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Abstract—We prove convexity of the sum-power constrained transmit and receive filters are derived by repeatedly sivite
mean square er_fOFt_(MSEt)hfegionlt_in ctase OfbtWO Single-argegga between the downlink and the dual uplink in combination with
users communicating with a muiti-antenna base station. Du H :
the MSE duality this holds both for the vector broadcast chamel g;gﬁgﬁgﬁ E:)c:wgszzrer]rj(cj)lh\ge{Ggovzr?err(eeii%nv?t;!ghﬁgvgfe;?/v";gorlwttlg
and the dual multiple access channel. Increasing the numbeof T ] ! )
users to more than two, we show by means of a simple counter- SUM-MSE minimization are adapted until certain MSE ratios
example that the resulting MSE region is not necessarily carex hold. Exploiting the relationship between the derivatifehe
any longer, even under the assumption of single-antenna use I the mutual information and the minimum mean square error,
conjunction with our former observation that the wo user MSE - cpyistensen et al. tackle the weighted sum-rate maxinoizati
region is not necessarily convex for two multi-antenna uses; this e . L
extends and corrects the hitherto existing notion of the MSE Ut'l'z'r_]g results from a V\_’e'ghted sum—MSE_ m'mm'zat'on’
region geometry. see [[7]. However, convexity of the MSE region is the cru-

cial point for the proper functionality of above applicat®
l. INTRODUCTION since nonconvexity may for example prevent convergence of

Up to now, only few contributions on the geometricaiterative algorithms. Finally, the MSE achieved with MMSE
structure of the mean square error region exist.[In [1], thieceivers is tightly related to the maximum SINR via
authors show that the multi-user MIMO MSE region is convex
under fixed transmit and receive beamforming vectors both SINR = - —1, (1)
for linear and nonlinear preprocessing. Obviously, a large c
set of MSE tuples can be achieved by meansadéptive and hence, also to the data rdtevia the simple relation
transmit and receive beamformers. For this extended setup R— ] 5
only the two user case has been investigated so far. Utllizin T T 08E (2)

matrix inequalities of matrix-convex _functions, the aLrEh_O Summing up, all this clearly motivates a detailed invesitya

in [2] prove that the two user multi-antenna MSE region | this paper, we extend the hitherto existing notion of the
cannot exhibit a nonconvex dent between two feasible MSSE region geometry. The single antenna case with two users
points connected by a line segment witht5° slope. From s covered in Sectiohlll whereas statements on the convexity
this observation, they claim that the MSE region is conveys the MSE region for three or more single-antenna users are
For convexity, however, all possible slopes would have 10 Bgesented in Sectidnlll. Finally, a conjecture on the caitye
checked. As a matter qf fact,_ a channel _reallzanon exiiti of the multi-antenna two user case is given in Sedfion IV, and
a nonconvex MSE region with two multi-antenna users hggtailed proofs for the theorems and corollaries are agthch

been observed in_[3] disproving the convexity theorem i Appendice§ASC for the sake of readability.
[2]. A multi-carrier system where several single-antensers

communicate with a single-antenna base station has beenl|. CONVEXITY FOR TWO SINGLE-ANTENNA USERS

investigated in [[4]. There, the complementary MSE region . .
g 4] ' P y gior In this section we present statements on the geometry of

of parallel broadcast channels is shown to be not necqssaH ; : :
: . . Le MSE region of two single-antenna users. For this setup,
convex. Since the system under considerationin [4] can be

recast into ablock diagonalMIMO broadcast channel, the convexity can always be shown:
authors of [4] conclude that the two user multi-antenna MSE
region cannot be convex in general which again contradictheorem 1l.1: The MSE region of two single-antenna users
the theorem in[[2]. So far, no distinct statements on cortyexis convex both in the multiple-access channel and in theovect
of the MSE region depending on the number of users abtadcast channel.

antennas per user are available in case of adaptive transmit

and receive beamformers. Proof: See AppendiXA. m
Some applications for which the geometry of the MSEq the most important part of the boundary of the two user

region is of interest are for example the stream priorizatiq,gg region (see Figil1) there is a functional relationship
according to buffer states or queue states by means of the

weighted sum-MSE minimization, cf.|[5]. Here, suboptimum g9 = g(e1) 3)
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between the two users’ MSEs ande,. If the channel vectors 22

. L A
hy andh, describing the transmission from both users to the
base station in the dual MAC are not colinear, the functjon
is strictly convex, otherwise, it is affine:

Corollary I.1. The functiong : 1 — 2 = g(e1) describing
the efficient set of the MSE region is strictly convek,ifand
hs are not colinear. Otherwisg; is affine.

€min,2

Proof: See AppendiXB. [ ] . , >c,

Emi 1
[1I. NONCONVEXITY EXAMPLE FOR MORE THAN TWO min,1

SINGLE-ANTENNA USERS Fig. 1. MSEey of user2 depending on MSE; of userl1.

Although the MSE region is convex for two single-antenna

users, this property may get lost when adding an additional . . L ..
user. even i?hepis unip};Sd with only a single %ntenna' with a multi-antenna base-station. Similarly, the mudirger

single-antenna system inl[4] can be recast into a multirenate

; MIMO broadcast channel system where again nonconvexity
Theorem IIl.1: The three user MSE region of both the vectaf,,s observed. Following the idea in the proof of Theo-

broadcast channel and the multiple-access channel is N2, the MSE region of two or more than two users

necessarily convex. may be nonconvex as soon as two multi-antenna users are
present. Proving convexity for the case of one single-argen

Proof: For the proof, we present a simple example in Apsser and one multi-antenna user turns out to be difficult

pendiXQ where the line segment connecting two feasible MSince a parametrization of the lower left boundary of the

triples liesoutsidethe MSE region. A further confirmation of feasible MSE region is not known, points on this boundary

Theoren{IIL1 results from the observation, that the weddht are obtained by limits of iterative algorithms. Nonethsles

sum-MSE minimization has more than one local minimunaxtensive simulation results bring us to thenjecturethat the

see Appendix L. B MSE region of one single antenna user and one multi-antenna

Nonconvexity implies for example that not every point ofjser is convex.

the MSE efficient set can be achieved by means of the

weighted sum-MSE minimization technique. Balancing ap- APPENDIXA

proaches based on the weighted sum-MSE minimization al- PROOF OFTHEOREMIL]

gorithm hence may fail to achieve the desired MSE ratios, gecause of the MSE duality between the vector BC [8] and
cf. [3]. Instead they are prone to oscillations. The followi he MAC in [9], [6], [Z0], it suffices to prove convexity in
theorem covers the case when (three or) more than three UggESMAC which is easier to handle. Figl 1 shows the basic
are present in the system: characteristics of the two user MSE region for single-améen
users. Here, the MSEs; and e; of both users are upper
Theorem Il.2: The MSE region of more than two users magounded byl since MMSE receivers are assumed. Allowing
be nonconvex both in the vector broadcast channel and in tfe other receiver types does not bring any reasonable gain
multiple-access channel. since only MSE-pairs where at least one entry may lie aliove
would arise. Under the assumption of MMSE receivers, the

Proof: The three user case has already been shown'i@ht part of the boundary of the MSE region is obtained when
TheorendI.1. For more than three users, the MSE region4§er one does not transmit any data to the base station at
a multi-dimensional manifold. However, setting the powefrs all and user two varies its transmit power from zerorg, .
those userstp, = ... = px = 0, the intersection of this man- Similarly, the upper part of the boundary is reached when use
ifold with the K — 3 hyperplane(sp; =0, i € {4,...,K},is tWo does not transmit at all whereas user one varies itsrtriins
again a three-dimensional manifold which may have the sa@ver from zero toPr,. Evidently, the most interesting part
geometry as the manifold of the three user case. Hence, fiethe boundary is the lower left one, where the sum of
MSE region may be nonconvex for more than three users R@th transmit powers equals the maximum available power

well. m Prx. MSE pairs lying on this boundary feature the functional
relationshipes = g(e1), where the domain and the image of
IV. CONJECTURE ON THECONVEXITY OF THE g are the set§min 1, 1] and[emin2, 1], respectively. When less
MULTI-ANTENNA TwO USERCASE than the total transmit powePr, is consumed, points are

A counter-example to convexity of the MSE region wheachieved that are element of the interior of the MSE region.
multi-antenna users are involved has been showinlin [3], @&vhéks a conclusion, convexity of the set of feasible MSE points
two users each equipped with two antennas communicataresponds to convexity of the functignrelating the MSE



g1 of user one to the MSE, of user two on the lower left Sinceff1 maps from[emin,1, 1] to D, and since; < 0 holds
boundary of the MSE region. In the following, we show that’p € D, the functiong is convex iff [see[(Tll) and cond.l(4)]

8262 _ 829(81) >0
0e? 0¥~

holds which immediately implies convexity gf

(4)

Unfortunately, a direct functional relationship betwesn

and e; is not available. Instead, the two MSEs and e,

£961 — €162 < 0 & g is convex (12)
For notational brevity, we introduce the two substitutions
aij=hiX"*(p)h; and b;; = hIX 2(p)h;, (13)

=aj}, andb; ; = b} ,. Making use of

are parametrized by the transmit power of one of them, f§fich satisfya; ; :

example by the transmit powere D = [0, Pry| of user one:

e1 = fi(p), e2= fa(p).

aXil(p) — _Xfl(p) 8X(p)X

—1
o o (p),
the first derivatives with respect to in (8) and [9) can be

We can conclude that user two has to transmit with powgfown to equal
Pr, — p in order to utilize the complete power budget. In

conjunction with MMSE receivers, the mean square error of

user one reads as

e1 = fi(p) =1 — phI X1 (p)hs > 0, (5)

& = —0’72751.,1 — Prylasof?,

. (14)
€y = +0pba 2 + Pryla ],

respectively. Differentiating (14) again w.rg, we obtain

with the positive definite covariance matrix of the received, = 203][(;1711)171 — R{a1,2b21}] + 2PTx|a1,2|2(a1,1 —ag,2),

signal
X (p) = 07Ix + phihY + (Prx — p)hohl (6)

2
and o,

&g = 2072,[@,252,2 — R{ag.1b12}] + 2Pri]a1 2|*(az2 — a11).

> 0 represents the variance of the noise at evehgserting [(1#) and the last two equations irifol (12) and &dpply

antenna element. Similarly, the MSE of user two is denotd{a2 1012} = R{a1,2b21} results in

by

g2 = fo(p) =1 — (Prx—p)hE Xt (p)hy > 0. (7)

Combining [(5), [[V), and[{6), the functiofy turns out to be

strictly monotonically decreasing ip, i.e.,
- df1(p)

x <0 VpeD, (8)
Ip
whereasf, is strictly monotonically increasing ip:
0
€g 1= f2(p) >0 VpeD. (9)
Ip

From [8) and [(B), pseudo-convexity @f already follows.

Before validating[(4), we compute the first derivative:

of2(p)
89(51) — 8210 (10)
851 of1(p)
op p=f (1)

Note thatfl_l(el) denotes the inverse function ¢gf which
exists due to[(8). Differentiating (1.0) again with respexti

yields
9%g(e2) _ )
p=f1"(e1)
p=f; (e1)

2
Oe?

afi ' (e1)

881

(11)
Erér — E169 1
(é1)°
E9€1 — €169

(é1)°

p=17"(e1) Fil=si o)

p=f;"(e1)

€961 — E169 =
20'727PTX|CL1,2|2 [2R{a1 2b21} — ag.2b11 — a1,1b2.2]
+ 203717171 (R{a1,2b2,1} — a1,1b22)
+ 203717272 (R{a1,2b21} — az2b1,1).

In order to prove thaf(15) is not positive to fulfill the cority
requirement in[{12), we will reveal that all three summands
in (I8) are not positive.

For the first summand, this turns out to be very easy:
Noticing thata;; > 0 andb;; > 0, the first summand in
(I5) is nonpositive if

AR*{ag.1b1 2} < (ag2bi 1 + a11ba2)?.

Clearly, we can upper bound the real part by the magnitude
and apply theCauchy-Schwarmequality with [I3) to bound
the magnitude:

(15)

(16)

AR*{ag1b1 2} < 4|ag b1 2|? < dagoar by b (17)
Validating the inequality
(CL2,251,1 + Cl1,1172,2)2 > 4a2,2a1,1b1,1b2,2
& (agobiy — arbaz)? >0

leads in conjunction with[(17) to the conclusion tHail(16) is
fulfilled, i.e., the first summand if_(15) is nonpositive.
Nonpositivity of the second summand [0 ]15) is resembled

by the inequality
R {&bz_l} <1
ai b2,2

To prove [I8) we explicitly have to exploit the structure of
X (p) in (6) which makes the proof longer than the one for

(18)



the first summand. Interestingly, the real part operatdf@) (s In order to let the first summand vanish, fBauchy-Schwarz
redundant as its argument turns out to be real-valued. Apgply inequality in [IT) has to be fulfilled with equality. To thiad
the matrix inversion lemma several times, we get h; and h, have to be colinear which also fulfill§ {11.6) with
equality. If both channel vectors are colinedr= 0 results

2pH
M2 _ > iﬁhl hs , (19) from (20) and the variables, cs, di, andd, are zero as well.
a1,n  opllh|[3 + d(Prx—p) Obviously, [18) holds with equality and the last two sumnsand
with the substitution in (I58) vanish. Thus, we have.shown that if the two channel
) ) e 1 vectorsh; and h, are not colinear, then the function is
d = ||h1|[3]|h2llz—|hy h2|" = 0. (20) strictly convex. Additionally, if both vectors are colimeg

. . o . has curvature zero for all powepsc D. As a consequence,
Applying several times the matrix inversion lemma as for the "~ i .
' . L IS affine. In the latter case, we have the relationship
first fraction, the second fraction i ([18) can be expressed &

ba,1 _ h’IQ{hl [0;47 _p(PTX_p)d] (21) g(e1) = —e1

brz  ofl[ha]l3 +dp(20% +plha]3)

Multiplying [@3) by (21) yields the real-valued expression Wherey = Pry/o; denotes the transmit SNR = ahy, and
€1 € [Emin,l, 1] Wlth

o JalPHlal bl |of?
L+ |a*y[ha 3 L+ |a*y[ha3

» (23)

bara1n 0767|h§{h2|2 —c R )
a1,1b2,2 U?;thH%”f@”% +c2 €min,1 = W (24)
1
with the two substitutions 2
APPENDIXC

c1 = op|hy' he|?pd(Pry — p) > 0,
c2 = [op|[ha]l3 + d(Prx — )] dp (207, + pl|hall3)
+ 0y |hz2|3d(Prx — p) 2 0.

PrRoOF oOFTHEOREM[ITI]

A nonconvex three user MSE region can for example be
obtained by the channel matrix

Since bothe; and e, are nonnegative, we find

(25)

1 01
H_[hlah27h3]_|:0 1 1:|

b2, 1a1,2 076;|h11{h2|2

a,1b22 o3 ]ha |3 and a transmit powePr, = 10. In this case, the base station
as an upper bound from which {18) directly follows due tes equipped withN = 2 antennas, and the channel vector
the Cauchy-Schwarinequality. Thus, the nonpositivity of the hs is the sum ofh; and he. Note that the base station has
second summand il (IL5) is proven. fewer antennas than users are present in the system in this
Finally, the nonpositivity of the third summand ih {15) isspecial case. Nonconvexity of the MSE region can also be
shown by the same reasoning as for the second summandand has been observed when the channel vectors of all users
are linearly independent\y > K must hold then). If the

R {%@} <1 (22) MSE region was convex, the line segment between every two
a2,2 b1y feasible MSE triples would have to be a subset of the region.
is deduced from Moreover, the weighted sum-MSE minimization with arbigrar
bo 1 o8B Ry — d nonnegative weightss = [w1,...,wk]T > 0k, w # O
A1712 n1o2 ! eR, may have stationary points fulfilling the KKT conditiomsth

6 2 2
az2biy opllhal3lRz22 + da only one common valuef the weighted minimization. In the
whered; follows from ¢; by interchanging indices and powersfollowing, we show that these conditions are violated fa th
channel in [(Zb).

di = e, The weighted sum-MSE minimization reads as

dy = (o7|lh2|3 + dp) d(Prx — p) [207 + (Prx — p) || h2|l3] p p
4 2
+ Uth1H2dp > 0. minimizeZwksk s.t. Zpk < Pry, pr > 0VEk, (26)

As all three summands ifi{[L5) are nonpositive, the inequalit =" k=1 k=1

in QIZ) _is satisfied and the proof for the convexity of the Ms@herepk is the power with which uset transmits in the
region is complete. uplink and the MSE of usek reads as

APPENDIXB I
=1—psh; X h 27
PROOF OFCOROLLARY [[T.1] €k Drly, k (27)

If the inequality in [IR) is strict for alp € D, g is strictly ~With the received signal covariance matrix
convex. Excluding equality if.(12) therefore ensures thit K
strictly convex. The diﬁerenge in_(L5) is zero if anq onlalf N X = o2y + szhzh?. (28)
three summands are zero since each summand is nonpositive. =



The Lagrangianfunction associated t¢ (26) reads as

K K K 14
L= wer+ /\( > ok - PTX) = mpe (29) 084
k=1 k=1 k=1 vﬂ//;'////,,;llll//ll
. T 4
Note that theLagrangianmultipliers A and 4, ..., ux have 0.6 4 :u,,f}jﬁ"{,
to be nonnegative real. If aboveagrangianL has stationary S
points with different values fof., the underlying MSE region 0.4
is not convex since more than one hyperplane with normr
vector [wy,...,wk|T locally supporting the MSE region 0.2+
exists. The KKT conditions read as
. . - < 0.l
hEX " (wp X — §)X thy = X\ — jus, VE, (30) 0
1
pr. > 0 Vk 31
P > : (31) 10 0.5
3 €2
Prfus = 0 VE, (32) '
Fig. 2.  Example of a nonconvex MSE region f&f = 3 users. The line
ik > 0 Vk (33) segment connecting two feasible points l@gsidethe region.
K
> bk < Pr, (34) However, the line segment connectiag) and&® does not
k=1 completely belong to the MSE region, it lies outside theaagi
K and touches the boundary of the MSE regiog @t andz(®.
/\(Zﬁk - PTX) =0, (35) Evidently, the MSE region cannot be convex.
k=1
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