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Abstract

The conventional approach to the fronthaul design for cell-free massive MIMO system follows the compress-

and-precode (CP) paradigm. Accordingly, encoded bits and precoding coefficients are shared by the distributed

unit (DU) on the fronthaul links, and precoding takes place at the radio units (RUs). Previous theoretical work has

shown that CP can be potentially improved by a significant margin by precode-and-compress (PC) methods, in

which all baseband processing is carried out at the DU, which compresses the precoded signals for transmission

on the fronthaul links. The theoretical performance gain of PC methods are particularly pronounced when the DU

implements multivariate quantization (MQ), applying joint quantization across the signals for all the RUs. However,

existing solutions for MQ are characterized by a computational complexity that grows exponentially with the sum-

fronthaul capacity from the DU to all RUs. This work sets out to design scalable MQ strategies for PC-based

cell-free massive MIMO systems. For the low-fronthaul capacity regime, we present α-parallel MQ (α-PMQ),

whose complexity is exponential only in the fronthaul capacity towards an individual RU, while performing close

to full MQ. α-PMQ tailors MQ to the topology of the network by allowing for parallel local quantization steps

for RUs that do not interfere too much with each other. For the high-fronthaul capacity regime, we then introduce

neural MQ, which replaces the exhaustive search in MQ with gradient-based updates for a neural-network-based

decoder, attaining a complexity that grows linearly with the sum-fronthaul capacity. Numerical results demonstrate

that the proposed scalable MQ strategies outperform CP for both the low and high-fronthaul capacity regimes at

the cost of increased computational complexity at the DU (but not at the RUs).
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Fig. 1. Cell-free massive MIMO architecture considered in this project, consisting of N multi-antenna UEs, M multi-antenna RUs, and a

DU. All baseband processing is done at the DU, which carries out compression of the baseband signals for transmission over capacity-limited

fronthaul links.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Context and Motivation

In modern wireless systems, base stations are disaggregated into radio units (RUs), distributed units

(DUs), and central units (CUs), with RUs and DUs connected via fronthaul links. As shown in Fig. 1, a DU

may control several RUs, supporting coordinated transmission and reception across multiple distributed

RUs [1], [2]. While several functional splits between DUs and RUs have been defined, current deployments

adopt a specific split, typically referred to as 7.2x, whereby lower-physical layer (PHY) functionalities

such as precoding are carried out closer to the antennas, at the RU, while higher-PHY functionalities such

as encoding are implemented at the DU [3], [4]. This functional split becomes problematic for regimes

characterized by massive antenna arrays and large spectral efficiencies [3]. This issue is currently one of

the key factors limiting the deployment of cell-free massive MIMO systems based on disaggregated base

stations, such as O-RAN [2], [5].

In the downlink, the 7.2x functional split prescribes an approach that may be referred to as compress-

and-precode (CP). As shown in Fig. 2 (left), with CP, the DU applies channel coding to all the information

bits, and evaluates the precoding matrices, which are transmitted in a compressed form to every RU via

the corresponding fronthaul link. Hence, the fronthaul overhead of this approach may be substantial due

to the separate transmission of precoding matrices and coded bits.

To mitigate this problem, an alternative functional split has been introduced in which the DU applies

coding and precoding, transmitting to each RU the respective complex baseband signals after compression

[6]–[8]. This way, as suggested by the theoretical results in [1], [6], [9], the fronthaul capacity requirements

may be drastically reduced. We refer to such an approach as precode-and-compress (PC), which is the

subject of this paper and is illustrated in Fig. 2 (right).
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Fig. 2. (Left) In the conventional compress-and-precode (CP) scheme, the DU transmits information bits to all RUs, as well as the corresponding compressed
precoding matrix to each RU. (Right) In the precode-and-compress (PC) scheme, the DU transmits the respective precoded and compressed baseband vector
to each RU. This paper studies novel multivariate compression strategies for PC. size of DU

m = 1, ..., M , the N rx
n ⇥1 received signal vector yk

n at the UE
n is given by

yk
n = Hk

nx̂ + zk
n, (5)

where zk
n ⇠ CN (0,�2I) is the N rx

n ⇥ 1 complex Gaussian
noise vector.

Given an N rx
n ⇥Ln receive beamforming matrix F k

n , UE n
estimates the transmitted signal at channel use k as

ŝk
n = (F k

n )†yk
n, (6)

for all n = 1, ..., N . The receive beamforming matrix F k
n is

generally designed by UE n based on the available channel
state information. We will address this point in Sec. V-D.

B. Compress-and-Precode Transmission

In the conventional compress-and-precode (CP) strategy, the
DU applies an entry-wise uniform quantizer QCP(·) to the
precoding matrix W k

m for each RU m, producing the quantized
precoding matrix

Ŵ k
m = QCP(W k

m). (7)

The quantizer has a resolution of BCP bits per entry. The DU
then sends the bits describing the quantized matrix W k

m to RU
m on the fronthaul along with the information bits for all N
UEs to the m-th RU on the fronthaul. Each m-th RU then
transmits the signal

x̃k
m = �mŴ k

msk, (8)

where �m is a parameter introduced to satisfy the power
constraint (4).

While precoding matrix is in principle designed per-
channel-use basis, in order to reduce the fronthaul overhead,
CP typically shares the same precoding matrix across multiple
KCP channel uses [5], [13]. Increasing KCP generally entails a
trade-off between quality of precoding, which increases with a
smaller KCP, and fronthaul overhead, which decreases as KCP

grows larger. In fact, the fronthaul capacity constraint imposes
the inequality

Bm � Rsum|{z}
sum-rate

(bit/channel use)

· 1

Rcode| {z }
code rate

+ N tx
m · L · BCP

| {z }
precoding quantization

· 1

KCP|{z}
precoding

reuse factor

, (9)

where Rsum is the sum-rate, in bits per channel use, across all
N UEs, and Rcode  1 is the channel coding rate. The first
term, Rsum/Rcode, accounts for the transmission of all coded
bits to each RU, while the second accounts for precoding
information.

C. Precode-and-Compress Transmission

Unlike CP transmission, PC transmission [7], [8] com-
presses directly the precoded vector (1). As a result, the
quantized vector is given by

x̂k = Q(xk) = [(x̂k
1)>, ..., (x̂k

M )>]> (10)

for some quantization function Q(·) with resolution Bm bits.
Note that function Q(·) may apply jointly across all entries
of the vector [8]. We denote as bk

m 2 {0, 1}Bm the discrete
index identifying the quantized signal x̂k

m transmitted by DU
to RU m on the fronthaul link at channel use k. The mapping
between bk

m and x̂k
m is defined by an inverse quantization

function fm : {0, 1}Bm ! CN tx
m

x̂k
m = fm(bk

m). (11)

We will further denote as f(bk
1:M ) =

[f1(b
k
1)>, ..., fM (bk

M )>]> the collection of the quantized
outputs for all RUs, i.e., x̂k = f(bk

1:M ) with b1:M = {bm}M
m=1.

After recovering the dequantized vector x̂k
m from the bits

bk
m, the RU m transmits the N tx

m ⇥ 1 vector

x̃k
m = �mx̂k

m = �m[x̂k
m,1, ..., x̂

k
m,N tx

m
]>, (12)

in which we denote as x̂k
m,i the quantized precoded symbol

transmitted at the i-th antenna of RU m at channel use k, and
the parameter �m ensures the power constraint (4) as for CP
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corresponding compressed precoding matrix to each RU. (Right) In the precode-and-compress (PC) scheme, the DU transmits the respective

precoded and compressed baseband vector to each RU. This paper studies novel multivariate compression strategies for PC.

While the PC functional split has the potential to effectively lessen the fronthaul capacity, the theoretical

results in [6] require complex baseband compression schemes at the DU, whose practical implementation

is an open problem. Some steps in this direction were reported in [7], which proposes multivariate

quantization (MQ), whereby the baseband signals for all RUs are quantized jointly [7].

Specifically, reference [7] proposed a data-driven algorithm for MQ that was shown to outperform

existing per-RU point-to-point quantization techniques. However, the algorithm in [7] suffers from a

computational complexity that grows exponentially in the fronthaul sum-rate, and is also limited to the

case in which all the UEs and RUs are equipped with single antennas. The goal of this paper is to design

practical, scalable PC-based solutions for distributed large-scale MIMO systems.

B. Related Work

Recent work on fronthaul design for cell-free massive MIMO has aimed at (i) enhancing CP; (ii)

improving PC; and (iii) proposing hybrid methods between CP and PC, corresponding different functional

splits.

Representative papers on CP include [10], which addresses precoder design by taking into account the

limited fronthaul capacity; as well as [11], [12], which consider optimizing the allocation of resources.

Recent advances in PC have focused on linear dimension reduction techniques [8], [13], [14] followed

by uniform quantization. These schemes require sharing the linear transformation matrix, which entails

additional fronthaul communication overhead, which may become substantial in cell-free massive MIMO

systems. This limitation has been recently alleviated via meta-learning [8].

Lastly, alternatives to CP and PC have been studied [15]–[17] that showcase the optimality of different

functional splits depending on the underlying dynamics of the system. These schemes require the solution
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of non-convex optimization problems or lower-complexity methods such as reinforcement learning [17].

As a final remark, the scalability of cell-free massive MIMO systems has been theoretically demonstrated

in [18], [19] by allowing for dynamic matching of DUs and UEs.

Our work complements studies on precoding designs such as [8], [10], [13], [14] by focusing solely on

fronthaul compression. It contributes to the line of work on scalable cell-free massive MIMO by showing

for the first time the practical feasibility of MQ-based PC functional splits.

C. Main Contribution

This work introduces two new MQ techniques for PC-based transmission in cell-free massive MIMO

systems. The main contributions of this work can be summarized as follows:

• We introduce α-parallel multivariate quantization (α-PMQ), a novel MQ scheme that has compu-

tational complexity growing exponentially only in the per-RU fronthaul rate, while demonstrating a

small performance gap with respect to MQ [7] in the low-fronthaul capacity regime. α-PMQ tailors

MQ to the topology of the network by allowing for parallel local quantization steps for RUs that do

not interfere too much with each other.

• Furthermore, we introduce neural-multivariate quantization (neural-MQ), another novel MQ scheme

with computational complexity that grows linearly in the fronthaul sum-rate. Neural-MQ replaces

the exhaustive search in MQ with gradient-based updates for a neural-network-based decoder. We

demonstrate that neural-MQ outperforms CP, as well as an infinite precoding benchmark that assumes

linear precoding, in the high-fronthaul capacity regime.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we describe the general system model of the

cell-free MIMO systems, and review the state-of-the-art PC-based solution [7] designed for single-antenna

UEs and RUs in Sec. III. We then propose α-PMQ in Sec. IV and neural-MQ in Sec. V. Experimental

results are provided in Sec. VI, and Sec. VII concludes the paper.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

A. Setting

As shown in Fig. 1, in the cell-free setting of interest, a set M = {1, ...,M} of RUs communicates to

N UEs through M RUs. The m-th RU has N tx
m transmit antennas, and is connected to the DU through

a fronthaul link with capacity Bm bits per channel use, i.e., the fronthaul link carries Bm bit/s/Hz when

normalized by the bandwidth of the radio interface. Each n-th UE has N rx
n antennas. We denote the overall

number of transmit antennas as N tx, i.e., N tx =
∑M

m=1 N
tx
m, and the overall number of receive antennas

as N rx =
∑N

n=1 N
rx
n .
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The DU wishes to transmit an Ln×1 vector skn ∈ CLn of Ln complex symbols to each n-th UE for n =

1, ..., N on each channel use k. The information symbols are assumed to be zero mean and independent,

and we normalize their powers such that the equality E[skn(skn)†] = In holds for all n = 1, ..., N , where

In is the Ln × Ln identity matrix.

Denote as Hk
n the N rx

n ×N tx channel matrix between all RUs and UE n for channel use k, and as

Hk =
[
(Hk

1 )
⊤, ..., (Hk

N)
⊤]⊤ (1)

the overall channel matrix of size N rx ×N tx. The N tx × L precoding matrix

W k = [W k
1 , ...,W

k
N ] (2)

collects all the N tx×Ln precoding matrices W k
n used to precode symbols skn towards user n for n = 1, ..., N

for channel use k. The precoding matrices {W k} are optimized by the DU based on knowledge of the

channel matrices {Hk}.
Given the precoding matrix Wk for channel use k, and further denoting W k

m,n as the N tx
m×Ln precoding

matrix used by RU m to communicate with UE n which gives the overall precoding matrix W k
n =

[(W k
1,n)

⊤, ..., (W k
M,n)

⊤]⊤ for user n, the N tx × 1 precoded symbol vector is given by

xk =
N∑

n=1

W k
ns

k
n = W ksk (3)

as a function of the symbol vector sk = [(sk1)
⊤, ..., (skN)

⊤]⊤. We partition the precoded vector xk in (3)

across the RUs as

xk =




xk
1

...

xk
M


 , (4)

where

xk
m = W k

ms
k, (5)

denoting as W k
m = [W k

m,1, ...,W
k
m,N ] the precoding matrix associated to RU m. Note the slight abuse of

notation, as W k
n represents the beamforming matrix for UE n and W k

m the beamforming matrix for RU

m.

Due to fronthaul capacity limitations, as we will detail in the rest of the section, the N tx
m × 1 symbol

vector transmitted by RU m at channel use k, denoted as x̂k
m, may differ from the precoded vector xk

m in

(4). We impose the average power constraint

E[||x̂k
m||2] ≤ Pm (6)
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for each RU m, where the expectation is taken with respect to transmit symbols sk. Given the transmit

vector x̂k
m for all m = 1, ...,M , the N rx

n × 1 received signal vector ykn at the UE n is given by

ykn = Hk
nx̂+ zkn, (7)

where zkn ∼ CN (0, σ2I) is the N rx
n × 1 complex Gaussian noise vector.

Given an N rx
n × Ln receive beamforming matrix F k

n , UE n estimates the transmitted signal at channel

use k as

ŝkn = (F k
n )

†ykn, (8)

for all n = 1, ..., N . The receive beamforming matrix F k
n is generally designed by UE n based on the

available channel state information. We will address this point in Sec. V-C.

B. Compress-and-Precode

In the conventional compress-and-precode (CP) strategy, the DU applies an entry-wise uniform quantizer

QCP(·) to the precoding matrix W k
m for each RU m, producing the quantized precoding matrix

Ŵ k
m = QCP(W k

m). (9)

The quantizer has a resolution of BCP bits per entry. The DU then sends the bits describing the quantized

matrix W k
m to RU m on the fronthaul along with the information bits for all N UEs to the m-th RU on

the fronthaul. Each m-th RU then transmits the signal

x̃k
m = γmŴ

k
ms

k, (10)

where γm is a parameter introduced to satisfy the power constraint (6).

While precoding matrix is in principle designed per-channel-use basis, in order to reduce the fronthaul

overhead, CP typically shares the same precoding matrix across multiple KCP channel uses [4], [20].

Increasing KCP generally entails a trade-off between quality of precoding, which increases with a smaller

KCP, and fronthaul overhead, which decreases as KCP grows larger. In fact, the fronthaul capacity constraint

imposes the inequality

Bm ≥ Rsum︸︷︷︸
sum-rate

(bit/channel use)

· 1

Rcode︸ ︷︷ ︸
code rate

+ N tx
m · L ·BCP

︸ ︷︷ ︸
precoding quantization

· 1

KCP︸︷︷︸
precoding

reuse factor

, (11)

where Rsum is the sum-rate, in bits per channel use, across all N UEs, and Rcode ≤ 1 is the channel coding

rate. The first term, Rsum/Rcode, in (11) accounts for the transmission of all coded bits to each RU, while

the second term accounts for precoding information.
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C. Precode-and-Compress

Unlike CP strategies, PC methods [6], [7] compress directly the precoded vector (3). As a result, the

quantized vector is given by

x̂k = Q(xk) = [(x̂k
1)

⊤, ..., (x̂k
M)⊤]⊤ (12)

for some quantization function Q(·) with resolution Bm bits. Note that function Q(·) may apply jointly

across all entries of the vector [7]. We denote as bkm ∈ {0, 1}Bm the discrete index identifying the quantized

signal x̂k
m transmitted by DU to RU m on the fronthaul link at channel use k.

The mapping between bits bkm and baseband symbols x̂k
m, which is to be applied by RU m, is defined

by an inverse quantization function fm : {0, 1}Bm → CN tx
m

x̂k
m = fm(b

k
m). (13)

We will further denote as f(bk1:M) = [f1(b
k
1)

⊤, ..., fM(bkM)⊤]⊤ the collection of the quantized outputs for

all RUs, i.e., x̂k = f(bk1:M) with b1:M = {bm}Mm=1.

After recovering the dequantized vector x̂k
m from the bits bkm, the RU m transmits the N tx

m × 1 vector

x̃k
m = γmx̂

k
m = γm[x̂

k
m,1, ..., x̂

k
m,N tx

m
]⊤, (14)

in which we denote as x̂k
m,i the quantized precoded symbol transmitted at the i-th antenna of RU m at

channel use k, and the parameter γm ensures the power constraint (6) as for CP in (10). Combining the

signals transmitted by all RUs, we can write (14) as

x̃k = Γx̂k, (15)

where Γ = diag(γ111, ..., γM1M) with 1m being the all-one vector of size N tx
m.

D. Precode-and-Compress with Conventional Quantization

In this subsection, we introduce a benchmark transmission scheme based on PC method and conventional

vector quantization (VQ) [7]. Throughout the rest of the paper, we omit the channel use index k to simplify

the notation. Conventional VQ is applied in a point-to-point manner, separately for each RU, yielding a

quantized vector x̂m for each precoded signal xm for RU m.

To this end, let us fix a quantization codebook X̂m = {x̂m,j}2Bm

j=1 containing 2Bm vectors x̂m,j of size

N tx
m × 1, as well as an arbitrary mapping f(bm|X̂m) between Bm bits bm and codewords in set X̂m. VQ

finds the quantized vector x̂m = f(bm|X̂m) for each RU m as

bVQ
m = argmin

bm∈{0,1}Bm

||xm − f(bm|X̂m)||2, (16)
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and we denote as

x̂m = QVQ(xm|X̂m) = f(bVQ
m |X̂m). (17)

The 2Bm vectors in the codebook X̂m = {x̂m,j}2Bm

j=1 can be ideally optimized for each RU m by

addressing the problem of minimizing the average quantization error, i.e., [7]

min
X̂m

E
[
||xm −QVQ(xm|X̂m)||2

]
, (18)

where the average is taken over both symbols s and channels H .

In practice, the quantization codebook X̂m is shared across many coherence intervals, and is updated only

when the channel statistics change significantly. Therefore, the codebook is modified only occasionally,

and need not be accounted for when evaluating the fronthaul overhead of PC.

III. STATE OF THE ART ON MULTIVARIATE QUANTIZATION

This section summarizes the state-of-the-art fronthaul multivariate quantization (MQ) schemes intro-

duced in [7] for PC. Reference [7] assumed single-antenna RUs, i.e., N tx
m = 1, single-antenna UEs, i.e.,

N rx
n = 1, and a single message per UE, i.e., Ln = 1, and it focused on a single channel use. Accordingly,

in this section, we set N tx
m = N rx

n = Ln = 1 for all n = 1, ..., N , and we drop the channel use superscript

k. Furthermore, since the receive beamforming matrix F k
n in (8) reduces to a scalar gain, we set it without

loss of generality to F k
n = 1. Finally, reference [7] assumed an average power constraint E[||x̂k

m||2] ≤ Pm

over both channels H and transmitted symbols sk, which is less strict than the per-channel average power

constraint (6), and thus here we modify the MQ scheme in [7] to satisfy the constraint (6).

A. Multivariate Quantization

Given a fronthaul capacity Bm for the m-th RU, the quantization codebook X̂m contains 2Bm quan-

tization codewords, i.e., X̂m = {x̂m,j}2Bm

j=1 (see Sec. II-D), which represent the possible values of the

quantized signals (14) transmitted by RU m. Each codeword x̂m is indexed by Bm bits bm ∈ {0, 1}Bm .

We further denote as X̂1:M = {X̂m}Mm=1 the collection of codebooks for all M RUs. MQ [7] implements

a quantization function Q(·) in (12) that selects the codeword index bm to transmit through the fronthaul

link to each RU m via an exhaustive search over the 2
∑M

m=1 Bm combination of codewords.

Specifically, MQ implements the quantization function

bMQ
1:M = argmin

b1:M∈{0,1}
∑M

m=1 Bm

N∑

n=1

EIn(x, f(b1:M |X̂1:M)), (19)

and we denote as

x̂ = QMQ(x|X̂1:M) = f(bMQ
1:M |X̂1:M) (20)
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where EIn(x, x̂) is the effective interference (EI) caused by the choice of codewords x̂ on UE n. The EI

criterion will be introduced in the next subsection.

B. Effective Interference

To complete the description of the MQ rule in (19), we now introduce the EI objective function [7].

To this end, we write the average effective SINR for UE n as

SINRn =
|HnWn|2

σ2 +
∣∣∣Hn

(
Γx̂− x+

∑

n′ ̸=n

Wn′sn′

)∣∣∣
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
= effective interference, EI

, (21)

where σ2 stands for the variance of the complex Gaussian noise at the UEs and we have used (15).

The numerator in (21) represents the average power of the useful part of the received signal, HnWnsn,

assuming no quantization, while the denominator in the sum of the noise power, σ2, and of the EI.

The EI for UE n is the power of the quantization error and of the interference affecting reception at

UE n. From (21), the EI can be expressed as

EIn(x, x̂) =
∣∣Hn

(
Γx̂−Wnsn

)∣∣2. (22)

The notation EIn(x, x̂) makes explicit the dependence of the EI for each UE n on the quantized signal x̂.

C. Sequential Multivariate Quantization

As mentioned, problem (19) requires an exhaustive search over a space that is exponentially large

in the sum-fronthaul rate
∑M

m=1Bm, i.e., the complexity is of the order O(2
∑M

m=1 Bm) (see Table I). To

address this computational complexity issue, inspired by the information-theoretic optimality of sequential

encoding in the regime of infinitely long blocklengths, reference [7] proposed a sequential MQ (SMQ)

scheme.

With SMQ, the DU applies local quantization for the signals to be sent to each RU on the fronthaul

by searching only over the respective codebooks of the RUs. This search is done sequentially, one RU at

a time, by following an arbitrary order over the RUs. Furthermore, quantization for each RU takes into

account the outputs of the local quantization steps for the previously considered RUs in the given order.

Mathematically, assuming for illustration the order m = 1, 2, ...,M , over the RU index m, SMQ obtains

the m-th component x̂m of the quantized signal x̂ as

bseq
m = argmin

bm∈{0,1}Bm

N∑

n=1

EIn(x, f(b
(m)
1:M |X̂1:M)), (23)
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TABLE I

COMPUTATIONAL COMPLEXITY OF PC METHODS (M IS THE TOTAL NUMBER OF RUS, Bm [BITS/S/HZ] IS THE FRONTHAUL CAPACITY

BETWEEN DU AND RU m; T IS THE NUMBER OF ITERATIONS OF α-PMQ; I IS THE NUMBER OF GD STEPS OF NEURAL-MQ; Dm AND

Km ARE THE NUMBER OF HIDDEN NEURONS AND HIDDEN LAYERS OF NEURAL-NETWORK-BASED CODEBOOK FOR RU m EMPLOYED

BY NEURAL-MQ)

PC scheme computational complexity

VQ O(2Bm)

MQ O(2
∑M

m=1 Bm)

SMQ
∑M

m=1 O(2Bm)

α-PMQ T · O(2maxm Bm)

neural-MQ 2I · O(
∑M

m=1 Dm(Bm +Dm(Km − 1) + 2N tx
m)

and we denote as

x̂m = Qseq(x|X̂m, x̂1, ..., x̂m−1) = f(bseq
m |X̂m), (24)

with f(b
(m)
1:M |X̂1:M) = [x̂1, ..., x̂m−1, f(bm|X̂m), 0, ..., 0]

⊤ containing the quantized signals for the previously

considered RUs. Accordingly, the signal for RU m is obtained by fixing the quantized signals {x̃m′ =

γm′x̂m′}m−1
m′=1 for the previously considered RUs, while setting the other transmitted signals to zero. After

addressing problem (23) sequentially for all RUs, the quantized vector is obtained as x̂ = [x̂1, ..., x̂M ]⊤

as in (12).

The complexity of SMQ is linear in the number of RUs, scaling as O(∑M
m=1 2

Bm), since each problem

(23) requires a search over the 2Bm codewords in codebook X̂m (see Table I).

D. Codebook Optimization

In order to design the codebooks X̂1:M , reference [7] used a data-driven algorithm, namely Lloyd-Max,

also known as K-means [21], that alternates between solving M convex problems and addressing the

exponential-complexity MQ problem (19).

Mathematically, the design objective for the codebooks reads

min
X̂1:M

E

[
N∑

n=1

EIn(x, x̂)

]
, (25)

where x̂ is obtained from either MQ (19) or SMQ (23), and the average is taken over both symbols s and

channels H .

Problem (25) is addressed by optimizing over codebooks X̂1:M – a convex problem – and over the

quantization step (19) in an alternating fashion.
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IV. α-PARALLEL MUTLIVARIATE QUANTIZATION

As discussed in Sec. III-C, SMQ reduces the computational complexity of MQ via sequential local

quantization steps at the RUs for a number of iterations equal to the number of RUs. However, this

approach was shown in [7] to have a significant performance gap as compared to MQ.

In this section, we generalize SMQ by proposing α-parallel multivariate quantization (α-PMQ), which

shares with SMQ the complexity of order O(∑M
m=1 2

Bm) for quantization (see Table I), while significantly

reducing the performance gap with respect to MQ. As illustrated in Fig. 3, the main idea of α-PMQ is

to allow for parallel local quantization steps at RUs that do not interfere too much with each other.

Accordingly, α-PMQ is tailored to the topology of the network. We continue to focus on the single

antenna case in order to maintain consistency with [7], while the extension to multiple antenna case will

be discussed in Sec. V-E.

A. EI Decomposition

We start by rewriting the EI in (22) by isolating the separate contribution of all RUs. Specifically, we

write

EIn(x, x̂) =
∣∣∣∣

M∑

m=1

Hm,n(γmx̂m −Wm,nsn)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=∆m→n

∣∣∣∣
2

, (26)

where the scalar ∆m→n represents the disturbance from RU m to UE n; Hm,n is the channel between RU

m and UE n; and Wm,n is the precoding used by RU m to communicate to UE n. With definition (26),

the sum-EI criterion for MQ in (19) can be equivalently rewritten as
N∑

n=1

EIn(x, x̂) =
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣

M∑

m=1

∆m

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
2

, (27)

where we have denoted ∆m = [∆⊤
m→1, ...,∆

⊤
m→N ]

⊤ for the N × 1 disturbance vector from RU m to all

N UEs.

B. α-Parallel Multivariate Quantization

As illustrated in Fig. 3, α-PMQ operates sequentially like SMQ. However, unlike SMQ, at each iteration,

rather than evaluating the quantized signal for a single RU, α-PMQ applies parallel local quantization

steps for a suitably chosen subset of RUs. In this regard, SMQ can be viewed as a special case of α-PMQ

in which only one RU applies local quantization at each iteration.

Let us define as M(t)
α the subset of RUs {1, ...,M} for which the DU updates the quantized signals at

iteration t. How to construct the sequence of these subsets will be discussed in the next subsection. At each

iteration t = 1, ..., T , for each RU m ∈ M(t)
α , the DU chooses a quantized symbol x̂(t)

m ∈ X̂m, while for
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Fig. 4. Simulation study for the proposed reduced complexity multivari-
ate quantization, ↵-PMQ. Rayleigh channel, single antenna, Bm = 1,
N = M = 5, are assumed. For optimizing the codebook, 100 different
channel realizations with 100 different symbols per channel realization is
utilized, while the same number of channels and the symbols are generated
independently to evaluate the sum EI and sum SE.

spectral efficiency as
PN

n=1 log2(1 + SINRn) bits/s/Hz with
SINRn given in (1). We assume � = 1 and P = 1 as in [1].

MQ proposed in [1] achieves nearly double the sum-SE
as compared to PtPQ scheme. The proposed 0.5-PMQ nearly
achieves the performance of MQ with linear rather than
exponential complexity.

Smaller ↵ enhance convergence thanks to the simultaneous
message passing from multiple nodes, while larger values of
↵ yield better performance for a larger number of iterations.
Note that 1-MP-MQ at T = M = 5 recovers successive MQ
[1] as discussed in the previous section.

With higher fronthaul capacity in Fig. 5, the overall perfor-
mance is increased, while the gap between 0-PMQ and ↵-PMQ
with non-zero ↵ increases. We omit the performance of MQ
in Fig. 5 due to the excessive computational complexity.

V. JOINT OPTIMIZATION OF PRECODING AND ↵-PMQ

In the first phase, we focused on the problem given some
fixed precoding matrix WH . Following reference [1], we will
also design the precoding matrix WH in the next phase. Since
multivariate quantization and the codebook design both depend
on the precoding matrix W , ideally, one would need to solve
the following problem

min
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H,s

 NX
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Fig. 5. Simulation study for the proposed reduced complexity multivari-
ate quantization, ↵-PMQ. Rayleigh channel, single antenna, Bm = 2,
N = M = 5, are assumed. For optimizing the codebook, 100 different
channel realizations with 100 different symbols per channel realization is
utilized, while the same number of channels and the symbols are generated
independently to evaluate the sum EI and sum SE.
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Fig. 3. Previous work on reduced complexity MQ introduced SMQ, which applies sequential local quantization (for a number of iterations

equal to the number of RUs) [7]. The proposed α-parallel multivariate quantization (α-PMQ) scheme allows for the signals of multiple RUs

to be updated using local quantization in parallel. To determine the local quantization schedule, depending on the hyperparameter α, an

interference graph with RUs as nodes is constructed. At each iteration (square box), for all RUs in an independent set of the interference

graph, the DU carries out local quantization in parallel. An edge between RUs is included in the interference graph if the level of interference

between RUs is larger then a threshold determined by α.

all RUs m /∈M(t)
α it sets x̂

(t)
m = x̂

(t−1)
m . All quantized signals are initialized to be equal to zero. Given the

updated quantized signals, for all RUs m ∈M(t)
α , the disturbance vector ∆(t)

m = [(∆
(t)
m→1)

⊤, ..., (∆
(t)
m→N)

⊤]⊤

is updated accordingly using definition (26), as

∆(t)
m→n = Hm,n(γmx̂

(t)
m −Wm,nsn). (28)

For all RUs m /∈M(t)
α , the DU sets ∆

(t)
m→n = ∆

(t−1)
m→n.

We now discuss how to update the quantized signals at any iteration t. Given the disturbance vector

∆
(t−1)
m from the previous iteration, and subset M(t)

α , α-PMQ solves in parallel the problems

bα-PMQ,(t)
m = argmin

bm∈{0,1}Bm

∣∣∣∣∆(t−1)
¬m +∆m(f(bm|X̂m))

∣∣∣∣2, (29)

and we denote as

x̂(t)
m = Qα-PMQ(x|X̂m,∆

(t−1)
1 , ...,∆

(t−1)
M ) = f(bα-PMQ,(t)

m |X̂m) (30)

for all RUs m ∈M(t)
α , where we have defined as

∆(t−1)
¬m =

∑

m′ ̸=m

∆
(t−1)
m′ (31)

the disturbance from RUs other than m, along with

∆m(x̂m) = [(∆m→1(x̂m))
⊤, ..., (∆m→N(x̂m))

⊤]⊤, (32)

where ∆m→n(x̂m) = Hm,n(γmx̂m −Wm,nsn) as defined in (26). Problem (29) is a modified version of

the original objective of MQ in (19) in which the contributions to the EI from all RUs other than m are
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fixed to the values obtained at the previous iteration. One can directly check that by setting M(t)
α = {t}

and T = M , α-PMQ recovers SMQ.

C. Optimizing the Update Schedule

The main idea behind the selection of subsetsM(t)
α is to allow for parallel local quantization steps (29)

only for RUs that do not interfere too much with each other. The intuition is that RUs whose transmitted

signals affect significantly the same subset of devices should be optimized jointly, which is facilitated by

sequential, rather than parallel, optimization.

To elaborate, let us define the N × 1 channel gain vector for node m as

Gm =
[
|Hm,1|2, ..., |Hm,N |2

]⊤
. (33)

Then, we build an interference graph Gα = (M, Eα) by defining the edge set Eα as

(m,m′) ∈ Eα if GT
mGm′ > g(α) and m ̸= m′, (34)

with the threshold g(α) defined to ensure that the number of the edges |Eα| is a fraction 1−α of the total

number of edges
∑M−1

i=1 i, i.e., |Eα| = ⌈(1−α)(
∑M−1

i=1 i)⌉, with ceiling operation ⌈·⌉. Mathematically, the

threshold is defined as

g(α) = GT
mGm′

(⌊α(
∑M−1

i=1 i)⌋) (35)

denoting as G⊤
mGm′ (k) the k-th smallest value in the set {{G⊤

mGm′}Mm=1}Mm′=m+1 with G⊤
mGm′ (0) = −1.

For α = 1 the interference graph is disconnected, while for α = 0, it becomes fully connected.

Given the interference graph, α-PMQ seeks for subsets of nodes that are not connected by edges,

indicating that the corresponding RUs do not interference to much with each other. To this end, the

algorithm obtains independent sets Mα ⊆ M. By definition, an independent set Mα ⊆ M is such that

for any m1,m2 ∈ Mα, there is no edge in the interference graph, i.e., (m1,m2) /∈ Eα. We follow the

recursive largest first (RLF) algorithm [22] to find the independent sets from the interference graph Gα.

We chooseM(t)
α as the (t mod I)-th independent set, where I is the number of independent sets returned

by RLF. Overall procedure of α-PMQ is summarized in Algorithm 1.

D. Codebook Optimization with α-PMQ

Given the algorithmic mapping Qα-PMQ(·) in (29) between the codebook X̂1:M to the codewords x̂

implemented by α-PMQ, codebook optimization is addressed via problem (25).
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Algorithm 1: α-PMQ

Input: Codebook X̂1:M ; threshold α ∈ [0, 1]; channel matrix H , precoding matrix W , input

symbol vector s

Output: Discrete bits b1:M

Initialize ∆
(0)
m = 0N for all m = 1, ...,M (0N : N × 1 vector of zeros); set M = {1, ...,M}

Build an interference graph Gα by following (33)–(35)

Find disjoint collection of independent sets {Mi
α}Ii=1 with ∪I

i=1Mi
α =M using some heuristic

algorithm (e.g., RLF)

for t = 1, ..., T do
determine independent nodes M(t)

α =Mt mod I
α

for m ∈M(t)
α do

parallel search for independent nodes

b(t)m = argmin
bm∈{0,1}Bm

∣∣∣∣ ∑

m′ ̸=m

∆
(t−1)
m′ +∆m(f(bm|X̂m))

∣∣∣∣2

update ∆
(t)
m using (28)

end

for m /∈M(t)
α do

∆
(t)
m = ∆

(t−1)
m

b
(t)
m = b

(t−1)
m

end

end

Return b
(T )
1:M

V. NEURAL MULTIVARIATE QUANTIZATION

All schemes presented so far require exhaustive searches over discrete spaces of cardinality growing

exponentially with the fronthaul capacity. While this is feasible when the fronthaul capacity Bm are, say,

up to 12–13 bits per channel use, it becomes quickly impractical for larger values of the fronthaul capacity

Bm. In this section, we introduce neural-network-based multivariate quantization, referred to as neural

multivariate quantization (neural-MQ), which replaces exhaustive search with gradient-based updates with

the aid of a neural-network-based decoder. The approach is presented for general multi-antenna systems,

and a modification of the EI criterion to this setting is also introduced in this section.

A. Neural Multivariate Quantization

Instead of solving a discrete optimization problem of complexity O(2
∑M

m=1 Bm) like MQ, neural-MQ

relaxes the search space to the vector space R
∑M

m=1 Bm , enabling the use of gradient-based updates. This
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Ntx
mBm D

⋯ ⋯ ⋯

bm ̂xm = f(bm |θm)θm

Fig. 4. Illustration of neural codebook f(bm|θm) for RU m: the input is the binary message bm ∈ {0, 1}Bm of size Bm; the output is the

transmitted symbol vector x̂m ∈ R2N tx
m of size 2N tx

m with first N tx
m elements used for the real part of x̂m while the remaining N tx

m elements

for the imaginary part of x̂m. The number Km of hidden layers and the corresponding number Dm of hidden neurons can be freely chosen,

and we set by default Km = 1 and Dm = Bm.

approach is used also in the literature on combinatorial optimization [23], [24]. Following [24], we also

incorporate an annealing mechanism to mitigate the distinction caused by the relaxation.

Specifically, as shown in Fig. 4, neural-MQ introduces a neural network, or neural codebook, f(bm|θm),
parameterized by a vector θ that determines the synaptic weights and biases of the neural network [21],

that takes as an input the binary message bm ∈ {0, 1}Bm for RU m and outputs the corresponding

signal x̂m ∈ CN tx
m for each RU m = 1, ...,M . Note that in the previous sections, the function fm(·) was

implemented by a look-up table X̂m that recovers the quantized signal x̂m given the index bm.

Accordingly, quantization is carried out, as in (19), by addressing the problem

bneural-MQ
1:M = argmin

b1:M∈{0,1}
∑M

m=1 Bm

N∑

n=1

EIn(x, f(b1:M |θ1:M)), (36)

from which we have the overall quantized vector

x̂ = Qneural-MQ(x|θ1:M) = f(bneural-MQ
1:M |θ1:M), (37)

given f(b1:M |θ1:M) = [f(b1|θ1)⊤, ..., f(bM |θM)⊤]⊤.

To address the combinatorial problem (36), we relax the problem by considering the optimization

r1:M = argmin
r1:M∈R

∑M
m=1 Bm

N∑

n=1

EIn(x, f(στ (r1:M)|θ1:M)) (38)

over the real-valued vector r1:M , where we have defined the sigmoid function with temperature τ as [21]

στ (x) =
1

1 + exp (−x/τ) , (39)

which is applied element-wise in (38). The sigmoid function (39) squashes (unconstrained) real number

into an interval [0, 1]. As the temperature τ decreases, the sigmoid function στ (·) becomes increasingly

close to a hard step function.
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Accordingly, given an optimized real vector r1:M , the final solution is obtained as

b1:M = σ0(r1:M) = 1(r1:M > 0), (40)

which can then be transmitted to each RU m via the fronthaul link of capacity Bm. After receiving bm,

each RU m can transmit the signal by simply running the neural network f(·|θm) once, i.e., computing

x̂m = f(bm|θm) and transmitting x̃m = γmx̂m with power scaling factor γm.

Problem (38) is addressed via gradient descent (GD) with temperature annealing [24]. Thus, we decrease

temperature by setting the temperature at i-th GD step as τi = exp(−5 · i/I) for a given total number I

of GD updates. The overall procedure of neural-MQ is summarized in Algorithm 2.

The computational complexity of neural-MQ is determined by the number I of GD updates as well as

the number of (hidden) neurons in the neural network f(·|θm). For instance if one adopts f(·|θm) as a

fully-connected neural network with Km ≥ 1 hidden layers each with Dm neurons, solving (36) via (38)

would require computational complexity of the order O(2I ·∑M
m=1Dm(Bm +Dm(Km− 1)+ 2N tx

m) [21],

[25] which grows linearly with fronthaul sum-rate
∑M

m=1Bm at the DU side, while at the RU side, it

requires O(Dm(Bm +Dm(Km − 1) + 2N tx
m)) for each RU m (see Table I).

B. Multi-Antenna Effective Interference

As explained in the previous section, the EI criterion (22) studied in [7] and reviewed in Sec. III

assumes single-antenna for both RUs and UEs. In this subsection, we extend, and modify, the notion of

EI to the scenario presented in Sec. II in which both RUs and UEs are equipped with multiple antennas.

As in the previous section, we simplify the notation by removing the explicit dependence on the channel

use index k.

Accounting for the effect of the beamforming receiver matrix, the expected discrepancy between the

desired symbol sn and the estimated symbol ŝn can be characterized by the N rx
n ×N rx

n error covariance

matrix (see, e.g., [26])

En = E[(ŝn − sn)(ŝn − sn)
†]

= F †
nHnE[x̃x̃†]H†

nFn − F †
nHnE[x̃s†n] + σ2F †

nFn − E[snx̃†]H†
nFn + I, (41)

where the expectation is taken with respect to the random symbol as well as the noise vector in (7). We

propose to use as EI criterion the trace of the error covariance matrix, which can be simplified as follows

by retaining only the terms that depend on the quantization process

EIn(x, x̂) = Re
(
tr(F †

nHnΓx̂(F
†
nHnΓx̂− 2sn)

†)
)
. (42)

Note that the precoded signal x appears implicitly in (42), as for the original EI (22), through its individual

precoded signals. In particular, the EI criterion (42) recovers (22) by setting Fn = ((HnWn)
†)−1.
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C. Receive Beamforming

The EI criterion (42) is defined for any receive beamforming matrix Fn. For instance, MMSE receiver

can be adopted [27]

Fn =

( N∑

n′=1

HnWn′W †
n′H

†
n + σ2I

)−1

HnWn, (43)

which requires the availability of all the effective channels {HnWn′}Nn′=1, that is, of its own effective

channel HnWn as well as of the effective channels for all the other UEs n′ ̸= n. A more practical

approach would be to adopt a localized MMSE receiver, which can be justified by the channel hardening

effect of cell-free massive MIMO (see, e.g., [2], [28]), i.e.,

Fn =
(
HnWnW

†
nH

†
n + σ2I

)−1

HnWn. (44)

D. Neural Codebook Optimization

The parameter vector θ1:M of neural codebook f(·|θm) for m = 1, ...,M in Sec. V-A can be optimized

in a similar manner to (25), i.e.,

min
θ1:M

E

[
N∑

n=1

EIn(x, x̂)

]
, (45)

where x̂ is obtained from (36), and the average is taken over both symbols s and channels H .

E. Extending α-PMQ to Multi-Antenna Systems

As a final note, using (42), it is straightforward to extend α-PMQ, presented in Sec. IV, to multi-

antenna systems by noting that EI in (42) can be also decomposed into the terms that explicitly shows

the dependence on each RU m. This can be done as

EIn(x, x̂) = Re
(

tr
([ M∑

m=1

Fn,m
†Hn,mx̂m

][( M∑

m′=1

F †
n,m′Hn,m′x̂m′

)†
2s†n

]))
, (46)

denoting as Fn,m and Hn,m the beamforming matrix of UE n designed for RU m and the channel matrix

between UE n and RU m, respectively.

VI. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS1

In this section, we investigate the scalability of the proposed PC-based solutions by separating the

analysis into low-fronthaul and high-fronthaul regimes. In the low fronthaul regime, we compare the

proposed α-PMQ (Sec. IV) and neural-MQ (Sec. V) against conventional PC schemes, i.e., VQ (Sec. II-D)

1Code is available at https://github.com/kclip/scalable-MQ.
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Algorithm 2: Neural-MQ
Input: Number of iterations I; neural codebook fm(·) for m = 1, ...,M , symbol vector s; channel

matrix H = [H⊤
1 , ..., H

⊤
N ]

⊤; precoding matrix W = [W1, ...,WN ]; receive beamforming

matrix F = [F1, ..., FN ]; step size η > 0

Output: Discrete bits b1:M

Initialize r1:M as the all-zero vectors; τ1 = 1

for i = 1, ..., I do

r1:M ← r1:M (47)

− η · ∇r1:M

N∑

n=1

EIn(x, f(στi(r1:M)|θ1:M))

update sigmoid temperature τi = exp(−5 · i/I)
end

obtain discrete binary messages b1:M in (40)

Return b1:M

[7], SMQ (Sec. III-C), and MQ (Sec. III-A). We specifically focus on a regime with a low fronthaul

capacity, in which CP cannot be evaluated even under the minimum scalar quantization level BCP = 1

with maximum precoding sharing factor KCP = 4 · 12 · 14 [4].

In the high-fronthaul regime, we focus on comparing neural-MQ with CP, since all the other PC-based

solutions, including α-PMQ, cannot be run in a reasonable time due to their exponential complexity.

In this regime, we consider instead two infinite-fronthaul benchmarks. The first stipulates that the RUs

transmit directly the linearly precoded vector x = Ws.

In the second, we address problem (38) by optimizing the N tx transmitted signal x̂ as x̂ = argminx̂∈CN tx

∑N
n=1 EIn(x, x̂), where x̂ is an arbitrary complex-valued vector. This solution can be considered to be a

type of non-linear precoding, which may outperform linear precoding [29]. Being based on optimization

(38), the performance of the proposed neural-MQ scheme is upper bounded by the second, non-linear,

infinite-fronthaul benchmark scheme, but not by the first, linear precoding, benchmark.

For all the experiments, we set the total signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) as
∑M

m=1 Pm/σ
2 = 18 dB, unless

specified otherwise; and we assume the same power Pm for all the RUs. Codebook optimization for both

α-PMQ (Sec. IV-D) and neural-MQ (Sec. V-D) is done by assuming Gaussian information symbols using

100 different channel realizations and 100 different Gaussian symbols. Specifically, we use CVX [30] for

codebook optimization of α-PMQ, while the Adam optimizer [31] is adopted for codebook optimization

of neural-MQ.

The performance of the PC-based solutions are evaluated based on the sum-spectral efficiency and the
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Fig. 5. Spectral efficiency as a function of the computational complexity normalized with respect to the computational complexity required

by VQ. We assume M = 8 RUs equipped with N tx
m = 2 antennas under fronthaul capacity Bm = 2 and N = 3 UEs equipped with N rx

n = 2

antennas that wish to receive Ln = 1 data stream. The positions of the RUs are fixed, while UE positions are randomly distributed for each

channel realization. The channel is generated by following 3GPP urban micro (UMi) models [32].

symbol error rate. The sum-spectral efficiency is evaluated as EH [
∑N

n=1 log det(I+Es[En])−log det(Es[En])],

where the expectation over symbols Es[·] is estimated by 1000 Gaussian symbols, while the expectation

over channels EH [·] is estimated by five different channel realizations following 3GPP urban micro (UMi)

channel models [32]. When evaluating symbol error rate, we consider 16 quadrature amplitude modulation

(16-QAM) symbols, and report the average symbol error rate over the N UEs.

Lastly, we adopt MMSE precoding and localized MMSE receive beamforming (44). For neural-MQ,

we set the number of GD steps I = 100, number of hidden layers K = 1, and the number of hidden

neurons Dm = Bm, unless specified otherwise.

A. Low-Fronthaul Capacity: Computational Complexity Analysis

First, we study the spectral efficiency attained by different PC-based fronthaul quantization schemes

against the computational complexity of fronthaul quantization. To this end, we consider the number of

operations on a parallel processor, whereby parallel operation at different subprocessors are counted only

once. We recall that Table I reviews the complexity measures for all schemes.

In Fig. 5, we assume N = 3 multi-antenna UEs equipped with N rx
n = 2 antennas with Ln = 1 data stream

per each UE, served by M = 8 RUs equipped with N tx
m = 2 antennas with fronthaul capacity Bm = 2. We

set α = 0.5 for α-PMQ, and we vary the complexity of α-PMQ and neural-MQ by increasing the number

T of iterations (Algorithm 1) and the number I of GD steps (Algorithm 2), respectively. Accordingly, all
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Fig. 6. Sum spectral efficiency (left) and averaged symbol error rate (right) as a function of per-channel use fronthaul capacity B. We

assume M = 4 RUs equipped with N tx
m = 16 antennas and N = 4 multi-antenna UEs equipped with N rx

n = 4 antennas that wishes

to receive Ln = 2 independent data streams. The positions of the RUs are fixed, while UE positions are randomly distributed for each

channel realization. The channel is generated by following 3GPP urban micro (UMi) models [32]. We assume 16-QAM for symbol error

rate evaluation.

the other schemes provide a single point in the performance-complexity trade-off. MQ is not shown in

the figures due to excessive computational complexity.

It can be seen from the figure that, in this low-fronthaul capacity regime, for all spectral efficiency

larger than around 4.75 bit/s/Hz, α-PMQ outperforms the other schemes, only VQ can achieve a higher

computational efficiency but only in the very low spectral efficiency regime.

B. Higher-Fronthaul Capacity Regime: Comparison Between CP and PC

In this subsection, focusing on the high-fronthaul capacity regime, we compare neural-MQ to (i) infinite-

fronthaul benchmarks; (ii) CP; and (iii) neural-VQ (see Appendix A).

For CP, we consider four different standard levels of precoding sharing, namely KCP = 48 · 12 · 14, 36 ·
12·14, 24·12·14, 12·12·14, while fixing the quantization level to BCP = 16 [4]. In order to further examine

the behavior of CP, we also considered the non-standard choices BCP = 2, 4 bits for KCP = 48 · 12 · 14,

and BCP = 32, 64, 128, 256, 512, 1024, 2048 for KCP = 12 ·12 ·14. We design the precoding matrix for CP

by first evaluating the averaged channel matrix across KCP channel uses, and then applying the MMSE

precoding scheme [33], [34].

In Fig. 6, we show both sum spectral efficiency (left) and symbol error rate (right). For the fronthaul

overhead (11) of CP, we assume channel coding with rate Rcode = 0.5. This choice is dictated by the fact

that a modulation scheme with 2M symbols is approximately sufficient to achieve capacity M/2 [35].
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Fig. 7. Sum spectral efficiency as a function of total number I of gradient descent (GD) iterations used by neural-MQ at the DU side. We

set Bm = 300. Other settings are the same as in Fig. 6.

Neural-MQ is seen to outperform CP in all fronthaul capacity regimes, while CP outperforms neural-

VQ in the regime of Bm ≥ 80, which highlights the importance of MQ. Note that both neural-VQ and

CP cannot outperform the linear precoding benchmark, unlike the proposed neural-MQ.

Furthermore, neural-MQ approaches the performance of the infinite-fronthaul capacity with non-linear

precoding benchmark as the fronthaul capacity increases, while neural-VQ approaches the infinite-fronthaul

capacity benchmark under linear precoding. This validates the effectiveness of the proposed sum-EI

criterion (42) in ensuring interference management, as well as of the proposed neural-codebook design,

which can leverage the benefits of non-linear precoding.

C. Impact of Number of Gradient Descent Steps for Neural-MQ

To provide further insights into the design of neural-MQ, we now study the impact of number I of

gradient descent steps in (47) on the performance of neural-MQ. We further compare the performance

over different architectures of the neural codebook by varying the number of hidden layers K = 0, 1, 2.

Note that K = 0 corresponds to a linear mapping (look-up table) from bits to codewords.

Fig. 7 shows that, under a sufficiently large fronthaul capacity, here Bm = 300, and number of GD

iterations (I ≥ 200), neural-MQ outperforms linear precoding with infinite-fronthaul capacity, even with

a linear mapping (look-up table) (K = 0). Furthermore, a single hidden layer (K = 1) is observed to

perform the best, outperforming the linear precoding with infinite-fronthaul capacity with less number of

GD iterations (I ≥ 20).
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Fig. 8. Sum spectral efficiency as a function of number N of UEs during testing. We set Bm = 64. Other settings are the same as in Fig. 6.

D. Generalization Capacity of Neural-MQ

We now investigate the generalization capacity of neural-MQ by changing the number N of UEs

between training and testing. Specifically, in Fig. 8, we consider the following scenarios: (i) well-specified

homogeneous training condition, in which we have no discrepancy between the fixed number N of UEs

during training and testing; (ii) misspecified homogeneous training conditions, in which training assumes

a number N of UEs equal to either 1 or 4, while testing for N = 1, ..., 8 UEs; (iii) well-specified

heterogeneous training conditions, in which we train and test neural-MQ by using data set that consists

of the same number N = 1, ..., 8 of UEs.

Well-specified homogeneous training is seen to yield the best performance, with similar performance

achieved also with well-specified heterogeneous training. While misspecified homogeneous training that

assumes a single UE performs poorly when the number of UEs increases (N ≥ 5), assuming N = 4

UEs during training is sufficient to obtain good performance when testing with either smaller or larger

numbers of UEs. The observed generalization capacity of neural-MQ can be understood by noting that

the main role of neural-MQ is interference management, which depends less strongly on exact number

N of UEs and more on aspects such as the placement of RUs.

Next, we study the generalization capacity of neural-MQ by changing the total SNR
∑M

m=1 Pm/σ
2

from −10 dB to 18 dB. In a manner similar to Fig. 8, we consider (i) well-specified homogeneous

training, i.e., no discrepancy between training and testing for both number N of UEs as well as SNR,

and (ii) misspecified homogeneous training in which training is done only by assuming N = 4 and
∑M

m=1 Pm/σ
2 = 10 dB. It can be concluded from Fig. 9 that the considered misspecified homogeneous

training is sufficient to obtain performance comparable to the well-specified homogeneous case. Robustness

to different SNRs is again attributed to the main task of neural-MQ being interference management.
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Fig. 9. Sum spectral efficiency as a function of SNR
∑M

m=1 Pm/σ2 during testing, for different numbers N = 1, 4, 8 of UEs. We set

Bm = 64. Other settings are the same as in Fig. 6.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have proposed scalable MQ solutions for PC strategies in cell-free massive MIMO.

The first approach, α-PMQ, which has computational complexity growing exponentially in the per-RU

fronthaul rate, outperforms all the other benchmarks including VQ [7] (e.g., ×1.5 sum spectral efficiency,

with marginally increased complexity) and SMQ [7] (e.g., ×1.05 sum spectral efficiency, with slightly

increased complexity), under conditions in which the original MQ [7] becomes infeasible due to large

number of RUs (e.g., M = 8).

The second proposed approach, neural-MQ, has computational complexity that grows linearly in the

fronthaul sum-rate, and hence it can be applied in higher per-RU fronthaul regimes for which α-PMQ is

not feasible. Neural-MQ was seen to always outperform CP, irrespective of the fronthaul capacity (up to

×2.5 sum spectral efficiency under the same fronthaul capacity).

Interesting future work direction may include reducing the computational complexity of neural-MQ at

the DU side by enabling more efficient GD steps possibly aided by adaptive learning rate [36], by deep

unfolding [37], and/or by a meta-learned transformers [38].

APPENDIX A

NEURAL VECTOR QUANTIZATION

Neural-VQ follows the same procedure as in neural-MQ while the only difference coming from the

objective of the minimization in (36), i.e.,

bneural-VQ
m = argmin

bm∈{0,1}Bm

||xm − f(bm|θm)||2, (48)
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Algorithm 3: Neural-VQ
Input: Number of iterations I; neural codebook fm(·) for DU m, symbol vector s; precoding

matrix Wm associated to RU m; step size η > 0

Output: Discrete bits bm

Initialize rm as the all-zero vectors; τ1 = 1

for i = 1, ..., I do

rm ← rm − η · ∇rm||xm − f(στi(rm)|θm)||2 (51)

update sigmoid temperature τi = exp(−5 · i/I)
end

obtain discrete binary message bm = 1(rm > 0)

Return bm

from which we have the quantized vector for RU m as

x̂m = Qneural-VQ(xm|θm) = f(bneural-MQ
m |θm). (49)

In a manner similar to neural-MQ, we relax the problem by considering the optimization

rm = arg min
r1:M∈RBm

||xm − f(στ (rm)|θm)||2, (50)

which can again be solved via GD with temperature annealing as shown in Algorithm 3. It can be easily

checked that the computational complexity of neural-VQ, O(D2), is less than VQ, O(2Bm), under high

fronthaul capacity regime.
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