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Abstract—We investigate the weighted sum-rate (WSR) max-
imization linear precoder design for massive multiple-input
multiple-output (MIMO) downlink. We consider a single-cell
system with multiple users and propose a unified matrix manifold
optimization framework applicable to total power constraint
(TPC), per-user power constraint (PUPC) and per-antenna power
constraint (PAPC). We prove that the precoders under TPC,
PUPC and PAPC are on distinct Riemannian submanifolds,
and transform the constrained problems in Euclidean space to
unconstrained ones on manifolds. In accordance with this, we
derive Riemannian ingredients, including orthogonal projection,
Riemannian gradient, Riemannian Hessian, retraction and vector
transport, which are needed for precoder design in the matrix
manifold framework. Then, Riemannian design methods using
Riemannian steepest descent, Riemannian conjugate gradient
and Riemannian trust region are provided to design the WSR-
maximization precoders under TPC, PUPC or PAPC. Rieman-
nian methods do not involve the inverses of the large dimensional
matrices during the iterations, reducing the computational com-
plexities of the algorithms. Complexity analyses and performance
simulations demonstrate the advantages of the proposed precoder
design.

Index Terms—Linear precoding, manifold optimization, per-
antenna power constraint, per-user power constraint, total power
constraint, weighted sum-rate.

I. INTRODUCTION

ASSIVE multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO) is one

of the key techniques in the fifth generation (5G)
wireless networks and will play an important role in future 6G
systems with further increased antenna number scale [1I], [2].
In massive MIMO systems, the base station (BS) equipped
with a large number of antennas can serve a number of
user terminals (UTs) on the same time-frequency resource,
providing enormous potential capacity gains and high energy
efficiency [3], [4]. However, serving many users simultane-
ously causes serious inter-user interference, which may reduce
the throughput. To suppress the interference and increase the
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system throughput, precoders should be properly designed
for massive MIMO downlink (DL) transmission. Specifically,
a linear precoder is particularly attractive due to its low
complexity [3]-[7].

There are several criteria for the DL precoder design, includ-
ing minimum mean square error (MMSE), weighted sum-rate
(WSR), quality of service (QoS), signal-to-interference-plus-
noise ratio (SINR), signal-to-leakage-plus-noise ratio (SLNR),
energy efficiency (EE), etc. [8]-[13]. Among these criteria,
WSR is of great practical significance and widely considered
in massive MIMO systems, as it directly aims at increasing
the system throughput, which is one of the main objectives
of communication systems. In addition, different power con-
straints may be imposed on the designs. Generally, power con-
straints for massive MIMO systems can be classified into three
main categories: total power constraint (TPC), per-user power
constraint (PUPC) and per-antenna power constraint (PAPC).
Designing precoders under different power constraints usually
forms different problems, for which different approaches are
proposed in the literature. To be specific, the precoder design
problem under TPC is typically formulated as a nonconvex
WSR-maximization problem, which is transformed into an
MMSE problem iteratively solved by alternating optimization
in [9]. Alternatively, solves the WSR-maximization prob-
lem in the framework of the minorize-maximize (MM) method
by finding a surrogate function of the objective function. When
designing precoders under PUPC, the received SINR of each
user is usually investigated with QoS constraints. With the
received SINR, the sum-rate maximization problem is formu-
lated and solved by the Lagrange dual function [11I), [I3].
Precoders under PAPC are deeply coupled with each other and
thus challenging to design. In [[16], precoders under PAPC are
designed by minimizing the distance between the precoders
under TPC and those under PAPC. The WSR-maximization
precoder design under PAPC using the dual coordinate ascent
method (DCAM) is proposed in , where the original
nonconvex WSR-maximization problem is approximated as a
sequence of convex MMSE-minimization problems subject to
PAPC, and each convex problem is solved by the DCAM.

In general, the designs of WSR-maximization precoders un-
der the power constraints mentioned above can be formulated
as optimization problems with equality constraints. Recently,
manifold optimization has been extensively studied and suc-
cessfully applied to many domains [18]-[21]], showing a great
advantage in dealing with smooth objective functions with
challenging equality constraints. In mathematics, a manifold
is a topological space that locally resembles Euclidean space
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near each point. By revealing the inherent geometric properties
of the equality constraints, manifold optimization reformulates
the constrained problems in Euclidean space as unconstrained
ones on manifold. By defining the Riemannian ingredients
associated with a Riemannian manifold, several Riemannian
methods are presented for solving the unconstrained problems
on manifold. In addition, manifold optimization usually shows
promising algorithms resulting from the combination of insight
from differential geometry, optimization, and numerical analy-
sis. To be specific, by revealing that the precoders under TPC,
PUPC or PAPC are on different Riemannian submanifolds, we
can leverage this insight to transform the constrained problems
into unconstrained ones on these submanifolds. Therefore,
manifold optimization can provide a potential way for de-
signing optimal WSR-maximization precoders under different
power constraints in a unified framework.

In this paper, we focus on WSR-maximization precoder
design for massive MIMO DL transmission and propose a
matrix manifold framework applicable to TPC, PUPC and
PAPC. We reveal the geometric properties of the precoders
under different power constraints and prove that the precoder
sets satisfying TPC, PUPC and PAPC form three different
Riemannian submanifolds, respectively, transforming the con-
strained problems in Euclidean space into unconstrained ones
on Riemannian submanifolds. To facilitate a better under-
standing, we analyze the precoder designs under TPC, PUPC
and PAPC in detail. All the ingredients required during the
optimizations on Riemannian submanifolds are derived for the
three power constraints. Further, we present three Riemannian
design methods using Riemannian steepest descent (RSD),
Riemannian conjugate gradient (RCG) and Riemannian trust
region (RTR), respectively. Without the need to invert the large
dimensional matrix during the iterations, Riemannian methods
can efficiently save computational costs, which is beneficial
in practice. Complexity analysis shows that the method using
RCG is computationally efficient. The numerical results con-
firm the advantages of the RCG method in convergence speed
and WSR performance.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
Section [[l, we introduce the preliminaries in the matrix mani-
fold optimization. In Section [[IIl we first formulate the WSR-
maximization precoder design problem in Euclidean space.
Then, we transform the constrained problems in Euclidean
space under TPC, PUPC and PAPC to the unconstrained
ones on Riemannian submanifolds and derive Riemannian
ingredients in the matrix manifold framework. To solve the
unconstrained problems on the Riemannian submanifolds, Sec-
tion [[V] provides three Riemannian design methods and their
complexity analyses. Section [V] presents numerical results and
discusses the performance of the proposed precoder designs.
The conclusion is drawn in Section [Vl

Notations: Boldface lowercase and uppercase letters repre-
sent the column vectors and matrices, respectively. We write
conjugate transpose of matrix A as A while tr (A) and
det (A) denote the matrix trace and determinant of A, respec-
tively. ¢ {A} means the real part of A. Let the mathematical
expectation be E{-}. I, denotes the M x M dimensional
identity matrix, whose subscript may be omitted for brevity.

0 represents the vector or matrix whose elements are all zero.
The Hadamard product of A and B is A©®B. Let e; denote the
vector with the j-th element equals 1 while the others equal
0. diag (b) represents the diagonal matrix with b along its
main diagonal and diag (A) denotes the column vector of the
main diagonal of A. Similarly, D = blkdiag {A1, -, Ak}
denotes the block diagonal matrix with Aj,---, Ak on the
diagonal and [D], denotes the i-th matrix on the diagonal,
ie., A;. A mapping F from manifold A to manifold M
is F: N = M : X — Y denoted as F(X) = Y.
The differential of F'(X) is represented as DF (X) while
DF (X) [€x] or DF [£x] means the directional derivative of
F at X along the tangent vector £x.

II. PRELIMINARIES FOR MATRIX MANIFOLD
OPTIMIZATION

In this section, we introduce some basic notions in the
matrix manifold optimization and list some common notations
in Table [ with M representing a Riemannian manifold. For
notational simplicity, the superscripts for distinguishing differ-
ent manifolds can be neglected when no confusion will arise.
To avoid overwhelmingly redundant preliminaries, we focus
on a coordinate-free analysis and omit charts and differential
structures. For a complete introduction to smooth manifolds,
we refer to references [22]-[24].

For a manifold A/, a smooth mapping v : R — N : ¢ —
v(t) is termed a curve in A. Let X be a point on N and
Fx(N) denote the set of smooth real-valued functions defined
on a neighborhood of X. A rangent vector €x to a manifold N
at a point X is a mapping from Fx(N') to R such that there
exists a curve v on N with v(0) = X, satisfying &x f =
W for all f € Fx(N). Such a curve + is said to
realize the tangent vector £x. For a manifold N, every point
X on the manifold is attached to a unique and linear fangent
space, denoted by TxN. Tx N is a set of all the tangent
vectors to A at X. The tangent bundle is the set of all tangent
vectors to A denoted by TN, which is also a manifold. A
vector field & on a manifold A is a smooth mapping from A
to T that assigns to each point X € N a tangent vector
&x € TxN. Particularly, every vector space & forms a linear
manifold naturally. Assuming N is a vector space £, we have
TxN = €.

Let F : N1 — AN, be a smooth mapping from manifold
N7 to manifold N5. The differential of ' at X is a linear
mapping from Tx N7 to Ty N, denoted by DF (X) [-]. Denote
Y = F (X) as a point on N2. Similarly, &y = DF (X) [€x]
is a tangent vector to N3 at Y, i.e., an element in Ty N>. In
particular, if N7 and N are linear manifolds, DF (X) reduces
to the classical directional derivative
F(X+t&x) — F(X) 1)

t
The rank of F at X is the dimension of the range of
DF (X) [¢x]. Fig. M is a simple illustration for geometric
understanding.

In practice, the equality constraint F' : A — 0 in many
optimization problems forms a mapping between two linear
manifolds. The solutions satisfying the equality constraint

DF (X) [6x] = lim



TABLE I
NOTATIONS OF THE INGREDIENTS ON A RIEMANNIAN SUBMANIFOLD M

X A point on M Tx M Tangent space of M at X

Ex Tangent vector in Tx M Nx M Normal space of M at X

f(X) Smooth function defined on M Df(X)[] Differential operator of f (X)

g () Riemannian metric operator on T M R Retraction operator from Tx M to M
grad f(X) Riemannian gradient of f(X) Hessf(X) [-] | Riemannian Hessian operator of f(X)
H?iﬁ (¢x) | Orthogonal projection from Ty N to Tx M 7:{;? () Vector transport operator to T, ;\(A(WX)M

Fig. 1. The relationship between two manifolds [22]]. F is a smooth mapping
from N7 to N2, and DF (X) is a linear mapping from Tx N7 to Ty N>.

constitute a set M = {X € N | F(X) = 0}. The set M may
admit several manifold structures, while it admits at most one
differential structure that makes it an embedded submanifold
of A/. Whether M forms an embedded submanifold mainly
depends on the properties of F'(X) Proposition 3.3.2].
We assume M is an embedded submanifold of A in the rest
of this section to facilitate the introduction. Note that X € M
is still a point on A. A level set of a real-valued function F
is the set of values X for which F' (X) is equal to a given
constant. In particular, when M is defined as a level set of a
constant-rank function F', the tangent space of M at X is the
kernel of the differential of F' and a subspace of the tangent
space of \:

)

By endowing tangent space with an inner product gé\(f (),
we can define the length of tangent vectors in Tx/N. Note
that the subscript and the superscript in gg\(/ () is used to
distinguish the metric of different points on different manifolds
for clarity, which may be omitted if no confusion will arise.
g¥ () is called Riemannian metric if it varies smoothly and
the manifold is called Riemannian manifold. Since Tx M can
be regarded as a subspace of Tx/N, the Riemannian metric
g¥ (-) on N induces a Riemannian metric g%'(-) on M
according to

9% (€x.Cx) = g% (€x.Cx), ¥éx. Cx € TXM.  (3)

Note that £x and {x on the right hand side are viewed as ele-
ments in Tx . Endowed with the Riemannian metric (3)), the

Tx M = ker (DF (X)) C TxN.

embedded submanifold M forms a Riemannian submanifold.

In practice, it is suggested to utilize the orthogonal projec-
tion to obtain the elements in Tx M. With the Riemannian
metric g§ (-), the TxN can be divided into two orthogonal
subspaces as

TxN =TxM ® NxM, “4)

where the normal space Nx .M is the orthogonal complement
of Tx M defined as

NxM = {&x € TxN | gx (€x,¢x) =0, V(x € TxM}.

(5
Thus, any £€x € Tx N can be uniquely decomposed into the
sum of an element in Tx M and an element in Nx M

Ex = TN (6x) + TTY (6x) s 6)

where Hg (+) denotes the orthogonal projection from A to B.

For a smooth real-valued function f on a Riemannian
submanifold M, the Riemannian gradient of f at X, denoted
by gradfa(X), is defined as the unique element in Tx M
that satisfies

9% (gradfm(X),€x) = Df (X) [€x],Véx € Tx M. (7)

Denote gradfy as the vector field of the Riemannian gradient
on M, whose subscript can be omitted when no confusion
will arise. Note that, since gradfy(X) € TxM, we have
gradfy(X) € TxN and it can then be decomposed as (@).
When second-order derivative optimization algorithms, such
as Newton method and trust-region method, are preferred,
affine connection is indispensable [22]. Let X(N') denote
the set of smooth vector fields on N/, the affine connection
on N is defined as a mapping VV : X(N) x X(N) —
XWN) : (n,&) — Vﬁ\/ &. When Riemannian manifold M is
an embedded submanifold of a vector space, VnMx & is called
Riemannian connection and given by [22 Proposition 5.3.1]

vie =T, (Vi e)

TN (3)
=IL:300 (D€ [nx]) , Vnx € Tx M, € € X(M).

Given a Riemannian connection V™ defined on M, the
Riemannian Hessian of a real valued function f at point X
on M is the linear mapping Hess f(X) [-] of Tx.M into itself
defined as

Hessf(X) [€x] = V¢rgradf. ©)

The notion of moving along the tangent vector while
remaining on the manifold is generalized by retraction. The
retraction RY (-), a smooth mapping from Tx\ to N
Definition 4.1.1], builds a bridge between the tangent space
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Fig. 2. Geometric interpretation of orthogonal projection, retraction and
vector transport.

TxN and the manifold N. Practically, the Riemannian ex-
ponential mapping forms a retraction but is computationally
expensive to implement. For a Riemannian submanifold M,
the geometric structure of the manifold is utilized to define
the retraction R$! (+) through the projection for affordable and
efficient access.

Sometimes, we need to move the tangent vector from the
current tangent space to another, which is not always straight-
forward as the tangent spaces are different in a nonlinear
manifold. To address this difficulty, vector transport denoted
by 7;7/;/4 (§x) € Try(ny)NN is introduced, which specifies how
to transport a tangent vector £x from a point X on N to
another point Rx (nx ). Like Hessf(X) [-], 7;,/\; (+) is an op-
erator rather than a matrix. For the Riemannian submanifold,
7;,/\;‘ (€x) can be achieved by orthogonal projection :

Tow (€x) =171

T ()M (éx)- (10)

For geometric understanding, Fig. [2| is a simple illustration.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND RIEMANNIAN
ELEMENTS IN MATRIX MANIFOLD FRAMEWORK

In this section, we first present the WSR-maximization
precoder design problems under TPC, PUPC and PAPC,
respectively, for massive MIMO DL in Euclidean space. Then,
we show that the precoder set satisfying TPC forms a sphere
and the precoder set satisfying PUPC or PAPC forms an
oblique manifold. Further, we prove that the precoder sets
form three different Riemannian submanifolds, from which
we transform the constrained problems in Euclidean space
to unconstrained ones on these Riemannian submanifolds.
Sequentially, we derive Riemannian ingredients, including
orthogonal projection, Riemannian gradient, Riemannian Hes-
sian, retraction and vector transport, which are needed for
precoder design in matrix manifold framework.

A. WSR-maximization Precoder Design Problem in Euclidean
Space

We consider a single-cell massive MIMO system as shown
in Fig. B In the system, the BS equipped with M/; antennas
serves U UTs and the i-th UT has M; antennas. The user set
is denoted as U = {1,2,--- ,U} and the set of the antennas
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Fig. 3. The illustration of the massive MIMO system.

at the BS side is denoted as A = {1,2,---,M;}. Let x; €
C% denote the signal transmitted to the i-th UT satisfying
E{xile } = I,,, where d; is the dimension of the signal
transmitted to the ¢-th UT. x = Zgzl P,x; is the transmitted
signal for all the UTs. The received signal y; of the i-th UT
is given by

interference plus noise

desired signal U

——
yi= HPx, +H; Y P+,
i =1

Y

where H; is the complex channel matrix from the BS to the
i-th UT, P; is the corresponding precoding matrix, and z; de-
notes the independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) com-
plex circularly symmetric Gaussian noise vector distributed as
CN (O,O’?I[Lﬂ).

For simplicity, we assume that the perfect channel state
information (CSI) of the channel H;,Vi € U, is known at
the BS side, and the perfect CSI of the effective channel
H,P; is available for the i-th UT via DL training. For
the worst-case design, the aggregate interference plus noise
z, = HZZZ,£Z Pyx; + z; is treated as Gaussian noise. The
covariance matrix of z; is as follows

U
R,=E {z; (zg)H} = oIy, + Y HPPIHI. (12)
I#i
By assuming that R; is also known by UT ¢, the rate of user
1 can be written as

R; =logdet (R; + H;P,P/'H/) — log det (R;)

13
=log det (Idi +PIHET (R)! HiPi) : 4

The WSR-maximization precoder design problem can be for-
mulated into a minimization problem as
argmin f (Py,--- ,Py) st. F(Py,Po,--- ,Py) =0,
P, Py
(14)
U

where f(Py,---,Py) = —> ., w;R; is the objective
function with w; being the weighted factor of user 7, and



F(Py,Psy,--- ,Py) = 0 is the power constraint. We con-
sider three specific power constraints in massive MIMO DL
transmission including TPC, PUPC and PAPC. By stacking the
precoding matrices of different users, we redefine the variable
as

P =(Py,Ps,-- ,Py). 5)

Let P, P;,Vi € U, and p;,Vj € A, denote the total transmit
power of the BS, the transmit power allocated for the i-th
UT and the power constraint of the j-th transmit antenna,
respectively. The WSR-maximization problem can be rewritten
as

P* = (P}, P},--- ,P}) = argmin f (P) s.t. F(P) =0,
’ (16)
where F' (P) can be expressed as
F(P) =t {P"P} - P, (17a)
F(P)=t{PIP;} -P,Viel, (17b)
F((P)=el'PP"e; —p; VjcA (17¢)

for TPC, PUPC and PAPC, respectively. For simplicity, we
assume that the power allocation process is done in the PUPC
case and Zil P; = P without loss of generality. Besides,
equal antenna power constraint is usually considered in prac-
tice to efficiently utilize the power amplifier capacity of each
antenna in the PAPC case, where the power constraint for
each transmit antenna is p; = Mir,Vj € A, and F (P) can be
reexpressed as F' (P) =1y, © (PPH) = Mit]:k[t‘

B. Problem Reformulation on Riemannian Submanifold

In this subsection, we transform the constrained problems
into unconstrained ones on three different Riemannian sub-
manifolds.

From the perspective of manifold optimization, P; &
CM:xdi belongs to the linear manifold CM+*%: naturally.
Define the Riemannian metric as

g, (€p.Cp,) = R{tr (€F.¢p.) |

where £p  and (p, are tangent vectors in tangent space
Tp,CMexdi — CMexdi  With the Riemannian metric (I8),
CMixdi forms a Riemannian manifold. In fact, P =
(P1,Pa,--- ,Py) is a point on the product manifold [22]

(18)

CMexdn e CMexda e My .= N0 (19)

Similarly, the tangent space of N\ is given by

TpN = Tp, CMexd 5 Tp CMexdz ... T, CMexdu,
(20)
of which the product Riemannian metric is defined as a direct

sum :
gp (&p,Cp) = gp, (SPlaCPl) D---Dgpy (£PU1CPU) .

(21
€p = (€P17€P2a"' 7€PU) and {p = (CPlaCP27"' 7CPU)

are tangent vectors at point P in Tp /. With the Riemannian

metric defined in @), NV is also a Riemannian manifold. Let

M={P|u{P"P} =P}, (22a)

M={P|tr(PFP,)=P,VicU}, (22b)

M= {P [ In, © (PPH) = iIMt} (22¢)
M;

denote the precoder sets satisfying TPC, PUPC and PAPC,
respectively. We have the following theorem.

Theorem 1. The Frobenius norm of VP € M is a constant
and M forms a sphere. The Frobenius norm of each compo-
nent matrix P; of YP € M is a constant and M forms a
oblique manifold composed of U spheres. The norm of each
column of VP € M is a constant and M forms an oblique
manifold with M spheres. M, M and M form three different
Riemannian submanifolds of the product manifold N

Proof. The proof is provided in Appendix [Al |

From Theorem [l the constrained problems under TPC,
PUPC and PAPC can be converted into unconstrained ones
on manifolds as

P* = argmin f (P) , (23a)
PeM

P* = argmin f (15) , (23b)
PeM

P* = argmin f (P) . (23¢)
PeM

In the case that TPC, PUPC and PAPC need to be satis-
fied simultaneously, the problem can be reformulated on the
intersection of M and M and solved with the help of the von
Neumann’s method of alternating projections proposed in [27]].
Precoder design with matrix manifold optimization is also
investigated in [28], where the matrix manifold optimization
is used to compute the related smallest eigenvalue and the
corresponding eigenvector. So the problem is reformulated as
the Rayleigh quotient minimization of generalized eigenvalue
problems on the Riemannian quotient manifold, whose solu-
tion is not local optimal for the original problem.

C. Riemannian Ingredients for Precoder Design

In this subsection, we derive all the ingredients needed in
manifold optimization for the three precoder design problems
on Riemannian submanifolds.

First of all, we derive the Euclidean gradient of f (P),
which can be viewed as the Riemannian gradient of f (P)
on N. Recall that the Riemannian gradient of f (P) on N
is the unique element gradf (P) € Tp\ that satisfies (7).
Thus the Riemannian gradient gradf (P) is identified from
the directional derivative Df (P) [€p] with the Riemannian
metric gp (-). Now let us define

A, =R;'H,P; c CMixdi, (24)
B; = A;C;A[l e CMMi, (25)
C; = (I, + PYHI A,) ' e chxds, (26)



Theorem 2. The Euclidean gradient of f (P) is

gradf (P) = (gradf (P1),gradf (P2),--- ,gradf (Py)),
(27)

where

gradf (P;) = =2 [ w;HA;C; = Y w,H/B/H,P;
i
(28)

is the Euclidean gradient on the i-th component submanifold
(CMt Xd; .

Proof. See the proof in Appendix Bl O

With Theorem 2] we further derive the orthogonal projec-
tion, Riemannian gradient, retraction and vector transport for
the three precoder design problems on Riemannian submani-
folds.

1) TPC:

From @), the tangent space TpN is decomposed into two
orthogonal subspaces

TpN = T M & Ny M. (29)
According to (@), the tangent space TPM\ is given by
T M =ker (DF (P))
(30)

={§P € TpN | tr (PHSP +£§P) = 0}.

The normal space of M is the orthogonal complement of
Tp M and can be expressed as
Npﬂ = {ép € TpN | gp (€p.¢p) =0, ¥p € Tpﬁ/l\}
- {XP e R} .
€1y

Therefore, any £€p € TpN can be decomposed into two
orthogonal parts as

§p = H::i:\wi (€p) + H]:C,;AA% (&p). (32)

where Hg% (&p) and Hi‘;\\/\% (&p) reEesent the orthogonal
projections of {p onto Tp M and Np M, respectively.

Lemma 1. For any £€p € TeN, the orthogonal projection
nieN (&p) is given by

TpN 3
HT;‘? (€p) = &p — AP, (33)
where ]
A= SR {tr (P7¢p)}. (34)
Proof. See Appendix [(] for the proof. O

Given the orthogonal projection H;P AA’//T (&p), we derive
3

the Riemannian gradient and Riemannian Hessian of f(f’)
subsequently.

Theorem 3. The Riemannian gradient of f (15) is

gradf (15) — gradf (P) — AP, (35)

where

A= %ﬂ?{tr (PPgradf (P))}. (36)

The Riemannian Hessian of f (f’) on M is given by

Hess f(P)[gp] = (Hessf(P1)lgp, ], ,Hessf<f>U>[spU]2 ,
(37)

where
Hessf(Py)[€p ] = Dgradf(P;)[€p, ] — \oP;

. . < (38)
= Dgradf(P;)[§p,] — DAi[€p,]P: — Mi&p, — APy,

Ay = %%{PHDgrad f(P)[gP]}. (39)

Proof. The proof and the details of Riemannian gradient and
Riemannian Hessian in the TPC case are provided in Appendix
Di O

From Theorem [IL M is a sphere, whose retraction can be
defined as

Rg (515) : TPM\—> M:
\/ﬁ(f’-f—fp)

\/tr ((P+gp)H (f’+€p)> “

In Riemannian submanifold, the vector transport 7;7ﬁ (515) can

be achieved like (I0) by orthogonally projecting &5 € Tf,J\//\l
onto TRls( )M Let PR¢ = Ry (np). we have

€p —

=ﬁ(f’+£f,).

e
Te M
Tos (8) =17 "5 (€p)
where the projection can be derived in a similar way with
Lemma [1l
2) PUPC: -
From (2)), the tangent space Tp M is

(41)

ToM = {gp e TpN | tr (Pfspi n sgpi) —0,Vi € u} .
. (42)
The normal space of M can be expressed as

NpM = {P[x Ae 5} , (43)
where D = {blkdiag (D1,--- ,Dy) | D; = a;ly,, a; € R} is
the block diagonal matrix subset whose dimension is U. With
the normal space, we can derive the orthogonal projection of
a tangent vector from Tp N to Tp M.

Lemma 2. For any &p € TpN, the orthogonal projection

H;‘ZZ% (&p) is given by

P75 (€p) = €p — PA, (44a)
- 1
[A], = 5 R {P{&p } Lu,. (44b)

Proof. The proof is similar with Appendix[C] and thus omitted
for brevity. |



The Riemannian gradient and Hessian in Tﬁ,ﬂ can be
obtained by projecting the Riemannian gradient and Hessian
in Tp N onto Tp M.

Theorem 4. The Riemannian gradient of f (]::’) is

gradf(f’) =gradf (P) — PA;, (45)
where
~ 1
[A], = Fi%{tr (PHgradf (P,)) }Idi. (46)

The Riemannian Hessian of f (15) is

Hessf(P)[£p] = ( Hessf(P1)[€p ], -+, Hessf(Py)[€p, ])

= Dgradf(P)[£p] — PDA4[¢p] — €pAy — PAy, w
where

[As], = P%&E{tr (PH (Dgradf(f’)[élg,])) } Lo, (48)

Proof. The proof of the Riemannian gradient is similar with
Appendix[Dland thus omitted for brevity. The proof and details
of the Riemannian Hessian are provided in Appendix[El O

From Theorem [l M is a product of U spheres called
oblique manifold, whose retraction can be defined by scaling
[29]]. Define

Yi = L 7
\/tr <(15i + Efni)H (Pi +€1571))

and let f‘i = 714, and L= blkdiag (f‘l, e ,f‘U) € D. For
any P € M and & € Tls.//\/lv, the mapping

(49)

Rp (€p) : TpM — M : €5 (f’ +£f>) I (50

is a retraction for M at P.

Similarly, the vector transport 7, (§p) can be achieved
b~y projecting {5 € Tp M onto TRIS(%)M orthogonally. Let
PRe represent Rp (1p), we have

TgM B
TISR,C A’;l’ (éP) ’

Tng (€p) =11 D

where the orthogonal projection operator can be obtained in a
similar way with Lemma

3) PAPC:

From (@), the tangent space Tp M is

TeM = {gp € TpN |1y, © (Psﬁ + SPPH) - o}.
. (52)
The normal space of M is given by

NpM ={AP |A €D}, (53)

where D = {diag (w) | w € R} is the diagonal matrix set.
Similarly, we can derive H;‘E % (&p) with the closed-form
normal space as follows. v

Lemma 3. For any £€p € TeN, the orthogonal projection
H;Zﬁ/l—/ (&p) is given by

7E % (6p) = €p — AP, (54a)
- M H
A=y, @%{ng}. (54b)

Proof. The proof is similar with Appendix[C] and thus omitted
for brevity. O

With H;ﬁ% (), the Riemannian gradient and Hessian in
P

T M are provided in the following theorem.

Theorem 5. The Riemannian gradient of f (13) is

gradf (P) = gradf (P) — A, P, (55)
where M
A= Sy, o R {P (gradf (P))H} . (56)

The Riemannian Hessian of f (13) is

Hessf(P)[€p] = (Hessf(P1)[€p, ], - 7HeSSf(f’U)[€13U])57
(57)
where

Hessf(P;)[¢p,]

- B B 58
Derad f(P,)[€p.] — DAy [p |Pi — Aubp, — AyP,, O

K
Ay =Ty, © ) R{Ps (Deradf (P, )) "} (59)
(=1

Proof. The proof of the Riemannian gradient is similar with
Appendix[Dland thus omitted for brevity. The proof and details
of the Riemannian Hessian are provided in Appendix [ O

Like PUPC, the retraction here can also be defined by
scaling [29]. Let

1

_ M, _ _ T2
r= <?tIMt ©(P+&p) (P+ sP)H) (60)
For any P € M and £p € Tp M, the mapping
Rp (&p) : TpM - M :€p — T (P+&p) (6D

is a retraction for M at P.

The vector transport 7, (§p) likewise can be achieved by
orthogonally projecting §p € TpM onto Tr_ (5, M. Let
PRe denote Rp (np), we have

Top (€0) = 17 (€p).

which can be derived in a similar way with Lemma 31

(62)

IV. RIEMANNIAN METHODS FOR PRECODER DESIGN

With the Riemannian ingredients derived in Section [
we propose three precoder design methods using the RSD,
RCG and RTR in this section. There is no inverse of the
large dimensional matrix in the proposed Riemannian methods
during the iterations, thereby enabling significant savings in
computational resources. For the same power constraint, the
computational complexities of the RSD or RCG method are
nearly the same and are lower than those of the RTR and
comparable methods.



A. Riemannian Gradient Methods

The gradient descent method is one of the most well-
known and efficient line search methods in Euclidean space
for unconstrained problems. For the Riemannian manifold, we
update the point through retraction to ensure the updated point
is still on the manifold and preserve the search direction. For
notational clarity, we use the superscript k£ to stand for the
outer iteration. From (40), (30) and (61D, the update formula
on M, M and M are given, respectively, by

it =44 (P +atil). (63)
phtl — 5k (Pf T akﬁf) , (63b)
PiH = T% (PF 4+ of ), (63c)

where o is the step length and ﬁf , ﬁf and 1)¥ are the search
directions of user i. With (&3) and the Riemannian gradient,
the RSD method is available but converges slowly. The RCG
method provides a remedy to this drawback by modifying
the search direction, which calls for the sum of the current
Riemannian gradient and the previous search direction [28§]],
[30]. To add the elements in different tangent spaces, vector
transport defined in (@Q) is utilized. We use M to represent
M, M or M. The search direction of the RCG method in the
k-th iteration is

'r]k = —gradf (Pk) + /Bk7;/>c/£lnk71 ('r]kil) s (64)
where ¥ is chosen as the Fletcher-Reeves parameter:
gk = g?{,‘c (gradf (Pk) ,gradf (Pk)) 65)

gpt-1 (gradf (PR=1) gradf (Pk~1))”
RSD and RCG both need to compute the Riemannian
gradient, which is made up of the Euclidean gradient (27)
and the orthogonal projection. Let V¥, = H; P} and U¥, =
H;n},Vi, £ € U, R; in the k-th iteration can be written as

RY =01, + Z A%
0#1
Then the Euclidean gradient of the i-th UT, Vi € U, in the
k-th iteration can be written as

gradf (PF) = —2wHI'R; 'V, (14

Vi) vieu. (66)

*‘(‘fﬁi)}{fifl‘fﬁi)

-1
+23 wHIR'VE, (Lo, + (Vi) " R7'VE,)
£
(VE)" R 'VE,
(67)
where Vf) Vi, £ € U, can be obtained from (63) and ex-
pressed as

V7, = ARt (\75;1 + Ockflﬂf;l) for /\//\l, (68a)
Vi, =31 (Vﬁzl + ak—lﬁ’?—l) for M,  (68b)
VE, =HIT" (PF 4o gt for M. (68¢)

We can see that Vf > V1,£ € U, can be obtained directly from
Vk ! and Uk ! for M and M. On the contrary, V¥ i ¢ needs
to be computed in each iteration for M.

The step length o in (&8) can be obtained through the
backtracking method [31]], where the objective function needs
to be evaluated to ensure sufficient decrease. Compared with
the projected steepest descent method [32], only one step
length need to be searched in our proposed RSD and RCG
methods. For notational clarity, we use the superscript pair
(k,n) to denote the n-th inner iteration for searching for the
step length during the k-th outer iteration. As the precoder P*
and the search direction n* are fixed when searching for the
step length, the objective function in the (k, n)-th iteration can
be viewed as a function of a*"~! and written as

¢(Oék’n_l):f(Rpkn—1( k,n—1 kn 1

U
—Zlogdet<21M +ZV Vf; )

(69)
—i—Zlogdet o2, +ZV Vf;‘
i=1 0#1
where V)" = VI (aFn71) Vil € U, is viewed as a

function of a®"~1. Note that V7" (a®"~1) can be derived
in the same way as V¥, in (68) and are given by

Vf)[n (ak,nfl) _ ,7( k,n— 1) (Vﬁf +Oék7n71ﬂig) for M\7

(70a)
Vf)[n (ak,nfl) _ 5% (ak,nfl) (Vif + ak,nflfjfj) for X/L
(70b)
Vi (o) = B (o877 (P + of"hap) - for M.
(70c¢)

Similarly, V ( ke,n— 1) can be obtained directly from Vﬁ ’

and Uﬁ , for ./\/l and M, while it needs to be computed once
per inner iteration for M. Note that § (a*"71), 5, (aF"71)
and T (ak’"_lz defined in @0), @9) and (G0) are viewed as
functions of a®"~1 here.

The procedure of RSD and RCG methods for precoder
design is provided in Algorithm [[l RSD method is available
by updating the search direction n**! with —gradf (P**1),
while RCG method is achieved by updating the search direc-

~! tion n*t1 with @&4). Typically, » = 0.5 and ¢ = 10~%. The

analyses of the convergence properties of the RSD and RCG
methods can be found in Appendix

B. Riemannian Trust Region Method

To implement the trust region method on Riemannian sub-
manifold, the quadratic model is indispensable, which is the
approximation of f on a neighborhood of P defined on Tp M
[33]]. Typically, the basic choice of a quadratic model in the
k-th iteration is

mpr (Epr) =f (PF) + g5t (gradf (P*) , &pr)
+ 5ot (Hess (P¥) [€i] €pn).

where Hessf (P¥) [€p.] is used to form a quadratic model
around the current iteration P* and is not necessarily positive
semidefinite. Hessf (P*) [£px] can be obtained from (38),

(71)



Algorithm 1 RSD and RCG methods for precoder design

Algorithm 2 RTR method for precoder design

Require: Riemannian submanifold M; Riemannian metric
gp (+); Real-valued function f;
Retraction Rp (-); Vector transport 7Ty (-); initial step
length o > 0; r € (0,1); c € (0,1)
Input: Initial point P?;
1: repeat
2. Get Vﬁé,Vz’,f € U with (68).
3:  Compute Euclidean gradient gradf(PF), Vi, ¢ € U with
©D.
4. Get Riemannian gradient grad f (P*) with (33), @3) or
(%)

s:  Update the search direction n* and compute

Uk, Vi, lell.
6:  while ¢ ak"”*l) —f (Pk) >cx gl/;/,i (gradf (Pk) ,
ak.,nfln ) do
7: Set o™ «— raFm=1 with o9 = af.
8: Get PP+ with (63) and Vi)' (aF") Vi 0 € U
with ([Z0).

b

Get ¢ (a®™) with (69), n < n + 1.
10:  end while

1: Set PHL o P ko k4 1.

12: until convergence

@7 and (38). The search direction and the step length are
obtained simultaneously by solving the trust-region subprob-
lem

min

k M (ko k k\2
el mes (1) st gk (17, m7) < (%)

(72)

where 6% is the trust-region radius in the k-th iteration.
(@) can be solved by truncated conjugate gradient (tCG)
method [22]], [34]], where the Riemannian Hessian needs to be
computed according to (38), @) or (38). The most common
stopping criteria of tCG is to truncate after a fixed number
of iterations, denoted by Ny [33]. Once nk is obtained,
the quality of the quadratic model mpr is evaluated by the
quotient

p_ LB - F (M)
mpx (0) —mpx (n*)’

(73)

The convergence analyses of the RTR method are available in
Appendix

The RTR method for precoder design is summarized in
Algorithm 2] where we use the superscript pair (k, d) for the
iteration of solving the trust region subproblem to distinguish
from (k,n) for the iteration of searching for the step length.
Ny is the maximum inner iteration number. In the Step 7 of
Algorithm 2] ¢ is found by computing the positive root of the
quadratic equation [22]]

15291:./\’/11C (Qk’d_l, Qk,d—l) 4 21599)/11C (,’,]Ic,d—l7 Qk,d—l)

74
_ (5k)2 —gﬁ/fc (nk,d—l’nk,d—l)' (74)

Require: Riemannian submanifold M; Riemannian metric
gp (+); Real-valued function f;
Retraction Rp (-); initial region &y € (0, A]; threshold p';
inner iteration number Ngyp.
Input: Initial point P?, Q%Y = G1.0 = —gradf(PY), n*° =
0,
1: repeat
22 ford=1,2,---, Ny do
3: Compute Hessf(P*) [Q"™4] with (38), @) or
3.

gl/)v}c (Gk,d—17Gk,d—1)

T T T (QFT T Hess f(PR[QR )
s nkd = phd=1 4 rhd-1Qkd-1,
: if 754 <0 or g5t (n*?, ") > 6% then
7: nhd = phd-l 4 2L‘Q’“d_l with ¢ > 0 and
g(n**, nk?) = (6%)", break.
8: end if
9: Gk’d — Gk,dfl _ TAlz,dHl?isfglzk) [Qk.,dfl}.
[ G"%,G™ _
10: Qk’d = de + ggj}]clzlé(k,d—l)Gk,dzl)Qkﬂd L

11:  end for

122t =0t v =gt (nh,n").
13:  Evaluate p* with (73).
14:  Update P**! and §%+! according to p* with

pri1 _ ) @B, if pF > pf
PEif pb < pf
T07,if pk < &
min (26%, A) if pF > 2 & v = §*

8% otherwise

6k+1 _

150 Setk«+ k+1.
16: until convergence

C. Computational Complexity of Riemannian Methods

Let N, = Zgzl M; and N; = ZZU:1 d; denote the total
antenna number of the users and the total data stream number,
respectively. Let Ny and Nj, denote the numbers of outer
iteration and inner iteration of searching for the step length,
respectively. The computational costs of the Riemannian met-
ric, orthogonal projection, retraction and vector transport are
the same, i.e., M;NN,4. Although they need to be called several
times per outer iteration in the proposed Riemannian methods,
the total computational costs can still be neglected as they
are much lower than that of the Riemannian gradient or
Riemannian Hessian. For RSD and RCG methods on M and
M, Vf)g and Vﬁ’é", Vi, € U, in Algorithm [I] can be obtained
directly from the elements computed in the previous iteration
with (68a), (68b), (70a) and (70B). Moreover, the dimension
of the input of the cost function logdet () is M; for the
i-th UT. Thus, the computational cost of the whole inner
iteration per outer iteration is O (2Nin Zyzl Mf), which is
very low and can be omitted. So the computational cost mainly
comes from Step 3 and Step 5 in Algorithm [I] during the
iterations, and the complexity is O(M;N, Ny + M;N3)Noy.
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TABLE II
COMPUTATIONAL COMPLEXITY OF DIFFERENT RIEMANNIAN DESIGN METHODS

RSD RCG RTR
TPC O(M¢N;Nq + MiN%)Nou O(MyNyNg+ M;N2%)Nou O(8Ngyp Mt Ny Nyg) Nout
PUPC O(M{N;Ngq + M{N?)Nou O(M¢NyNg + M¢N2)Nout O(4Nguo M Ny Nyg) Nout
PAPC O((]Vm + 1)MtN7“Nd + MtNg)Nout O((Nin + 1)MtNr'Nd + MtNg)Nout O(8NsubMtNT'Nd)Nout

For RSD and RCG methods on M, \_/'f_’;, Vi, ¢ € U, have to be
computed once for each inner iteration according to (Zd), with
the total complexity of O((Niy + 1)MyN, Ny + MyN3) Noy.
The main computational cost of the RTR method depends
on Step 3 in Algorithm ] where the Riemannian Hessian
needs to be computed once in each inner iteration. The
computational cost of the Riemannian Hessian mainly comes
from the matrix multiplication according to Appendix [D]
Appendix [El and Appendix [l The maximum complexity of
the RTR method is O(8 Ny, M; N, Ng) Now on M or M and
O(4Ngup Mt N, Ng)Noyw on M. Typically, we have N;, < 10
with 7 = 0.5, c = 10~% and o® = 1072, and Ny, < 10.

The computational complexities of different Riemannian
design methods are summarized in Table [l For the same
power constraint, we can see that RSD and RCG methods
have the same computational complexity, which is lower than
that of the RTR method.

The popular WMMSE method proposed in [9] has the
same objective function as our proposed Riemannian methods
for precoder design. The computational complexity of the
WMMSE method is O(2MtNTNd+MtN§+%N§’)N0m, which
is higher than that of RCG method under TPC, in the case with
the same number of outer iterations used. SLNR precoder also
satisfies PUPC, where the eigenvalue decomposition needs to
be performed U times [36]]. Thus, the computational complex-
ity of the SLNR precoder is O (M2U), which is higher than

the RCG method when Noy < 5. In addition, the
precoder under PUPC can also be designed by the WMMSE
method, where U Lagrange multipliers are obtained by the
bisection method [37]. The complexity of WMMSE under
PUPC is O(MPU + 2M;N;Nq + MyN7 + $N3)Noy, which
is much higher than that of RCG method. WSR-maximization
precoders under PAPC are difficult to design. [16] provides
an alternative method by finding the linear precoder closest to
the optimal ZF-based precoder under TPC, whose complexity
is O(M? + (M; — N,)>U)Nz and Nz is the number of
iterations needed. Despite no inner iteration, this method has
a higher computational complexity than that of the RCG
method in massive MIMO systems when Nz = Nyy.
designs the WSR-maximization precoder under PAPC via the
DCAM-based method, whose computational complexity is
O (Np (M} + M?Ng)) Now with Np being the number of
iterations needed for the DCAM method to converge. Typi-
cally, the optimality tolerance of the duality gap is ¢ = 10~*
in and Np o log, (1), indicating that the computational
complexity of the DCAM-based method is higher than that
of the RCG design method per outer iteration. The numerical
results in the next section will demonstrate that Riemannian
design methods converge faster than the comparable iterative

methods under different power constraints.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we provide simulation results to demonstrate
that the precoders designed in the matrix manifold framework
are numerically superior and computationally efficient under
different power constraints, especially when the RCG method
is used. We adopt the prevalent QuaDRiGa channel model
[38], where “3GPP 38.901 UMa NLOS” scenario is consid-
ered. The 25 m high BS with M, = 128 antennas serves
U = 20 1.5 m high UTs, which are randomly distributed in
the cell with the radius of 250 m. The antenna type is “3gpp-
3d” at the BS side and “ula” at the user side. For simplicity,
weset M; =d; =2, P, = g, Vi € U. The center frequency is
set at 4.8 GHz. The weighted factor of each user is set to 1.
The powers of the channels for different users are normalized.
The SNR is defined as U—Pg, where the noise power o2 is set to
be 1 and different SNRs are obtained by adjusting the transmit
power P. For fair comparison, the Riemannian methods and
the iterative methods for comparison are all initialized by
the regularized zero-forcing (RZF) precoders [39], which are
forced to satisfy the TPC, PUPC and PAPC, respectively.

Fig. [ depicts the convergence trajectories of the Rieman-
nian design methods compared with the WMMSE method [9]
under TPC at SNR= 20 dB for massive MIMO DL. As shown
in Fig. @ the RCG method converges much faster than RSD,
WMMSE and RTR methods when Ny, = 3. RTR method
converges the fastest at the very beginning when Ny, = 6
and obtains 87% performance in the first three iterations.
Besides, the complexity of the RCG method is lower than
that of the WMMSE method. For the fairness of comparison,
Fig. 3] compares the WSR performance of the RCG method
with that of the WMMSE precoder under the same complexity
when the RCG method converges. As we can see from Fig.[3]
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Fig. 4. Convergence comparison under TPC at SNR=20dB.
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Fig. 6. Convergence comparison between RCG and WMMSE under TPC.

the RCG method has the same performance as the WMMSE
method when they converge and has an evident performance
gain in the high SNR regime when they share the same
computational complexity. The RZF method requires the
least computation among these methods but also exhibits the
poorest performance. To investigate the convergence behavior
of the RCG method, we compare the approximate iterations
needed for the RCG and WMMSE methods to completely
converge in Fig. Compared with the WMMSE method,
the RCG method needs much fewer iterations to converge,
especially when SNR is high, which clearly demonstrates the
fast convergence and high computational efficiency of the
RCG method.

The convergence behavior of Riemannian design meth-
ods under PUPC at SNR= 20 dB is shown in Fig. [
When Ny, = 6, the RTR method needs nearly the same
number of iterations to converge as RCG at the cost of a
much higher computational complexity. In addition, WMMSE
achieves good performance and converges fast at the first thirty
iterations. However, RCG shows a better performance and
converges faster compared with WMMSE when Ny, > 30
with a much lower computational complexity. In Fig. Bl we
compare the WSR performance of the Riemannian methods
after convergence under different SNRs with those of the
SLNR precoder and the WMMSE precoder satisfying PUPC,
whose computational complexities are much higher than that
of the RCG method. The WSR performances of the proposed
Riemannian methods are almost the same after convergence
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Fig. 9. Convergence comparison under PAPC at SNR=20dB.

with different initializations. From Fig. the RCG method
has the same performance as the WMMSE method after
convergence and performs better than the SLNR precoder in
the whole SNR regime.

Fig. 9] shows the convergence behavior of Riemannian
design methods compared with the DCAM-based method in
under PAPC at SNR= 20 dB. From Fig. [0l we find that
the RTR method converges fast in the first three iterations, but
the RCG method converges faster when Ny, > 10. RCG and
RTR methods both converge much faster than the DCAM-
based method, whose complexity is higher than that of the
RCG design method per outer iteration. To further show the
convergence behavior of the Riemannian methods in the PAPC
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Fig. 11. WSR performance when the RCG method converges under PAPC.

case under lower SNR, we plot the convergence trajectories
of the Riemannian methods under PAPC at SNR=10 dB in
Fig. From Fig. we can see that the RTR with Ny, = 6
converges fastest and has the same WSR performance as
the RCG method after convergence. Fig. [[1l compares the
WSR performance of the RCG method after convergence
with the ZF-based method in and the DCAM-based
method in [17]. As we can see in Fig. [[1l the RCG method
is numerically superior in designing precoders under PAPC
with a lower computational complexity compared with the
algorithm proposed in [16]. The DCAM-based method exhibits
similar performance with the RCG method in the low SNR
regime at a higher computational cost but performs worse than
the RCG method when SNR is high. In addition to the RZF
precoder, we also try the random initialization and the WSR
performances of the Riemannian methods after convergence
are nearly the same.

Finally, we compare the running times required for the
proposed Riemannian methods and the comparable iterative
methods to converge in Table [l All the simulations are
conducted by Matlab R2019b on a desktop with Intel(R)
Core(TM) 19-10900K running at 3.70 GHz. We can see that
the RCG method runs fastest in all the cases. In addition, RTR
runs faster than the iterative methods for comparison in all the
cases, especially in the PUPC case.
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VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have investigated the linear precoder
design methods with matrix manifold in massive MIMO DL
transmission. We focus on the WSR-maximization precoder
design and demonstrate that the precoders under TPC, PUPC
and PAPC are on different Riemannian submanifolds. Then,
the constrained problems are transformed into unconstrained
ones on Riemannian submanifolds. Furthermore, RSD, RCG
and RTR methods are proposed for optimizing on Riemannian
submanifolds. There is no inverse of large dimensional matrix
during the iterations in the proposed methods. Besides, the
complexities of implementing these Riemannian design meth-
ods on different Riemannian submanifolds are investigated.
Simulation results show the numerical superiority and compu-
tational efficiency of the RCG method.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF THEOREMI]

A.1 Proof in the TPC case

With the fact that the Frobenius norm of P is a constant, the
constraint tr (P#P) = P defines a sphere naturally. Clearly,
M is a subset of the set CM:>d1 x CMixda y ... x CMixd:i,
Consider differentiable function F:N - R:P —
tr (PPH) — P, and clearly M € F=1(0), where 0 € R.
Based on the submersion theorem Proposition 3.3.3], to
show M is a closed embedded submanifol(/i\of N, we need to
prove F' as a submersion at each point of M. In other words,
we should verify that the rank of Fis equal to the dimension
of R, i.e., 1, at every point of M. Since the rank of Fata point
P € N is defined as the dimension of the range of DF (P),
we simply need to show that for all w &€ R, there exists
Z = (Zy,Zy, - ,Z;) € N such that DF (P)[Z] = w. Since
the differential operation at P is equivalent to the component-
wise differential at each of Py, Ps,--- , P;, we have

DF (P)[Z] = tr (P¥Z + Z"P). (75)
It is easy to see that if we choose Z; = %%Pi, we will have
DE (P)[Z] = w. This shows that F'is full rank as well as a
submersion on M. .

Because every tangent space T M is a subspace of Tp.V,
the Riemannian metric gp (-) of A is naturally introduced to
M as gp () = gp (-). With this metric, M is an Riemannian
embedded submanifold of V.

A.2 Proof in the PUPC case

Note that each P; in P forms a sphere. Thus M forms
an oblique manifold composed of U spheres. To show M is
a Riemannian submanifold of the product manifold A, we
need to show that for D; = a;14,,Vi € U, where a; € R,
there exists Z = (Z1,--- ,Zy) € N such that DF (P) [Z] =
blkdiag (Dq, -+ ,Dy) = D. Since the differential operation
at P is equivalent to the component-wise differential at each
of P1,Ps,--- , Py, we have

DF (P)[Z] =

(tr (P{Z1 + Z'P1) 14y, ,tr (P Zy + Z{Py) 14, ) .

(76)
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TABLE III
RUNNING TIMES OF DIFFERENT METHODS (S)

RSD RCG RTR Iterative methods
TPC 100.5072 | 4.0844 | 44.8081 WMMSE-TPC: 73.6469
PUPC | 90.2711 89171 | 17.3877 WMMSE-PUPC: 29.8341
PAPC | 175.0686 | 16.5449 | 77.3072 DCAM-based: 145.9009

It is easy to see that if we choose Z; = %%PZ—Di, we will
have DF (P) [Z] = D. This shows that " is full rank as well
as a submersion on M. .

Because every tangent space T M is a subspace of Tp N,
the Riemannian metric gp (-) of A" is naturally introduced to
M as gp () = gp (). With this metric, M is an Riemannian
embedded submanifold of N.

A.3 Proof in the PAPC case

Every column of P forms a sphere and thus P¥
forms a standard oblique manifold composed of M, spheres.
Similarly, to show M is a Riemannian submanifold of
the product manifold A, we need to show that for all
w = (wy,wy,---,wy,) € RMt there exists Z =
(Z1,Z5,--- ,Zy) € N such that DF (P)[Z] = diag(w).
Since the differential operation at P is equivalent to the

component-wise differential at each of Py, Po,---  P;, we
have
U
DF (P)[Z] =Ta, © Y _ (PiZ{ +Z,P[). (77

i=1

It is easy to see that if we choose Z; = + 2t diag (w ) Pi, we
will have DF (P) [Z] = diag (w). This shows that F' is full
rank as well as a submersion on M.

Because every tangent space Tp M is a subspace of Tp N,
the Riemannian metric gp (-) of N is naturally introduced to
M as gp (-) = gp (). With this metric, M is a Riemannian
embedded submanifold of A

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF THEOREM[2]

To simplify the notations, we use f (P;) to represent f (P)
that only considers P; as variable with P, for ¢ # i fixed.
For any £p, € Tp,CMexMithe directional derivative of

J (P;) along £p is

Df (P;) [€p,] = —wiDR; [€p] Zwmm [¢p,]. (78)

0#i
We derive DR; [é’PJ and DR, [Epi] separately as

DR, [¢p ] =tr (C: (68 HI A + Al'Higp ) ), (79)

DRy [€p] = —tr (Hf B,H, (SPin{ + Pig;{,) ) (80)

Thus, we have
Df (P;) [¢p,] =
gp, ( —20HIAC; +2) wHIBHP;, gpi) (81)
£
and gradf (P;) is

gradf (P;) = (leHA C; ngHz B/H,P ) (82)
£
APPENDIX C

PROOF OF LEMMA [T]

From the decomposition (29) and the definition of the
normal space (31)), it is easy to have IT | Te N (ép) &p— P

Meanwhile, from the definition of the tangent space (30),
&p — AP should satisfy the equation

tr (PH (SP _ xlp) T (gP _ le)HP> —0.  (83)

LR {tr (PPep) ).

After some algebra, we can get A=

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF THEOREM [3]

D.1 Proof for Riemannian gradient in Theorem

From Section 3.6.1] and Lemma [0l the Riemannian
gradient of f( ) i

gradf (P) = HTPN (gradf( )) — gradf (P)—\P, (84)

ﬁ%{ v (P(grads (P))") }.

where ;\1 =

D.2 Proof for Riemannian Hessian in Theorem

Combine (9) and @), we get
Hessf(f’)[éﬁ,] = Vggradf

= HTPAL (Vé\/ gradf)

_.HT“M OD@ﬁdf( HSﬁDa

(85)

which belongs to Tﬁ,ﬂ . So the following relationship holds:
R {tr (PHDgradf(f’)[gp] - XQP)} =0

== %3? {tr (PHDgradf(lf’)[Ef,])} . "0



Recall that Hess f(P)[€p] is an element in Tf,J\//\l. Thus from
20), we can get

Hess f(P)[€p] = (Hessf(Pl)[épl] ,Hessf(PU)[ﬁpU]Q,
7

(
,] can be denoted as
i)lép,]
- D/\1[€pi] i —Mép, — AP
Dgradf(P;)[£p,] and D/A\l[épi] remain unknown. For nota-
tional simplicity, let us define
My; = Hegp, Py H{' + HPi€p HY',
F; = -R,;'M; B, E;; = -B,M,,;By,
then we can get
DBy [€p,| = Fui + Ffi +E;.
Then Dgradf(P;)[£p,] can be calculated as follows:
Dgradf(P;)[€p,] = —2w;H'R; 'Hi{p,C
+ 2w HIA,C; (ggiHZH A; + AT Higpi) C
+2) wHIBMHp, +2) wHDB, [¢p,] H/P
£ £
oD

where Hessf (P Z)[
Hessf(P;)[ép,] =Dgradf(P

7

(88)

(89)

(90)

Dj\l[épi] can be calculated as follows:
< H
Diiler,] = 5% 3 {Pr(Dsrads o) [er] )" } +
1£i
1
S {tr (&8, gradf () + PFDerad/ (P))[€p,]) }
Dgradf (Py) [€p,] for V¢ # i remains to be calculated:
Dgradf (P) [¢p,] =2 w;HI'DB; [¢p,] H,;P,

92)

e (93)
+ 2w H{ R, "My, A Cy — 2w, H; A,DCy [€p ],
where
DCy [€p,] = — CoA[My;A,Cy, VL # i, (94a)
Fji+FL +Ej,j # &) # i,
B; [¢p,] = Ry 'H;(¢p,CiPY + P,Ci6H )x  (94b)

HAR ' +E;;,j=1i.

APPENDIX E
PROOF OF RIEMANNIAN HESSIAN IN THEOREM [4]

Like (83), we get
Hessf (P)[gp) = 117 (Derad f(P)lgpl) . (95)

which belongs to Tls./\/l, so the following relationship holds:

R {tr <f’fl (Dgradf(f’i)[iﬁi] ~P; [A2]1)> } =0

(96)
= [A2]i =R {tr <Pfi (Dgradf(f’i)[&,i]) ) } I,
From (20), we can get
Hess f(P)[¢p] = (Hessf (P1)lgp, ), ,Hessf@w)[slsUQ ,
L)
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where
Hessf (P
-P; D[

i)[€p,] = Dgradf(P
1],ép,) — &p, [Ar

D {Al} _[ép,] remains unknown, which can be calculated as

)lép,]

- (98
L -PfAl Y

follows:

D [All €p,] =

%% {tr (Egigradf(Pi) + PZHDgradf(Pi)[SPi]) } Id(gg)

where Dgradf (P;) [€p,] has been calculated in Appendix

D

APPENDIX F
PROOF OF RIEMANNIAN HESSIAN IN THEOREM 3]

Like (B3), we get
Hess f(P)[¢p] = 7747 (Derad f(P)[¢p)),
which belongs to s M, so the following relationship holds:

(100)

K
L, © Y 0 {Pe (Dgradf(P)igp] — AaPr)"' | =0
1=1
M - _ H
S L T S CACRIL T
N (101
From (20), we can get

Hessf(P)[¢p] = (Hessf(P1)[€p,]. - -

where Hessf (P
Hessf(P;)[€p,] =
Dgradf(P;)[€p,] — DA1[€p,]P; — A1€p, — AP

Dgradf (P;) [€p,] has been calculated in Appendix
DA:[§p,] remains unknown, which can be calculated as
follows:

,Hessf(Pv)[ép,]) ,
(102)
i)[&p,] can be denoted as:

(103)

DA [¢p,] = %IM ORY {Pé (Deradf (o) [¢p,] )H} +
I#i
T, © R {€p, (grad (P1)) " + P.Dgradf (P lep, "

(104)
Dgradf (P,) [€p,] for V¢ # i has been calculated in
Appendix [DI

APPENDIX G
CONVERGENCE ANALYSES OF THE PROPOSED
RIEMANNIAN METHODS

For the RSD method, —gradf (P*) is naturally a descent
direction as gp« ( — gradf(P¥), gradf(P*)) < 0. When
the strong Wolfe curvature condition (3.31) in [4Q] holds,
the search direction of the RCG method defined in (64)
is a descent direction according to [40, Lemma 4.1]. We
can reduce the initial step length o to ensure the descent
property of the search direction. Then, let {P’éD} be an
infinite sequence of iterations generated by our proposed RSD
or RCG method. {P’éD} has at least one accumulation point



and all the accumulation points of {P’éD are critical points
aslongas L={PeM|f(P)<f (PO;} is a compact set
from Theorem 4.3.1] and Corollary 4.3.2], which
holds naturally if the sets formed by TPC, PUPC and PAPC
are all compact. From [41, Theorem 1.4.8], a subset of a
finite dimensional Euclidean space is compact if and only
if it is closed and bounded. M, M and M defined in 22)
are all subsets of N/ = CMi*Xicu i, They are all closed
and bounded according to [41, Definition 1.1.6.] and
Definition 1.2.15.]. Therefore, M, M and M are all compact
manifolds, and the proposed RSD and RCG methods can
converge to a critical point.

Let {PZ}R} be an infinite sequence of iterations generated
by the proposed RTR method for precoder design. From
Corollary 6.33], {PFFR} has at least one accumulation point
as L is compact and all the accumulation points of {P.; } are
critical points, indicating that the RTR method can converge
to a critical point with a superlinear local convergence rate.

More analyses of the convergence of the Riemannian meth-
ods with any initialization can be found in and [42].
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