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Abstract

In this paper we consider the computation of channel capémitergodic multiple-input multiple-output channels kvaidditive
white Gaussian noise. Two scenarios are considered. yriestime-varying channel is considered in which both thegraitter
and the receiver have knowledge of the channel realizalitie. optimal transmission strategy is water-filling over cgpand
time. It is shown that this may be achieved in a causal, indes@ntaneous fashion. In the second scenario, only thevesc
has perfect knowledge of the channel realization, whiletthesmitter has knowledge of the channel gain probabiity. lIn this
case we determine an optimality condition on the input dewae for ergodic Gaussian vector channels with arbitréwgnoel
distribution under the condition that the channel gainsiadependent of the transmit signal. Using this optimalipndition, we
find an iterative algorithm for numerical computation of ioml input covariance matrices. Applications to corredaiayleigh
and Ricean channels are given.

I. INTRODUCTION

Shannon theoretic results for multiple-input multipleimut (MIMO) fading channels [4, 5] have stimulated a largeoamt
of research activity, both in the design of practical codstrgitegies and in extension of the theory itself.

From an information theoretic point of view, the main prables to find the maximum possible rate of reliable transmissio
over t-input, r-output additive white Gaussian noise channels of the form

ylkl = vy H[k|z[k] + =[k] (1)

wherey[k] € C"*! is a complex column vector of matched filter outputs at syntioo¢ &k = 1,2,..., N and H[k] € C"™*! is
the corresponding matrix of complex channel coefficientse €lement at row and column; of H[k| is the complex channel
coefficient from transmit element to receive element. The vectorz[k] € C**! is the vector of complex baseband input
signals, anc:[k] € C™*! is a complex, circularly symmetric Gaussian vector iithn[k]n[k]' ! = I,.. The superscript.)’
means Hermitian adjoint anf. is ther x r identity matrix. Letn = max(¢,r) andm = min(¢, 7).

Transmission occurs in codeword blocks of lengthsymbols. Letzy € C* andyy € C" be the column vectors resulting
from stackingz([1], z[2], ..., z[N] resp.y[1],y[2], ..., y[N]. Further letH x be the block-diagonal matrix with diagonal blocks
HIE].

A transmitter power constraint

1
& lenllz < 1 )

is enforced, whereV is the codeword block length. This power constraint has keegdicitly written out this way to remind
the reader that power constraints such as this, commont;ewﬂ?[”:c[k]ng] < 1 are long-termaverage power constraints, not
deterministic per-symbol, or per-input constraints, sgepl 329]. Accordingly, the signal-to-noise ratio is defiress. The
covariance matrix of input sequences of lengthis defined as théVt x Nt matrix

Qv =E{znan'} )
and hence the power constraint can also be writtemr@y) < N. Also define the per-symbol input covariance matrices
Qk] = E{x[k]x[k]T}, which appear as principal sub-matricesif;. In the case of memoryless transmissiQhy is a block
diagonal matrix with diagonal blockg|x].

The power constrainfl2) assumes that the power received e collection of transmit signals at any point in spacg.(e.
at some imaginary point close to the transmitter) is giverth®sysummation of the individual signal powers, ie. zero ralitu
coupling.

There are several possibilities for the amount of side mfiion that the receiver or transmitter may possess rayatte
channel procesH [k]. Perfect side information shall mean knowledge of ttealizations H [k], while statistical side information
refers to knowledge of theistribution from which the H[k] are selected. Perfect receiver side information will beuassi
throughout the paper.
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There are several categories of chanrldls (1) that have beestigated in the literature:
1) Channels in whictH [k], is a given sequence of channel matrices, known to both #mesitnitter and receiver.
2) Ergodic channels in which thél[k], k¥ = 1,2,... are random matrices, selected independently of each offer a
independently of the:[k], according to some matrix probability density functipn, which is known at the transmitter.
The specific channel realizations are unknown at the tratesmbput are known at the receiver.
Under the assumption of additive Gaussian noise and pegeeiver side information, the optimal input distributisrGaussian,
and the main problem is therefore the determination of thmaci#y achieving input covariance matrXy .
For a given input covariance, the information rate for ddse (adopting a modification of the notation of [4]),

V(@ Hy) = - logdet (Ine + Hx@uHn') . @

The capacity is found by maximizing the information rate.
Problem 1 (Gallager [7]):

%C;LVXZD(QNvHN)

subject to

%tf(QN) <1
Qn >0
Note that sincep is a function of H y, the optimal covariance matrix will in general be a functminH .
Telatar [4] obtained the solution of Probldth 1, whEnk] = H for all £ = 1,2,.... Following Gallager [7], the solution
is obtained by solution of the Kuhn-Tucker conditions, aadutts in a water-filling interpretation,

C= > logu\i, whereu is such that (5)
A<
i:)\;lg,u
and);, i =1,2,...,m are the non-zero eigenvalues Bt . The optimal transmit covariance matrix is independenit ahd

is given byQ[k] = Q = VTV, whereV is the matrix of right singular vectors df andT" = diag{max(0, x — 1/\;)}.
The information rate in the ergodic case ¥ = E{¢} and subject to the assumptions in cl$e 2 above, reduces to a
symbol-wise expectation with respectig,

U(Q,pu) = E{logdet (I + HQH')} 7

where@ = QIk] is t x ¢ covariance matrix for each symbol. In this case, capacifpusid via solution of
Problem 2 (Telatar [4]):

mgx \IJ(Q7 pH)
subject to

t(Q) < 1
Q>0
Since ¥ is an expectation with respect gy, the optimal@ will depend onpy, rather than the realizationg|[k].

One common choice fgry is a Gaussian density. We will use the notatign, (M, X) to mean a Gaussian density with ¢
mean matrixM andrt x rt covariance matrix. = E{hhT} whereh is formed by stacking the columns of the matrix into a
single vector. This allows for arbitrary correlation beemeslements. Common special cases include i.i.d. unitvegi@ntries,
M- (0,1) (corresponding to independent Rayleigh fading) and theadled Kronecker correlation modg\; , (M, R ® T).
The latter model corresponds to separable trangidnd receive correlatio®, and may be generated vig + R'/2GT"/?
whereG ~ N¢, (0,I). For H[k] ~ N, (0,I) Telatar showed that the optimizin@ = I;/t, meaning that it is optimal to
transmit independently with equal power from each anteiihas in that case

C= E{logdet (Ir + %HHT) } 8)

Telatar also gave an expression for computatiorfbf (8), awdral other expressions have subsequently been foun@®][8—1
Finally, Telatar considered a variation on caébe 1, with timariant H[k] = H and perfect receiver side information, but
only statistical transmitter side information. This remsi the notion of outage probability. It was conjectured tha optimal



transmission strategy, minimizing the outage probabilétyequal power signals from a subset of antennas. We do msidz=r
outage probability in this paper.

It is clear from these results that the degree of channel lediye at the transmitter has a significant effect on the agtim
transmission strategy.

Extensions to the theory have taken several directiongXample extending the ergodic capacity results to chanagices
whose elements are no longer independent of each other.-fi®glescatterer models, resulting in single-ended catieh
structureH ~ N;, (0,1 ® T') were considered in [11]. Bounds on capacity were obtainetthan work, assuming) = I/t.
Subsequently, a series of papers appeared, adopting thee Siagie-ended correlation model. In [12] it was shown thoat f
H ~ M., (0,I®T) it is optimal to transmit independently on the eigenveciwirs’. Majorization results were obtained
showing that stronger modes should be allocated strongeenso and optimal) were found using numerical optimizations.
No conditions for optimality were given. In [13], a closeafn solution for the characteristic function of the mutudbrmation
assuming® = I/t was found for the same single-ended correlation model. 4, fhe special case df= 2 was considered,
where optimization of) could be performed, once again assuming no receiver ctomeld? = I.

Asymptotic large systemsr(t — oo with r/t — a constant) capacity results have been obtained in [15]thermore
general casél ~ N, (0, R® T, but under the assumptiadil = I /t. Asymptotic results for arbitrarg) were considered in
[16], where the asymptotic distribution of the mutual infation was found to be normal. Large-systems results haga be
obtained in [17], concentrating on the case where the eggaxs of the optimal) can be identified by inspection.

Closed form solutions have been obtained for the mutuakmm&dion of single-ended correlated channels [10, 18] amd fo
H~N: (0,R®T), [19,20].

Non-zero mean multiple-input, single-output channelsen@msidered in [21,22]. In those papers, results were rudxdafior
non-zero mean, in the absence of transmitter correlatiod,far non-trivial transmitter correlation, with zero medfurther
results for non-zero mean channels have been presented]jmfZich reports some majorization results on mutual infation,
with respect to the eigenvalues of the mean matrix. Exadttiloligions of mutual information have been obtained in fef 2
or r = 2. Asymptotic expressions for the mutual information haverberesented in [24], for arbitrar®, and non-central,
uncorrelated fading.

Other researchers [25—-28] have examined variations onrtoauiat of information available at transmitter and receiver

Previous work such as [4,7,12,14,17,22] on Gaussian vedtannels focused on cases when the eigenvectors of the
optimal input covariance can be easily determined by inspeof the channel statistics, and the problem becomes éne o
optimizing the eigenvalues of the input covariance. Thigrapch does not lend itself to arbitrary non-determiniskiannels:
for example where the channel mean and covariance are motyjoliagonalizable or where the probability density is ot
Kronecker form [29, 30].

This paper provides general solutions of Probléins 1[And &.ldtter provides a solution to [31, open problem 1 and 2],
albeit not in closed form.

In Section[dl we extend the water-filling result to ergodicanhels where the transmitter has perfect knowledge of the
channel realizatiorf [k] at each symbol. In Sectidnllll we relax the degree of trartemihannel knowledge and consider the
ergodic channel with arbitrary channel distributipp, such thaty, but not H[k] is known to the transmitter.

The semidefinite constraid) > 0 in Problen® would normally make the optimization difficittowever, in several cases,
the eigenvectors of the optim& may be identified a-priori, which reduces the problem to atintpation over the space of
probability vectors. In independent work, [17] has fournditar results to those presented in this paper for this "oliedizable”
case. We avoid the requirement of diagonalizipgOur main result is the determination of the capacity adhggeovariance
for arbitrary ergodic channels. This is achieved by findirgassary and sufficient conditions for optimality, whichtimn
yield an iterative procedure for numerical optimization(@f which finds the optimal eigenvectors in addition to the i
eigenvalues. In each section we provide numerical exantpstsilustrate the application of the main results. Cosidas are
drawn in Sectioi . IV. All proofs are to be found in the Appendix

Il. PERFECTTRANSMITTER SIDE INFORMATION

As described above, Telatar [4] solved ProblElm 1 for timeuiiant deterministic channels. There are cases of irteres
however when the transmitter and receiver have perfectisfdemation, but the channel is time-varying. One modeltfus
case is to suppose théat[k] is indeed time-varying, and that this sequence is a rea@izaf a random process, in which each
H{k] is selected independently at each symbdland independently of the[k]) according to some probability lawy, so
the channel remains memoryless.

Subject to this model, we seek a solution to Probl@m 1, in wvttiee sequence of channel matrices are generated i.i.d.
according topg . It is tempting to simply averag€&l(5) over the ordered eighre densitypa (A1, . . ., A ), associated withp
(see for example [32]),

E{C’}:/p()\l,...,)\m) > loguh;dA (9)
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This quantity is however in general not the capacity of thanctel [1) withH [k] ~ py. A simple counter-example suffices to
show the problem.

Example 1: Consider a single-input single-output channek= ¢ = 1, and letpg(¢) = pg (1) = 1/2 wheree > 0. Then
according to[[P) in which water-filling precedes averagitig resulting information rate ikg (1 + ’762) /4 + log(l+v)/4
which ase — 0 approachesog(1 + 7)/4.

It is obvious however that as— 0, the transmitter should only transmit in symbol intervadsaihich H = 1, resulting in
the capacitylog(1 + )/2 which is a factor of two greater than the previous approach.

The problem with[[P) is that it precludes optimization of thensmit density ovetime as well as space. The rafé (9) is maximal
only under the assumption of a short-term power constraii@@[k]) = 1, rather than the long-term constrain{@Qy) = N.
The following Theorem, is proved by solving the input distiion optimization problem from first principles (see App&).

Theorem 1: Suppose that the channel matricE$k] of an ergodic MIMO channel1) are selected i.i.d. each synibo
according to a matrix densityy which possesses an eigenvalue dengityThe capacity of this channel with prefect channel
knowledge at both the transmitter and the receiver is giwen b

= /OO log (6A) fr(\)d\ where¢ is such that (10)
1

-1

3= FQ

e 1
- [ (e=5) novar 1)
It is interesting to note that not only does this Theoremdytble actual capacity, as opposed to the rate giveillby (9 ,alsio
easier to compute in most cases, since it is based on théudigin of an unordered eigenvalue.

Water-filling over space and time has been addressed to edimktent in the literature. Tse and Viswanath give thelresu
without proof [33, Section 8.2.34]. Goldsmith also writesach the optimization problem (without solution) in [34, Edion
(10.16)], and also in [26]. The correct space-time waten§lapproach is also implicit in [35], although no proof osdission
is offered.

Let us now examine the optimal transmit strategy in moreibddtat H[k] = U[k|A[k]V[k] be the singular value de-
composition of H[k] and letHy, Uy, VN and Ay be the corresponding block diagonal matrices. Then theuangalue
decomposition of the block diagonal matriky is

Hy = UNANVN. (12)

This follows directly from the block-diagonal structure &fy. The fact that the singular vectors are also in block-diagon
form is important from an implementation point of view. Ifhid turned out that/y had full singular vector matrices, the
optimal transmission strategy would be non-causal.

The optimal transmit strategy uses a block-diagonal inpyadance matrix,

Qn = diag {VI[II[1JV[1],..., VI[N]D[N]V[N]} (13)

wherel'[k] = (&I — (A[K]) ™" +, using the notatiorg-)™ which replaces any negative elements with zero. The bldgageshal
structure means that the input symbols are correlated ordy space, and not over time. At tinke the input covariance is
Q[k] = VT[] [k]V[k]. Thus the optimal transmit strategy is not only causal, butstantaneous, i.e. memoryless over time.
At time k, the transmitter does not need to know any past or futureesatd H[j], j > ¢« andj < ¢ in order to construct the
optimal covariance matrix.

The key thing to note from Theorefd 1 is that the required poalercation is still water-filling on the eigenvalues of
H[k]H'[k], but that the water levef is chosen to satisfy the actual average power constraititerahan a symbol-wise
power constraint. At any particular symbol time, the trait®muses a power allocatiof — 1/A\)™ for each eigenvalue of
H[k]H'[k], noting that¢ is selected according tE{[L1) rather than on a per-symbas,bf. This does not require any more
computation that symbol-wise water filling. In fact, it isrgler, since the transmitter only needs to compute the wetet
& once. Not only does space-time water filling give a highee,rdtis in this sense easier to implement.

One possible argument against the use of space-time wiiteg-fs that with this approach, there is a variable amount o
energy transmitted at each symbol interval. In some casgsahuld certainly be undesirable (such as systems usingtaoin
envelope modulation).

Theorem 2: The peak-to-average power ratio resulting from space-timter-filling, {I0), [I1L) on an ergodic channel with
average power constraintand unordered eigenvalue densjty\) such thatE[1/)] exists is upper-bounded

PAPR< 1+ — E[A1].
This is a particularly simple characterization of the PARRe termmE[1/)]/~ is the ratio of the average inverse eigenvalue
to the average symbol energy per eigen-mode.
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Fig. 1. Single-input, single-output Rayleigh channel.

It is also straightforward to compute the information rétthat results from adjusting the space-time water-fillinguson
to accommodate a peak-power limitatiop .y,

(5_'Ymax)71
:/ log (€M) f(A)dA  where¢ is such that

—1

(€—Ymax) " 1
_ /,1 (g— X) FO)dA.

Note that this is not the same as the capacity of the peak+pmmstrained channel. In practice however, it may be of @t
since powers approaching are typically transmitted with vanishing probability. & therefore of interest to consider the
probability density functiony(+) of the per-eigenvector transmit power= ¢ — 1/A. The obvious transformation yields the
density function.

Theorem 3: The probability density functiomg(-y) of the energyy = £ — 1/ transmitted on each eigenvector according

to (I0), [11) is given by
r(e-n7")

(E—9)°
where f(-) is the unordered eigenvalue densify(-) is the corresponding cumulative distribution afids the Dirac delta
function. The point mass at = 0 corresponds to the probability of transmitting nothing battchannel (when the gain is

less thanl /¢).

The following examples show some simple applications ofgteceding space-time water-filling result.

Example 2 (Parallel On-Off Channel): Consider anm-input, m-output channel with eigenvalue densfty—p)d(\) +pd(A—
1). There aren parallel channels and each channel is an independent Bemaaalom variable. With probability, a channel

is “on” and with probabilityl — p it is “off”.
k P

Spatial water-filling yields the rate
wherek ~ Binomial(m, p). It is straightforward to show however that the capacity is

Cz@log(l-ﬁ-%)

P
—@bg(l—i——).
2 mp

which, as expected is strictly larger than the former ratigca that can be seen from Jensen’s inequality.
Example 3 (Rayleigh, ¢t = » = 1): Consider the single-input, single-output Rayleigh fadimgnnel. Thery(\) = ¢~* and
¢ is the solution to

SR 3~

q(v) =F ()60 +

3

ge Ve (0,67Y) =P,

wherel'(a, z) is the incomplete Gamma function [36, (8.350.2)]. Fidureoinpares the resulting capacity to the rate obtained
via per-symbol water-filling. Note that in this case, thadatorresponds to the capacity when the transmitter doeknuw

the channel realization. In other words, application of ith@rrect method results in ignoring the channel knowledgthe
receiver.
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Fig. 2. Rayleigh channel, = r = 2.

Example 4 (Rayleigh t = r = 2): Consider the two-input, two-output Rayleigh fading chdnfien f(\) = % and

¢ is the solution to
e 2+ 1) 2T (0,67 = P.

Figure[2 compares the resulting capacity to the rate oldaiia per-symbol water-filling and to the rate obtained with

Q = PI;. The curves for space-time water-filling and spatial wiitking almost coincide on this figure. This is however

hiding the additional gain provided by space-time watdinjl at low SNR. Figurd13 shows the relative gains, compared
to Q = PI, for space-only and space-time water-filling. Obviously,Sa8 R — oo, both gains approach 1, since there is
asymptotically no benefit in water filling of any kind. At SNRIbw 0 dB, space-time water-filling yields significant benefit

compared to water-filling only over space.
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Fig. 3. Rayleigh channel, =r = 2.

Example 5 (Rayleigh t = r = 4): Figure[d shows the relative capacity gain oégr= PI/t for a four-input, four-output
system. Obviously the additional gain over spatial waléngdj is decreased compared to the= » = 2 case. In fact as
t,r — oo, there is asymptotically no extra gain to be found by adddlty water-filling over time as well as space. As
the dimension increases, the eigenvalue density convéogie well-known limit law, holding on a per-symbol basidhub
space-time water filling on Rayleigh channels is of most ingoace for small systems.

Figure[® shows the peak-to-average power ratio in decibels+ r = 1,2, 4. Note that this is the exact value of the PAPR.
For Rayleigh channels with finite:, the bound of Theorefd 2 does not apply, sidg /)] does not exist. From this figure,
the peak-to-average power is relatively insensitive tosygtem dimensions for the Rayleigh channel. The partictdares of
PAPR are comparable with what may be experienced in an astteddrequency division multiplexing system.

As described earlier, the peak-to-average power ratio neagnisleading, since it is conceivable that the peak power may
only be transmitted infrequently. Figuté 6 shows the prditgliensity function of the power transmitted per-eigeator for
t = r = 2. At low SNR, the density is broad and has significant mass altlog target average powé¥/m. As the SNR
increases, the density converges to an impulsi/at.

IIl. STATISTICAL TRANSMITTER SIDE INFORMATION

It is tempting to think that) = I/t is optimal when the transmitter has no knowledge about tlaamél, and assertions to
this effect have appeared in the literature. In the compbtence of transmitter side information however (i.e. thesmitter
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Fig. 5. Peak-to-Average Power Ratic=r = 1,2, 4.

does not even knowy), the underlying information theoretic problem is diffictd define. There are several possibilities, for
instancepy may selected somehow randomly from a set of possible chaterdities. Alternativelypy could be fixed, but
unknown, in the spirit of classical parameter estimationthle absence of a thorough problem formulation and corretipg
analysis, it is clear that optimality ) = I/t is at best conjecture. For example, in the case wherds drawn randomly
from a set of possible densities, it may be an outage prdbathibt is of interest. This problem is not completely salva/en
when thepy are degenerate (i.e. the non-ergodic channel of Telatad)jrathat case transmission on a subset of antennas is
believed to be optimal. We do not consider these more diffisptdblems, and restrict attention to transmitter knowkedd

PH-

The result[[B) arises from [4, Theorem 1] and holds for indelest, identically distributed, circularly symmetric Gaian
channel matrix, independent of transmit symbols. In gene€al= I,/t is not optimal, and thus provides only a lower bound
to capacity. Several authors [37] have investigated theas@e of transmitting, equal power, independent Gaussignats
for various correlated central and non-central random ismnatiannels. Other work [38] have examinadrst-case mutual
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Fig. 6. Per-eigenvector transmit power density: » = 2.



information in the absence of transmitter side informatiwhile [39] has applied game-theoretic analysis to the lembof
equal power transmission, observing that (in the absenemptbetter option) uniform power allocation is not “so bad.”

In the previous section, we considered the optimal transowariance for perfect transmitter side information. Wallsh
now relax this constraint, so the transmitter has statissae information only, which is a well-posed informatitiveoretic
problem.

There are two main areas of interest. Firstly, in some si@mnathe eigenvectors of the optimal input covariantean be
determined a-priori (typically by inspection). Severatraors have described optimization of input covariance,ibgahalization
of the transmit covariance [12,18,40]. In other work, [14shoutlined optimality conditions for beamforming vs MIMO
diversity. Recent work [41] has also investigated the casere/input and channel covariance matrices are jointlyaiatizable.

The more general case, is when the eigenvectors of the dptipwgt covariance structure are not apparent a-priori, i@ag
in fact be complicated functions efy. This is the main area of interest in this paper, and Thegi€¢am8 the resulting iterative
optimization procedure) is our the main result. We will egi SectioIII-A by finding the optimaf) in the diagonalizable
case, which results in an interesting comparison to walterefi Section[III=B extends the result to arbitrapy;.

A. Diagonalizable Covariance

Solution of Problenfil2 is in general a semidefinite programgesithe maximization is over the cone of positive semidefinit
hermitian matrices) > 0. In certain cases however, the problem simplifies, and weaddain convenient conditions for
optimality from the Kuhn-Tucker conditions. The simplesise, casesS ~ N, (0,1 ® I) was solved in [4]. Other special
cases have been solved in [12,40]. Independent work findindas results to those described below has appeared in [17]

Suppose it can be determined that the opti@ahas the form

Q=UQUt (14)
Q:dlag (Q1aq277Qt) (15)

for some fixedU. For such channels, the optimization problem reduces taniinthe best allocation of power to each column
of U.

One important example & [k] ~ Ny, (0, R®T), i.e. the Kronecker correlated Rayleigh channel with ne-lfi-sight
components. In that case, is is known thadiagonalizesl” and optimal transmission is independent on each eigenvetto
T.

In such cases, the conditidd > 0 = Q > 0 allows the application of the Kuhn-Tucker conditions forximaization of
a convex function over the space of probability vectors [787f to yield the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Consider the channdll(1) witH [k] ~ N, ., (0, R® T). The optimal covarianc€ has the form[(14) and satisfies
the Kuhn-Tucker conditions [7, p. 87]

oV (Q)

g M >0 (16)
8\1(;(@ <p ¢=0 17)
4di

wherep is a constant independent g@f, andg; are given by[(I5).
Thus the necessary and sufficient conditions for optimabiye a particularly simple form. Differentiating(Q) = EH{log det (I + HQH'
leads to the following theorem, proved in [10].
Theorem 4 (Optimal Covariance): Consider the ergodic channEl (1) witly such that the optimal input covariance is known
to be of the form [T4)ED5) for some fixed unitary matfix A necessary and sufficient condition for the optimality loé t

diagonal@ in @3) is
E5{<(I+SQ)1S) }:M g >0 (18)
kk

E5{<(I+SQ)1S)M}<M g =0 (19)

for k =1,2,...,t and some constanpt The expectation is with respect to the random masrisc v UTHTHU. The notation
(A);; denotes elemeny of A.
In the caseR > 0, the condition[[IB) may be re-written as a fixed-point equmati

Q:uEs{(Q_1+S)1S}, (20)

which suggests the following iterative procedure for nuigsly finding the optimal. Starting from an initial diagonal

Q© > 0, compute
. . . —1
q;(;Jrl) — V(l) [ES{((Q(l))—l + S) S}:| ’ (21)
kk



N N —1
selecting/(!) at each step to keep (Q(Z)) = ~. Although there is no known closed form solution fog i(@‘l + S) S5,

it may be accurately estimated using monte-carlo integmatfNote that the numerical procedure may be applied to eairh e
ar = Q. separately for a give?). Numerically, each fixed point iteration is performed onoe #het non-zero diagonal
entries of() are updated.

It is interesting to compare the conditiofisl(18)1(19) wiik solution of Problerl1, for perfect transmitter side infation.
SupposeH|i] = H is known at the transmitter witi/ H' = USU' being the eigenvalues decomposition BfH . The
Kuhn-Tucker condition for optimality of the input covarizamQ = UTQU' can be written in the following form,

((Hsc})ls)kkzﬂ @ >0 (22)

A\ —1
((I+ $Q) S) < g = 0. (23)
kk

with Q satisfying [I5). Solution of these equations is straightéod and leads easily t&1(5) arid (6).

Comparing [IB) with[[2A2) it can be seen that tdy difference is the presence of the expectation[dd (18). Siryilfor
(I39) and [ZB). This is no real surprise, and is due to the éhtamgability of differentiation and expectation. The tesi
TheoreniH is a direct generalization of the classical wfilterg result for parallel channels [42], where the tranter has
statistical side information, and the channel can be diatiped a-priori. In the latter case however, there is no wiilteng
interpretation [43].

For the deterministic case, it is clear that increasjngan only increase the power allocated to any particularneigetor
(water-level raises). The same thing happens in the ergmaie, as demonstrated by the following theorem, provedean th
Appendix.

Theorem 5: Let Q = diag(q, - .., q:) be the eigenvalues of the optimal covariance matrix for anbbwith signal-to-noise
ratio v, satisfying the conditions of Theordh 4. Then

9
Kk 0, k=1,2,....1t

Thus a signal-to-noise ratio increase (decreasg) can oohease (decrease) the power allocated to each eigenadctos
optimal covariance matrix.

Theorem¥ takes care of zero-mean Rayleigh fading channidisseparable correlation structure. In the case of Ricean
fading with non-zero mean, one approach is to use the fatigwipproximation by a central distribution.

Lemma 2 (Wishart Approximation [44]): SupposeH ~ N, (M,I®T). ThenS = HQH' may be approximated by a
central Wishart matrix [44, p. 125]

S ~ W, (0,%) (24)

Y =TY2QT'/? + Lvtm (25)
This approximation motivates application of Theoldm 4 ® Ricean case with/ [k] ~ N, (M,I ® T') . The relation between
correlation and line-of-sight (non-zero mean) has beemii@ally established in MIMO channel measurement litere [45—
47]. The accuracy of this approximation is investigated arioally below.
In figure[ we have plotted the capacity and the mutual inféiondor a channel with rank-one meadd = diag{¢,0,...,0}
and non-diagonal transmit covariance

T=|7 1 7 | =114 diag{r - 1} (26)

where1l is a matrix of all ones.

The plot compares the capacity (optimal input covariandéh wue probability law) with the mutual information (input
covariance given by central Wishapproximation) for various SNR and numbers of transmit and receive elesn&sch plot
has assumed = r. We note that the approximated covariance matrix is a limeanbination of the transmit-end covariance
T and the mean, and thus approximated input covariance is dted by beamforming of/ at low SNR, andl” at higher
SNR.

Beamforming, i.e. rank-one transmission with= diag(1,0,0,...,0) is a particularly simple strategy, which is optimal at
low SNR (see SectionIIIID). It is interesting to considee ttonditions under which beamforming is optimal.

Theorem 6: Consider an ergodic channBl (1) with ~ A .. (0, R ® T'), where without loss of generalify = diag(p1, ..., pr)
andT = diag(7y, ..., ) with tr(7') = ¢t andtr(R) = r. Beamforming is optimal if and only if

E{ uf Ru + ymout R?u } T

>r—= fi k>2 27
1+ ~vymutRu _Tﬁ oranyr = 2, (27)
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Fig. 7. Mutual Information/ with central Wishart approximation, for non-central chelnrSolid lines givel(Q) (capacity) for optimal input covariance,
while dashed lines givé(Q.) whereQ, is optimal according to a central Wishart approximationogekt results are given at high- and low-SNR and small
numbers of elements.

where the expectation is with respect to a lengtBaussian vector with i.i.d. unit variance entries; N,.1 (0,1).

The left hand side of{27) is monotonically decreasing witinal-to-noise ratio.

For zero-mean Rayleigh channels, the conditfon (27) cambed in closed form [48]. In the appendix we give an alternate
proof to that given by [48]. Our proof is simplified via use ofidoren{b.

Theorem 7 (Smon and Moustakas [48]): Consider an ergodic channél (1) witth ~ N, (0, R ® T'), where without loss
of generalityR = diag(p1, ..., p.) andT = diag(r,...,7) with tr(T) = ¢ andtr(R) = r. Beamforming is optimal if and
only if

L pi(L+mapi)p) !

—1 Hk#(l’j = pr)

]

<ij > ryTe (28)

where

f(ymipi) = fymip;) -y

Gij = 1 pif_(Vp;lP')
Sl (1 _ 71) i=j
Pi YT1Pi
f(z) = €e/*1(0,1/x).
In the above theorem, note th@t is just the limit of (;; asp; — p,. Theoren{Db is a generalization of [49] (which was for
the MISO case), and the MISO result is recovered easily fiB#) yiar = 1.

Figure[® shows the beamforming optimality condition of Ttezo[1 for a set of SNR levels and a2 x 2 channel, with
H ~ N32(0,R®T) where R = diag{p,2 — p} andT = diag{7,2 — 7}, 1 < p,7 < 2. The plot is symmetric around the
point p = 7 = 1 (and thus, only the top-left quadrant of the falk 7, p < 2 plot is shown).

The lines provide the transition point from regions wherarhforming is optimal (above each line) to regions where
beamforming is not optimal. The plot shows the region foK 7,p < 2. Forr =1, T = I and forr — 2, T becomes
singular, similarly forR: so that the top right-hand corner of the plot has highly elated H, whilst the bottom left-hand
corner has iidH.

It can be seen that for low SNR, = —15dB, beamforming is almost always optimal with the transitimccurring for
7 &~ 1.03. Note also, that the eigenvalues Bf have little effect on the optimality of beamforming at low BNAs SNR
increases, the region for admissible covariance matrimeggdtimal beamforming reduces: we require more covarianagices
with larger eigenvalue separation. The optimality of beamming is clearly dependent upon the eigenvalue§ ofAt higher
SNR, the optimality of beamforming is also dependent/difas can be seen by the> 0dB curves. The reason for this is
that the low rank ofR results in an effective power loss at the receiver.




11

| = 15d|
1.8 10dB
5dB
1.6 1 |
= \
= e
0dB
1.4 L | |
-5dB
12} i e -
| -10dB
-15dB |
1 12 1.4 1.6 1.8 2
p

Fig. 8. Optimality of beamforming. Beamforming is optimak fa given SNR for all point§r, p) above the line corresponding to that SNR value. The plot
is symmetric for0 < p < land0 <7 <1

B. The General Case

We now wish to solve Problefd 2yithout the a-priori requirement of diagonal input covariance. In this case, we need
to maximize ¥ (Q, p(S)) over all positive definitel. In particular we do not wish to restrict ourselves to paitic matrix
densities such as the zero-mean Kronecker Gaussian model.

Whilst of interest in its own right, this problem arises whée input covariance structure cannot be solved by inspecti
Specific examples include the non-central Gaussian randatrixithannel, where the channel covariance and mean are not
jointly diagonalizable, and for several random matrix atela which do not have simple (Kronecker) factorizatior, 5D].

To accommodate the positive definite constraint@nwe apply the Cholesky factorization, so the constraintobses
implicit in the final solution. By adopting this approach warde the optimization to only consider the minimum number of
independent variables required for solutioft,+ 1)/2 rather than:2.

Any non-negative matrixd may be written as [51]

A=Tir (29)

for upper triangular matriX', with the diagonal element; real and non-negative. Similarly, for a given upper tridagmatrix
I, the product'T is positive definite. The following useful properties [44ise from [29),tr(A) = tr(I''T) = ZK]. dfj and
det(A) =], d3. -

Using [29), transform Problefd 2 to

Problem 3 (Equivalent to Problem2):

mlgix\I/(l"Tl",pH)

subject to

> di=1
i<j
di; >0, Vi
The maximumW¥® for optimal d°, is not improved by choosing a trace less than unity, hencaliy of the first constraint.
ProblenB admits a quadratic optimization approach, usemgréange multipliers [52]. The optimization in ProblEin 3 wcc
on the (upper triangular) matri¥ which hasexactly (¢ 4+ 1)/2 independent (complex) variables. This corresponds to the
number of independent variables for the optimization a@ein Problen{lL, sinc&) = UQU' hast independent variables in
the diagonal matrixQ) and¢(t — 1)/2 independent variables in the unitary matéix
In order to solve Probleild 3, we produce a modified cost funcfig, i, ¢) wherev = T, 1 and¢ are vectors of Lagrange
multipliers corresponding to equality and inequality doaisits. For this we use the following:
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Lemma 3 (Application Kuhn-Tucker Theorem [53]): Given a convex) function f(v) of a vectorv, wherev is constrained

by:
Z szj =1 Vi 2 0
i<j
then
0
M) g, i # G0 (30)
61/”»
=24, Vi > 0,p >0 (31)

defines a maximum point for the functigf{(v).

LemmalB provides the necessary conditions for a veetervec(T') to give a capacity achieving input covariance. We now
present the main result of the paper: a general conditiothircapacity achieving input covariance.

Theorem 8 (Optimal Transmit Covariance): Given a MIMO channel[{l1) with the channel chosen ergodic ating to a
probability distributionp 7, then the capacity achieving input is Gaussian with conagd) = I''T" wherel is upper triangular,
and the elemend;; satisfies:

. 2ud;; | £ ], 0
Es{tr [(I + Srfr)*lsz}} R (33)
2pdi; di; > 0,0 >0
Es{tr [(I n SFTF)‘lsE(“)” <0 diy=0 (34)
where the expectation is with respect§o= H'H, the constanf is chosen to satisfy the power constraint and
T
B ortr
8dij

(E(m)mn = dinOmj + dim0n;.

with §;; = 1 wheni = j and zero otherwise.
The capacity of the channel is then given by applicatiodof ¥ (I''T, p(S)):

C = E{logdet (I, + ST'T) }

Given the result of Theoreid 8, we wish to numerically evaluae optimal covariance, and hence capacity for an arpitrar
multiple-input, multiple-output channel. Fortunatelyetform of [3B) also lends itself to a fixed-point algorithm.
If we define the matrix
M =E{(I +ST'T)"'s} (35)
then
tr(ME) =" (m; + myi)da, = [T(M + M")] (36)

]
k

The matrix M may be interpreted as a differential operator, on the foncli (FTF,p(S)), evaluated at a particular value of
T'. This provides a direct fixed-point equation of projecteddignt type [54]:

pED) = —%N) : VES{\I/ (M’“)} (37)

Writing this out completely gives the following algorithm
Algorithm 1 (Iterative Power Allocation):

1) Update using[{35)

D — 1™ (M + M) (38)
2) Scale
1 k+1) i i
{F(kJrl)} N b7 [F( ]ij 1< (39)
ij 0 otherwise

with 1 constant for alli, j and chosen so that (I''T") = 1.
3) Repeat
We denotd (®) as the triangular matrix at iteratidn This algorithm may be initiated with any (upper trianglil&rsatisfying
tr(I''T") = 1. The expectatio(38) is typically intractable and may bal@ated using monte-carlo integration.
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Fig. 9. Convergence of Algorithil 1 with x 4 matrix. S = US,UT @0). C = 1.1394 nat/s

Theorem 9: Algorithm [ converges to the optimal covarian@é = I''T.

We note that the stability of the algorithm is directly afist by the stability of the expectation ii{35). In particulat
high-SNR, the off-diagonal entries &f will approach zero (sinc€) = «l is optimal). In this case, the elements Idofmay
fluctuate as small movements over the Haar manifold (smalhgbs in eigenvectors) result in large changes in the ertfie
T.

In Figure[® we show an example of the convergence of the dlgorior several deterministic channel matrices. Each curve
shows the difference between the mutual information@oe I''T" vs the channel capacity for the k'" iteration.

The example channel matrices were chosen to have commonvalges, but randomly chosen eigenvectors (thus each
instance has the same capacity, but different optimal ispuariance), with

S=US,U", S, =(29) (40)

In Figure[I® we have shown the convergence of Algorilim 1 féferdknt matrix dimensions, correlations f@r and SNR
values. In each plot the channel is a non-zero mean, catel@aussiand ~ N, ,, (M,,I ® T'). Where M, = ppt for a
random vectop, € C1*™. The plots have been averaged over different value/gf Each convergence is run independently
with a random seed value ®f. Algorithm[l converges to the capacity of the channel, aitfothe convergence rate decreases
for larger dimensions. As the channel dimension (and/or EMBreases, the algorithm becomes more reliant on accurate
Monte-Carlo integration, and thus individual iteratioakd an increasingly long time.

C. Gaussian channel, non-commuting mean and covariance
Consider a channel where

H=xM,+(1-r)X (41)
X~ N (0,I©%),0< k<1 (42)

using the notation of [44]. Further, we shall assume thatntiadrices), and ¥ may not be jointly diagonalized (which is
equivalent to the Hermitian matricdg, andX: being non-commuting [55, pp. 229]). We askow does the optimal covariance
relate to M, and ¥ as « varies between 0 and 1?

For the purpose of providing graphical results we shalltlimirselves to  x 2 case. While the numerical solution of this
problem is straight-forward with Algorithfdl 1, describiniget outcome poses several problems: it is insufficient tosiiyate
only the entries of), since the subspace over which the optirflaiicts will change as varies.

We note that the optimal covariance has eigenvectors whighat trivially related to the eigenvectors of the mekfy
or varianceX. Further, the eigenvectors are not given by a direct infatjpm betweenM, and X, as can be seen by the
superimposed the eigenvectors{S}.

Figure[T1 shows the trajectory of the eigenvectors of thévadtinput covarianc&) = UQU as« varies between 0 and 1
for M, = (91) andX = (4 9). The points are plotted by writing the columns @fas two points inR?. The vertical axis
shows the value of.. On the planes = 0, the channel is zero-mean, correlated Gaussfan N> > (0,X). It can be seen
that the power allocation is divided between the eigenvsabd the covariance matriX. Similarly, on the plane: = 1, the
channel is deterministic, witif = M,. The optimal strategy in this case is beamforming. At eachddrthe plot, the singular
vectors of M, and 3 have been superimposed, for comparison wjth
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D. Asymptotics

It is interesting to consider the low- and high-SNR asymipsodf the MIMO channel capacity. This has been done by many
authors. Here we give a brief analysis, and in the spirit efriain result presented above, emphasize the results whidh h
for any py.

Consider the matrix channdll(1) and defifie= HQH'. By Taylor series expansior[](7) may be approximated near0
by
U(Q) ~ Y (1) L Bfr(sm). (43)

n=1

whereS = HTH. Of particular interest is the first order approximatidn(@) ~ vy tr (QE{HTH }).

Theorem 10 (Low SNR): Consider a matrix channell(1), with{ HH'} = UAUT, with U unitary andA diagonal with
A =diag{Ar,..., A} andA; = - = A > Agyr -+ > A > 0. For low SNR,yA; < 1 the capacity achieving distribution is

Q = UQU' whereQ is diagonal and
A . 1 1
Q—dlag{g,...,E,O,...,O}
——

k terms

andC = vkA;.
At low SNR the transmitter only needs to kn(ﬂl\/{HHT}, regardless of the underlyingy;. To first order, beamforming in
the direction of the largest eigenvectorE{HHT} is optimal (assuming a unique largest eigenvalue). Thgnalwith well
known results [14, 40].

This result must be taken with care: the approximation is4af < 1 so that large channel gains will necessitate a
correspondingly smaller value af before the expansion is accurate, see for example [14, 40].

For Ricean channels with separable correlation, a closed fesult may be obtained. Suppoge ~ N, (M,R® T),
where none of\/, R or T are assumed to be diagonal, or jointly diagonalizable. bt pp. 251],5 = HH' is a quadratic

normal form and
E{HH'"} = Ttr(R) + M'M. (44)

thus
CVl 0 =M (45)

where )\, is the largest eigenvalue Gftr(R) + MTM. This makes it clear that the most fortuitous arrangemerit ahd M
is when they share a common largest eigenvectorRfer I andr = ¢, {@4) is essentially the central Wishart approximation
of Lemmal2. This is not coincidence, since the central Wishpproximation is found by matching the first moment of the
density.

There are several special cases that result in simpler fioms; .

1) In the case of identity transmit covarianfe= I;, A\; = tr(R) + A\ (MTM).

2) M =al. Then); = a? + tr(R)A\ (T).

3) Weak LOS component; tr(R) >> MTM. Then\; = tr(R)A\;(T) + ¢, where|e| < A\ (MTM). Obviously if M = 0,

e=0.
4) Strong LOS componen/TM >> T'tr R. Then)\; = A\ (MTM) + §, where|| < tr(R)A(T).
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5) Forr =t =2 itis easy to obtain a closed form solution fay.
Turning now to the other extreme, for largelog(1 + z) — log(z), and hence at high SNR,

U(Q) — tlogy + logdet Q + log det(HH). (46)

Care must be taken in the definition of “high” SNR. The appmuadion [46) is only valid whemnQ;; > Auin, ie. the high
SNR, is based on higheceived SNR over all modes, not necessarily high transmit power.

Theorem 11 (High SNR): Consider a matrix channdll(1) witH a random variable, independent @ Then the capacity

achieving distribution igQ = I;/t and the resulting capacity is

C — tlog (1) + E{log det(HH')} (47)
for any probability density functiopy, provided thatH is independent of).
TheorenTIll holds regardless of the characteristics of thare. The optimal transmit strategy at high SNR is equalgwpw
independent white signals. This is not surprising when #eisn that fotarge received power, the variation in channel strength
is meaningless. From a water-filling perspective, we haverg deep pool, with tiny pebbles on the bottom: allocation of
power is irrelevant. The channel distributipg has no effect on the optimal transmission strategy, and affégts the resulting
capacity via theE {logdet(H H')} term. This is investigated in much more depth in [56, 57].

Note also that at high SNR,log(P/t) is asymptotic to the capacity resulting from transmittingependent data across
non-interfering AWGN channels (each channel gettif§ of the available power). The remaining term is either a cipac
loss or gain over this parallel channel scenario, dependinghe statistics of the channel. In the case of Wishart oesri
H ~ N, (0,R® I) @) has a known closed-form solution [23]. For numericabmsesE {log det(HH ')} may be obtained
by Monte-Carlo methods.

IV. CONCLUSION

This paper has shown how to correctly compute the capacityultiple-input multiple-output channels whose gain nasi
are chosen independently each symbol interval accordirgdgiven matrix density. The optimal input density is Gausdiat
is not identically distributed over time or space exceptpedal cases.

In the case of full CSI at the transmitter, the optimal powkrcation corresponds to water-pouring in space and timd,is
performed instantaneously, which is an important practtioasideration. At each symbol, the transmitter still penfs water
pouring over the channel eigenvalues at that instant, g asvater level that results in the long-term average poamstraint
being satisfied. In certain circumstances, this yields ssicemable gain in rate, compared to a symbol-wise waténgillin
which the transmitter uses a water level that enforces asymabol power constraint. The peak-to-average power ratias
entire power distribution resulting from the use of the o space-time water-filling strategy were also consideFex
Rayleigh channels, the resulting peak-to-average powiier can be several decibels, depending upon the averagerpowe

We have investigated the capacity achieving input covadan the case where the transmitter has statistical CSI. &/e h
presented a method for calculating the optimal input cawvené for arbitrary Gaussian vector channels. We have pedvigh
iterative algorithm which converges to the optimal inpuvaxance, by considering the covariance in terms of a Chgles
factorization. We have demonstrated the algorithm on sé\difficult channels, where the appropriate “diagon@”input
cannot be readily found by inspection. Although the diadiaimay decomposition) = UQUT always exists, we have shown
that the matrixU may be non-trivially related to the pdf of the channel.

For special cases, the optimal input covariance can beoa-piagonalized by inspection — such as for zero-mean Kekee
correlated Rayleigh channels. In such cases we gave a sifigdel point equation that characterizes the optimal trahsm
covariance. This particular characterization revealsoaeclink between the optimality condition for determirdsthannels
(water filling) and that for ergodic channels.

APPENDIX
PROOFS
Proof: [Proof: Theorenfll] The capacity is given by

1
C= lim sup —=I(zn;yn | HN). (48)

N—o0 p(zn)
For fixed N re-write the entire sequence of transmissidis (1) as

ynv = Hyan + 2N (49)
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For any fixed value ofV, the optimal density on: is obtained by water-filling on th&'m eigenvalues., vs, . .., vy, Of
Wy = HyHy'. Thus the optimized information rate for givevi is given parametrically by

1
Cn =7 > logty (50)
i:u;lgf
p-L doot-vyt (51)
N i 1 <€

Now for a block diagonal matrix such &8y, the Nm eigenvalues are simply the set of all the eigenvalues of timeponent
diagonal blocks, in this case thié[k] H[k]. As N — oo, the distribution of the eigenvalues Bfy converges to the eigenvalue
densityp, associated witlh; and the summations become expectations with respect talamdy chosen eigenvalue ¢f 1.
|
Proof: [Proof: Theoreni2] A few observations can be made regardiaglistribution of power resulting from the optimal
transmit strategy. Firstly, transmit power is upper-baethly mé, since the instantaneous power level on each eigenvector is
& —1/)\;, and); > 0. The peak-to-average power ratio (PAPR) is therefatgy. Now from [11),

i (5—%) FN) dA
> [ (e-3) rar

=¢(-ENT].

The inequality is due to the fact that the portion of the indrom 0 to 1/¢ is non-positive. Therefor€ is upper-bounded
< LB,
m

Proof: [Proof: Theorenfls] An optimaf) has eigenvalues with satisflz{20), and hence

L o0+

:((76?)1 + 5)71 Q! ((7@)71 + 5)71 5]

kk

- :(71 +4°QS) - ((@s)™*+1) 1] B

((QS)—l oyl + 72(25) 1}

(A7

whereA = AT > 0 (sinceS > andQ > are both Hermitian). Nowdet(A)A~! = adj(A) and the diagonal elements afj(A)
are determinants of principal minors d@f > 0, which are non negative [55, p. 398]. Noting that/0y > 0 completes the
proof. ]

Proof: [Proof: Theorenid6] Rank-one transmission with= F1; is optimal if reduction ing; (and corresponding increase
in some other; results in an overall decrease in mutual information. FroenKuhn-Tucker condition§ L6 {IL7), the condition
for optimality is (see also [12, 21,22, 31,49])

kk

ov A k> 2. (52)
8(]1 Q=F11 8(]k Q=F11
Furthermore, we can restrict attentionkc= 2 in (&2).
Now 5

v -e{(iresas), )

whereS = ATV2XTRXT'Y? with X ~ N, (0,1).
Now A = I + SEq; is of the form

1+511 Om—r
b Imfl
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where(,,,_; is an all-zero row vector of lengtlh — 1 andb is a column vector of lengtln — 1. We need to find the inner
product between rovk > 2 of A=! and the corresponding coluninof S. Applying the partitioned matrix inverse theorem

yields
-1 1+1—511 Om—1
A - b I
45, “m—1

and hence fok > 1,

ov
_E A —E{Skk} ’E{fklsslllz}
q Q=FE1
a S 2
- {Skk} { 1| +1I}€S|’11 }

(b) |S1k|?
= — E _
RAL { 14+ S11

. 2 T i X X))
(:) 7 — B VY T1TE (Zz:rl Pi i1 zl;)
L+71 )i pi | X

since (a)$ = ST, (b) E{S} = ~tr(R)T, and (c),

S1k = Y/T1Tk Z pi X1 Xik.

i=1

_ E{ S }
Q=E11 L+5n

_ E{ Y11 iy pi | Xa }
L7 3oy pi| Xa
Finally, the expectation with respect to th&; may be taken, which completes the proof (using the fact thety,, are
independent of the;;). ]
Proof: [Proof: Theorenil7] We need to compute the expectafich 2Bre’ = XTRX, with X ~ A5 (0,1). To that
end, letu ~ N;.1 (0,1) andv ~ N1 (0, 1) be independent Gaussian random vectors. Tiign ~ ufRu and Wiy ~ uf Ru.
Noting thatf0°° e **dx = 1/z, (which was also a key step for [48]),

Similarly, for k =1
ov
Oq

o / e "B{exp (—zyru Ru) (uf Ru + v |[uf Ro?) } da
0
[ e (vt ) (o Rt (o R
0
- / e_mEu{eXp (—x’yﬁuTRu) (uTRu + 77'1uTR2u)} dx
0

sinceu andv are independent. Now defing = y71p;, let w; = |u;|? (with densitye="¢). Writing out the inner products as
summations and using the properties of the exponential,

T

E— / 7R H e Tajw; Z (pi + 77—1pi2) w; p dx
0 i1

i=1
[e'e) T
- / e’ Z (pi +ym1p7) E{we @i} H E{e %"} dz
’ =1 i
where the last line is due to the independence ofutheComputing the expectations results in

_ - . 2 > —x Pi 1
E—Z(pz—FVﬁpi)/o ¢ (1+aix)H1+ajxdx

=1 J

ai !

— - . 2 > —x Pi J o -1
- Z (pl +7T1pz)/ ¢ (1+a;x) Z 1+ajx kl_[(aj ax) " dr

i=1 0 j J




19

via partial fraction expansion of the product. Exchangimg trder of integration and summation and noting

oo e—m
/0 (14 a;z)(1 + ajz) v = G
as defined in the statement of the theorem completes the pwitbf a few algebraic re-arrangements). [ ]
Proof: [Proof: LemmdB] We only consider entries in the upper-giglar (non-zero) part of, d;<;. We needQ = I''T’

with tr(Q) = ZKj(dij)? =1 and the diagonal elements Bf> 0. We will minimize the negative of (v) Minimize — f(v)
subject to

]{1 = Z(Vij)Q -1 S 0

i<j
9i =i <0

Create a modified cost functiof(v, 1, ¢) to be minimized, given by

Jf (W), 1, 9] = —f(v) + pka(v) + Z¢i9i(’/)

t
=—f(v)+u (Z ij — 1) + Z(bz(—yu)
i<j i=1
We wish to findmin, J [f(v), u¢]. The first step is to find the conditions for the optimal poiitto be a minimum.
From [52,53, 58]v° must satisfy
1) JI[f(v), u, @] is stationary at the optimal poimt°
2) >, piki(v°) = 0 for every constraint;(v)

3) ui >0 Vi.
4) If p; # 0 then constraink; (v) =0
From item 1, oL 5
W) OTW) | oy — i =0, 1,652 0 (53)
8%‘]‘ al/ij ’ ’
whereJ;; is the Kronecker Deltaj;; = 1 for i = j. Rearranging[{d3) gives:
0
') g, i # G0 (54)
61/”»
= 2/”/1'1', Vi > O,/L >0 (55)
[ |

Proof: [Proof. Theorenld8] For a channgl (1) whefieis defined by an arbitrary pdf, and the receiver has full kealge of
H, whilst the transmitter has statistical knowledge, theutrglistribution is known to be Gaussian with certain covac@[59].
Thus it remains to find the optimal covarian@8* of the Gaussian input signal.

Before applying Lemm&l3 we must show tHagdet(I + M XTXMT) is convexn on any positive definite matrixX
— which implieS\IJ(XTX,p(S)) is convexN on any positive triangular matrix as we require. Applying axiation of [55,
pp.466-467].

log det (I + M(aA+ (1 - a)B)T(aA +(1- a)B)MT)

> logdet (I +a*?MATAM' + (1 — a)>MB'BMT)

=logdet (af + o®MATAM' + (1 — )l + (1 — a)>MB'BMT)

> alogdet (I + aMATAMT) + (1 — a)logdet (I + (1 — )M B'BMT)

The result of Theorerfl 8 is given by applying LemEa 3 to the eam) function f(d) = ¥(Q = I''T', p(S)). The matrix
@Q may now be full, but remains positive semi-definite. Substiy X (d) = I''T’

v (IiT, p(S)) .p [Dlogdet (I + SX) 0X
ad; 7| 0X ods,

= Eg{tr I+ SX)*SSC‘ZX ] }
ij

T
= Eg{tr (I +ST'1)~1s. M;l_r} }

L ©j
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Since d;; and S are independent the trace, expectation and differentizdib commute, and the second line arises from
application of the matrix chain rule. Observe tidgt(X (t))/0t = tr(0f(X)/0z - 0X/0t). Define E¥ as the matrix of partial
derivatives of''T" with respect tad;;. In general this matrix is full.

AIT) 9, dumkdn;

EY = =
0d;; 0d;;

The channel capacity is also known to be the expectation(6f = I''T", S = H'H) over S, with Gaussian input [59].
[ |
Proof: [Proof: TheorenfId] The algorithm is a gradient descent algor on a convex problem. ]

Proof: [Proof: TheoreniZ1l0] The optimization may may be written as

t

C = max Eg{log(1l + vyo; 57
tr(Q):lg u{log(1+~a:)} (57)

whereq; is the " largest singular value of = HQH'. Taylor expansion of{37), aroungd= 0 gives:
t
C = max E a;} = max ~YE tr (HQH'
tr(Q):liZ; iy} tr(Q):lV H{ ( @ )}

It now remains to find the capacity achieving distributiorot® for any Hermitian matricest and B with eigenvalues

a >+ >a, andby > - > by,
tI‘(AB) S Zalbl

with equality if A and B are jointly diagonalizable [51] With A = Q and B = E{HH'} the capacity achieving distribution
diagonalizess { HH'}. Apply Definition[1 to give

oLQy) _ .y

aQii Qii>0

Since we requirg: constant for all non-zer@;;, the only valid solution is

1 2=1
Qi = {O else

for distinct \;, which gives and substituting fof {b7) gives the desirediltes
For k equal eigenvalues the unique solution becomes 1/k, which gives the desired result. ]
Proof: [Proof: Theoreni 1] Starting from the definition of high-SN#vte that/(Q,~) is dependent o) only through
the eigenvalues of), and not through any interaction witd. Using a Lagrange-multiplier method, and differentiat{@)
with respect toQ;;, gives:

Cglii =p Qi >0
with the only solution,
11
Qii — ; - ;
Substituting in [46) gived(347). [ |
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