relay optimization for multiple-input

J. Gao, S. A. Vorobyov, and H. Jiang are with the DepartmeriElettrical and Computer Engineering, University of AllaerEdmonton,
AB, T6G 2V4 Canada; e-mail§jgaoc3, svorobyo, hail}@ualberta.ca. J. Zhang and M. Haardt are with the Commumic&esearch
Laboratory, lImenau University of Technology, lImenau698, Germany; e-mails{Jianshu.zhang, martin.haardt}@tu-ilmenau.de.

Some preliminary results of this paper were presented at BR@DM 2012, Anaheim, CA, USA.

August 15, 2018 DRAFT


http://arxiv.org/abs/1212.3654v1

multiple-output (MIMO) decode-and-forward (DF) TWR is estigated, in which the relay optimizes its own power
allocation to achieve sum-rate maximization with minimuower consumption given the power allocation of the
source nodes. The solution of the relay optimization pnobdierived in Part | gives the optimal power allocation of
the relay in a MIMO DF TWR system in the case when there is nadination between the relay and the source
nodes. Although this power allocation is in general subroak on the network level, it is a viable and preferable
solution for power allocation when the considered MIMO DF RVBystem has limitation on the computational
capability of finding the power allocation strategy. If therficipating nodes have sufficient computational capigbili

a better performance than that in the relay optimizatiomade can be achieved. In such a case, the relay and
the source nodes can jointly optimize their power allocattrategies for sum-rate maximization with minimum
power consumption.

Joint optimization of transmit strategies of the relay andrse nodes for MIMO TWR has been studied in
[4]- [7]. Transmit strategies for maximizing the weightaghsrate of a TWR system are studied [in [4], in which
the optimal solution is found through alternative optintiza over the transmit strategies of the relay and source
nodes. In[[5], a low-complexity sub-optimal design of retmd source node transmit strategies is derived for either
sum-rate maximization or power consumption minimizatioder quality-of-service requirements. The joint source
node and relay precoding design for minimizing the mearasgperror in a MIMO TWR system is studied inl [6].
The optimal solution is found through an alternative optiation of several sub-problems obtained from the original
non-convex problem. The authors [ [7] solve the robusttjeource and relay optimization problem for a MIMO
TWR system with imperfect channel state information. Dedvthe optimal solution for the joint optimization
problem generally requires alternative optimization other transmit strategies of the relay and the source nodes,
which leads to high complexity [4].[6]l[7]. All the above ws consider MIMO amplify-and-forward (AF) TWR.

Considering the fact that DF TWR may achieve better perfocaahan AF TWR, especially at low signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR)[8], and the fact that DF TWR has the flekipdf performing separate power allocation/precoding
for relaying the communication on each direction, it is afenest to study the problem of joint optimization over
the power allocation strategies of the relay and the souockesfor MIMO DF TWR. If we further consider the
power efficiency, the problem becomes more complicatedt IParf this two-part paper studies the problem of
sum-rate maximization with minimum power consumption folM® DF TWR when the relay and the source
nodes jointly optimize their power allocations. This saémés referred to asietwork optimization scenarid’he
objective of this part is to find the joint optimal power aliion of the relay and the source nodes while reducing
the complexity of finding the optimal solution. The conttioms of Part Il are as follows.

First, we show that the considered network optimizatiorbfm is nonconvex. Based on the comparison of the
maximum achievable sum-rates of the multiple-access (M#i)tzoadcasting (BC) phases, the network optimization
problem is considered for the case that the maximum achiealn-rate of the MA phase is lager than or equal to
that of the BC phase and the case that the maximum achieuableate of the MA phase is less than that of the BC
phase, respectively. In each case, we show that the originblem can be transferred, under certain conditions, into

equivalent convex problem(s) which can be solved with lomptexity. Accordingly, the above two cases are further

August 15, 2018 DRAFT



analyzed in terms of subcases. For the subcases in whichritiead problem can be transferred into equivalent
convex problems, the problem of sum-rate maximization &edproblem of power consumption minimization are
decoupled so that the sum-rate in one of the MA or BC phase imiged while the power consumption in the
other phase is minimized. The complexity of finding the optirsolution of the network optimization problem in
the above subcases is therefore low.

Second, for the remaining two subcases in which the originablem cannot be transferred to a convex form,
we prove properties that the optimal solution must satiBBsed on these properties, we propose algorithms for
finding the joint optimal power allocations for the relay ahe& source nodes. While the proposed algorithms find
the optimal solution in iterations, the optimization preils that the rely and source nodes need to solve in each
iteration are convex and simple. As a result, the compleaftyhe proposed algorithms for finding the optimal
solution of the nonconvex joint optimization problem is @gtable in these two subcases.

Third, we demonstrate the effect of asymmetry on MIMO DF TWiRhe network optimization scenario. Similar
to the relay optimization scenario, we show that asymmaetrpower limits, number of antennas, and channel
statistics can lead to performance degradation in both ¢heegable sum-rate and the power allocation efficiency.
Specifically, we show that the optimal power allocation irttbof the aforementioned two subcases in which the
original problem cannot be transferred to a convex probkemot as efficient as that in other subcases. Then, it is
shown through analysis and simulation that the asymmetithénpower limits, number of antennas, and channel
statistics leads to a larger occurrence probability of theva-mentioned two subcases. As a result, we show that
asymmetry leads to performance degradation in the MIMO DHRTSYstem.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Sedfibn Il gitke system model of this work. The network
optimization problem is studied in Sectibnl . Simulatiesults are shown in SectignllV, and Secfidn V concludes

the paper. Section VI “Appendix” provides proofs for the eas and theorems.

Il. SYSTEM MODEL

A TWR with two source nodes and one relay is considered, whetece nodé (i = 1,2) and the relay have
n; andn, antennas, respectively. The information symbol vector #iedprecoding matrix of source nodeare
denoted as; and W, respectively, where; is a complex Gaussian vector witfi{s;} = 0, E{s;s!'} =1, and
E{sis?} = 0 in which the superscript:)! stands for the conjugate transpose drdenotes the identity matrH<.
The channels from source nodedo the relay and from the relay to source nadare denoted a#l;, and H,;,
respectively. It is assumed that source nedamows H,; and the relay know#,,, Vi. It is also assumed that the
relay knowsH,;, Vi by using either channel reciprocity or channel feedback. &@mple, if the system works
in the time-division duplex moddl,;, Vi are known at the relay due to channel reciprocity. Otherwideen the
system works in the frequency-division duplex mode, thayeleeds feedback from the source nodes to obtain

H,:, Vi.

1it is assumed as default throughout the paper that the udex inand j satisfyi # j.
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In the MA phase, source noddransmits the signalV;s; to the relay. The sum-rate of the MA phase, denoted

as R™*(D), is bounded by([10]
R™(D) = log [I+(H;,D;H! + H,, D,H ) (02) 7! (1)

whereD; = W, Wi i, D = [D;,D,] ando?1 is the noise covariance matrix at the relay.

The relay decodes, ands, from the received signal, performs precoding for each afthend then forwards the
superposition of the precoded information symbols to theemnodes in the BC phase. Note that the Exclusive-OR
(XOR) based network coding is adopted at the relay in som&svior examplel[111]). While XOR based network
coding may achieve better performance in terms of sum-hate the symbol-level superposition, it relies largely on
the symmetry of the traffic from the two source nodes. The asgtry in the traffic in the two directions can lead
to significant degradation in the performance of XOR in TWR][J13]. As the general case of TWR is considered
and there is no guarantee of traffic symmetry, the simple aambr of symbol-level superposition is assumed here
at the relay as it is considered inl [1].

With the receiver side channel knowledge and the knowleddbeorelay precoder, each source node is able to
subtract its self-interference from the received signan@eT,; as the relay precoding matrix for relaying the
signal from source nodg to source node. Let B; = T,; T, Vi andB = [B1, Bs]. Then the information rate for

the communication from the relay to source nagdedenoted asl?m-(Bi), is expressed as
R.i(B;) = log |T + (H,,B;H})(07) | 2)
whereo?1 is the noise covariance matrix at source ned&he sum-rate of the BC phase, denoted?a§(B), is
R"(B) = R,1(B1) + Ri2(Ba). 3
The end-to-end information rate from source ngd® source nodée, denoted ask;;(B;,D;), is bounded by
Rjs(Bo, D) = © min{ Rus(B.), (D)) (4)

where

Rj:(D;) = log I + (H;;D;H}) (07) '), ©)

Then the sum-rate for communication over both MA and BC phésethe considered DF TWR can be written
as [1]
1 ;
R™(B,D) = 5 min{R"*(D), R(B, D)} 6)

where
R(B,D) = min{R,1(B1), Ro:(D3)}
+ min{Rrg (Bg), er(Dl)}. (7)

Denote the singular value decomposition (SVD)Hf; as H,; = U,;Q,; V. We assume that the first;

(ry; < min(n;, n,)) diagonal elements d®,;, denoted ass,;(1),...,wy;(ry;), are non-zero. Since the source nodes
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can subtract their self-interference in the BC phase anddlsy has channel knowledge #i,;, Vi, the power
allocation of the relay for relaying the signal in eitheretition should be based on waterfilling regardless of how
the relay distributes its power between relaying the sgmalthe two directions. The actual water-levels used by
the relay for relaying the signal from source ngd® source nodeé is denoted ad/\;, Vi. With water-levell/\,,
B; can be given aB; = V,;P,;(\;)VE whereP,;(\;) = dlag(( %)’L, e (%—mfﬁ, .. .,0)

in which diag-) stands for making a diagonal matrix using the given eleménts stands for projection to the
positive orthanto; (k) = |wyi(k)|?/o2, and there arén, — r,;) zeros on the main diagonal &,;(\ H It holds

that

Ry(By) =) log (1 + (—al(k:) - 1)+) (8a)

kETy
+
Ry2(By) = ) log (1 + (—a2(l<:) - 1) ) (8b)
keZs
whereZ;, = {1,...,r,;}. Therefore, the rateR”-(Bi) obtained using water-level/); is alternatively denoted as

Rei(\s).

From equation{6), it can be seen that the maximization o$tima-rate using minimum power potentially involves
balancing betwee®™*(D) and R(B, D) and betweer,;(B;) and R;,(D;), Vi. However, it is not explicit how
such rate balancing affects the power allocation of theyralad the source nodes. In order to adjust the above
rates through power allocation, we introduce the relatiagewlevels. Same as in Partll/x; (D1), 1/u2(D2), and

1/puma(D) are defined as

k; log (1 + (Ml(gl) 2 (k) — 1>+) _ 2Dy o
k; log (1 + (m(gg) 1 (k) — 1>+) _ (D) o
Zl:k;log (1 + (umj(D) (k) — 1)3 _ pma(D). 00

Given the above definition, if waterfilling is performed an;(k)'s, Vk € Z; using the water-level /x;(D;),
then the information rate of the transmission from the reétagource node using the resulting power allocation
achieves preciselyz;. (D;). If waterfilling is performed onv,;(k)’s, Yk € Z;, Vi using the water-level / fi,.(D),
then the sum-rate of the transmission from the relay to the daurce nodes using the resulting power allocation
achieves preciselfg™*(D). For brevity,u1(D1), u2(D2), andum.(D) are denoted hereafter as, p2 and pima,
respectively. The same markers/superscript®grand/orD are used om; and/oru,,, to represent the connection.
For example;(D?) and . (D) are briefly denoted ag? and jin., respectively.

For the network optimization scenario considered here,rét@y and the source nodes jointly maximize the

sum-rate in[{() with minimum total transmission power in t‘nﬁworlH Similar to the relay optimization scenario,

2Details on waterfilling based solution of power allocatiaan e found, for example, in Section LA in_[14].

3The term ‘sum-rate’ by default mear®™ (B, D) when we do not specify it to be the sum-rate of the BC or MA phase
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the relay needs to knoW; and W5 while both source nodes need to kn@y; andT,,. It is preferable that the
TWR is able to operate in a centralized mode in which the reky serve as a central node that carries out the
computations. If the system works in a decentralized mddeay lead to high overhead because of the information
exchange during the iterative optimization process.

Given the above system model, we next solve the network dggation problem.

IIl. NETWORK OPTIMIZATION

In the network optimization scenario, the relay and the s®urodes jointly optimize their power allocation to
achieve sum-rate maximization with minimum total power suamption in the system for the MIMO DF TWR.
Compared to the optimal solution of the relay optimizatisalgpem in Part |, the optimal solution of the network
optimization problem achieves larger sum-rate and/or pesger consumption at the cost of higher computational
complexity.

The sum-rate maximization part can be formulated as theviiig optimization probIeH1

R™(B,D 10a

max (B,D) (10a)
s.t. Tr{D;} < P"** Vi (10b)
Tr{B1 + B2} < Prmax (10C)

where P/"#* and P™** are the power limits for source nodeand the relay, respectively. The above problem is a

convex problem which can be rewritten into the standard fbynintroducing variableg, ¢,,t> as follows

I TR (11a)
st. t< R™(D), t <t +t (11b)

t; < Ryj(By), ti < Ri(Dy), Vi (11c)

Tr{D;} < P Vi, Tr{B, + Bs} < P™, (11d)

If transmission power minimization is also taken into aaapthe following constraints are necessary
R.i(B;) < Rj(D;),Vi. (12a)
R™(D) = R(B,D). (12b)
The reason why the above constraints are necessary if trsgiempower minimization also needs to be taken into
account is as follows. Given the fact that*(D) < Ry, (D;)+ Ra:(D2) whenever T{D; }+Tr{D} > 0, it can be

shown that the power consumption of the relay can be redugedducing T{B;} without decreasing the sum-rate
R™(B,D) in @) if R.:(B;) > R;,(D,). Therefore, the constraiff (12a) is necessary. SubjefiZa)(R" (B, D)

4The positive semi-definite constrainB®; > 0,V: and B; > 0,V: are assumed as default and omitted for brevity in all foromatiof
optimization problems in this paper.
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in (B) can be written amin{ R™*(D), R,1(B1) + Ri2(B2)}/2. Using the fact thaR™*(D) < Ry;(B1)+ R:2(Bs>)
when R, (B1) = Ro(D3) and Rrg(Bg) = Ry, (Dy), it can be shown that the power consumption of at least one
source node can be reduced without decreaitigB, D) if R™*(D) > R(B,D) while the power consumption
of the relay can be reduced without decreaskitj (B, D) if R™*(D) < R(B, D). Thus, the constrainf(IRb) is
also necessary.

Considering the constrain{s (12a) ahd {{12b), the problefinding the optimal power allocation already becomes
nonconvex. Relatind (9a)-(0c) with (84)-[8b), the above twenstraints[(12a) and(12b) can be rewritten as

Ai > g, Vi (13a)
zi:k;ilog (1+ <)\iiozi(k) —1>+>
=D log (1+ (M;ai(k) —1)+>- (13b)

1 keZ;
It should be noted that the constrairiis (12a) andl(12b), wivelently [I3&) and (I3b), are not sufficient in general.

Due to the intrinsic complexity of the considered problemisitoo complicated to formulate the general sufficient

and necessary condition for optimality for the original lpeon of sum-rate maximization with minimum power
consumption. Instead, we will show the sufficient and neaxgssptimality condition for the equivalent problems in
the subcases in which the original problem can be transfénte equivalent convex problems. For other subcases,
we will develop important properties based on the above sssrg conditions which can significantly reduce the
computational complexity of searching for the optimal $iolo.

In the scenario of network optimization, the three nodes atnfinding the optimal matrice® and B that
minimize T{D;} + Tr{D2} + Tr{B; + By} among allD and B that achieve the maximum of the objective
function in [10). Considering the fact that the optinfdland D depend on each other, solving the considered
problem generally involves alternative optimizationBfandD. It is of interest to avoid such alternative process,
when it is possible, due to its high complexity. Next we useratial power aIIocatioH to classify the problem of
finding the optimalB andD for network optimization into two cases, each with seveudicases.

Consider the following initial power allocation of the soarnodes and the relay, which decides the maximum

achievable sum-rates of the MA and BC phases, respectiVhly.source nodes solve the following problem
max R™*(D) (14a)
s.t.  Tr{D;} < P"® Vi. (14b)

It is worth mentioning that the problemi {14) is a basic powkocation problem on multiple-access channels
studied in [14]. Denote the optimal solution of the abovehtem asD° = [DY, DY]. The relay allocateg’™ax
on «;(k)'s, Vk € Z;, Vi based on the waterfilling procedure. Denote the initial whteel as1/\°. The case when

R™3(D%) > Ry (\°) + Rip(\0), i.e., when the maximum achievable sum-rate of the MA phadager than or
5Note that the initial power allocation is not the solutiontibe considered problem and it is only used for enabling ifleaton.
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equal to that of the BC phase, is denoted as Case | and the t&selit®(D°) < R,1(A\%) 4+ Rio(\0), i.e., when
the maximum achievable sum-rate of the MA phase is less thanof the BC phase, is denoted as Case Il. The
joint optimization overB andD will be studied in each of these cases. The following lemnza #pplies to both
cases is introduced for subsequent analysis.

Lemma 1 GivenD; andD, with P*** > Tr{D1} > 0 and Pj"** > Tr{Dy} > 0, if 1/u; > 1/pma > 1/,
then the following two results hold true: 1)/ uy,.(D) < 1/u; whereD = [D;, D,] with D; = 0 andD, = D;,
2). there existg € [0,1) such that withD; = ¢D, and f)j =D,, we havel /j;(D;) > 1/pima(D) = 1/u; where
D = [Dy, D).

Proof: See Subsectidn VIIA in Appendix. [

Lemma 1 relates the source nodes transmit stral2gyith the relative water-level$ /1, 1/ s, and 1/, 1t
shows a range in which the relative water-le¥¢j:,,,, can change when fixin@; and changindD; given that
1/pi > 1/ pima > 1/ p;.

Lemma 2 The optimal solution of the network optimization problemshthe following property

)\j = i > Hma if A< )\j or p; > tma- (15)

Proof: See Subsectidn VIIB in Appendix. |

Lemma 2 develops a property of the optimal solution thatofedi from the constraint§_(113a) arld_(13b). This
property is needed for future analysis.

We next study the problem of maximizing@®” (B, D) with minimum power consumption and find the optimal

power allocation for Cases | and I, respectively, in thddiwing subsections.

A. Finding the optimal solution in Case I, i.e2™2(D°%) > R, (A\%) + Ry2(\°)

Since R™#(DO) > R,1(A) + Re2(\0), it can be shown thalt/ A\ < 1/42,.. In this case, the sum-rafe’™ (B, D)
in (@) is upper-bounded by the sum-raﬁl(AO) + Rrg()\o). The following two subcases should be considered
separately.

Subcase I-1: The following convex optimization problemaadible

min - Tr{D:} +Tr{D2} (16a)
st. R™(D) > Ry (\°) + Ra(\0) (16b)
Ri:(D1) > Ria(\°) (16c)
Ry (D2) > R (A7) (16d)
Tr(D;) < P, Vi (16e)

In this subcase, the maximum sum-r&té’ (B, D) can achievé?rl()\o)+}§r2()\0). In order to achieve this maximum
sum-rate, it is necessary that = A\, = \°. Therefore, the relay should use up all available powgr= at

optimality, and the optimaB;, Vi is equal toV,;P,;(\°)VE whereP,;();) is given in Sectiof]l. As a result, the
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original problem simplifies to finding the optim®; and D, such thatR™ (B, D) achieveerl()\O) + Rrg()\o)
with minimum power consumption. Using equatiohk (6) ddd it7¢an be shown that the sufficient and necessary
condition forD to be optimal in this subcase is thBtis the optimal solution to the convex optimization problem
(18). Denoting the optimal solution to the problem](16)Ias = [D}, D3], the total power consumption in this
subcase i + Tr{Dj} + Tr{D3}.

It can be seen that the optimal solutionBfand D described above satisfies the necessary condftion (13a) as
the constraints[ (16c) an@_(16d) are considered in the pmolflé). It can also be shown that the above optimal
solution in Subcase |- 1 satisfies the necessary cond[fi@B)(hs stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 1: The optimal solution in Subcase I-1 satisfigs, = A\’ whereu? ., = pma(D*), and thereby satisfies
(130) given that\; = X = A" at optimality.

Proof: See Subsectidn VIIC in Appendix.

Considering the constrain{s (16b)-(16e), it can be sedrthiegproblem[(16) is feasible if and only if the optimal

solution to the following problem

max  Rj:(D;) (17a)
st.  Ri(Di) > Ry;(\°) (17b)
R™(D) > Riy(\°) + Ria(\°) (17¢)
Tr(D;) < P, Vi (17d)

denoted ad*, satisfiestr(D;) > Rri()\O)H However, it is possible thaRjr(D;f) < R,;(\0). Itis also possible
that the problem[(17) is not even feasible. In both of the abwio situations the probleri ([16) is infeasible. This
leads to the second subcase of Case I.

Subcase |-2: The probleri_(16) is infeasible.

Unlike Subcase I-1, the maximum sum-rdté” (B, D) in this subcase cannot achiev&g; (\°) + R.2(\°). As
mentioned above, there are two possible situations whemprhiglem [I16) is infeasible: (i)fzjr(D;) < Rri(/\o),
and (ii) the problem[(17) is infeasible. Using Lemma 1 in Pladf this two-part paper[]2] and the fact that
R™(D°%) > R, (A\°)+R,2(\°) for Case |, it can be shown that if the probldml(17) is infelesibr specific values of
¢ andj, then it is feasible (buRjr(D;f) < Rri()\o)) when the values af and;j are switched. Therefore, the problem
(I8) is infeasible if and only if there exists at least onecifievalue of j in {1,2} such thatR;,(D}) < Rei(\0)
in the problem[(TI7). It infers, based on the definitiong (@), thatl/u; < 1/A° wheneverl /iy, > 1/A\° and
1/p; > 1/X°. As a result, whenever/ i, > 1/A°, or equivalently,R™#(D) > R, (A\°) + R.2(\°), the sum-rate
R™ (B, D) is bounded byR,1 (A1) 4+ Ri2(\2) (according to equatioril6)), which is less th&m (\°) + R.o(A\°)
when 1/p; < 1/A° (according to the constrainf(13a)). Moreover, whenebgi,,. < 1/\° or equivalently,
R™(D) < Ry1(A\°) + Ri2(\°), the sum-rate?™ (B, D) is bounded bykR™?(D) (according to equatiofi}6)), which

®Note that if R;r (D) > Ryi(X0) for i = 1,5 = 2 in (I32) then it also holds thal;, (D7) > R.i(X0) for i = 2,5 = 1 and vice versa.
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is also less thatk,;(\°) + R.2(\°). Therefore, the maximum sum-raig™ (B, D) in this subcase cannot achieve
R (\0) + Ria(\0).

We specify; for this subcase so that the probldm](17) is feasibleft;u(D;f) < Rri()\o). The following theorem
characterizes the optimal solution in this subcase.

Theorem 2: Denote the optimaD; in Subcase I-2 a®}, VI € {1,2} and the optimal\; as\}, V. The optimal
strategies for the source nodes and the relay satisfy th@wiolg properties:

Lomin{1/p} < 1/p5, < 1/X%

2. The relay uses full poweP™>*;

3. D* maximizeSmIin{l/m} among allD’s that satisfy
R™*(D) > R™*(D") (18a)
Tr(Dy) < P,V (18b)

4. 1/p; <1/pf.

Proof: Please see Subsection VI-D in Appendix.

While the original problem cannot be simplified into an ealléwnt form in this subcase, the properties in the above
theorem help to significantly reduce the complexity of skeug for the optimal solution by narrowing down the set
of qualifying power allocations. Denote tf®; that maximizesk;,(D;) subject to the constrainis; > . and
Tr{D,} < P> asD! and the corresponding; asu}. According to Theorem 2, if2.;(\;) + Re;(A;) < R™*(D),

where

i = M,lj (19a)

Tr{P(\,)} + Tr{P()\;)} = P (19b)

andD is the optimal solution of the following problem

max R™*(D) (20a)
st. R;:(D;) > R;:(D}) (20b)
Tr(Dy) < P,V (20c)

then the optimaBy, Vi in Subcase I-2 is given bB; = VrzPrz(;\l)VS and the optimalD is the solution to the

following power minimization problem

rrlljin Tr{D;} + Tr{D,} (21a)

st R™(D) > Ru(A) (21b)
l

Rix(D;) > Rej(\)) (21c)

R;x(Dj) > Rui(M) (21d)

Tr(D;) < P V. (21e)
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If R.i(Mi)+Rej()j) > R™*(D), then according to Theorem 2, the optimal solution can baddw maximizing
the objectiveR"™ (B, D), denoted ask°P, that can be achieved by bof™#(D) and 3" R,;()\;) subject to the
following two constraints: 1)1/X; = 1/ji; (according to Lemma 2, Properties 1 andl4 of Theorem 2)12),
is obtained by waterfilling the remaining power eg;(k), Vk € Z; (Property 2 of Theorem 2), whete/fi; is the

optimal value of the objective function in the following @ptzation problem (Property 3 of Theorem 2)

max L (22a)

Dy
st. R™(D)> R (22b)
Tr(D;) < P V. (22¢)

Since maximizingl /p; is equivalent to maximizingz;,(D;), the objective function of the above problem can be
substituted byR,;,(D;), and1/fi; can be obtained from the optimal value Bf,(D;) in the above problem using
([@3) or [3b). As mentioned at the beginning of Subcase IofitimalR™ (B, D) is less thary_ R,;(\°). Therefore,
starting from the point by setting°® = >~ R,;(\°), we can adjusiz® to achieve the éptimaR‘W(B,D) by
solving the following problem l

mgx Rjr (DJ) (233)
st. R™(D)> RV (23b)
Tr(D;) < PPV (23c)

and obtain the resulting/f:; from the above problem. Settirnig' A\; = 1/4; and allocating all the remaining power
on oy (k)'s, Vk € I, if the resulting) " er()\z) is less thank°Pl, then R°PJ should be decreased and the above
process should be repeated. If the résul@g@rl()\l) is larger thanRk°Pl, then R°Pi should be increased and the
above process should be repeated. The olptimal solutiomiigifovhen the resultind” R,;(\;) is equal toR™(D).
With an appropriate step size of increasing/decreaBitig, R°"i converges to the loptim:RtW(B, D) in the above
procedure.

After obtaining the optimaR°"J, 1//i; and)\;, the source nodes need to solve the problem of power miniioiza

which is
mDin Tr{D:} + Tr{D} (24a)
st. R™(D)> R°M (24b)
Rir(Dy) > Rij(N)) (24c)
Rjr(Dj) > Rei(Mi) (24d)
Tr(D;) < P VL. (24e)

However, it can be shown that ,,(D;) is not the maximum thak;, (D;) can achieve subject to the constraint

(224d) (without the constrainE(2Rb)), thd® and D remain the same after solving the above problem.
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TABLE I: Algorithm for finding the optimal solution for Case |

1. Check if the problem[{16) is feasible. If yes, find the optim
D from the problem [(16). The optimaB is given by B; =
Vi P (A0)VE vi. Otherwise, specifyj so that the problen{{17)
is feasible butRjr(D;f) < Ry;(\%) and proceed to Step 2.

2. Obtain D;. and ub Calculate \;,Vv! using [19). Check if
Xl:er(Al) < R™2(D). If yes, the optimalB is given byB; =

VP (M) VH Vi Find the optimalD from (2I). Otherwise,
proceed to Step 3.

3. SetR™max = 3" R,(A%) and R™* = 0. Initialize ROPI = Rmax
and proceed to lStep 4,

4. Solve the problem[{23) and obtaid and 1/4;. Set1/\; =
1/ Allocate all the remaining power om,; (k)’s,Vk € Z; using

waterfilling and obtairl /);. Check if| 3" R, (\;) — R™*(D)| < e,
1

wheree is the positive tolerance. If yes, proceed to Step 6 ViftpJ
and )\, VI. Otherwise, proceed to Step 5.

5.1f R™2(D) =" Ry (\) > €, setR™ax = RobIIf SR (N) —
R™2(D) > ¢, selztRmi“ = RoPi, Let ROPI = (Rmax l+ R™in) /2
and go back to Step 4.

6. Solve the power minimization problefn{24). Outfdtand B; =
VP (M) VE v

rl’

Using Property 2 of Theorem 2, it can be seen frobnh (21) aodtt24)the minimization of total power consumption
becomes the minimization of the source node power consomji Subcase I-2 since the relay always needs to
consume all its available power for achieving optimality.

The complete procedure of finding the optimal solution ine€Clis summarized in the algorithm in Talgle I. The
algorithm finds the optimal solution either in one shot (Stémnd 2) or through a bisection search for the optimal
R°bi (Steps 3 to 5). Denotings = R™2* — R™in the worst case number of iterations in the bisection search
log(A/e). Within each iteration, a convex problem, i.e., problém)(28 solved followed by a simple waterfilling
procedure (linear complexity) for the giver®l. Therefore, the complexity of the proposed algorithm is.low

Subcases I-1 and I-2 cover all possible situations for CabatlR™#(D%) > Ry (\°) + R, (\0).

B. Finding the optimal solution in Case II, i.eR™#(D%) < R,; (A\°) + Ry2(\°)

SinceR™(DY) < R,1(\%)+ Ry2(\°), it can be seen using(8al. {8b) and](9c) thax, > 1/.9,.. The following
four subcases are possible.
Subcase 11-11 /42, < min{1/p9,1/u9}. In this subcase, the maximu™ (B, D) is bounded byRrR™*(DO).

The optimalD is D?, and consequently both source nodes use all their avaifadser at optimality. It can be

shown that the sufficient and necessary conditionBoto be optimal in this subcase is thBt is the optimal
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solution to the following convex optimization problem
l’nBin Tr{B; + By} (25a)
st. Ru(Bi)+ Ry2(B2) > R™ (D). (25b)

The solution of[2b) can be found in closed-form and it is gy B; = VP (1%, )V vi.

Subcase I-2: there existand j such thatl/p9 < 1/u5, < 1/p) < 1/A% In this subcase, the maximum
R™(B,D) is also bounded byz™#(D"). Therefore, the optimaD is D® and both source nodes use all their
available power at optimality. It can be shown that the sigffitand necessary condition f@ to be optimal in

this subcase is thdB is the optimal solution to the following convex optimizatiproblem

IIlBiIl Tr{B1 + BQ} (263)
st.  R(B1)+ Ria(Ba) > R™(DY) (26b)
R.(B;) = R;:(DY). (26¢)

The solution of [[2B) can also be expressed in closed-forre. dgtimal B; is given byB; = Vm-Pm(u?)VS- and
the optimalB; is given byB; = V,;P.;(\;) VI, where); satisfiesR,;()\;) = R™*(D°) — R;,(DY?).

rj?

Subcase 11-3: there existand j such thatl /u) <1/u, < 1/A° < 1/4) and there exists,; such that
Rij(\;) = R™(D) — R;r (D)) (272)
Tr{P.;(A;)} < ™ = Tr{Py;(u3)}. (27b)

The optimal solutions oB andD in this subcase are the same as those given in Subcase II-2.

In the above three subcases, the maximum achievabi¢éB, D) is R™#(D°). Therefore, the original problem
of maximizing R* (B, D) with minimum total power consumption in the network simglifito the problem that
the relay uses minimum power consumption to achieve the %eplsum—raté?rl(Bl) + Rrg(Bg) that is equal
to R™a(DY).

Subcase II-4: there existand j such thatl/u§ < 1/up,, < 1/A° < 1/u) and there is no\; that satisfies
the conditions in[{27). In this subcase, the maximi{B, D) cannot achieve?™?(D?) although R™*(D%) <
R (\0) + Ria(\0).

Theorem 3: Denote the optimaD; asDy, vVl and the optimal\; asA7, Vl. In Subcase II-4, the optimal strategies
for the source nodes and the relay satisfy the following ertgs:

Lomin{1/pi} < 1/pia <1/ Hia;

2. Properties 2-4 in Theorem 2 also apply for Subcase |l1-4.

Proof: See Subsectidn VIIE in Appendix.

According to Theorem 3, the original problem of maximiziRg"' (B, D) with minimum total power consumption
becomes the problem that the source nodes and the relafyjéimd the maximum achievabl&®™ (B, D) with

the relay using all its available power and the source nodasgguminimum power. From Theorem 3, it can be

August 15, 2018 DRAFT



14

TABLE II: Summary of the overall algorithm for network optination.

1. Initial power allocation. The source nodes solve the MA sum-
rate maximization problen{{14) and obtald®, R;,(D?), Vi, and
Rma (DY), The relay obtains\° and &,;(\°), Vi.

2. Determining the cases. Check if R™2(D%) > S R (M), If yes,
proceed to Step 3. Otherwise, proceed to Stepi 4.

3. Case |. Determine the subcase basedidh 13, 19 .., andA°. For
Subcase I-1, the relay’s optimal strategyBs = V;P;;(A\°)VE

while the source nodes solve problem](16) for transmissiowep
minimization. For Subcase |-2, use Steps 2 to 6 of the algoriin

Table[] for deriving the optimal strategies for both the seunodes
and the relay.

4.Casel. Determine the subcase basedidh 119, 115,,, andA°. For
Subcases II-1, 1I-2, and II-3, the optimal strategy for seuris D?
and the relay minimizes its transmission power via solvimg prob-
lems [25) or[[26). For Subcase Il-4, substit&>x = 57 R,;(A\°)
in Step 3 of Tablgll byr™2* = R™2(DY) and use Stelps 2 to 6 of
the algorithm in Tabl& | for finding the optimal strategies foth the
source nodes and the relay.

seen that the optimal solutions in the Subcases I-2 and hiadesvery similar properties. There is also an intuitive
way to understand the similarity. Although Subcases I-2 B#dare classified to opposite cases according to the
initial power allocation, it is the same for them thB(B, D) cannot achieveR™?(D"). As a result, the relay
needs to use as much power as possible and the source nodesongecreaser™*(D) from R™2(DY) until
the maximumR(B, D) can achieveR™*(D). This similarity leads to the common properties of the abtwve
subcases. Moreover, due to this similarity between Thesr2mand 3, Steps 2 to 6 of the algorithm in Table | can
be used to derive the optimal solution in Subcase 1I-4 if theg pf R™* = 3" R,;(\°) in Step 3 is substituted by
Rmax — pma(Do), !

Concluding Case | and Case I, the complete procedure ofidgrthe optimal solution to the problem of sum-
rate maximization with minimum transmission power for theersario of network optimization is summarized in
Table[l.

C. Discussion: efficiency and the effect of asymmetry

In the previous two subsections, we find solutions of the ndtwoptimization problem in different subcases.
Given the solutions found in the previous subsections,ettsebcases can now be compared and related to each
other for more insights.

The solutions found in all subcases agtimalin the sense that they achieve the maximum achievable stam-ra
with the minimum possible power consumption. However, tpaneal solutions in different subcases may not be
equally good from another viewpoint which is power efficigrat the relay and the source nodes. Specifically,

although the power allocation of the source nodes and tlag feintly maximizes the sum-rate of the TWR over
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the MA and BC phases at optimality, the power allocation @sthnodes may not be optimal in their individual
phase of transmission, which is MA phase for the source nadesBC phase for the relay. In fact, the power
allocations in the two phases have to compromise with edutr @ order to achieve optimality over two phases. It
is so because of the rate balancing constralints (12a)amj). (it 2nfers that there is a cost of coordinating the relay
and source nodes to achieve optimality over two phases.clsiscan be very different depending on the specific
subcase. In order to show the difference in this cost, we hisentetricefficiencydefined next. A given power
allocation of the relay (source nodes) is consideredffisientif it maximizes the BC (MA) phase sum-rate with
the actual power consumption of this power allocation. B@meple, if the power allocation of the relay consumes
the power of P, < P™2* at optimality and achieves sum-rai° in the BC phase, then this power allocation is
efficient if R"° is the maximum achievable sum-rate in the BC phase with paessumption?,. It is inefficient
otherwise. It can be shown that the chance that the optimaepallocation is efficient for both the relay and the
source nodes is small (such situation is guaranteed to happgubcase II-1 and it is possible only in one another
subcase, i.e., Subcase I-1). Therefore, a joint power atllmt of the relay and source nodes is considered to be
inefficient if it is inefficient for both the relay and the seernodes, and it is considered to be efficient otherwise.
The following conclusions can be drawn for the scenario d#voek optimization.

First, it can be shown that the optimal power allocation ficieint in Subcase I-1 and generally inefficient in
Subcase I-2. Specifically, the optimal power allocation tod telay is always efficient in Subcase I-1 while the
optimal power allocation of the source nodes can be eitHamexft or inefficient. In contrast, the optimal power
allocation of the relay is always inefficient in Subcase |42ilesthe optimal power allocation of the source nodes
is also inefficient in general. For Case I, the optimal poafocation is efficient in Subcases II-1, 1I-2, and 11-3
and generally inefficient in Subcase 11-4. Specifically, dpgimal power allocation of the source nodes is efficient
in Subcases IlI-1, 1I-2, and II-3 and generally inefficientSnbcase 11-4 while the optimal power allocation of the
relay is efficient in Subcase II-1 and inefficient in Subcds$es 11-3, and 11-4.

Second, the optimal power allocation in Subcase I-1 acbi@@()\o) + Rrg()\o). In this subcase, the source
nodes minimize their power consumption while achievingrtteximum sum-rate and in general they do not use up
all their available power at optimality. Unlike Subcase, Ibbth source nodes may use up their available power in
Subcase I-2 while the achieved sum-rate is smaller ffﬁ@l(l)\o) +Rr2()\0). Similarly, the optimal power allocation
in Subcases II-1, II-2, and 11-3 achievég®®(D") while the relay not necessarily uses up its available poimer.
contrast, the optimal power allocation in Subcase II-4 oomss all the available power of the relay while the
achieved sum-rate is smaller tha&¥?(D°). Therefore, it can be seen that for Subcase I-1 and Subdaset-P,
and 11-3, in which the optimal power allocation is efficieatther the maximum possible sum-rate of the MA phase
or that of the BC phase can be achieved at optimality. Moredlie source nodes and the relay generally do not
both use up their available power. In Subcases I-2 and Ih-4yhich the optimal power allocation is inefficient,
the achieved sum-rate is however smaller than either thenmem possible sum-rate of the MA phase or that of

the BC phase, while it is possible that all nodes use up theilladble power.
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nodes during the iterations

Fig. 1: lllustration of the algorithm in Tablé I.

Third, it can be shown for Case | that the difference betwm;em{l/ﬂ?} and ml_in{l/u?} increases in general
as the subcase changes from Subcase I-1 to Subcase I-2arSiesililt can be observed in Case Il. As the subcase
changes from Subcase II-1, via Subcases 1I-2 and 1I-3, tc&e|l-4, the difference betweem?x{l/u?} and
miin{l/u?} increases.

Last, from the definitions of.?, Vi, it can be seen that large difference betwe%nc{l/u?} andmiin{l/u?} can
be, and most likely is, a result of asymmetry in the numberntémanas, available power, and/or channel statistics
at the two source nodes. It will also be shown in detail latethie simulations that such asymmetry can increase
the occurrence of Subcases I-2 and 1l-4. In contrary, if the $source nodes have same number of antennas, same
available power and same channel matrices, they = 1/u3 > 1/u2 .. As a result, only Subcase I-1 and Subcase
[I-1 are possible, in which the optimal power allocation fEcéent. Combining this fact with the observations in
the above three paragraphs, it can be seen that the asymméiry number of antennas, available power, and/or
channel statistics at the two source nodes can lead to adiggna in the power allocation efficiency for the
considered scenario of network optimization. As efficieneyeals the cost of coordination between the relay and
source nodes required to achieve optimality over the twasghan the network optimization scenario, it can be

seen that such cost is low in the case of source node symnmadrpigh otherwise.

IV. SIMULATIONS

In this section, we provide simulation examples for somelltepresented earlier and demonstrate the proposed
algorithm for network optimization in Tablé I. The generetup is as follows. The elements of the chand#]s and
H,,.,Vi are generated from complex Gaussian distribution with z@ean and unit covariance. The noise powers
02,vi ando? are set to 1. The rateB™*(D), R;.(B;), and R,;(D;) are briefly denoted a&™*, R;, and R,;,
respectively, in all figures.

Example 1: The process of finding the optimal solution formoek optimization Subcase I-2 using the proposed
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Fig. 2: Improvements as compared to relay optimization

algorithm in Tablell. The specific setup for this example is as follows. The numbbeantennasn, ns, andn,

are set to bes, 4 and 8, respectively. Power limits for the source nodes Bfg"* = 2, Pi"®* = 2.5. The relay’s
power limit is set toP:"** = 3. Since the optimality of the solution derived using the aitthon has been proved
analytically by Theorem 3, we focus on demonstrating theafiee process and the convergence of the algorithm.
Fig.[1a shows instantaneo®" (B, D), R™*(D) and R(B, D) versus the number of iterations. From the figure, it
can be seen that the above three rates converge very fadl-gihows the instantaneois, (D;), Rm-()\l-), Vi and
the power consumption of the source nodes 1 and 2, denoté&y asd P,, respectively. Two observations can be
drawn from Fig[1b. FirSthg(/\g) < Ri:(Dy) andRﬂ(x\l) = Ry, (D>) in the optimal solution since the sum-rate
is bounded byR™*(D) < R;,(D;) + R2:(D3). Second, both source nodes use all available power in thimalpt
solution. The latter observation verifies the conclusiaat for Case | the optimal power allocation in Subcase 1-2
is inefficient for using possibly more power and achievingslsum-rate.

Example 2: Comparison with relay optimization in ParfTlhe specific setup for this example is as follows. The
number of antennas at the relay, i®,, is set to bes. The power limit of the relay, i.e P™** is set to be 3. The
total number of antennas at both source nodes is fixed smthahs = 5. The total available power at both source
nodes is also fixed so th&™** 4 P;*** = 2. Given the above total number of antennas and total aveilatver
at the source nodes, both the relay optimization and thearktaptimization problems are solved for different,
ng, P"**, and Py*** for 100 channel realizations. The percentage of the ineréashe average sum-rate and the
percentage of the decrease in the average power consungptmptimality of the network optimization problem
compared to those at optimality of the relay optimizatiooljiem are plotted in Fig$. Ra and]2b, respectively.
These percentages are shown versus the difference bethwveerumber of antennas and the difference between
the power limits at the source nodes. From these two figutesan be seen that although the optimal solution
of the network optimization problem on average consumeshntess power than that of the relay optimization

problem, it still achieves larger sum-rate. Moreover, it @so be seen that the improvements, in either sum-rate or
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Counts

Fig. 3: The number of times that Subcases I-2 and 1l-4 app&aragymmetry in source nodes’ power limits.

power consumption of the optimal solution of the networkimjtation problem as compared to that of the relay
optimization problem, become more obvious when there isemasymmetry in the system. This is because the
source nodes and the relay can jointly optimize their povlecations and therefore cope with (to some extent)
the negative effect of the asymmetry in the system in the odvoptimization scenario. In contrast, the relay

optimization scenario does not has such capability to conftzanegative effect of asymmetry.

Example 3: The effect of asymmetry in the scenario of netwptimization. First, we solve the network
optimization problem for differen?™** and P;*** given that P™** is fixed. The number of antennas of the
relay is set to 8 and the number of antennas of both sourcesrieds®t to 4. For each combination Bf*** and
Pax we use 200 channel realizations and solve the resultingn2d@ork optimization problems. The number
of times that Subcases I-2 and |I-4 appear are plotted in[Eidn this figure, the points in the upper surface
correspond to the counts of Subcase I-2 while the pointseridtver surface correspond to the counts of Subcase
II-4. From Fig.[3, it can be seen that in general the count tifeeiSubcase I-2 or Subcase II-4 is the smallest
when P"?* = P"#* Moreover, for any giverP*** or Py*®*, the largest count of either Subcase -2 or Subcase
[I-4 mostly happens where the difference betwdgh** and P;*** is the IargeJ%. The above two observations
are accurate for most of the times in Fig. 3, which shows thatasymmetry ofP*** |eads to the rise of the
occurrence of Subcases I-2 and 11-4.

Next we demonstrate the effect of asymmetry in the numbemtérmas at the source nodes. The number of
antennas of the relay is still 8 arfg™** is still 4. However, the number of antennas of sources nodmsd12 are
first set to 4 and 6 and then 6 both, respectively. The netwptiknization problem is solved for differed*** and
Prax and the sum of the counts of Subcases I-2 and 1I-4 in 200 chaealkzations is plotted in Fid.]4 for each

combination of P*** and P3***. From Fig.[4h, it can be seen that the sum of the counts of Sebda2 and II-4

“Note, however, that subcases are also determined by tleofatie number of antennas at the relay to the number of aateanthe source
nodes, the ratio oPP™** to P™#*, Vi, the channel realizations and other factors, instead of bylP**, Vi,
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Fig. 4: lllustration of the effect of asymmetry in the numloérantennas at the source nodes.
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(a) Sum of the Counts of Subcases I-2 and 1I-4 versusnd va (b) Sum of the Counts of Subcases I-2 and II-4 versugnd va
(without assuming channel reciprocity) (assuming channel reciprocity)

Fig. 5: lllustration of the effect of asymmetry in channeitsttics.

substantially increases when = 4 andn, = 6 as compared to the sum of the counts in Eilg. 3 on most of the
points. However, as shown in Fig.]4b, when = n, = 6, the sum of the counts of Subcases I-2 and II-4 drops
to the same level as the sum of the counts in Eig. 3. Thereifiooan be seen that asymmetry in the number of
antennas at the source nodes leads to larger chance of 8sbeasand I1-4.

Lastly, we show the effect of asymmetry in channel stasstinstead of generating the real and imaginary parts
of each element oH,,, Vi from Gaussian distributions with zero mean and unit vagarmere we use Gaussian
distribution with zero mean and variancgto generate the real and imaginary parts of each eleméHt;,of/i. For
each combination of; andvy, we use 200 channel realizations and solve the resultingn2d®ork optimization
problems. The number of antennas at the relay is set to 6 anduimber of antennas at both source nodes is set

to 4. The power limits arg’™** = 5 and P/*** = 3,Vi. The sum of the counts of Subcases I-2 and II-4 is plotted
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in Fig.[8 versus;, andwv,. Fig.[5& corresponds to the case without assuming chancipteeity, in which the real
and imaginary parts of each elementldf;, Vi are generated from Gaussian distributions with zero medruait
variance. Fig Bl corresponds to the case of reciprocal etsnire. H,; = HY, Vi where(-)T represents transpose.
It can be seen from both Fig.]5a and Hig] 5b that the sum of thatsmf Subcases I-2 and II-4 tends to increase
when the difference between andwv, becomes larger. Therefore, Fig. 5 clearly shows that thenamtry in the

channel statistics also leads to larger chance of Subcezesd 11-4.

V. CONCLUSION

In Part 1l of this two-part paper, we have solved the probldnsion-rate maximization using minimum trans-
mission power for MIMO DF TWR in the scenario of network opimation. For finding the optimal solution, we
study the original problem in two cases each of which hasraégebcases. It has been shown that for all except
two subcases, the original problem can be simplified intoesponding convex optimization problems. For the
remaining two subcases, we have found the properties thaiftimal solution must satisfy and have proposed the
algorithm to find the optimal solution based on these progeriVe have shown that the optimal power allocation
in these two subcases are inefficient in the sense that ityaleansumes all the available power of the relay (and
sometimes all the available power of the source nodes a$ yetlcannot achieve the maximum sum-rate of either
the MA or BC phase. We have also shown that the asymmetry indh#er of antennas, power limits, and channel
statistics leads to a higher probability of the above-noem@d two subcases. Combining with Part | of this work,
we have provided a complete and detailed study of sum-rai@émzation using minimum power consumption for

MIMO DF TWR.

VI. APPENDIX
A. Proof of Lemma 1

Proof for claim 1: GiverD as defined in the lemma, it follows th#&™ (D) = Rjr(f)j). From the definitions
@3)-[9¢), it can be seen th&™*(D) > R;,(D;) = R;:(D;) if 1/puma(D) > 1/p;. Therefore, it is necessary that
1/pma(D) < 1/p1;.

Proof for claim 2: First, note thaR™#(D) is a continuous and strictly increasing functiontdh [0, 1]. Second,
based on the definitiofi{Bc), it follows th&t*(D) is a strictly increasing function af/ iy, (D) when1/ iy, (D) >
min{1/a;(k), Vi, Vk}, or equivalently,R™*(D) > 0. Since T{D;} > 0 and T{D,} > 0, we haveR™*(D) > 0
for all ¢ € [0,1]. Thus, given the fact that/jim.(D) < 1/u; whent=0 and thatl /ima(D) = 1/pma(D) > 1/,
whent = 1, it can be seen that there exigts [0,1) such thatl /jim.(D) = 1/p; whent = . Using Lemma 1 in
Part | of this two-part papef [2], i.el,/ fum. <max{1/u1,1/u2}, it can be seen that/is;(D;) > 1/ima(D) = 1/,
whent = t. [

B. Proof of Lemma 2

Consider the first part of constraift{15), i.8,, = u; > pma if A; < A;. Using Lemma 2 in Part []2], it can
be seen thad;, Vi satisfy A\ = Ao if min{1/u;} > 1/pum. at optimality. Therefore, we hav@in{1/u;} < 1/tma
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given that\; # )\,. Using the same lemma and the constrdintl(13a), it can blediuconcluded that/u; < 1/pma
at optimality given that\; < );. Otherwise, the constraint (I3b) cannot be satisfied. Toerel/u; > 1/pima
according to Lemma 1 in Part(l/[2]. Due to the constrdint{18a) must have /\; < 1/, at optimality. Moreover,
from Lemma 2 in Part | and the assumption that A;, it can be seen that/A\; < 1/, is not optimal. Therefore,
1/X; = 1/p; if Ay < ;. Following the same approach, the second part, A5 1; > fima if 1 > pima €an be

proved similarly.

C. Proof of Theorem 1

Recall the definitions ofiy, 2, and uy,. in (@d)-[9¢). Considering the constraints_(116b)-(16d)the problem
(18), it can be seen that at optimality we must haye, < A\°, p3 < A%, and s < A°. Otherwise, the above
mentioned constraints cannot be satisfied. We will proveofdra 1 by contradiction.

Assume thap’,, # A at optimality, thery., . < A\° according to the above paragraph. Using Lemma 1 in Part |
of this two-part paper 2], i.6l/jima < max{1/u1,1/uz2}, and given thay < A\ andus < \Y, there are only two
possible cases as follows: ajax{1/u}, 1/p5} > 1/pk, > min{1/p5,1/p5} > 1/2° and bymax{1/u3, 1/u3} >
min{1/p}, 1/us} > 1/uk, > 1/A°. Assume without loss of generality thatax{1/u},1/u3} = 1/uf and
min{1/p%,1/us} = 1/us. If it is Case a), then we have/ut > 1/uk, > 1/p3 > 1/X% Use Lemma 1 (of
Part 1) with D, = ¢tD* and ]5.,- = D3. As proved in Lemma 1, there existse [0,1) such thaty, (tD7) >
1/ pma([tDY, D3]) = 1/ub. Sincel/us > 1/A°, we haveu; (tDY) > 1/uma([tD%,D3]) = 1/u3 > 1/A°, which
indicates thaD = [tD?, D3] also satisfied (T6bJ-(1be) while {fiD?}} + Tr{D%} < Tr{D?}+Tr{D3}. It contradicts
the fact thafD* = [D7, D3] is the optimal solution to the problein {16). Therefore, Casie impossible. If it is Case
b), there exist two following possible subcases: subcasp there exists € {1,2} such thatl /uma(D) = 1/A°
and l/Hi(f)i) > l/uma(ﬁ) whereD = []51,]52] with f)i =t;,Df andﬁj = Dj for somet; € [0,1) and subcase
b-2) there does not exist € [0, 1) such thatl /i, (D) = 1/A° and1/;(D;) > 1/ pima(D) whereD = [Dy, D]
with D; = t,D? and]ADj = Dj for eitheri = 1 ori = 2. In subcase b-1), it can be seen tfhsatisfiesb)E(Ee)
while Tr{t;D}} + Tr{D5} < Tr{D7} + Tr{D3}. It contradicts the fact thdD* = [Dj, D3] is the optimal solution
to the problem[(16). Therefore, subcase b-1) is impossibié.is subcase b-2), it indicates that with € [0, 1),
for eitheri = 1 or i = 2, such thatl /ma(D) = 1/A°, we havel/u;(D;) = 1/pui(t:D}) < 1/pma(D) = 1/A°.

As a result, there exist§ € (¢;,1) such thatl /u;(t:D¥) = 1/A° and 1/pma(D’) > 1/A° whereD’ = D, D))
with D} = ;D7 and D’ = D}. Note thatl/um.(D’) > 1/A° because ifl /u;(Dj) = 1/A° and 1/jima(D’) =
1/ then it is subcase b-1) instead of subcase b-2). Recalliaglihi;(D}) > 1/pma(D*) > 1/pma(D’), we
have1/1;(D%) > 1/pma(D") > 1/p:i(Dj) = 1/Xo. It indicates that by changin®; in the optimal solution to
D/ = ¢/D? (and thus using less power than{ID} } + Tr{D3%} while satisfying [1&b){(18e)), subcase b-2) changes
to Case a). As it is proved that Case a) is impossible at ofitimso it is subcase b-2).

Therefore, it is proved that the assumptief), # A\° must lead to either of two cases while both of them are
impossible at optimality. Thus, it is impossible thay, # \°. As a result, we must havye®,, = \°. This completes

the proof. |
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D. Proof of Theorem 2

Proof of property 1. First we show thaf %, < 1/A°. Since the maximun®,,(D,), as the objective function of
the problem[(T]7), cannot achievg;(\°) in Subcase I-2, it can be seen thaj; < 1/A° whenever /iy, > 1/A°
and1/u; > 1/)°. As a result, anyD such thatl /. > 1/ is not optimal. The reason is that in such a case
the optimal relay power allocation requirég); = 1/u; < 1/A° according to Lemma 2 and such relay power
allocation leads to a BC phase sum-r@eﬁrl(/\l) which is less tharer(/\O) + er(/\o) according to Lemma 2
in Part | [2]. Sincel/pima > 1/X° impliels thatR™*(D) > R,1(\°) + R.2(\°), it can be seen that the constraint
(121) is not satisfied and therefore such strategies carmapkimal. Next we show thahlin{l/u;‘} < 1/pk .-
Assuming thafl /u},, < mlin{l/ul*}, it leads tol /%, < 1/)\° given that the probleni(16) is infeasible. Moreover,
it also leads to the result thatf = p ., VI. However, it is not difficult to see thaR™*(D), > R, (X\;) and
eventuallyR"™ (B, D) can be increased in this case through appropriately ino@ag ..., which isl feasible since
1/pd. > 1/X°>1/u% ., and at least one of/\; and1/);, which is also feasible since/\; = 1/u%,. < 1/,
given thatl/u}, < mlin{l//t?} and1/pf,, < 1/A% It contradicts the assumption thB* and B* are the optimal
solution. Thereforel/uf,, > mlin{l/u;‘}.

Proof of property 2. Given the fact that/u’, < 1/A° the problem boils down to finding the maximum
1/pma such that the corresponding rafé®(D) can also be achieved by the BC phase sum-@élrz()\l)
subject to the first constraint i _(110) and the constraint tlnl?m{l//\l} = mlin{l/m} as stated in lLemma 2.

Since the maximund_ R,;(\;) cannot achieveR™*(D) subject to the above-mentioned constraints as long as
1/ pma > 1/X°, the prloblem is equivalent to finding the maximum achiev@lé?rz()\l) subject to the constraints
that mlin{l//\l} = Hllin{l/ul} and thatR™*(D) = Zl:f%rl()\l). SinceRma(D)l can achieve up t&?™*(DY), it is
not difficult to see that the maximum achievalé R,;(\;) subject to the above-mentioned constraints demands
the relay to use full transmission powgy"a. l

Proof of property 3. Define the index such thatmlin{l/m} = 1/p;-. Recall from the proof of property 1
that1/uf, < 1/A°. As a result,R™2(D*) is not the maximumiR™?(D) that can be achieved, which implies that
there existsD® such thatk™*(D®) > R™*(D*) and R;-,(D5_) > R;-,(D}_) — § where{ is a positive number.
DefineZ = H;,D;H} + H,,Do,HIL. It can be seen thaR™*(D) is a concave function oZ. If D* is not the
optimal solution to the problem of maximizinglin{l/m} subject to the constraints ih_(18), there exiBt$ such
that R™*(DY) > R™*(D*) and R;-,(D}-) > R;-,(D;_). Then, for any0 < a < 1, these existdD° such that
D§ = aD}' + (1 — a)Dj, Vi. Moreover, for anyw such that

R (DL) — R (D3)

_ _ < a <, 28
Ri*r(D?f)_Ri*r(Djf) “ ( )

it can be shown thaf?,-.(DS_) > R,-.(D;_) using the fact that?;,(D;) is concave with respect t®;, V.
DenotingZ¢ = H;,D{H! + H,, DJHE andZ® = H;,D;H! + H,, DSHEL, it can be shown thab$, Vi lead to
Z° = aZ9+4(1—«a)Z® and thereforer™?(D°) > aR™?*(D%)+ (1 —a)R™*(D*®) > R™*(D*). Therefore, ifD* does

not maximizeR,;-.(D;-) subject to the constraints ii (18), théh)-.(D,-) and R™*(D) can be simultaneously
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increased. The fact that;—.(D,-) can be increased means th[ﬁzin{l/ul} can be increased, which implies that
the BC phase sum-rafe. R,;(\;) can be increased according to Lemma 2 in Palrt | [2] subjechéocbnstraint
thatmlin{l/)\l} = mlin{ll/,ul} as stated in Lemma 2. Given this result, the fact th&f(D) can be simultaneously
increased suggests th&t™ (B, D) can be increased. This contradicts the fact 1étis the optimal solution that
maximizesk*™ (B, D) with D* subject to the related constraints. Theref@é, must maximizefnlin{l/m} subject

to (18).

Proof of property 4. It can be seen that the maximum achievghl; subject to the constraints
R™(D)>R°",  Tr(D;) < P/ Vi (29)

is a non-increasing function aR°bi. If 1/} < 1/uj3, according to property 1 of this theorem and the fact that
1/ pma < mlax{l/m}, it can be shown thatt/x% > 1/p7,,. Sincel /), > 1/49 and the maximum achievabl¢

is a non-increasing function ak°"’, there existsD such thatl /p > 1/ and1/fi; = 1/fima > 1/ g, Using

1/ pma < mlax{l/m} from Lemma 1 in Part I[]2], it can be shown thitji; > 1/fi; = 1/jim, at this point. Since
the maximumR;,(D;) cannot achieveR,;(\°) in the problem[(Tl7), it can be seen thighii; = 1/jima < 1/A°.

In such a case, the optimal strategy of the relay is to1USe = 1/fima < 1/, VI, which does not consume the
full power of the relay. Therefore, according to propertyf2tas theorem, theR"™ (B, D) that can be achieved,

specifically R™*(D), in the case that/fi; = 1/fima is not the maximum thak*" (B, D) can achieve. Moreover,

sincel/fima > 1/pk ., it can be seen tha™*(D*) < R™2(D). As aresultR™(B*, D*) = R™*(D*) < R™*(D).
Using the above-proved fact thRf**(D) is not the maximum thak*" (B, D) can achieve, this result obtained under
the assumptionl /i < 1/u% contradicts the assumption thBt* and D* are optimal. Therefore, the assumption

that1/p; < 1/p} must be invalid. [

E. Proof of Theorem 3

The proof follows the same route as the proof of Theorem 2.

Proof of property 1. As there exists ng which satisfies the constraints in_{27), it can be seen Eétrl()\l)
cannot achieve?™*(D?) subject to the constraint; = ug-’, which is necessary as stated in Lemmalz. Therefore,
it is necessary that/u%, < 1/pd .. Given thatl/u%, < 1/ul ., it can be shown that the resultilgf™ (B, D) is
not maximized ifl/u¥ , < mlin{l/u;*}. Therefore, it is necessary thatp’ , > mlin{l/u;*}.

Proof of properties 2-3 from Sectién VI}D can be applied hafter we substitute al\® therein tou? .. Proof

of property 4 of Theorem 2 can be directly applied here. Tipugperty 2 of Theorem 3 is proved. |
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