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“Massive MIMO 1is an essential topic in the field of future cellular
networks. I have not seen any other book which can compete at that
level of detail and scientific rigor. I liked the didactic style, coming back
to root definitions (cellular networks, spectral efficiency, channel models,
and so forth) which will be very useful to PhD students and others
starting in this area. The models are very well explained and justified
as opposed to being imposed out of nowhere. This makes the reading
particularly pleasant and rich. Overall, a great tool to researchers and
practitioners in the field.”

David Gesbert, EURECOM

“This book provides a modern presentation of the state-of-the-art for
Massive MIMO communication. It includes a comprehensive treatment
of mathematical tools for analyzing and understanding Massive MIMO
networks. The authors provide an enlightening introduction to the topic,
suitable for graduate students and professors alike. The book starts
with the basic definitions and culminates in a systematic treatment of
spectral and energy efficiency. Of particular interest, the book provides
an updated assessment of the performance limiting factors, showing for
example that pilot contamination is not a fundamental limitation.”

Robert W. Heath Jr., The University of Texas at Austin
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ABSTRACT

Massive multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO) is one of the
most promising technologies for the next generation of wireless
communication networks because it has the potential to provide
game-changing improvements in spectral efficiency (SE) and en-
ergy efficiency (EE). This monograph summarizes many years of
research insights in a clear and self-contained way and provides
the reader with the necessary knowledge and mathematical tools
to carry out independent research in this area. Starting from
a rigorous definition of Massive MIMO, the monograph covers
the important aspects of channel estimation, SE, EE, hardware
efficiency (HE), and various practical deployment considerations.

From the beginning, a very general, yet tractable, canonical system
model with spatial channel correlation is introduced. This model
is used to realistically assess the SE and EE, and is later extended
to also include the impact of hardware impairments. Owing to
this rigorous modeling approach, a lot of classic “wisdom” about
Massive MIMO, based on too simplistic system models, is shown
to be questionable.

The monograph contains many numerical examples, which can
be reproduced using Matlab code that is available online at
https://dx.doi.org/10.1561/2000000093__supp.

Emil Bj6rnson, Jakob Hoydis and Luca Sanguinetti (2017), “Massive MIMO Networks:
Spectral, Energy, and Hardware Efficiency”, Foundations and Trends® in Signal
Processing: Vol. 11, No. 3-4, pp 154-655. DOI: 10.1561,/2000000093.



Preface

Why We Wrote this Monograph

Massive multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO) is currently a buzz-
word in the evolution of cellular networks, but there is a great divide
between what different people read into it. Some say Massive MIMO
was conceived by Thomas Marzetta in a seminal paper from 2010,
but the terminology cannot be found in that paper. Some say it is a
reincarnation of space-division multiple access (SDMA), but with more
antennas than in the field-trials carried out in the 1990s. Some say that
any radio technology with at least 64 antennas is Massive MIMO. In
this monograph, we explain what Massive MIMO is to us and how the
research conducted in the past decades lead to a scalable multiantenna
technology that offers great throughput and energy efficiency under
practical conditions. We decided to write this monograph to share
the insights and know-how that each of us has obtained through ten
years of multiuser MIMO research. Two key differences from previous
books on this topic are the spatial channel correlation and the rigorous
signal processing design considered herein, which uncover fundamental
characteristics that are easily overlooked by using more tractable but
less realistic models and processing schemes. In our effort to provide a
coherent description of the topic, we cover many details that cannot be
found in the research literature, but are important to connect the dots.
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This monograph is substantially longer than the average monograph
published in Foundations and Trends, but we did not choose the pub-
lisher based on the format but the quality and openness that it offers.
We want to reach a broad audience by offering printed books as well as
open access to an electronic version. We have made the simulation code
available online, to encourage reproducibility and continued research.
This monograph is targeted at graduate students, researchers, and pro-
fessors who want to learn the conceptual and analytical foundations of
Massive MIMO, in terms of spectral, energy, and/or hardware efficiency,
as well as channel estimation and practical considerations. We also
cover some related topics and recent trends, but purposely in less detail,
to focus on the unchanging fundamentals and not on the things that
current research is targeting. Basic linear algebra, probability theory,
estimation theory, and information theory are sufficient to read this
monograph. The appendices contain detailed proofs of the analytical
results and, for completeness, the basic theory is also summarized.

Structure of the Monograph

Section 1 introduces the basic concepts that lay the foundation for the
definition and design of Massive MIMO. Section 2 provides a rigorous
definition of the Massive MIMO technology and introduces the system
and channel models that are used in the remainder of the monograph.
Section 3 describes the signal processing used for channel estimation
on the basis of uplink (UL) pilots. Receive combining and transmit
precoding are considered in Section 4 wherein expressions for the spectral
efficiency (SE) achieved in the UL and downlink (DL) are derived and
the key insights are described and exemplified. Section 5 shows that
Massive MIMO also plays a key role when designing highly energy-
efficient cellular networks. Section 6 analyzes how transceiver hardware
impairments affect the SE and shows that Massive MIMO makes more
efficient use of the hardware. This opens the door for using components
with lower resolution (e.g., fewer quantization bits) to save energy and
cost. Section 7 provides an overview of important practical aspects,
such as spatial resource allocation, channel modeling, array deployment,
and the role of Massive MIMO in heterogeneous networks.
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How to Use this Monograph

Researchers who want to delve into the field of Massive MIMO (e.g., for
the purpose of performing independent research) can basically read the
monograph from cover to cover. However, we stress that Sections 5, 6,
and 7 can be read in any order, based on personal preferences.

Each section ends with a summary of key points. A professor who
is familiar with the broad field of MIMO can read these summaries to
become acquainted with the content, and then decide what to read in
detail.

A graduate-level course can cover Sections 1-4 in depth or partially.
Selected parts of the remaining sections may also be included in the
course, depending on the background and interest of the students. An
extensive slide set and homework exercises are made available for teach-
ers who would like to give a course based on this monograph.

The authors, October 2017
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Introduction and Motivation

Wireless communication technology has fundamentally changed the
way we communicate. The time when telephones, computers, and Inter-
net connections were bound to be wired, and only used at predefined
locations, has passed. These communications services are nowadays
wirelessly accessible almost everywhere on Earth, thanks to the deploy-
ment of cellular wide area networks (e.g., based on the GSM*!, UMTS?,
and LTE? standards), local area networks (based on different versions
of the WiFi standard IEEE 802.11), and satellite services. Wireless
connectivity has become an essential part of the society—as vital as
electricity—and as such the technology itself spurs new applications and
services. We have already witnessed the streaming media revolution,
where music and video are delivered on demand over the Internet. The
first steps towards a fully networked society with augmented reality
applications, connected homes and cars, and machine-to-machine com-
munications have also been taken. Looking 15 years into the future, we
will find new innovative wireless services that we cannot predict today.

!Global System for Mobile Communications (GSM).
*Universal Mobile Telecommunications System (UMTS).
3Long Term Evolution (LTE).
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The amount of wireless voice and data communications has grown
at an exponential pace for many decades. This trend is referred to as
Cooper’s law because the wireless researcher Martin Cooper [91] noticed
in the 1990s that the number of voice and data connections has doubled
every two-and-a-half years, since Guglielmo Marconi’s first wireless
transmissions in 1895. This corresponds to a 32% annual growth rate.
Looking ahead, the Ericsson Mobility Report forecasts a compound
annual growth rate of 42% in mobile data traffic from 2016 to 2022 [109],
which is even faster than Cooper’s law. The demand for wireless data
connectivity will definitely continue to increase in the foreseeable future;
for example, since the video fidelity is constantly growing, since new
must-have services are likely to arise, and because we are moving into a
networked society, where all electronic devices connect to the Internet.
An important question is how to evolve the current wireless communi-
cations technologies to meet the continuously increasing demand, and
thereby avoid an imminent data traffic crunch. An equally important
question is how to satisfy the rising expectations of service quality. Cus-
tomers will expect the wireless services to work equally well anywhere
and at any time, just as they expect the electricity grid to be robust
and constantly available. To keep up with an exponential traffic growth
rate and simultaneously provide ubiquitous connectivity, industrial and
academic researchers need to turn every stone to design new revolution-
ary wireless network technologies. This monograph explains what the
Massive multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO) technology is and why
it is a promising solution to handle several orders-of-magnitude? more
wireless data traffic than today’s technologies.

The cellular concept for wireless communication networks is defined
in Section 1.1, which also discusses how to evolve current network
technology to accommodate more traffic. Section 1.2 defines the spectral
efficiency (SE) notion and provides basic information-theoretic results
that will serve as a foundation for later analysis. Different ways to
improve the SE are compared in Section 1.3, which motivates the design
of Massive MIMO. The key points are summarized in Section 1.4.

“In communications, a factor ten is called one order-of-magnitude, while a factor
100 stands for two orders-of-magnitude and so on.
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1.1 Cellular Networks

Wireless communication is based on radio, meaning that electromagnetic
(EM) waves are designed to carry information from a transmitter to
one or multiple receivers. Since the EM waves propagate in all possible
directions from the transmitter, the signal energy spreads out and less
energy reaches a desired receiver as the distance increases. To deliver
wireless services with sufficiently high received signal energy over wide
coverage areas, researchers at Bell Labs postulated in 1947 that a cellular
network topology is needed [277]. According to this idea, the coverage
area is divided into cells that operate individually using a fixed-location
base station; that is, a piece of network equipment that facilitates
wireless communication between a device and the network. The cellular
concept was further developed and analyzed over the subsequent decades
[291, 116, 204, 364] and later deployed in practice. Without any doubt,
the cellular concept was a major breakthrough and has been the main
driver to deliver wireless services in the last forty years (since the “first
generation” of mobile phone systems emerged in the 1980s). In this
monograph, a cellular network is defined as follows.

Definition 1.1 (Cellular network). A cellular network consists of a set
of base stations (BSs) and a set of user equipments (UEs).> Each UE is
connected to one of the BSs, which provides service to it. The downlink
(DL) refers to signals sent from the BSs to their respective UEs, while
the uplink (UL) refers to transmissions from the UEs to their respective
BSs.

While this definition specifies the setup that we will study, it does
not cover every aspect of cellular networks; for example, to enable
efficient handover between cells, a UE can momentarily be connected
to multiple BSs.

5The terms BS and UE stem from GSM and LTE standards, respectively, but
are used in this monograph without any reference to particular standards.

5Tn a fully cooperative cellular network, called network MIMO [126] or cell-free
system [240], all BSs are connected to a central processing site and are used to jointly
serve all UEs in the network. In this case, the DL (UL) refers to signals transmitted
from (to) all the BSs to (from) each UE. Such a cellular network is not the focus of
this monograph, but cell-free systems are briefly described in Section 7.4.3 on p. 509.
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Base
station

Figure 1.1: A basic cellular network, where each BS covers a distinct geographical
area and provides service to all UEs in it. The area is called a “cell” and is illustrated
with a distinct color. The cell may consist of all geographic locations where this BS
provides the strongest DL signal.

An illustration of a cellular network is provided in Figure 1.1. This
monograph focuses on the wireless communication links between BSs
and UEs, while the remaining network infrastructure (e.g., fronthaul,
backhaul, and core network) is assumed to function perfectly. There
are several branches of wireless technologies that are currently in use,
such as the IEEE 802.11 family for WiFi wireless local area networks
(WLANS), the 3rd Generation Partnership Project (3GPP) family with
GSM/UMTS/LTE for mobile communications [128], and the competing
3GPP2 family with IS-95/CDMA2000/EV-DO. Some standards within
these families are evolutions of each other, optimized for the same use
case, while others are designed for different use cases. Together they
form a heterogeneous network consisting of two main tiers:

1. Coverage tier: Consisting of outdoor cellular BSs that provide
wide-area coverage, mobility support, and are shared between
many UEs;

2. Hotspot tier: Consisting of (mainly) indoor BSs that offer high
throughput in small local areas to a few UEs.

The term “heterogeneous” implies that these two tiers coexist in the
same area. In particular, the hotspot BSs are deployed to create small
cells (SCs) within the coverage area of the cellular BSs, as illustrated in
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BS in coverage tier i BS in hotspot tier @ UE in any tier

Figure 1.2: Current wireless networks are heterogeneous since a tier of SCs is
deployed to offload traffic from the coverage tier. BSs in the coverage tier and in
the hotspot tier are depicted differently, as shown in the figure. To improve the
area throughput of the coverage tier, it is particularly important to increase the
SE, because densification and the use of additional bandwidth at higher frequencies
would degrade mobility support and coverage.

Figure 1.2. The two tiers may utilize the same frequency spectrum, but,
in practice, it is common to use different spectrum to avoid inter-tier
coordination; for example, the coverage tier might use LTE and operate
in the 2.1 GHz band, while the hotspot tier might use WiF1i in the 5 GHz
band.

Cellular networks were originally designed for wireless voice commu-
nications, but it is wireless data transmissions that dominate nowadays
[109]. Video on-demand accounts for the majority of traffic in wireless
networks and is also the main driver of the predicted increase in traffic
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demand [86]. The area throughput is thus a highly relevant performance
metric of contemporary and future cellular networks. It is measured in
bit/s/km? and can be modeled using the following high-level formula:

Area throughput [bit/s/ km2] =
B [Hz] - D [cells/km?] - SE [bit/s/Hz/cell]  (1.1)

where B is the bandwidth, D is the average cell density, and SE is the
SE per cell. The SE is the amount of information that can be transferred
per second over one Hz of bandwidth, and it is later defined in detail in
Section 1.2.

These are the three main components that determine the area
throughput, and that need to be increased in order to achieve higher
area throughput in future cellular networks. This principle applies to
the coverage tier as well as to the hotspot tier. Based on (1.1), one can
think of the area throughput as being the volume of a rectangular box
with sides B, D, and SE; see Figure 1.3. There is an inherent dependence
between these three components in the sense that the choice of frequency
band and cell density affects the propagation conditions; for example,
the probability of having a line-of-sight (LoS) channel between the
transmitter and receiver (and between out-of-cell interferers and the
receiver), the average propagation losses, etc. However, one can treat
these three components as independent as a first-order approximation to
gain basic insights. Consequently, there are three main ways to improve
the area throughput of cellular networks:

1. Allocate more bandwidth;
2. Densify the network by deploying more BSs;
3. Improve the SE per cell.

The main goal of this section is to demonstrate how we can achieve
major improvements in SE. These insights are then utilized in Section 2
on p. 216 to define the Massive MIMO technology.

1.1.1 Evolving Cellular Networks for Higher Area Throughput

Suppose, for the matter of argument, that we want to design a new
cellular network that improves the area throughput by a factor of 1000
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(- Volume = Area throughput

Average cell
density (D)

Bandwidth
(B)

Spectral efficiency (SE)

Figure 1.3: The area throughput can be computed according to (1.1) as the volume
of a rectangular box where the bandwidth, average cell density, and SE are the length
of each side.

)

over existing networks; that is, to solve “the 1000x data challenge’
posed by Qualcomm [271]. Note that such a network can handle the
three orders-of-magnitude increase in wireless data traffic that will occur
over the next 15-20 years, if the annual traffic growth rate continues
to be in the range of 41%-59%. How can we handle such a huge traffic
growth according to the formula in (1.1)7

One potential solution would be to increase the bandwidth B by
1000x. Current cellular networks utilize collectively more than 1 GHz of
bandwidth in the frequency range below 6 GHz. For example, the telecom
operators in Sweden have licenses for more than 1 GHz of spectrum
[65], while the corresponding number in USA is around 650 MHz [30].
An additional 500 MHz of spectrum is available for WiFi [65]. This
means that a 1000x increase corresponds to using more than 1 THz
of bandwidth in the future. This is physically impractical since the
frequency spectrum is a global resource that is shared among many
different services, and also because it entails using much higher frequency
bands than in the past, which physically limits the range and service
reliability. There are, however, substantial bandwidths in the millimeter
wavelength (mmWave) bands (e.g., in the range 30-300 GHz) that can be
used for short-range applications. These mmWave bands are attractive
in the hotspot tier, but less so in the coverage tier since the signals at
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those frequencies are easily blocked by objects and human bodies and
thus cannot provide robust coverage.

Another potential solution would be to densify the cellular network
by deploying 1000x more BSs per km?. The inter-BS distances in the
coverage tier are currently a few hundred meters in urban areas and
the BSs are deployed at elevated locations to avoid being shadowed
by large objects and buildings. This limits the number of locations
where BSs can be deployed in the coverage tier. It is hard to densify
without moving BSs closer to UEs, which leads to increased risks of
being in deep shadow, thereby reducing coverage. Deploying additional
hotspots is a more viable solution. Although WiFi is available almost
everywhere in urban areas, the average inter-BS distance in the hotspot
tier can certainly shrink down to tens of meters in the future. Reusing
the spectrum from the coverage tier or using mmWave bands in these
SCs can also bring substantial improvements to the area throughput
[197]. Nevertheless, this solution is associated with high deployment
costs, inter-cell interference issues [19], and is not suitable for mobile
UEs, which would have to switch BS very often. Note that even under
a substantial densification of the hotspot tier, the coverage tier is still
required to support mobility and avoid coverage holes.

Higher cell density and larger bandwidth have historically domi-
nated the evolution of the coverage tier, which explains why we are
approaching a saturation point where further improvements are in-
creasingly complicated and expensive. However, it might be possible
to dramatically improve the SE of future cellular networks. This is
particularly important for BSs in the coverage tier that, as explained
above, can neither use mmWave bands nor rely on network densification.
Increasing the SE corresponds to using the BSs and bandwidth that
are already in place more efficiently by virtue of new modulation and
multiplexing techniques. The principal goal is to select a rectangular
box, as illustrated in Figure 1.4, where each side represents the multi-
plicative improvement in either B, D, or SE. As shown in the figure,
there are different ways to choose these factors in order to achieve 1000 x
higher area throughput. A pragmatic approach is to first investigate how
much the SE can be improved towards the 1000x goal and then jointly
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10x

10x 5X 8%

10x 25%

(a) Equal improvement. (b) Improving some factors more than others.

Figure 1.4: Examples of different ways to achieve a 1000x improvement in area
throughput. Each side of the rectangular box represents an improvement factor in
either B, D, or SE in (1.1), and their multiplication (i.e., the volume) equals 1000x.

increase B and D to take care of the remaining part of the ambitious
final goal. Section 4 on p. 275 shows why Massive MIMO is considered
the most promising technology for improving the SE in future cellular
networks.

Remark 1.1 (Massive MIMO versus SCs in mmWave bands). This mono-
graph focuses on the coverage tier, which will remain the most chal-
lenging tier in the future since it should provide ubiquitous coverage,
support mobility, and simultaneously deliver a uniform service quality
within each cell. All of this must be achieved without any substantial
densification or use of mmWave spectrum because that would inevitably
result in patchy coverage. This is why major improvements in SE are
needed. We will demonstrate that Massive MIMO can deliver that. In
contrast, the main purpose of the hotspot tier is to reduce the pressure
on the coverage tier by offloading a large portion of the traffic from
low-mobility UEs. Since only short-range best-effort communications
must be supported, this tier can be enhanced by straightforward cell
densification and by using the large bandwidths available in mmWave
bands. The use of Massive MIMO in mmWave bands will be discussed
in Section 7.5 on p. 522, while the combination of Massive MIMO and
SCs is considered in Section 7.6 on p. 527.
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1.2 Definition of Spectral Efficiency

We now provide a definition of SE for a communication channel with a
bandwidth of B Hz. The Nyquist-Shannon sampling theorem implies
that the band-limited communication signal that is sent over this channel
is completely determined by 2B real-valued equal-spaced samples per
second [298]. When considering the complex-baseband representation
of the signal, B complex-valued samples per second is the more natural
quantity [314]. These B samples are the degrees of freedom available
for designing the communication signal. The SE is the amount of
information that can be transferred reliably per complex-valued sample.

Definition 1.2 (Spectral efficiency). The SE of an encoding/decoding
scheme is the average number of bits of information, per complex-
valued sample, that it can reliably transmit over the channel under
consideration.

From this definition, it is clear that the SE is a deterministic number
that can be measured in bit per complex-valued sample. Since there are
B samples per second, an equivalent unit of the SE is bit per second
per Hertz, often written in short-form as bit/s/Hz. For fading channels,
which change over time, the SE can be viewed as the average number of
bit/s/Hz over the fading realizations, as will be defined below. In this
monograph, we often consider the SE of a channel between a UE and a
BS, which for simplicity we refer to as the “SE of the UE”. A related
metric is the information rate [bit/s|, which is defined as the product
of the SE and the bandwidth B. In addition, we commonly consider
the sum SE of the channels from all UEs in a cell to the respective BS,
which is measured in bit/s/Hz/cell.

The channel between a transmitter and a receiver at given loca-
tions can support many different SEs (depending on the chosen encod-
ing/decoding scheme), but the largest achievable SE is of key importance
when designing communication systems. The maximum SE is deter-
mined by the channel capacity, which was defined by Claude Shannon
in his seminal paper [297] from 1948. The following theorem provides
the capacity for the channel illustrated in Figure 1.5.
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Input Output
—>> Channel ———>
x Yy

Figure 1.5: A general discrete memoryless channel with input « and output y.

Theorem 1.1 (Channel capacity). Consider a discrete memoryless chan-
nel with input x and output y, which are two random variables. Any
SE smaller or equal to the channel capacity

C = sup (H(y) — H(ylz)) (1.2)

f(x)

is achievable with arbitrarily low error probability, while larger values
cannot be achieved. The supremum is taken with respect to all feasible
input distributions f(z), while H(y) is the differential entropy of the
output and H(y|z) is the conditional differential entropy of the output
given the input.

The terminology of discrete memoryless channels and entropy is
defined in Appendix B.5 on p. 572. We refer to [297] and textbooks
on information theory, such as [94], for the proof of Theorem 1.1. The
set of feasible input distributions depends on the application, but it is
common to consider all distributions that satisfy a constraint on the
input power. In wireless communications, we are particularly interested
in channels where the received signal is the superposition of a scaled
version of the desired signal and additive Gaussian noise. These channels
are commonly referred to as additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN)
channels. The channel capacity in Theorem 1.1 can be computed in
closed form in the following canonical case from [298], which is also
illustrated in Figure 1.6.

Corollary 1.2. Consider a discrete memoryless channel with input x € C
and output y € C given by

y=hx+n (1.3)

where n ~ Ng(0,02) is independent noise. The input distribution is
power-limited as E{|z|?} < p and the channel response h € C is known
at the output.
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Noise
Channel n
response
Input Output
h +
x Yy

Figure 1.6: A discrete memoryless channel with input  and output y = hx + n,
where h is the channel response and n is independent Gaussian noise.

If A is deterministic, then the channel capacity is

2
C = log, <1 + plh] ) (1.4)

o2

and is achieved by the input distribution 2 ~ N¢(0, p).
If i is a realization of a random variable H that is independent of
the signal and noise, then the ergodic” channel capacity is

czE{log2 <1+p’:22>} (1.5)

where the expectation is with respect to h. This is called a fading channel
and the capacity is achieved by the input distribution z ~ N¢ (0, p).

Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.1.1 on p. 579. O

The channel considered in Corollary 1.2 is called a single-input
single-output (SISO) channel because one input signal is sent and
results in one output signal. An average power constraint is assumed
in the corollary and throughout this monograph, but other constraints
also exist in practice; see Remark 7.1 on p. 460 for a further discussion.
The practical meaning of the channel capacity can be described by
considering the transmission of an information sequence with N scalar
inputs, generated by an ergodic stochastic process, over the discrete

"The capacity of a fading channel requires that the transmission spans asymptot-
ically many realizations of the random variable that describes the channel. This is
referred to as the ergodic capacity since a stationary ergodic random fading process
is required if the statistical properties shall be deducible from a single sequence of
channel realizations. Each channel realization is used for a predetermined and finite
number of input signals, then a new realization is taken from the random process.
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memoryless channel in Corollary 1.2. If the scalar input has an SE
smaller or equal to the capacity, the information sequence can be
encoded such that the receiver can decode it with arbitrarily low error
probability as N — oo. In other words, an infinite decoding delay is
required to achieve the capacity. The seminal work in [267] quantifies
how closely the capacity can be approached at a finite length of the
information sequence. The SE is generally a good performance metric
whenever data blocks of thousands of bits are transmitted [50].

The capacity expressions in (1.4) and (1.5) have a form that is
typical for communications: the base-two logarithm of one plus the
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR)-like expression

Received signal power
~

plhl®
. . (1.6)

~—
Noise power

This is the actual measurable SNR for a deterministic channel response
h, while it is the instantaneous SNR for a given channel realization
when A is random. Since the SNR fluctuates in the latter case, it is more
convenient to consider the average SNR when describing the quality of
a communication channel. We define the average SNR as
PE{|[*}

o2

SNR = (1.7)

where the expectation is computed with respect to the channel realiza-
tions. We call E{|h|?} the average channel gain since it is the average
scaling of the signal power incurred by the channel.

Transmissions in cellular networks are in general corrupted by in-
terference from simultaneous transmissions in the same and other cells.
By adding such interference to the channel in Figure 1.6, we obtain the
discrete memoryless interference channel in Figure 1.7. The interference
is not necessarily independent of the input z and the channel h. The
exact channel capacity of interference channels is generally unknown,
but convenient lower bounds can be obtained. Inspired by [36, 214], the
following corollary provides the lower capacity bounds that will be used
repeatedly in this monograph.
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Figure 1.7: A discrete memoryless interference channel with input x and output
y = hx + v + n, where h is the channel response, n is independent Gaussian noise,
and v is the interference, which is uncorrelated with the input and the channel.

Corollary 1.3. Consider a discrete memoryless interference channel with
input € C and output y € C given by

y=hx+v+n (1.8)

where n ~ N¢(0,02) is independent noise, the channel response h € C
is known at the output, and v € C is random interference. The input is
power-limited as E{|z|?} < p.

If A is deterministic and the interference v has zero mean, a known
variance p,, € Ry, and is uncorrelated with the input (i.e., E{z*v} = 0),
then the channel capacity C' is lower bounded as

h 2
C > log, (1 + pp|—{—’02> (1.9)

where the bound is achieved using the input distribution z ~ Ng(0,p).

Suppose h € C is instead a realization of the random variable H and
that U is a random variable with realization u that affects the interfer-
ence variance. The realizations of these random variables are known at
the output. If the noise n is conditionally independent of v given h and
u, the interference v has conditional zero mean (i.e., E{v|h,u} = 0) and
conditional variance denoted by p,,(h, u) = E{|v|?|h,u}, and the interfer-
ence is conditionally uncorrelated with the input (i.e., E{z*v|h,u} = 0),
then the ergodic® channel capacity C is lower bounded as

2
C>E{log2 <1+m(’f’3)+02>} (1.10)

8When transmitting an information sequence over this fading channel, a sequence
of realizations of H and U is created, forming stationary ergodic random processes.
Each set of realizations (h,u) is used for a predetermined and finite number of input
signals, then a new set of realizations is taken from the random processes.
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where the expectation is taken with respect to h and u, and the bound
is achieved using the input distribution z ~ N¢(0, p).

Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.1.2 on p. 580. O

Note that in Corollary 1.3, we use the shorthand notation E{v|h, u}
for the conditional expectation E{v|H = h,U = wu}. For notational
convenience, we will from now on omit the random variables in similar
expressions and only write out the realizations.

The lower bounds on the channel capacity in Corollary 1.3 are
obtained by treating the interference as an additional source of noise in
the decoder, which might not be optimal from an information-theoretic
point of view. For example, if an interfering signal is very strong, then
one can potentially decode it and subtract the interference from the
received signal, before decoding the desired signal. This is conceptually
simple, but harder to perform in a practical cellular network, where
the interfering signals change over time and the cells are not fully
cooperating. In fact, there should not be any strongly interfering signal
in a well-designed cellular network. In the low-interference regime, it
is optimal (i.e., capacity-achieving) to treat interference as additional
noise, as shown in [230, 296, 20, 21, 295].

We utilize SE expressions of the type in Corollary 1.3 throughout
this monograph and stress that these might not be the highest achievable
SEs, but SEs that can be achieved by low-complexity signal processing
in the receiver, where interference is treated as noise. The SE expressions
in (1.9) and (1.10) have a form typical for wireless communications: the
base-two logarithm of one plus the expression

Received signal power
—~

p|h|®

Do + o
~— ~—
Interference power  Noise power

SINR =

. (1.11)

that can be interpreted as the signal-to-interference-plus-noise ratio
(SINR). Formally, this is only an SINR when A and p,, are deterministic;
the expression is otherwise random. For simplicity, we will refer to
any term a that appears as E{logy(1 4+ a)} in an SE expression as an
instantaneous SINR (with slight abuse of terminology).



1.3. Ways to Improve the Spectral Efficiency 173

The SE expressions presented in this section are the fundamental
building blocks for the theory developed in later sections. The capacity
results consider discrete memoryless channels, which are different from
practical continuous wireless channels. However, the bandwidth B can
be divided into narrow subchannels (e.g., using orthogonal frequency-
division multiplexing (OFDM)) that are essentially memoryless if the
symbol time is much longer than the delay spread of the propagation
environment [314].

1.3 Ways to Improve the Spectral Efficiency

There are different ways to improve the per-cell SE in cellular networks.
In this section, we will compare different approaches to showcase which
ones are the most promising. For simplicity, we consider a two-cell
network where the average channel gain between a BS and every UE in
a cell is identical, as illustrated in Figure 1.8. This is a tractable model
for studying the basic properties of cellular communications, due to
the small number of system parameters. It is an instance of the Wyner
model, initially proposed by Aaron Wyner in [353] and studied for fading
channels in [304]. It has been used extensively to study the fundamental
information-theoretic properties of cellular networks; see the monograph
[303] and references therein. More realistic, but less tractable, network
models will be considered in later sections.

In the UL scenario shown in Figure 1.8, the UEs in cell 0 transmit
to their serving BS, while the UL signals from the UEs in cell 1 leak
into cell 0 as interference. The average channel gain from a UE in cell 0
to its serving BS is denoted by (), while the interfering signals from
UEs in cell 1 have an average channel gain of 3. Similarly, the average
channel gain from a UE in cell 1 to its serving BS is denoted by f},
while the interfering signals from UEs in cell 0 have an average channel
gain of 8. Notice that the superscript indicates the cell of the receiving
BS and the subscript indicates the cell that the transmitting UE resides
in. The average channel gains are positive dimensionless quantities that
are often very small since the signal energy decays quickly with the
propagation distance; values in the range from —70dB to —120dB are
common within the serving cell, while even smaller values appear for
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Desired signal —_—
Interfering signal = = = =»

Cell 0

Figure 1.8: Illustration of the notion of desired and interfering UL signals in a
two-cell network. In the Wyner model, every UE in cell 0 has the same value of the
average channel gain 4 from its serving BS and of the average channel gain 3§ to
the other-cell BS, while every UE in cell 1 has the same value of 3 and f;.

interfering signals. As shown later, it is not the absolute values that are
of main importance when computing the SE, but the relative strength
of the interference as compared to the desired signals. For simplicity, we
assume that the intra-cell channel gains are equal (i.e., 8§ = 1) and
that the inter-cell channel gains are equal as well (i.e., Y = 33); this is
commonly assumed in the Wyner model. We can then define the ratio
8 between the inter-cell and intra-cell channel gains as

Bzﬂ?:@:ﬁ):@ (1.12)

g By 8L BT ‘

This ratio will be used in the analysis of both UL and DL. We typically
have 0 < 8 < 1, where 8 = 0 corresponds to a negligibly weak inter-cell
interference and 5 ~ 1 means that the inter-cell interference is as strong
as the desired signals (which may happen for UEs at the cell edge). We
will use this model in the remainder of Section 1, to discuss different
ways to improve the SE per cell.

1.3.1 Increase the Transmit Power

The SE naturally depends on the strength of the received desired signal,
represented by the average SNR, defined in (1.7). Using the Wyner
model described above, the average SNR of a UE in cell 0 is

SNRg = %58 (1.13)

where p denotes the UE’s transmit power and o2 is the noise power.
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These power quantities are measured in Joule per time interval. Any
type of time interval can be utilized as long as it is the same for both
the signal and the noise, but common choices are “one second” or “one
sample”. The parameter SNR( plays a key role in many of the expressions
computed in this section.

Assume that there is one active UE per cell and that each BS and
UE is equipped with a single antenna. Notice that with “antenna” we
refer to a component with a size that is smaller than the wavelength
(e.g., a patch antenna) and not the type of large high-gain antennas
that are used at the BSs in conventional cellular networks. Antennas
and antenna arrays are further discussed in Section 7.4 on p. 500.

Focusing on a flat-fading® wireless channel, the symbol-sampled
complex-baseband signal yg € C received at the BS in cell 0 is

vo= hdso + hYs1 + ng (1.14)
——

~—
Desired signal  Interfering signal  Noise

where the additive receiver noise is modeled as ng ~ N¢(0,0?). The
scalars sg,s1 ~ Nc(0,p) in (1.14) represent the information signals'®
transmitted by the desired and interfering UEs, respectively. More-
over, their channel responses are denoted by h) € C and hY € C,
respectively. The properties of these channel responses depend on the
propagation environment. In this section, we consider one model of LoS
propagation and one model of non-line-of-sight (NLoS) propagation.
In single-antenna LoS propagation, hY and h{ are deterministic scalars
corresponding to the square-root of the (average) channel gains:

hY =1/BY fori=0,1. (1.15)

In general, the channel response will also have a phase rotation, but
it is neglected here since it does not affect the SE. The channel gain

9In flat-fading channels, the coherence bandwidth of the channel is larger than
the signal bandwidth [314]. Therefore, all frequency components of the signal will
experience the same magnitude of fading, resulting in a scalar channel response.

10The information signals are assumed to be complex Gaussian distributed since
this maximizes the differential entropy of the signal (see Lemma B.21 on p. 574) and
achieves the capacity in interference-free scenarios (see Corollary 1.2). In practice,
quadrature amplitude modulation (QAM) schemes with finite number of constellation
points are commonly used, which leads to a small shaping-loss as compared to having
infinitely many constellation points from a Gaussian distribution.
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BY can be interpreted as the macroscopic large-scale fading in LoS
propagation, caused by distance-dependent pathloss. The impact of
the transceiver hardware, including the antenna gains, is also absorbed
into this parameter. The parameter is constant if the transmitter and
receiver are fixed, while it changes if the transmitter and/or receiver
move. Microscopic movements (at the order of the wavelength) can be
modeled as phase-rotations in h?, while large movements (at the order
of meters) lead to substantial changes in 3?. We consider a fixed value of
hY in order to apply the SE expression in Corollary 1.3 for deterministic
channels.

In NLoS propagation environments, the channel responses are ran-
dom variables that change over time and frequency. If there is sufficient
scattering between the UEs and the BS, then h) and h{ are well-modeled
as

B~ Ne (0,9) for i =0,1 (1.16)

as validated by the channel measurements reported in [337, 177, 83,
365]. The transmitted signal reaches the receiver through many different
paths and the superimposed received signals can either reinforce or
cancel each other. When the number of paths is large, the central limit
theorem motivates the use of a Gaussian distribution. This phenomenon
is known as small-scale fading and is a microscopic effect caused by
small variations in the propagation environment (e.g., movement of
the transmitter, receiver, or other objects). In contrast, the variance
ﬂ? is interpreted as the macroscopic large-scale fading, which includes
distance-dependent pathloss, shadowing, antenna gains, and penetration
losses in NLoS propagation. The channel model in (1.16) is called
Rayleigh fading, because the magnitude |h?| is a Rayleigh distributed
random variable.

Notice that the average channel gain is E{|h|*} = Y, for i = 0,1,
in both propagation cases in order to make them easily comparable.
Practical channels can contain a mix of a deterministic LoS component
and a random NLoS component, but, by studying the differences between
the two extreme cases, we can predict what will happen in the mixed
cases as well. The following lemma provides closed-form SE expressions
for the LoS and NLoS cases.
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Lemma 1.4. Suppose the BS in cell 0 knows the channel responses. An
achievable! UL SE for the desired UE in the LoS case is

1
SEL®S = log, (1 +— (1.17)
B+ sy

with 3 and SNRg given by (1.12) and (1.13), respectively. In the NLoS
case (with 3 # 1), an achievable UL SE is

SENLOS —E{1 1 p’hg 2
o 82 | 1 p|h{|? + o2

log,(2) (1 - 5)

where E1(z) = [ “—du denotes the exponential integral and log,(-)
denotes the natural logarithm.

Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.1.3 on p. 582. O

SNRof (1.18)

—xzTUu

This lemma shows that the SE is fully characterized by the SNR
of the desired signal, SNRy, and the relative strength of the inter-cell
interference, 3. Note that the closed-form NLoS expression in (1.18)
only applies for 3 # 1. Recall that 0 < 5 < 1 is the typical range of
3. The pathological case 8 = 1 represents a cell-edge scenario where
the desired and interfering signals are equally strong. An alternative
expression can be derived for = 1, using the same methodology as in
the proof of Lemma 1.4, but it does not provide any further insights
and is therefore omitted.

The SE is naturally an increasing function of the SNR, which is
most easily seen from the LoS expression in (1.17), where the SE is the
logarithm of the following SINR. expression:

Signal power
0
Bt B+ o2 ‘
SNRo
Interference power  Noise power

1Recall that an SE is achievable if there exists a sequence of codes such that the
maximum probability of error in transmission for any message of length N converges
to zero as N — oo [94]. Any SE smaller or equal to the capacity is thus achievable.
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Figure 1.9: Average UL SE as a function of the SNR, for different cases of inter-cell
interference strength, 8 € {—10,—30} dB, and different channel models.

One can improve the SE by increasing the transmit power p. However,
the SE will not increase indefinitely with p. In the LoS case, we have

1
SEFS — log, <1 + ﬁ) as p — 00 (1.20)

where the limit is completely determined by the strength of the inter-
ference. This is due to the fact that the desired UE and the interfering
UE both increase their transmit powers, which is the case of interest in
cellular networks since good service quality should be guaranteed in all
cells. The corresponding limit in the NLoS case is

SENLoS . i 5 log, (é) as p — 00 (1.21)
which can be proved by expanding the exponential integrals in (1.18)
using the identity in [3, Eq. (5.1.11)] and then taking the limit p — oco.

To exemplify these behaviors, Figure 1.9 shows the SE as a function
of the SNR, where an SNR increase is interpreted as increasing the
transmit power p. We consider two different strengths of the inter-
cell interference: 3 = —10dB and § = —30dB. The SE converges
quickly to the LoS limit logy(1 + 1/3) ~ 3.46 bit/s/Hz and the NLoS
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limit logy(1/3)/(1 — B) ~ 3.69 bit/s/Hz in the former case, since the
interference is only 10 dB weaker than the desired signal. In the case of
3 = —30dB, the convergence to the LoS limit 9.97 bit/s/Hz and NLoS
limit 9.98 bit/s/Hz is less visible in the considered SNR range, since
the interference is weaker and the logarithm makes the SE grow slowly.
Nevertheless, we notice that going from SNRy = 10dB to SNRy = 30dB
only doubles the SE, though 100 times more transmit power is required.
The NLoS case provides slightly lower SE than the LoS case for most
SNRs, due to the random fluctuations of the squared magnitude |hQ|?
of the channel. However, the randomness turns into a small advantage
at high SNR, where the limit is slightly higher in NLoS because the
interference can be much weaker than the signal for some channel
realizations. This behavior is seen for 3 = —10dB in Figure 1.9, while
it occurs at higher SNRs for § = —30dB.

In summary, increasing the SNR by using more transmit power
improves the SE, but the positive effect quickly pushes the network
into an interference-limited regime where no extraordinary SEs can be
obtained. This is basically because of the lack of degrees of freedom at
the BS, which cannot separate the desired signal from the interference
from a single observation.'? This interference-limited regime is where
the coverage tier operates in current networks, while the situation for
the hotspot tier depends on how the BSs are deployed. For example, the
signals at mmWave frequencies are greatly attenuated by walls and other
objects. A mmWave SC will typically cover a very limited area, but on
the other hand the cell might be noise-limited since the interfering signals
from SCs in other rooms are also attenuated by walls. The SE range in
Figure 1.9 is comparable to what contemporary networks deliver (e.g.,
0-5bit/s/Hz in LTE [144]). Hence, a simple power-scaling approach
cannot contribute much to achieving higher SE in cellular networks.

Remark 1.2 (Increasing cell density). Another way to increase the SNR
is to keep the transmit power fixed and increase the cell density D

12The transmission scheme considered in this example is not optimal. The UEs
could take turns in transmitting, thereby achieving an SE that grows without bound,
but with a pre-log factor of 1/2 if each UE is active 50% of the time. More generally,
interference alignment methods can be used to handle the interference [70].



180 Introduction and Motivation

instead. It is commonly assumed in channel modeling that the average
channel gain is inversely proportional to the propagation distance to
some fixed “pathloss” exponent. Under such a basic propagation model,
the power of the received desired signal and the inter-cell interference
increase at roughly the same pace when D is increased, since both the
distance to the desired BS and the interfering BSs are reduced. This
implies that the interference-limited SE limit is obtained also when
D increases. While D cannot be much increased in the coverage tier,
cell densification is a suitable way to improve the hotspot tier [198];
the area throughput in (1.1) increases linearly with D as long as the
basic propagation model holds true. At some point, this model will,
however, become invalid since the pathloss exponent will also reduce
with the distance and approach the free-space propagation scenario
with an exponent of two [19]. Cell densification is no longer desired in
this extreme short-range scenario since the sum power of the interfering
signals increase faster than the desired signal power.

1.3.2 Obtain an Array Gain

Instead of increasing the UL transmit power, the BS can deploy multiple
receive antennas to collect more energy from the EM waves. This concept
has at least been around since the 1930s [257, 117], with the particular
focus on achieving spatial diversity; that is, to combat the channel fading
in NLoS propagation by deploying multiple receive antennas that observe
different fading realizations. The related idea of using multiple transmit
antennas to increase the received signal power was described as early
as 1919 [10]. Having multiple receive antennas also allows the receiver
to distinguish between signals with different spatial directivity by using
spatial filtering/processing [324]. Implementations of these methods have
been referred to as “adaptive” or “smart” antennas [16, 350]. In general,
it is more convenient to equip the BSs with multiple antennas than
the UEs, because the latter are typically compact commercial end-user
products powered by batteries and relying on low-cost components.
Suppose the BS in cell 0 is equipped with an array of M antennas.
The channel responses from the desired and interfering UEs can then
be represented by the vectors hY) € CM and h{ € CM| respectively. The
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mth element of each vector is the channel response observed at the mth
BS antenna, for m = 1,..., M. The scalar received UL signal in (1.14)
is then extended to a received vector yg € CM, modeled as
yo= hdsg + hY%;  + ng (1.22)
—— —— ~—
Desired signal  Interfering signal  Noise
where ng ~ Ng(0y,0%1,) is the receiver noise over the BS array and
the transmit signals sg and s; are defined as in (1.14).

To analyze the SE of this UL single-input multiple-output (SIMO)
channel with inter-cell interference, we need to extend the propagation
models to the multiple antenna case. In the LoS case, we consider a hor-
izontal uniform linear array (ULA) with antenna spacing dy € (0,0.5],
which is measured in the number of wavelengths between adjacent
antennas. Hence, if \ denotes the wavelength at the carrier frequency,
then the antenna spacing is Adg meters. Channel models for other array
geometries are considered in Section 7.3 on p. 482. We further assume
that the UEs are located at fixed locations in the far-field of the BS
array, which leads to the following deterministic channel response [254]:

()

ho — /@Q [1 (2 sin(¢?) 627rjdH(M71)Sin(<,0g)]T fori=0,1 (1.23)

where ! € [0,27) is the azimuth angle to the UE, relative to the
boresight of the array at the BS in cell 0, and 3Y describes the macro-
scopic large-scale fading. The channel response in (1.23) can also have
a common phase rotation of all elements, but it is neglected here since
it does not affect the SE. The LoS propagation model is illustrated
in Figure 1.10, where a plane wave reaches the array from a generic
azimuth angle ¢. When comparing two adjacent antennas, one of them
observes a signal that has traveled dy sin(y) longer than the other one.
This leads to the array response in (1.23) with phase rotations that are
multiples of dy sin(yp), as also illustrated in Figure 1.10.

In the NLoS case, we assume for now that the channel response is
spatially uncorrelated over the array. This yields

hf ~ N (0ar, B0Tar)  for i = 0,1 (1.24)
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Figure 1.10: LoS propagation between a transmitting single-antenna UE and a BS
equipped with a ULA with M antennas. The antenna spacing is dg wavelengths, the
azimuth angle to the UE is ¢, and the UE is located in the far-field of the array, so
that a plane wave reaches it. Note that the setup is illustrated from above.

where ,BZQ describes the macroscopic large-scale fading, while the random-
ness and Gaussian distribution account for the small-scale fading. This
channel model is called uncorrelated Rayleigh fading or independent
and identically distributed (i.i.d.) Rayleigh fading, since the elements
in hY are uncorrelated (and also independent) and have Rayleigh dis-
tributed magnitudes. Uncorrelated Rayleigh fading is a tractable model
for rich scattering conditions, where the BS array is surrounded by
many scattering objects, as compared to the number of antennas. We
will use it to describe the basic properties in this section, while a more
general and realistic model is introduced in Section 2.2 on p. 222 and
then used in the remainder of the monograph. Channel modeling is
further discussed in Section 7.3 on p. 482. The NLoS propagation model
with uncorrelated Rayleigh fading is illustrated in Figure 1.11. Notice
that the average channel gain 3 is, for simplicity, assumed to be the
same for all BS antennas. This is a reasonable approximation when
the distance between the BS and UE is much larger than the distance
between the BS antennas. However, in practice, there can be several
decibels of channel gain variations between the antennas [122]. This fact
is neglected in this section, but has a strong impact on the SE when M
is large; see Section 4.4 on p. 335 for further details.
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Figure 1.11: NLoS propagation with uncorrelated Rayleigh fading between a
transmitting single-antenna UE and a BS equipped with an array of M antennas.
The LoS path is blocked, but the signal finds multiple other paths via scattering
objects. The BS is surrounded by many scattering objects so that the UE location
has no impact on the spatial directivity of the received signal.

Uplink signal

The benefits of having multiple antennas at the BS appear when
the BS knows the channel response of the desired UE. This knowledge
enables the BS to coherently combine the received signals from all
antennas. Estimation of the channel response is thus a key aspect in
multiantenna systems and will be further discussed in Section 1.3.5 and
later analyzed in detail in Section 3 on p. 244. For now, we assume that
the channel responses are known at the BS and can be used to select a
receive combining vector vo € CM. This vector is multiplied with the
received signal in (1.22) to obtain

viyo= vhhisy + vihls; +ving. (1.25)
N N

——"
Desired signal  Interfering signal = Noise

Receive combining is a linear projection, which transforms the SIMO
channel into an effective SISO channel that may support higher SEs
than in the single-antenna case, if the combining vector is selected
judiciously. There are many different combining schemes, but a simple
and popular one is mazimum ratio (MR) combining, defined as

vo = h). (1.26)

This is a vector that maximizes the ratio |viihd|?/|vo|? between the
power of the desired signal and the squared norm of the combining
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vector [172, 68].13 The following lemma gives closed-form SE expressions
for the case of MR combining.

Lemma 1.5. Suppose the BS in cell 0 knows the channel responses and
applies MR combining to the received signal in (1.22). An achievable
UL SE for the desired UE in the LoS case is

M
SEL°S = log, (1 + = > (1.27)
B9(#d,#Y) + snre

where the function g(p, 1)) is defined as

sin? (ﬂdHM(sin(go)fsin(w)» . .
if sin sin
g((p7 1/}) — { Msin? (wdH(sin(w)—sin(¢))) (SO) 7 (w) (1.28)

M if sin(p) = sin(y).
Similarly, an achievable UL SE for the desired UE in the NLoS case
(with 8 # 1) is

1
Ro7 1
SENLeS _ 1 R Ea (SNRoﬁ)

)M log,(2)

—m(_q)M-mif1 (eSNROEl (ﬁ) + Z Z 'SNRJ>
2 ( _%)m (M—m—l)!SNRéW m= lﬁloge( 2)
(1.29)

where n! denotes the factorial function and E1(z) = [° ©—du denotes

the exponential integral.

Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.1.4 on p. 583. O

This lemma shows that the SE is characterized by the SNR of
the desired signal, SNRy, the strength of the inter-cell interference, 3,
and the number of BS antennas, M. Notice that by having M receive
antennas, the array collects M times more energy from the desired

13The Cauchy-Schwartz inequality can be used to prove that vo = hY maximizes
the ratio [vih)|?/||vol|%.
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and interfering signals, and also from the noise. In the LoS case in
(1.27), the gain of the desired signal scales as M. The linear scaling
with the number of antennas is called array gain. It shows that MR
coherently combines all the received energy from the desired signal,
because the combining vector is matched to the channel response of
the desired UE. In contrast, MR combines the noise and the interfering
signal components non-coherently over the array since vg is independent
of hY and ng. As a consequence, the interference power By (@8, <p(1)) in
(1.27) can be upper bounded as

a 0 0 B L
Baleo, 1) < 37 = (wdu (sin(p)) — sin(¢)))

(1.30)

when sin(p9) # sin()), which decreases as 1/M when more receive
antennas are added. The basic reason that MR combining rejects the
interfering signal is that the M antennas provide the BS with M
spatial degrees of freedom, which can be used to separate the desired
signal from the interfering signal. In particular, the directions of the
LoS channel responses h) and h{ gradually become orthogonal as M
increases. This property is called (asymptotically) favorable propagation
[245], since UEs with orthogonal channels can communicate with the
BS simultaneously without causing mutual interference. We will further
discuss this property in Section 1.3.3 and also in Section 2.5.2 on p. 233.

The equation sin(pQ) = sin(?) has two unique solutions: ¢ = !
and the mirror reflection ¢ = 7 — ¢Y. Hence, the ULA can only
uniquely resolve angles either in the interval [—x/2,7/2] or in the
interval [7/2,3m/2] at the other side of the array. The discussion above
does not apply when sin(p))) = sin(¢?), because then g(¢f, 9}) = M
instead. It is natural that both the desired and the interfering signal scale
linearly with M in this case, because the two signals arrive from exactly
the same angle (or its mirror reflection). This will most likely never
happen in practice, but we can infer from (1.28) that the interference is
stronger when the UEs’ angles are similar to each other. For example,
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we can utilize the fact that sin(mwz) ~ 7z for |z] < 0.2 to show that
sin® (mdy M (sin(p) — sin(1))))
M sin? (mwdy (sin(p) — sin(¢))))
_ (mduM (sin(p) —sin(4)))’
- M (mdy(sin(p) — sin(¢ )))2

if dyuM |sin(p) —sin(y)| < 0.2. The angular interval for which this holds
becomes smaller as the aperture dyM of the ULA increases, but it exists

g(p,¥) =

=M (1.31)

for any finite-sized array. Since it is dgM that determines the angular
resolution, the interference is reduced by either increasing the number
of antennas M and/or using a larger antenna spacing dy. This is in
contrast to the signal term, which is proportional only to the number of
antennas. For a given array aperture, it is therefore beneficial to have
many antennas rather than widely separated antennas. Note that we
have considered a two-dimensional LoS model in this section where only
the azimuth angle can differ between the UEs. In practice, UEs can also
have different elevation angles to the BS array and this can be exploited
to separate the UEs. These aspects will be discussed in more detail in
Section 7.4.2 on p. 503.

To illustrate these behaviors, the function g(p,}) is shown in
Figure 1.12 for a desired UE at the fixed angle ¢ = 30°, while the angle
of the interfering UE is varied between —180° and 180°. The antenna-
spacing is dg = 1/2. In the single-antenna case, we have g(pJ, ¢) = 1
irrespective of the angles, which is in line with Lemma 1.4. When the
BS has multiple antennas, g(¢3,¥}) depends strongly on the individual
UE angles. There are interference peaks when the two UEs have the
same angle (i.e., ¢ = 30°) and when the angles are each others’ mirror
reflections (i.e., ¢ = 180° — 30° = 150°). The function is equal to M
at these peaks, because the interfering signal is coherently combined
by the MR combining (just as the desired signal). When the ULA
can resolve the individual UEs, the interference level instead decreases
rapidly (notice the logarithmic vertical scale) and gets generally smaller
as M increases. In these cases, the interference level oscillates as the
interfering UE’s angle is varied, but is approximately 1/M times weaker
than in the single-antenna case. Hence, the multiple BS antennas help to
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Figure 1.12: The function g(¢§, ¢?) in (1.28) that determines the interference level
in an LoS scenario. The desired UE is at the fixed angle ¢ = 30° and the interfering
UE has a varying angle ¢} € [—180°,180°].

suppress interference, as long as the UE angles are sufficiently different.

The SE in the NLoS case is harder to interpret since the closed-form
expression in (1.29) has a complicated structure with several summa-
tions and special functions. Fortunately, we can obtain the following
convenient lower bound that is very tight for M > 1 (see Figure 1.14
for a comparison).

Corollary 1.6. A lower bound on the UL SE in (1.29) for NLoS channels

is
p||h | M—-1
SENLS = E{log, | 1+ |(h0)ﬂh00||2| ; > log, (1 +=—-1-
P o O B+ snr
(1.32)

Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.1.5 on p. 586. O

The SE expression above can be interpreted similarly to the LoS
expression in (1.27); it is the logarithm of one plus an SINR expression
where the signal power increases as (M — 1). A linear array gain is thus
obtained for both LoS and NLoS channels. It is the lower-bounding
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Figure 1.13: CDF of the relative interference gain in (1.33), using logarithmic scale
on the horizontal axis. The randomness in the NLoS case is due to Rayleigh fading,
while it is due to random UE angles in the LoS cases. The percentages of realizations
when LoS gives higher interference gain than NLoS are indicated.

technique used in Corollary 1.6 that made the desired signal scale as
(M — 1), instead of M which is the natural array gain obtained with
MR combining. However, the difference is negligible when M is large.
The interference power in (1.32) is independent of M, in contrast to
the LoS case in (1.27) where it decays as 1/M. This scaling behavior
suggests that NLoS channels provide less favorable propagation than
LoS channels, but the reality is more complicated. To exemplify this,
Figure 1.13 shows the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the
relative interference gain

0\ 0|2
RN L
AY IIhgl?
which determines how well interference is suppressed by MR, combining.

For NLoS channels, (1.33) can be shown to have an Exp(1) distribu-
tion, irrespectively of the value of M. In contrast, (1.33) equals g(¢3, ©9)
in (1.28) for LoS channels, which is a function of M and the UE angles.
Figure 1.13 considers the LoS case with M = 10 and M = 100, and
shows the CDF over different uniformly distributed UE angles between
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0 and 27 (with dg = 1/2). The CDF of the small-scale fading with
NLoS channels is also shown. Figure 1.13 shows that LoS channels often
provide several orders-of-magnitude lower interference gains than NLoS
channels, but this only applies to the majority of random angle realiza-
tions. There is a small probability that the interference gain is larger in
LoS than in NLoS; it happens in 18% of the realizations with M = 10
and 4% of the realizations with M = 100. This corresponds to cases
when sin(pd) ~ sin(¢?) so that the array cannot resolve and separate
the UE angles. As discussed earlier, this occurs approximately when
duM |sin(p)) — sin(¢Y)| < 0.2. This happens less frequently for random
angles as M increases (for fixed dy), since the array aperture grows
and thus obtains a better spatial resolution. Nevertheless, for any finite
M, there will be a small angular interval around 9 where incoming
interference will be amplified just as the desired signal. Since the array is
unable to separate UEs with such small angle differences, time-frequency
scheduling might be needed to separate them; see Section 7.2.2 on p. 474
for further guidelines for scheduling.

The favorable propagation concept provides a way to quantify the
ability to separate UE channels at a BS with many antennas [245].
The channels hY and hg are said to provide asymptotically favorable
propagation if

(h?)*h
VE{RY[2YE{[hY[2}

For fading channels, different types of convergence can be considered
n (1.34). Herein, we consider almost sure convergence, also known
as convergence with probability one, but the literature also contains

—0 as M — oc. (1.34)

definitions that build on weaker types of convergence (e.g., convergence
in probability). The interpretation of (1.34) is that the channel directions
h?/,/E{||h?||?} and h)/{/E{|/h{[?} becomes asymptotically orthogonal.
The condition in (1.34) is satisfied for LoS channels as well as for NLoS
channels with uncorrelated Rayleigh fading [245]. One can show that
the superposition of LoS and NLoS components also satisfies (1.34).
Channel measurements with large BS arrays have also confirmed that
the UE channels decorrelate as more antennas are added [120, 150]; see
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Figure 1.14: Average UL SE as a function of the number of BS antennas M for
different channel models. The SNR is SNRyo = 0dB and the strength of the inter-cell
interference is 8 = —10dB.

Section 7.3.4 on p. 495 for further details on channel measurements. Note
that (1.34) does not imply that channel responses become orthogonal,
in the sense that (h?)"h? — 0. We later provide a general definition of
asymptotically favorable propagation in Section 2.5.2 on p. 233.
Figure 1.14 shows the average SE as a function of the number of
BS antennas when the SNR of the desired UE is fixed at SNRy = 0dB
and the strength of the inter-cell interference is 3 = —10dB. The LoS
case considers a ULA with dy = 1/2 and the results are averaged
over different independent UE angles, all being uniformly distributed
from 0 to 2m. Despite the rather poor SNR and interference conditions,
Figure 1.14 shows that, by going from M =1 to M = 10 antennas, one
can improve the SE from 0.8 bit/s/Hz to 3.3 bit/s/Hz. This is achieved
thanks to the array gain provided by MR combining. We notice that
the lower bound on the SE with NLoS propagation in Corollary 1.6 is
very tight for M > 10. The SE is a monotonically increasing function
of M and grows without limit as M — oo, in contrast to the power-
scaling case analyzed in Section 1.3.2 where the SE saturated in the
high-SNR regime. This is once again due to MR combining, which
selectively collects more signal energy from the array, without collecting
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more interference energy. The difference between LoS and NLoS is
negligible in Figure 1.14 because the channel fading has a gradually
smaller impact on the mutual information between the transmitted and
received signal as more antennas are added [142]. This is attributed to
the spatial diversity from having multiple receive antennas that observe
independent fading realizations, which are unlikely to all be nearly zero
simultaneously. This phenomenon has been known for a long time; in
fact, the early works [257, 117] on multiantenna reception focused on
combating channel fading. The term channel hardening was used in
[142] to describe a fading channel that behaves almost deterministically
due to spatial diversity.

In the Massive MIMO literature [243], a channel hY is said to provide
asymptotic channel hardening if

[0y

E(nIE) (1.35)

almost surely as M — oo. The essence of this result is that the channel
variations reduce as more antennas are added, in the sense that the
normalized instantaneous channel gain converges to the deterministic
average channel gain. It is no surprise that deterministic LoS channels
provide channel hardening. More importantly, in NLoS propagation,

b7 b
E{[n|*}  MpY

—1 (1.36)

almost surely as M — oo. This is an example of the strong law of
large numbers (see Lemma B.12 on p. 564) and can be interpreted as
the variations of ||h?||?/M becoming increasingly concentrated around
its mean value E{||h?||?}/M = Y as more antennas are added. This
does not mean that ||h?||? becomes deterministic; in fact, its standard
deviation grows as v/M, while the standard deviation of ||h?||?/M goes
asymptotically to zero as 1/v/M. Asymptotic channel hardening can be
also proved for other channel distributions, as will be further discussed
in Section 2.5.1 on p. 231.

The channel hardening effect for the M-dimensional channel h ~
Nc(0ps,Ip) is illustrated in Figure 1.15. The mean value of the normal-
ized instantaneous channel gain ||h||?/E{||h||?} and the 10% and 90%
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Figure 1.15: Illustration of the channel hardening phenomenon for an M-
dimensional channel h ~ N¢(0as,Ia). The normalized instantaneous channel gain
|Ih||?/E{|/h||*} approaches its average value 1 and the standard deviations reduces
as 1/ VM.

percentiles are shown for different numbers of antennas. One random
realization is also shown. As expected, we have ||h||?/E{|h|?} ~ 1
when M is large. The convergence towards this limit is gradual, but the
approximation is reasonably tight for M > 50.

In summary, increasing the number of BS antennas improves the SE,
which even grows without bound when M — oco. This is because the BS
can process its received signal over the array to selectively increase the
signal gain without collecting more interference. In contrast, increasing
the transmit power will increase both the signal and interference equally
much and give an upper SE limit. Nevertheless, the SE grows only
logarithmically with the number of antennas, as logy(M ), which does
not provide sufficient scalability to achieve any order-of-magnitude
improvement in SE in future cellular networks.

Remark 1.3 (Physical limits of large arrays). The scaling behavior ob-
tained by the asymptotic analysis above has been validated experimen-
tally for practical antenna numbers [120, 150]. However, it is important
to note that the physics prevent us from letting the size of the array grow
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indefinitely as M — oo, since the propagation environment is enclosed
by a finite volume [281]. Ideally, we can cover the surface of this volume
with antennas, and neglect any absorption, to collect all signal energy,
but we can never collect more energy than was transmitted. This is not
an issue when we deal with hundreds or thousands of antennas since a
“large” channel gain of —60dB in cellular communications implies that
we need one million antennas to collect all the transmitted energy. In
conclusion, the limit M — oo is not physically achievable, but asymp-
totic analysis can still be suitable for investigating the system behavior
at practically large antenna numbers. Other channel distributions than
uncorrelated Rayleigh fading are, however, needed to get reliable results;
see Section 2.2 on p. 222 and Section 7.3 on p. 482 for further details.

1.3.3 Uplink Space-Division Multiple Access

Increasing the transmit power or using multiple BS antennas can only
bring modest improvements to the UL SE, as previously shown. This
is because these methods improve the SINR, which appears inside
the logarithm of the SE expression, thus the SE increases slowly. We
would like to identify a way that improves the SE at the outside of
the logarithm instead. Since the logarithmic expressions in Lemmas 1.4
and 1.5 describe the SE of the channel between a particular UE and
its serving BS, we can potentially serve multiple UEs, say K UEs,
simultaneously in each cell and achieve a sum SE that is the summation
of K SE expressions of the types in Lemmas 1.4 and 1.5. An obvious
bottleneck of such multiplexing of UEs is the co-user interference that
increases with K and now appears also within each cell. The intra-cell
interference can be much stronger than the inter-cell interference and
needs to be suppressed if a K-fold increase in SE is actually to be
achieved.

Space-division multiple access (SDMA ) was conceived in the late1980s
and early 1990s [349, 308, 17, 280, 125, 373] to handle the co-user in-
terference in a cell by using multiple antennas at the BS to reject
interference by spatial processing. Multiple field-trials were carried out
in the 1990s, using (at least) up to ten antennas [15, 96, 16]. The
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information-theoretic capacity'® of these systems was characterized in
the early 2000s and described in [74, 129, 335, 342, 366, 127] for single-
cell systems, where the terminology “multiuser MIMO” was used. Note
that the K UEs are the multiple inputs and the M BS antennas are the
multiple outputs, thus the MIMO terminology is used irrespective of
how many antennas each UE is equipped with.'® Extensions of multiuser
MIMO to cellular networks have been developed and surveyed in papers
such as [276, 33, 294, 46, 126, 208], but the exact capacity is hard to
obtain in this case.

We will now analyze a cellular network with UL SDMA transmission
by assuming that there are K active UEs in each cell, as previously
illustrated in Figure 1.8. The channel response between the kth desired
UE in cell 0 and the serving BS is denoted by hgk ceCMfork=1,..., K,
while the channel responses from the interfering UEs in cell 1 to the
BS in cell 0 are denoted by h{; € CM for i =1,...,K. Notice that the
subscript still indicates the identity of the UE, while the superscript is
the index of the receiving BS. The received multiantenna UL signal in
(1.22) is then generalized to

K K

yo= > hgsor + > hiysie + no (1.37)
k=1 k=1

~—
Desired signals  Interfering signals  Noise

where sj;, ~ Nc(0,p) is the signal transmitted by the kth UE in cell j
and the receiver noise ng ~ N¢(0y7, 02I);) is the same as before.

We consider the same LoS and NLoS propagation models as before.
More precisely, the LoS channel response for UE & in cell j is

b, = JED 1 ) s T (1 g

“When there are K UEs in the network, the conventional one-dimensional
capacity notion generalizes to a K-dimensional capacity region that represents the
set of capacities that the K UEs can achieve simultaneously. The sum capacity
represents one point in this region and has gained particular traction since it is the
one-dimensional metric that describes the aggregate capacity of the network. This
and other operating points are further described in Section 7.1 on p. 452.

15The terminology “multiuser SIMO” was used in the 1990s for the case of SDMA
with single-antenna UEs [254], but nowadays the information-theoretic multiuser
MIMO terminology dominates and it is adopted in this monograph.
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where cp?k € [0,27) is the azimuth angle relative to the boresight of
the BS array in cell 0. In the NLoS case, the corresponding channel
response between UE k in cell j and the BS in cell 0 is defined as

b, ~ N (0ar, BTy ) (1.39)

and assumed to be statistically independent between UEs. Recall that
we use the Wyner model in which, for simplicity, the average channel
gain ,BJO- is assumed to be the same for all UEs in cell j.

Since the BS in cell 0 receives a superposition of the signals trans-
mitted by its K desired UEs, it needs to process the received signal
in (1.37) to separate the UEs in the spatial domain—simply speak-
ing, by directing its hearing towards the location of each desired UE.
The separation of UEs is more demanding in SDMA than in con-
ventional time-frequency multiplexing of UEs, because it requires the
BS to have knowledge of the channel responses [127]. For example,
the BS in cell 0 can use knowledge of its kth UE’s channel response
to tailor a receive combining vector v € CM to this UE channel.
This vector is multiplied with the received signal in (1.37) to obtain

K K
0 0 0
VorYo = Vorhorsor + ngkhOiSOi + ngkhlisli + vorno -
i=1 =1
ik
~——
Desired signal Intra-cell interference Inter-cell interference Noise
(1.40)

The purpose of the receive combining is to make the desired signal much
stronger than the sum of interfering signals and noise. MR combined
with

vor = hgy, (1.41)

is a popular suboptimal choice since it maximizes the relative power
[viihd, 12 /|[vok||? of the desired signal, but it is not the optimal choice
when there are interfering signals [28, 348, 349]. The receive combining
design for multiuser MIMO is analytically similar to multiuser detection
in code-division multiple access (CDMA) [202, 205, 106] and the key
methods were developed at roughly the same time. In Section 4.1 on
p- 275, we will show that it is the multicell minimum mean-squared
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error (M-MMSE) combining vector
K -1
Vor = P (th (h),)" +th (h9)" + 021M> h),  (1.42)
i= i=1

that maximizes the UL SE in cellular networks. This combining scheme
has received its name from the fact that it also minimizes the mean-
squared error (MSE) E{|sor — vi,yo|>} between the desired signal so
and the receive combined signal v, yo, where the expectation is with
respect to the transmit signals (while the channels are considered de-
terministic). Interfering signals from all cells are taken into account in
M-MMSE combining and the matrix inverse in (1.42) has a role similar
to that of a whitening filter in classic signal processing [175]. M-MMSE
combining maximizes the SINR by finding the best balance between
amplifying the desired signal and suppressing interference in the spatial
domain. The price to pay is the increased computational complexity
from inverting a matrix and the need to learn the matrix that is inverted
n (1.42).

The next lemma provides closed-form SE expressions for the case of
MR combining. M-MMSE combining will be studied by simulations.

Lemma 1.7. If the BS in cell 0 knows the channel responses of all UEs
and applies MR combining to detect the signals from each of its K
desired UEs, then an achievable UL sum SE [bit/s/Hz/cell] in the LoS

case is

K
SELS = Z logy |1+

K _
29(90k: #0:) + 5

-

((108197 (p(l)z) + SNilRo

||Mw =

JSpSS
?rH

(1.43)
with g(-,-) being defined in (1.28).
With NLoS channels, an achievable UL sum SE [bit/s/Hz/cell] and
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a closed-form lower bound are

NLoS _ % plhd, |
SEO = ZE 10g2 1+ K ’(ho )Hho ‘2 K ‘(ho )HhO 2
k=1 1Wox) " Moi| 1Wor) " 14| 2
i§1p [[hg, 12 + l-;lp S, |I? to
ik
M -1
> Klog,y (1 + = T ) . (1.44)
(K —1)+ KB+ syr;
Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.1.6 on p. 587. O

The sum SE expressions in Lemma 1.7 have similar forms as the
ones in Lemma 1.5 and Corollary 1.6, but are more complicated due
to the addition of intra-cell interference and the greater amount of
inter-cell interference. In the LoS case, SDMA results in the summation
of K SE expressions, one per desired UE. The desired signal gains
inside the logarithms increase linearly with M and thus every UE
experiences the full array gain when using MR combining. The drawback
of SDMA is seen from the denominator, where the interference terms
contain contributions from K — 1 intra-cell UEs and K inter-cell UEs.
Each interference term has the same form as in the single-user case in
Lemma 1.5, thus one can expect the interference to be the lowest when
the UEs have well-separated angles (to avoid the worst cases illustrated
in Figure 1.12). Recall from (1.30) that the function g(¢, ) decreases
as 1/M for any sin(y) % sin(¢)). In conjunction with the array gain of
the desired signal, we can thus serve multiple UEs and still maintain
roughly the same SINR per UE if M is increased proportionally to v/ K
to counteract the increased interference.'®

The NLoS case in Lemma 1.7 generalizes the lower bound in Corol-
lary 1.6 to K > 1 and the bound is tight for M > 1. An exact
closed-form expression similar to (1.29) can also be obtained, but it
contains many summations and is omitted since it does not provide

16T obtain this scaling behavior, we notice that the desired signal power grows
as M and the interference power is proportional to K /M, due to the bound in (1.30).
The signal-to-interference ratio becomes M?/K and thus it is sufficient to scale M
proportionally to v/K to achieve a constant signal-to-interference ratio as K grows.
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any additional insight. The gain from SDMA is easily seen from (1.44);
there is a factor K in front of the logarithm that shows that the sum
SE increases proportionally to the number of UEs. This multiplicative
factor is known as the multiplexing gain and achieving this gain is the
main point with SDMA. Inside the logarithm, the desired signal power
increases linearly with M, while the intra-cell interference power K — 1
and the inter-cell interference power K /3 increase linearly with K. This
means that, as we add more UEs, we can counteract the increasing
interference by adding a proportional amount of additional BS antennas;
more precisely, we can maintain roughly the same SINR per UE by
increasing M jointly with K to keep the antenna-UE ratio M/K fixed.
Interestingly, this means that more antennas are needed to suppress
interference with MR combining in the NLoS case than in the LoS case,
where M only needs to increase as VK. The explanation is that all
interfering UEs cause substantial interference in the NLoS case, while
only the ones with sufficiently similar angles to the desired UE does that
in the LoS case (and the angular interval where this happens decreases
with M).

To exemplify these behaviors, Figure 1.16 shows the average sum SE
as a function of the number of UEs per cell, for either M = 10 or M =
100 antennas. The sum SE with MR combining is shown in Figure 1.16a
based on the analytic formulas from Lemma 1.7, while Monte-Carlo
simulations are used for M-MMSE combining in Figure 1.16b. In both
cases, the SNR is fixed at SNRy = 0 dB and the strength of the inter-cell
interference is f = —10dB. The antenna spacing is dy = 1/2 in the
LoS case and the results are averaged over different independent UE
angles, all being uniformly distributed from 0 to 27.

Figure 1.16 shows that the sum SE is a slowly increasing function
of K in the case of M = 10, because the BS does not have enough
spatial degrees of freedom to separate the UEs—mneither by MR nor
by M-MMSE combining. The behavior is completely different when
M = 100 antennas are used since the channel response of each UE is
then a 100-dimensional vector but there are only up to 20 UEs per cell
so the UE channels only span a small portion of the spatial dimensions
that the BS can resolve. Consequently, the sum SE increases almost
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Figure 1.16: Average UL sum SE as a function of the number of UEs per cell
for different combining schemes, different channel models, and either M = 10 or
M = 100 BS antennas. The SNR is SNRy = 0dB and the strength of the inter-cell
interference is 8 = —10dB. The sum SE grows linearly with K as long as M/K
remains large. M-MMSE rejects interference more efficiently than MR.
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linearly with the number of UEs and we can achieve a roughly K-fold
improvement in sum SE over a single-user scenario. For example, we
achieve an SE of 3.3 bit/s/Hz/cell with (M, K) = (10, 1) using MR/M-
MMSE combining and can increase it to 71.6 bit/s/Hz/cell with MR
and 101 bit/s/Hz/cell with M-MMSE for (M, K) = (100,20). This
corresponds to 21x and 31x gains in SE, respectively. These numbers
were selected from the LoS curves, because the NLoS case shows some
interesting behaviors that deserve further discussion. The sum SE is
considerably lower with NLoS than with LoS when using MR combining,
while we get the opposite result when using M-MMSE combining. The
reason for this is that each UE is affected by interference from many
UEs in the NLoS case, while only a few UEs with similar angles cause
strong interference in the LoS case. If the interference is ignored, as
with MR combining, the SE is lower in the NLoS case due to the larger
sum interference power. However, it is easier for M-MMSE combining
to reject interference in NLoS than in LoS, where there might be a few
UEs with channels that are nearly parallel to the desired UE’s channel.
That is why the SE is higher in the NLoS when using M-MMSE.

We now consider cases wherein M is increased proportionally to
K, to suppress the inter-user interference that increases with K. The
proportionality constant M /K is called antenna-UEFE ratio. Figure 1.17
shows the sum SE obtained by M-MMSE combining, as a function of
K for different antenna-UE ratios: M/K € {1, 2, 4, 8}. The SE grows
almost linearly with K in all four cases, as expected from Lemma
1.7. The steepness of the curves increases as M /K increases, since it
becomes easier to suppress the interference when M > K. Looking at
the NLoS case with K = 10, the first doubling of the number of antennas
(from M/K =1 to M/K = 2) gives a 94% gain in SE, while the second
doubling gives another 51% gain and the third doubling gives yet another
29% gain. Since the relative improvements are decaying, we say that
M/K > 4 is the preferred operating regime for multiuser MIMO.!” The
LoS and NLoS cases once again provide comparable results.

1"We will revisit this statement in Section 7.2.2 on p. 474, where scheduling is
discussed. By taking the channel estimation overhead into account, we will show
that for a given M there is a particular K that maximizes the sum SE.
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Figure 1.17: Average UL sum SE with M-MMSE combining as a function of the
number of UEs per cell, when the number of antennas increases with K with different
fixed antenna-UE ratios M/K. The SNR is SNRy = 0dB and the strength of the
inter-cell interference is § = —10dB. The sum SE grows as M/K increases.

M-MMSE is the linear receive combining scheme that maximizes
the SE. The basic characteristic of linear schemes is that they treat
interference as spatially colored noise. From a channel capacity per-
spective, this is only optimal when the interference between each pair
of UEs is sufficiently small [230, 296, 20, 21, 295]. The information
theory for interference channels proves that strong interference sources
should be canceled using non-linear receiver processing schemes, such
as successive interference cancelation, before the desired signals are
decoded [314]. However, such schemes are rather impractical, since
one needs to store large blocks of received signals and then decode
the UEs’ data sequentially, leading to high complexity, large memory
requirements, and latency issues. If we would limit ourselves to linear
receiver processing schemes, how large is the performance loss?

Figure 1.18 quantifies the performance loss of linear receiver pro-
cessing as compared to non-linear receiver processing, as a function of
the number of UEs. The figure shows the ratio between the average UL
sum SE achieved by M-MMSE combining and by successive interfer-
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Figure 1.18: Ratio between the average UL sum SE achieved with M-MMSE
combining and with non-linear receiver processing, as a function of the number
of UEs per cell. The number of antennas M increases with K for different fixed
antenna-UE ratios: M/K € {1, 2, 4, 8}. The SNR is SNRy = 0dB and the strength
of the inter-cell interference is 3 = —10dB.

ence cancelation, where the intra-cell signals are decoded sequentially
while treating inter-cell interference as noise [314]. The setup is the
same as in the previous figure, but we only consider NLoS propaga-
tion for simplicity. The non-linear scheme performs much better for
M/K =1, in which case M-MMSE only achieves 70%-80% of its sum
SE. The performance difference reduces quickly as M /K increases. For
M/K =4 and M/K = 8, we only lose a few percentages in sum SE
by using M-MMSE instead of the non-linear scheme, even if there is as
much as 20 UEs. The interpretation is that the favorable propagation,
achieved by having many BS antennas, makes the interference between
each pair of UEs sufficiently small to make linear receiver processing
nearly optimal. When there are many active UEs, the total interference
caused to a UE can indeed be large, but nevertheless, linear processing
performs well since the interference between each pair of UEs is small.
Similar observations have been made in the overview articles [50, 209,
210].
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In summary, UL SDMA transmission can increase the sum SE per
cell by more than one order-of-magnitude. This is achieved by serving
K UEs simultaneously and increasing the number of BS antennas to
achieve an array gain that counteracts the increased interference. This
leads to an operating regime with antenna-UE ratio M/K > ¢, for
some preferably large value ¢, where we can provide K-fold gains in
sum SE. This is the type of highly scalable SE improvements that are
needed to handle much higher data volumes in the coverage tier of
future cellular networks. Note that the SE per UE is not dramatically
changed, thus the use of more spectrum is still key to improving the
throughput per UE. The sum SE gains are achievable with both LoS
and NLoS channels, using either MR combining that maximizes the
array gain or M-MMSE combining that also suppresses interference to
maximize the SE. Non-linear processing schemes can only bring minor
performance improvements in the preferable operating regime and are
therefore not considered in the remainder of this monograph.

Remark 1.4 (Multiantenna UEs). We have shown above that SDMA
transmission with many single-antenna UEs and an even larger number
of BS antennas achieves high sum SE. What would happen if the
UEs were also equipped with multiple antennas? The cost, size, and
complexity of each UE will certainly increase. The positive effect is that
a UE with Nyg antennas can transmit up to Nyg simultaneous data
streams to its serving BS. From the BS’s perspective, each stream can
be treated as a signal from a separate “virtual” UE and the signal can
only be distinguished if it has a different spatial directivity than the
other signals. This means that the vector that describes the channel
response from the BS to the nth antenna of a particular UE should
be nearly orthogonal to the other antennas’ channel responses (for
n = 1,...,Nyg). In NLoS propagation, this is achieved when the
UE antennas observe nearly uncorrelated random channel realizations,
which is possible in a rich scattering environment with an adequate
antenna spacing. Channel orthogonality is much harder to achieve in LoS
propagation since the angle between the BS and a UE in the far-field is
roughly the same for all the antennas at the UE; recall from (1.28) that
the inner product g(¢p, 1)) between LoS channel responses with angles ¢
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and 1) is large whenever ¢ ~ 1. Hence, the benefit of sending multiple
data signals cannot be exploited in propagation environments with only
a dominating LoS path. The UE can, however, achieve an additional
array gain proportional to Nyg by coherently combining the signals
over Nyg antennas, if it knows the channel responses. This monograph
focuses on single-antenna UEs, but the results can be readily applied to
Nyg-antenna UEs by viewing them as Nyg virtual UEs that transmit
Nuyg separate signals, representing different data streams. The paper
[194] considers multiantenna UEs and shows that the SE is maximized
when a particular number of data streams are received /transmitted per
cell (see Section 7.2.2 on p. 474 for a further discussion). Suppose this
number of streams is K}, cam
streams as it has antennas. The analysis in [194] indicates that roughly
the same sum SE is achieved when having K UEs that are equipped
with Nyg antennas and when having Nyg K single-antenna UEs. Hence,

and that each UE is allocated as many

the distinct advantage of having multiple UE antennas occurs at low
user load, K < K}

stream
is to allocate multiple streams per UE.

where the only way to send all K} streams

tream

1.3.4 Downlink Space-Division Multiple Access

This section has so far focused on the UL, where we have identified
SDMA as a suitable way to improve the SE by an order-of-magnitude
or more. We will now describe how SDMA is applied in the DL. We
continue to use the Wyner model, which is illustrated in Figure 1.19
for the DL. The main difference from the UL in Figure 1.8 is that the
signals are transmitted from BSs instead of from UEs. There are K
active UEs in each cell and the serving BS sends a separate signal to each
of them using linear transmit precoding from an array of M antennas.
Precoding means that each data signal is sent from all antennas, but
with different amplitude and phase to direct the signal spatially. This
is also called beamforming, but we refrain from using this terminology
since it can give the misleading impression that a signal beam is always
formed in a particular angular direction and that analog phase-shifters
are used. In contrast, precoding means that each antenna’s transmit
signal is generated separately in the digital baseband, which gives full
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Figure 1.19: Illustration of the notion of desired and interfering DL signals in a
two-cell network. In the Wyner model, every UE in cell 0 has the same value of the
average channel gains ) and 2, while every UE in cell 1 has the same value of 33
and fi.

flexibility in the signal generation.!® Angular beams are a special case
of precoding that is useful in LoS propagation, but for NLoS channels
the transmitted signal might not have a distinct angular directivity, but
can still be precoded such that the multipath components are received
coherently at the UE.

Similar to the UL, the DL channel response between the BS in
cell 0 and its kth desired UE is denoted by (h{,)" for k = 1,..., K.
The DL channel response between the BS in cell 1 and the kth UE
in cell 0 is denoted by (h},)". The transpose represents the fact that
we are now looking at the channel from the opposite direction, while
the complex conjugate is added for notational convenience. There is no
such conjugation in practice, but it simplifies the notation and does not
change the SE.

The received DL signal zgr € C at UE k in cell 0 is modeled as

K
2ok = (hQy) " worsor + > (hx) " Woisoi

=1
ik

Desired signal Intra-cell interference
K
1
+ Z(ho]g)leiCli + nog (1.45)
i=1
~—
Inter-cell interference  Noise

where ¢j;, ~ Nc(0,p) is the signal transmitted to the kth UE in cell j

8 An animation of precoding is found at https://youtu.be/XBb481RNqGw.
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and wji € CM is the corresponding unit-norm precoding vector (i.e.,
|wjk|| = 1) that determines the spatial directivity of the signal. The
receiver noise at this UE is denoted by ng, ~ Ng(0,02).

We consider the same LoS and NLoS propagation models as before.
In the LoS case, we have the multiple-input single-output (MISO)
channel response

hl, = /ﬂé {1 2ridusin(el,) 627rjdH(M—1)Sin(¢§»k)}T (1.46)

between UE £k in cell 7 and the BS in cell /, where goé.k € [0,2m) is the
azimuth angle relative to the boresight of the transmitting BS array. In
the NLoS case, the corresponding channel response is

by, ~ Ne (0ar, 8L (1.47)

and is assumed to be independent between UEs. Recall from (1.12)
that we use the same notation, § = B& / 58 , for the relative strength of
inter-cell interference in the DL as in the UL.

The precoding vectors wji, for k =1,..., K and j = 0,1, can be
selected in a variety of ways. As seen from the received signal in (1.45),
each UE is affected by all the precoding vectors; the own precoding
vector is multiplied with the channel response from the serving BS,
while the other ones cause interference and are multiplied with the
channel response from the corresponding transmitting BSs. Hence, the
precoding vectors should be selected carefully in the DL, based on
knowledge of the channel responses. We will study this in detail in
Section 4.3 on p. 316, but for now we consider MR precoding with

J
hjk

[

Wik = (1.48)
This precoding vector focuses the DL signal at the desired UE to achieve
the maximum array gain, similar to MR combining in the UL. Note
that ||wjg||> = 1, which implies that the total transmit power of the
BS is constant, irrespective of the number of antennas. Consequently,
the transmit power per BS antenna decreases roughly as 1/M. The
following lemma provides SE expressions for MR precoding.
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Lemma 1.8. If the BSs use MR precoding and the UEs in cell 0 know
their respective effective channels (hgk)HWOk and the interference vari-
ance, then an achievable DL sum SE [bit/s/Hz/cell] in the LoS case is

M

ELOS ZlogQ 1+
K
Zg(@op <P0k) + B Z 9(90113 ‘POk) + SNRo

'L;ék
(1.49)

With NLoS channels, a DL sum SE [bit/s/Hz/cell] and a closed-form
lower bound are

pllhg k||2

K
SEp® = E{logy| 1+ —

H H 2
k=t Zp7|(h8k)() LTHS P L L
2P 2 Pl
i#k
(M —-1)
> Klog,y (1 + — = . (1.50)
(K = D¥7 + KB+ g,

Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.1.7 on p. 588. O

The DL sum SE in this lemma is very similar to the UL sum SE in
Lemma 1.7. The NLoS case only differs in the extra multiplicative term
% in the denominator of (1.50), which is almost one for large M.
The LoS case only differs in the angles that appear in each expression;
all angles in the UL are from UEs to the BS in cell 0, while the DL
includes both the angles from the desired UE to all transmitting BSs
and the angles from the other UEs that these BSs are transmitting to
(representing the directivity of each DL signal). Some of the similarities
are induced by the Wyner model since we have assumed that the inter-
cell interference is equally strong in the UL and DL (i.e., 3} = 3?); in
general, there are also differences in the average channel gains, as we
elaborate on in Section 4.3.2 on p. 320. Nonetheless, when using the
Wymner model, the UL simulations in Figures 1.16-1.17 are representative
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for the DL performance as well—no additional simulations are needed
to uncover the basic behaviors.

The array gain is M with MR processing in both UL and DL, but
it is obtained differently. In the UL, the BS makes M observations of
the desired signal over its M receive antennas, each being corrupted
by an independent noise term. By coherently combining the M signal
components, the signal power grows proportionally to M while the noise
realizations add incoherently so that the noise variance is unchanged. In
the DL, the M transmit antennas have different channels to the receiving
UE. Since the total transmit power is fixed, the signal power per antenna
is reduced as 1/M and the signal amplitude as 1/ VM. With precoding
that makes the M transmitted signal components add coherently at the
UE, the received signal’s amplitude grows as M/v/M = /M and the
received signal power therefore grows as M.

1.3.5 Acquiring Channel State Information

The channel responses, h;:k, are utilized by BS j to process the UL and
DL signals. We have assumed so far that the channel responses are known
perfectly, but in practice, these vectors need to be estimated regularly.
More precisely, the channel responses are typically only constant for
a few milliseconds and over a bandwidth of a few hundred kHz. A
random distribution is commonly used to model the channel variations.
The current set of channel response realizations is called the channel
state and the knowledge that the BSs have of them is referred to as
the channel state information (CSI). Full statistical CSI regarding the
distributions!? of random variables is assumed to be available anywhere
in the network, while instantaneous CSI regarding the current channel
realizations need to be acquired at the same pace as the channels
change. The main method for CSI acquisition is pilot signaling, where
a predefined pilot signal is transmitted from an antenna. As illustrated
in Figure 1.20, any other antenna in the network can simultaneously
receive the transmission and compare it with the known pilot signal to

191t is in many cases sufficient to know the first- and second-order moments of
the random variables, but for simplicity we assume that the full distributions are
available.
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Figure 1.20: When an antenna is transmitting a pilot signal, any number of receive
antennas can simultaneously receive the pilot signal and use it to estimate their
respective channels to the transmitter.

estimate the channel from the transmitting antenna. If we instead need
to estimate the channel response from two transmitting antennas, two
orthogonal pilot signals are generally required to separate the signals
from the two antennas [182, 195, 38]. The orthogonality is achieved
by spending two samples on the transmission, as further explained
in Section 3.1 on p. 244. The number of orthogonal pilot signals is
proportional to the number of transmit antennas, while any number of
receive antennas can “listen” to the pilots simultaneously and estimate
their individual channels to the transmitters.

Every pilot signal that is transmitted could have been a signal that
carried payload data, thus we want to minimize this overhead caused by
pilot signaling. In SDMA, there are key differences between UL and DL
in terms of the overhead for channel acquisition. There are K single-
antenna UEs per cell and thus K pilot signals are required to estimate
the channels in the UL. Similarly, there are M antennas at the BS and
thus M pilot signals are required to estimate the channels in the DL.
Since having an antenna-UE ratio M /K > 4 is the preferable operating
regime in SDMA, the overhead from sending DL pilots is typically much
larger than that from UL pilots. A BS antenna is only useful if we know
the channel response, which limits the number of BS antennas that we
can utilize in practice, unless we can find a workaround.

The UL and DL can be separated in either time or frequency; see
Figure 1.21. If the UL and DL are separated in time, using a time-division
duplex (TDD) protocol, then the channel responses are reciprocal®® [254].

20The physical propagation channels are reciprocal, but the transceiver chains are
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Figure 1.21: Illustration of two ways to divide a block of time/frequency resources
between UL and DL. Each solid box represents a time-frequency block where the
channel responses are constant and need to be estimated.

This means that the channel response is the same in both directions and
can be estimated at the BS using only K UL pilots. Only the BS in cell j
needs to know the complete channel response hgk to its kth UE, while
the corresponding UE only needs to know the effective scalar channel
9jk = (hgk)ijk that is obtained after precoding. Since the value of g,
is constant as long as the channels are constant, it can be estimated
blindly from the DL payload data signals, irrespective of the channel
distribution [243].2! For example, the BS can use its CSI to adjust the
phase of wj;, so that the phase of g;; becomes (nearly) deterministic,
thereby mainly the magnitude |g;i;| needs to be estimated. Channel
hardening improves the estimation quality since the relative variations
in |gjx|/E{|g;r|} becomes smaller. Consequently, a TDD protocol only
requires K pilots, independently of the number of antennas, M.

If the UL and DL are instead separated in frequency, using a
frequency-division duplex (FDD) protocol, then the UL and DL chan-
nels are always different and we cannot rely on reciprocity. Hence, we
need to send pilots in both UL and DL. In addition, the estimates of
the DL channel responses need to be fed back to the BS, to enable
DL precoding computation. The feedback overhead is approximately

generally not fully reciprocal. This is further discussed in Section 6.4.4 on p. 445.

21DL pilot signals can be utilized to improve the estimation quality, but this does
not necessarily improve the SE since the overhead for channel estimation increases
[243].
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Figure 1.22: Illustration of the operating points (M, K) that are supported by using
7p = 20 pilots, for TDD and FDD protocols. The shaded area corresponds to the
preferable operating points for SDMA systems. The TDD protocol is scalable with
respect to the number of antennas and the number of UEs that can be supported is
only limited by 7.

the same as that of sending max(M, K) additional UL pilot signals.??
The precoded channels gj;, = (hgk)ijk can be estimated from the DL
signals, as described for TDD above. Hence, an FDD protocol has a
pilot/feedback overhead that is equivalent to sending M + K pilots in
the UL and M pilots in the DL. To compare this with TDD, suppose
the frequency resources in FDD are divided equally between UL and DL.
The average pilot overhead of the FDD protocol is then M+K++3X(M’K)

We will now illustrate the important difference in pilot dimensionality
between TDD and FDD operation. Consider an SDMA system that
can afford 7, pilots. This value determines the combinations of M and
K that can be supported. The TDD protocol supports up to K = 7,
UEs and an arbitrary M. The FDD protocol supports any M and K
such that w < 7,. The operating points supported by
these protocols are illustrated in Figure 1.22 for 7, = 20. The shaded
area indicates M > 4K, which are the operating points attractive for

22This approximation assumes analog CSI feedback, where UE k sends the value
of each element in h§ « as a real-valued data symbol and this feedback is multiplexed
using SDMA. More precisely, with the multiplexing gain min(M, K) of SDMA, we
need max(M, K) symbol transmissions to feed back the MK channel coefficients.
Quantized digital feedback is another option, but it gives roughly the same overhead
if the feedback accuracy should be the same [73].
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SDMA as discussed in Section 1.3.3 (see for example the results in
Figure 1.17). The tradeoff between antennas and UEs caused by the
FDD protocol leads to a very limited intersection with the shaded area.
In contrast, the TDD protocol is entirely scalable with respect to M
and the number of pilots only limits how many UEs can be supported.
Any number of antennas can be used, but preferably we select one of
the many operating points that lie in the shaded area.

In summary, SDMA systems should ideally be combined with TDD,
by exploiting the reciprocity between UL and DL channels. This is
because the required channel acquisition overhead in TDD is K, while
it js MHEma(LE) 1, pDD. The FDD overhead is around 50% larger
when M ~ K, while it is much larger for M > K, which is the preferable
operating regime for SDMA. Note that it is the channel acquisition
needed for DL precoding that differs between TDD and FDD, while the
UL works essentially the same.

Remark 1.5 (Channel parameterizations). In some propagation scenarios,
the set of possible M-dimensional channel responses can be parame-
terized using much less than M parameters. A key example is LoS
propagation where the model that we used in (1.38) mainly depends
on the angle gogk between the BS and the UE. Instead of transmitting
M DL pilots, we can in the LoS case select a set of equally spaced
angles between 0 and 7 and send precoded DL pilot signals only in
these directions. If the number of such angles is much smaller than
M, then this method can enable FDD operation with reduced pilot
overhead and can still give good estimation quality [50]. However, LoS
channel parameterizations require the array geometry to be predefined
and that the antennas are phase-calibrated, in the sense that the phase
drifts incurred by the radio frequency (RF) hardware are known and
can be compensated for. In particular, the model in (1.38) is only valid
for phase-calibrated ULAs. There are several drawbacks with building
a system that strictly relies on channel parameterizations. One is that
even if some UE channels can be parameterized efficiently, there might
not exist a single low-dimensional parameterization model that applies
to all channels—it is sufficient that one part of the cell provides approx-
imately uncorrelated Rayleigh fading to discourage the use of channel
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parametrization for simplified DL estimation. Another drawback is that
practical channels are not bound to follow a particular channel model.
NLoS channels can consist of various multipath components that arrive
from different angles and with different phase-rotations, while practical
LoS channels contain random reflections and scattering, in addition
to the deterministic LoS path. TDD operation is generally preferred
because we want to design a network that can operate efficiently in any
kind of propagation environment, with any array geometry, and without
inter-antenna phase-calibration. However, TDD also has its own specific
challenges: i) the SNR is slightly lower than in FDD since the power
amplifier is only turned on part of the time; ii) the transmitter and
receiver hardware of an antenna must be calibrated to maintain channel
reciprocity (see Section 6.4.4 on p. 445 for a further discussion).
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1.4 Summary of Key Points in Section 1

( N

e Users of future networks will demand wireless connectivity
with uniform service quality, anywhere at any time.

e The demand for data traffic increases rapidly and calls for
higher area throughput in future cellular networks. This can
be achieved by cell densification, allocating more frequency
spectrum, and/or improving the SE [bit/s/Hz/cell].

e Current and future network infrastructure consists of two
key parts: the coverage tier and the hotspot tier. The area
throughput needs to be improved in both tiers.

e The coverage tier takes care of coverage, mobility, and guaran-
tees a minimum service quality. To increase the area through-
put of this tier, it is preferred to increase the SE, since densi-
fication or the use of spectrum at higher frequencies degrade
the mobility support and coverage.

e The hotspot tier offloads traffic from the coverage tier, for
example, from low-mobility indoor UEs. Densification and
the use of new spectrum at higher frequencies are attractive
ways to increase the area throughput of this tier, but the SE
can be also improved by an array gain.

e The SE of a single UE is a slowly increasing, logarithmic
function of the SINR. Only modest SE gains are possible by
increasing the SINR (e.g., by using higher transmit power
or deploying multiple antennas at the BS).

e A K-fold SE gain is achievable by serving K UEs per cell,
on the same time/frequency resources, using SDMA. The
number of BS antennas is preferably increased with K to get
an array gain that compensates for the increased interference.
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e Each BS should have more antennas, M, than UEs, leading
to an antenna-UE ratio M/K > 1. This makes linear UL
receive combining and DL transmit precoding nearly optimal
since each interfering UE contributes with relatively little
interference.

e When the number of BS antennas is large, the effective
channels to the desired UEs are almost deterministic after
combining/precoding, although the channel responses are
random. This phenomenon is called channel hardening.

e CSI is used by the BS to spatially separate the UEs in UL
and DL. The channels are most efficiently estimated with
a TDD protocol that utilizes channel reciprocity, since only
UL pilot signals are required and no feedback is needed.




2

Massive MIMO Networks

This section defines many of the basic concepts related to Massive MIMO,
which will be used in later sections. A formal definition of Massive
MIMO networks is provided in Section 2.1, along with a description of
the considered coherence block structure. Spatial channel correlation
is introduced and the correlated Rayleigh fading channel model is
defined in Section 2.2. The UL and DL system models that will be
used in the remainder of this monograph are provided in Section 2.3.
In Section 2.4, we exemplify how spatial channel correlation can affect
the system performance. The properties of channel hardening and
favorable propagation are then defined in Section 2.5 and analyzed for
spatially correlated channels. Section 2.6 introduces the local scattering
channel model, which will be used in later sections to provide qualitative
insights into the impact of spatial channel correlation. The key points
are summarized in Section 2.7.

2.1 Definition of Massive MIMO

Based on the discussion in Section 1, a highly spectrally efficient coverage
tier in a cellular network can be characterized as follows:

216
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e It uses SDMA to achieve a multiplexing gain by serving multiple
UEs on the same time-frequency resources.

e [t has more BS antennas than UEs per cell to achieve efficient
interference suppression. If the anticipated number of UEs grows in
a cell, the BS should be upgraded so that the number of antennas
increases proportionally.

e [t operates in TDD mode to limit the CSI acquisition overhead,
due to the multiple antennas, and to not rely on parametrizable
channel models.

The Massive MIMO technology from [208, 212] embraces these
design guidelines, making it an efficient way to achieve high SE in the
coverage tier of future wireless networks. It is hard to find a concise
definition of Massive MIMO in prior literature, but the following is the
definition considered in this monograph.

Definition 2.1 (Canonical Massive MIMO network). A Massive MIMO
network is a multicarrier cellular network with L cells that operate
according to a synchronous TDD protocol.! BS j is equipped with M. >
1 antennas, to achieve channel hardening. BS j communicates with K
single-antenna UEs simultaneously on each time/frequency sample,
with antenna-UE ratio M;/K; > 1. Each BS operates individually and
processes its signals using linear receive combining and linear transmit
precoding.

We consider this as the canonical form of Massive MIMO because it
has the characteristics listed above and is in line with Marzetta’s seminal
work. It also represents the technology that has been demonstrated in
real-time Massive MIMO testbeds [329, 139]. However, there are impor-
tant research efforts that deviate from the canonical form (or attempt to
broaden it). In particular, finding an efficient FDD protocol for Massive

LA synchronous TDD protocol refers to a protocol in which UL and DL transmis-
sions within different cells are synchronized. As discussed in [208], this constitutes a
worst-case scenario from the standpoint of inter-cell interference. In Section 4.2.4 on
p- 315, we briefly discuss the potential impact of asynchronous pilot transmission.



218 Massive MIMO Networks

MIMO is highly desirable, since there are vast amounts of spectrum re-
served for FDD operation. In mobile scenarios, the estimation/feedback
overhead of FDD operation is prohibitive, unless something is done to
reduce it. The predominant approach is to parameterize the channel
(as discussed in Remark 1.5 on p. 212) and utilize the parametrization
to reduce the channel estimation and feedback overhead. This principle
was analyzed for small-scale MIMO in the 1990s [125, 254], while some
early results for FDD Massive MIMO can be found in [7, 84, 273, 77].
These works are based on the hypothesis that the channels can be
parameterized in a particular way, which is then utilized to achieve a
more efficient estimation and feedback procedure. However, this line of
research is still in its infancy since the underlying hypothesis has not
been proved experimentally. This is why FDD operation is not consid-
ered in this monograph, but we stress that designing and demonstrating
an efficient FDD Massive MIMO implementation is a great challenge
that needs to be tackled [50].

Two other deviations from the canonical form of Massive MIMO are
the use of multiantenna UEs [32, 194, 31] and single-carrier transmission
[264]. The former was discussed in Remark 1.4 on p. 203, while the
multicarrier assumption in Definition 2.1 deserves further explanation.

The propagation channels change over time and frequency. The
bandwidth B equals the number of complex-valued samples that describe
the signal per second. The time interval between two samples thus
decreases as the bandwidth increases. Wireless channels are dispersive,
meaning that the signal energy that is transmitted over a given time
interval spreads out and is received over a longer time interval. If the
sample interval is short, as compared to the dispersiveness of the channel,
there will be a substantial overlap between adjacent transmitted samples
at the receiver. The channel then has memory, which makes it harder
to estimate it and to process the transmitted and received signal to
combat inter-sample interference. A classic solution is to divide the
bandwidth into many subcarriers, each having a sufficiently narrow
bandwidth so that the effective time interval between samples is much
longer than the channel dispersion. The subcarrier channels are then
essentially memoryless and we can apply the information-theoretic
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results described in Section 1.2 on p. 167 on each subcarrier. There are
different multicarrier modulation schemes, whereof both conventional
OFDM [357] and filter bank multi-carrier (FBMC) modulation [111]
have been analyzed in the context of Massive MIMO.

The important thing from the Massive MIMO perspective is not
which multicarrier modulation scheme is used, but that the frequency re-
sources are divided into flat-fading subcarriers. The coherence bandwidth
B, describes the frequency interval over which the channel responses are
approximately constant. One or multiple subcarriers fit(s) into the coher-
ence bandwidth, thus the channel observed on adjacent subcarriers are ei-
ther approximately equal or closely related through a deterministic trans-
formation. Hence, there is generally no need to estimate the channel on
every subcarrier. Similarly, the time variations of the channels are small
between adjacent samples and the coherence time T, describes the time
interval over which the channel responses are approximately constant.

Definition 2.2 (Coherence block). A coherence block consists of a number
of subcarriers and time samples over which the channel response can be
approximated as constant and flat-fading. If the coherence bandwidth
is B. and the coherence time is T, then each coherence block contains
T. = B.T,. complex-valued samples.

The number of practically useful samples per coherence block can
be smaller than B.T,.. For example, if the cyclic prefix in an OFDM
implementation adds 5% to the OFDM symbol time, then the number
of useful samples is B.T./1.05.

The concepts of multicarrier modulation and coherence block are
illustrated in Figure 2.1. The random channel responses in one coherence
block are statistically identical to the ones in any other coherence block,
irrespective of whether they are separated in time and/or frequency.
Hence, the channel fading is described by a stationary ergodic random
process. The performance analysis is therefore carried out by studying
a single statistically representative coherence block. We assume that
the channel realizations are independent between any pair of blocks,

which is known as a block fading assumption.?

2The independence assumption is not strictly necessary, since we consider ergodic
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One coherence block:
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Figure 2.1: The TDD multicarrier modulation scheme of a canonical Massive MIMO
network. The time-frequency plane is divided into coherence blocks in which each
channel is time-invariant and frequency-flat.
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Figure 2.2: Each coherence block contains 7. = B.T. complex-valued samples.

Each coherence block is operated in TDD mode and Figure 2.2
illustrates how the 7. samples are located in the time and frequency
plane. The samples are used for three different things:

e 7, UL pilot signals;

SEs where all possible channel realizations are observed during the communication.
Hence, there can be some correlation between the channel realizations in different
blocks, but the key assumption is that this correlation is not utilized. The processing
in the transmitter and receiver is carried out using only long-term statistics and
measurements made in the current block.



2.1. Definition of Massive MIMO 221

e 7, UL data signals;

e 74 DL data signals.

Clearly, we need 7, + 7, + 7q = 7. The fraction of UL and DL data
can be selected based on the network traffic characteristics, while the
number of pilots per coherence block is a design parameter. Many user
applications (e.g., video streaming and web browsing) mainly generate
DL traffic, which can be dealt with by selecting 74 > 7.

The size of a coherence block is determined by the propagation envi-
ronment, UE mobility, and carrier frequency. Each UE has an individual
coherence bandwidth and coherence time, but it is hard to dynamically
adapt the network to these values since the same protocol should apply
to all UEs. A practical solution is to dimension the coherence block for
the worst-case propagation scenario that the network should support.
If a UE has a much larger coherence time/bandwidth, then it does not
have to send pilots in every block.?

Remark 2.1 (Rule-of-thumb for channel coherence). It is hard to give
a precise dimensionality of the coherence block since it depends on
many physical factors, but there is a common rule-of-thumb [314]. The
coherence time is the time interval over which the phase and amplitude
variations in the channel due to UE mobility are negligible. This can
be approximated as the time it takes to move a substantial fraction
of the wavelength A, say, a quarter of the wavelength: T, = \/(4v)
where v is the velocity of the UE. Hence, the coherence time is inversely
proportional to the carrier frequency and the channels need to be
estimated less frequently in the conventional cellular frequency range of
1-6 GHz as compared to the mmWave frequency range of 30-300 GHz.*
The coherence bandwidth is determined by phase differences in the
multipath propagation. It can be approximated as B. = 1/(27,;) where
Ty is the delay spread (i.e., the time difference between the shortest

3More precisely, suppose a particular UE has a coherence bandwidth of B. > B.
and a coherence time of T > T.. Let k1 = | B./B.] and ko = |T./T.], then the UE
only needs to send pilots in every kith coherence block in the frequency dimension
and every kath coherence block in the time dimension.

4The antenna radiation pattern also affects the (effective) coherence time and it
might change depending on the antenna design and carrier frequency [321].
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and longest path). To give quantitative numbers, suppose the carrier
frequency is 2 GHz, which gives the wavelength A = 15 c¢m. In an outdoor
scenario with T, = 1ms and B, = 200kHz, we can support mobility
of v = 37.5m/s = 135km/h and delay spread of 2.5 us (i.e., 750 m
path differences). The coherence block contains 7. = 200 samples in
this scenario that supports high mobility and high channel dispersion.
In an indoor scenario with 7T, = 50ms and B, = 1MHz, we can
instead support mobility of v = 0.75m/s = 2.7km/h and delay spread
of 0.5us (or 150m path differences). The coherence block contains
Te = 50000 samples in this scenario with low mobility and low channel
dispersion.

2.2 Correlated Rayleigh Fading

The channel response between UE k in cell [ and the BS in cell j is
denoted by h{k € CM; | where each of the elements corresponds to the
channel response from the UE to one of the BS’s M; antennas. Notice
that the superscript of h{k is the BS index and the subscript identifies
the cell and index of the UE. The channel response is the same in both
UL and DL of a coherence block. For notational convenience, we use h{k
for the UL channel and (h{k)H for the DL channel, although there is only
a transpose and not any complex conjugate in practice. The additional
conjugation does not change the SE or any other performance metric,
but simplifies the notation.

Since the channel response is a vector, it is characterized by its
norm and its direction in the vector space. Both are random variables
in a fading channel. The channel model characterizes their respective
distribution and statistical independence/dependence.

Definition 2.3 (Spatial channel correlation). A fading channel h € C™ is
spatially uncorrelated if the channel gain ||h||? and the channel direction
h/|/h| are independent random variables, and the channel direction
is uniformly distributed over the unit-sphere in CM. The channel is
otherwise spatially correlated.

An example of a spatially uncorrelated channel model is the uncor-
related Rayleigh fading, which was defined in (1.24). Practical channels



2.2. Correlated Rayleigh Fading 223

are generally spatially correlated, also known as having space-selective
fading [254], since the antennas have non-uniform radiation patterns
and the physical propagation environment makes some spatial direc-
tions more probable to carry strong signals from the transmitter to
the receiver than other directions. The spatial channel correlation is
particularly important for large arrays since these have a good spatial
resolution as compared to the number of scattering clusters (see Sec-
tion 7.3 on p. 482 for further details). Therefore, in the remainder of
this monograph, we concentrate on correlated Rayleigh fading channels
such that A ‘

hj, ~ N (Oa, R}, ) (2.1)

where lek € CMixM; j5 the positive semi-definite® spatial correlation
matrix (and it is also the covariance matrix due to the zero mean).
This matrix is assumed to be known at the BS and the estimation of
such matrices is discussed in Section 3.3.3 on p. 260. The Gaussian
distribution is used to model the small-scale fading variations. The
channel response is assumed to take a new independent realization from
this distribution in every coherence block, as a stationary ergodic random
process. The spatial correlation matrix, on the other hand, describes
the macroscopic propagation effects, including the antenna gains and
radiation patterns at the transmitter and receiver. The normalized trace

Bl = ]\Ztr (R7,) (2.2)

determines the average channel gain from one of the antennas at BS j
to UE k in cell [. Uncorrelated Rayleigh fading with lek = 5ljkI M; 1s a
special case of this model, but the spatial correlation matrix is in general
not diagonal. The parameter Bljk is also referred to as the large-scale
fading coeflicient and is often modeled in decibels as

: & :
Bl =T — 10a logy (&) + F}, (2.3)

where d{k [km] is the distance between the transmitter and the receiver,
the pathloss exponent o determines how fast the signal power decays

A Hermitian matrix is positive definite or positive semi-definite if and only if
all of its eigenvalues are positive or non-negative, respectively.
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with the distance, and T determines the median channel gain at a
reference distance of 1km. In theoretical studies, the parameters T and
« can be computed according to one of the many established propagation
models; see for example [287]. These parameters are functions of the
carrier frequency, antenna gains, and vertical heights of the antennas,
which are derived from fitting (2.3) to measurements. The only non-
deterministic term in (2.3) is Fl],C ~ N(0,0%). This term is called the
shadow fading and creates log-normal random variations around the
nominal value T — 10« logw(d{k (1km)) [dB]. The shadow fading can
either be viewed as a model of physical blockage from large obstacles
or simply as a random correction term to obtain a model that better
fits practical channel measurements. The variance 0'S2f of the shadow
fading determines how large the random variations are, and is often
reported in terms of the standard deviation og. The latter is considered
a constant here, but it can also depend on the cell indices and other
parameters.

The eigenstructure of lek determines the spatial channel correlation
of the channel h{k; that is, which spatial directions are statistically
more likely to contain strong signal components than others. Strong
spatial correlation is characterized by large eigenvalue variations. An
example of how to generate lek is provided in Section 2.6, while detailed
modeling is considered in Section 7.3 on p. 482.

Remark 2.2 (A generative model for channel vectors). We can generate
a random channel vector h ~ N¢ (057, R) as follows. Let the eigenvalue
decomposition of R € CM*M he given as R = UDU", where D € R™*"
is a diagonal matrix containing the r = rank(R) positive non-zero
eigenvalues of R and U € CM*" consists of the associated eigenvectors,
such that U"U = I,.. Then, h can be generated as

h = R2é = UDzU"é ~ UDze (2.4)

where & ~ N¢ (0y7,15), € ~ N (0, 1,), and the last step implies that
the distributions of h and UD?Ze are identical. It is straightforward
to verify that h is a complex Gaussian vector with zero mean and
spatial correlation matrix E{hh"} = R. Moreover, we can clearly see
that the generative model is driven by a random vector with r < M
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degrees of freedom. This seemingly negative impact of spatial channel
correlation is further discussed in Section 2.4. The expression in (2.4)
is also referred to as the Karhunen-Loeve expansion of h.

By studying correlated Rayleigh fading channels, we can capture
some important aspects of practical Massive MIMO channels and yet
analyze the performance in a tractable way. What are the limiting
assumptions behind this model? First, the model assumes that the mean
value is zero. Suppose a particular channel response has a non-zero
mean B{k, in the sense that h{k ~ Nc (ﬁ{k, lek:) The communication
performance over such a channel is typically better than the performance
over the corresponding zero-mean channel with the same correlation
matrix lek, + ﬁ{k(fl{k)H, since the average power ]E{Hh{kHQ} is the same
but there is more randomness in the zero-mean case. Hence, it is a
pessimistic assumption to consider zero-mean channels. Second, the
model assumes that the channel is Gaussian distributed, which is not
completely true in practice. However, as explained later in Section 2.5,
the channel hardening and favorable propagation phenomena make
the communication performance almost independent of the small-scale
fading realizations; it mainly depends on the first and second order
moments of the channels, which represent the large-scale fading. Hence,
most of the results in this monograph hold for other channel distributions
as well (as long as some technical conditions on the higher-order moments
are satisfied).

Remark 2.3 (Mobility). The channel fading model describes random
variations caused by microscopic movements that affect the multipath
propagation, while the spatial correlation matrix describes macroscopic
effects such as pathloss, shadowing, and spatial channel correlation. The
capacity analysis assumes stationary ergodic fading channels with fixed
statistics, which limits the scope to microscopic mobility.® Macroscopic
mobility (e.g., for UEs in moving cars) can be handled by dividing the
time axis into segments where the channel statistics are approximately

51f a UE’s mobility path is known a priori, its long-term statistics can be defined
and used for ergodic capacity analysis. However, if the mobility is considered random,
then the ergodic approach would require the UE to visit all possible locations before
the signal can be decoded, making the results practically questionable.
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fixed and then computing a separate ergodic SE for each segment.
This makes practical sense in Massive MIMO if large communication
bandwidths are used, so that we can transmit sufficiently long codewords
to approach the ergodic capacity also in short time segments. The
channel hardening also improves the convergence to the ergodic capacity
(or SE), since the fading variations are smaller than in single-antenna
systems. Under extremely high mobility or short-packet transmissions,
other performance metrics such as bit error rate (BER) and outage
capacity are more suitable [314].

2.3 System Model for Uplink and Downlink

Having defined Massive MIMO, we will now define the UL and DL
system models that are used in the remainder of this monograph.

2.3.1 Uplink

The UL transmission in Massive MIMO is illustrated in Figure 2.3. The
received UL signal y; € CM; at BS j is modeled as

L K
yi = hysu +n;

1=1k=1

L K;
= Zh]ksjk + Zzhlzsll + ny (2.5)

1=11i=1
I#5

—_— -

Desired signals  Inter-cell interference  Noise

where n; ~ N¢(0 Mj,O'%LIM].) is independent additive receiver noise
with zero mean and variance O'%L. The UL signal from UE k in cell [
is denoted by s € C and has power py, = E{|s;|?}, irrespective
of whether it is a random payload data signal s;; ~ Nc(0,pi) or a
deterministic pilot signal with p;z = |s;x|?. The channels are constant
within a coherence block, while the signals and noise take new realization
at every sample. During data transmission, the BS in cell j selects the
receive combining vector v € CM; to separate the signal from its kth
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UL signal

UE k, cell

Figure 2.3: Illustration of the UL Massive MIMO transmission in cell j and cell I.
The channel vector between BS j and UE k in cell  is called h, .

desired UE from the interference as

K; L K
H _ H ] H J H ] H
iRy = Viehgesie + > Vidhjisii + 0> viphisi +vim; . (2.6)
i=1 =11i=1
i#k I#5
——
Desired signal  Intra-cell signals  Inter-cell interference Noise

The selection of combining vectors, based on estimated channels, and
the corresponding UL SEs will be studied in Section 4.1 on p. 275.
Note that receive combining is linear processing scheme that is also
known as linear detection. Recall from Figure 1.18 that linear schemes
provides nearly the same performance as non-linear schemes when the
antenna-UE ratio is large.

2.3.2 Downlink

The DL transmission in Massive MIMO is illustrated in Figure 2.4. The
BS in cell I transmits the DL signal

K
X| =) Wi (2.7)
i=1

where g ~ N¢(0, pix) is the DL data signal intended for UE k in the
cell and py;, is the signal power. This signal is assigned to a transmit
precoding vector wy, € CM: that determines the spatial directivity of
the transmission. The precoding vector satisfies E{|lw||?} = 1, such
that E{||wzsz|/?} = pix is the transmit power allocated to this UE.
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DL precoding

Channel (h{, )"

UE k, cell

Figure 2.4: Illustration of the DL Massive MIMO transmission in cell j and cell I.
The channel vector between BS j and UE k in cell  is called h, .

The received signal y;, € C at UE £ in cell j is modeled as

L
_ I \H
Yjk = Z(hjk) X7+ njk
=1
L K
Z Z ) Wit + nk
1=11i=1
K L K
(hjk:) WikSjk + Z ) WiSji + 0> (k) Wi + ngk
=1 =11i=1
i#k 1#j
~—
Desired signal Intra-cell interference Inter-cell interference Noise
(2.8)

where nj; ~ Ng(0,08;) is independent additive receiver noise with
variance O'%L. The channels are constant within a coherence block, while
the signals and noise take new realization at every sample. The selection
of transmit precoding vectors and the corresponding DL SEs will be
studied in Section 4.3 on p. 316.

2.4 Basic Impact of Spatial Channel Correlation

There is a wide-spread belief that spatial channel correlation is detrimen-
tal for MIMO communications. This is indeed the case for single-user
point-to-point MIMO channels with multiple antennas at both trans-
mitter and receiver [168, 234]. However, for multiuser communications
with single-antenna UEs the picture changes because it is the collection
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of the UEs’ spatial correlation matrices that determines the network
performance. The UEs are generally physically separated by multiple
wavelengths so that their channels are well modeled as statistically
uncorrelated. In addition, although the channel of each UE can exhibit
high spatial correlation at the BS, the spatial correlation matrices can
be highly different between UEs. These are two fundamental differences
from a point-to-point MIMO channel, where spatial channel correlation
is seen from both the transmitter and the receiver and where the channel
from the transmit antennas exhibits almost the same spatial correlation
to each of the receive antennas (and vice versa).

To better understand the impact that spatial channel correlation
can have on multiuser MIMO, let us consider the UL of a single-cell
scenario and assume that the channels are perfectly known. The UEs’
channels are distributed as hy ~ N¢ (057, Rg), for k = 1,..., K, and
we make the slightly artificial assumption that

R, = KU, U (2.9)

where U, € CMXM/K are tall unitary matrices (i.e., U U, = Iy/k)
and we assume that UpU; = Oy xr /i for all k # j. The factor K in
(2.9) normalizes the average channel gain such that 8, = +;tr(Ry) = 1.
The channel model described by (2.9) implies that each UE has a
strongly spatially correlated channel with only M /K rather than M
degrees of freedom, which refers to the number of non-zero eigenvalues
of the correlation matrix. However, at the same time the eigenspaces
of the individual correlation matrices are all orthogonal. This means
that, although the UEs’ channels are random, they “live” in mutually
orthogonal subspaces. This fact can be more easily seen from the
Karhunen-Loeve expansion in (2.4) of the channels:

h;, = VKUye; (2.10)

where e, ~ Nc(0y/k, Ia/k). To understand the impact of spatial
channel correlation, let us consider the received UL signal y € CM at
the BS, which is given by

K
y=> hjsi+n (2.11)
=1
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where s; € C, for i = 1,..., K, are the UL signals of power p;, and
n ~ Ng (0p7,0%; In) is receiver noise. Multiplying y by the correlation-
eigenspace Uy of UE k, we obtain

K
Ugy = Ug <Z h;s; + n)

i=1
K
= Z \/I?Ul,jUieisi + U}:n
=1

= VKeysy, + 1y (212)

where 1, = Ujln ~ N(C(OM/K,G%LIM/K). Thanks to the structure of
the spatial correlation matrices, the multiuser channel is divided into
K orthogonal single-user channels with M /K effective antennas, which
is advantageous because there is no interference. Based on (2.12), the
average SNR/SINR of UE k is

K 2 M
prellex| }: Pk (2.13)

E{SNRk}:E{ 5
OyL

o,
which indicates that each UE gets the full array gain of M. One way
of interpreting this result is that the antenna array captures the same
amount of energy, but this energy is concentrated on a subset of the
spatial directions or degrees of freedom.

The scenario above has to be compared to the case where all UEs
share the same correlation matrix R = KUU", where U € CM*M/K g
a tall unitary matrix, and thus hy ~ N¢ (0p7,R), for k =1,..., K. The
detrimental effect of a common correlation matrix is apparent when we
multiply the received UL signal y by the correlation-eigenspace U:

K
U’y = Y VKU"Ue;s; + U'n
i=1
K
=) VKe;si+n (2.14)
i=1
where n = U"n. In contrast to (2.12), this is not a single-user channel,

but a K-user channel with M /K effective uncorrelated antennas. The
common spatial correlation matrix essentially reduces the degrees of
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freedom that all UEs share. In this scenario, spatial channel correlation
has a clear negative impact.

In summary, it is not the individual spatial correlation matrices
that manifest the system behavior, but the collection of all UEs’ cor-
relation matrices. Spatial channel correlation can be very beneficial in
Massive MIMO if the UEs have sufficiently different spatial correlation
matrices. This applies also to small-scale multiuser MIMO systems, as
demonstrated in [373, 97, 87, 340, 52]. The case of totally orthogonal
correlation matrices does hardly occur in practice and simply served as
an extreme example to explain the basic impact that spatial channel
correlation can have on multiuser communications.

2.5 Channel Hardening and Favorable Propagation

Two important properties of multiantenna channels were uncovered in
Section 1: channel hardening and favorable propagation. We will now
provide formal definitions of these properties and interpret them using
the correlated fading model that was introduced in Section 2.2.

2.5.1 Channel Hardening

Channel hardening makes a fading channel behave as deterministic.
This property alleviates the need for combating small-scale fading (e.g.,
by adapting the transmit powers) and improves the DL channel gain
estimation. In Section 4, we will also show that channel hardening can
be utilized to obtain simpler and more intuitive SE expressions.

Definition 2.4 (Channel hardening). A propagation channel h;k provides
asymptotic channel hardening if

h 2
R
E{|[hd, |2}

almost surely as M; — oo.

(2.15)

This definition says that the gain thkH2 of an arbitrary fading

channel hg i is close to its mean value when there are many antennas.
This should be interpreted in the sense that the relative deviation from
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the average channel gain E{|/h; kH } = tr(R] ) vanishes asymptotically.

This does not mean that HthH2 — tr(RJ ), because both these terms
generally diverge as M; — oo, but one can interpret the result as

—|h? || = —tr(R%,) — 0 (2.16)
M; Jk M; ik

almost surely as M; — oo. With correlated Rayleigh fading, h;k ~
Nc(0 Mj,ng,), a sufficient condition” for asymptotic channel hardening
is that the spectral norm HR§,€||2 of the spatial correlation matrix is
bounded and ﬁjjk = ﬁjtr(ng) remains strictly positive as M; — oc.
The interpretation of these asymptotic properties is further discussed
in Section 4.4 on p. 335.

What is important for practical purposes is not the asymptotic
result, but how close to asymptotic channel hardening we are with a
practical number of antennas. This can be quantified by considering

) )
b7, |12 ~ V{||hj W7 @ tr(R}))  tr((Rj,)) (2.17)
= = = , .
E{Inl 2} [ BLRIZH?  ((RE)) (M52
where (a) follows from applying Lemma B.14 on p. 564. This is the
variance of the expression in (2.15) and it should be close to zero

if channel hardening is to be observed.® Note that the numerator of
(2.17) is the sum of the squared eigenvalues of R;:k, while Mjﬁgk in
the denominator is the sum of the eigenvalues. In the special case of
uncorrelated fading, we have ng = ngl m; and hence (2.17) becomes
1/M;. In this special case, M; = 100 is typically sufficient to benefit
from channel hardening. Hence, we note that (2.17) should be in order
of 1072 or smaller to obtain hardening.

The numerator tr((R?k)Q) of (2.17) is a so-called Schur-convex
function of the eigenvalues [166, Example 2.5]. For a given M; and
average eigenvalue ﬁjk, this implies that the variance is maximized

"This can be proved by substituting ﬁjk = tr(ng)/Mj into the left-hand side of
(2.15) and then applying Lemma B.13 on p. 564.

8A necessary but not sufficient condition for channel hardening is that the
variance goes to zero. This condition implies convergence in (2.15) in probability,
but not almost sure convergence.
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when one eigenvalue is M ng and the remaining ones are zero, while it

is minimized when all the eigenvalues are equal to Bjk This suggests
that spatial channel correlation, which is characterized by eigenvalue
variations in ng, increases (2.17) and thereby reduces the level of
channel hardening that is observed for a given number of antennas.
Another way to view it is that more antennas are required to achieve
a certain value in (2.17) under spatially correlated fading than with
uncorrelated fading.

2.5.2 Favorable Propagation

Favorable propagation makes the directions of two UE channels asymp-
totically orthogonal. This property makes it easier for the BS to mitigate
interference between these UEs, which generally improves the SE and
makes it sufficient to use linear combining and precoding.

Definition 2.5 (Favorable propagation). The pair of channels h{i and
h;k to BS j provide asymptotically favorable propagation if

(hf,)"h7,
VE{IB2YE{ b, 12}

almost surely as M; — oo.

—0 (2.18)

This definition says that the inner product of the normalized chan-
nels h{z/\/E{thZHQ} and hgk/w/E{thkHQ} goes asymptotically to zero.
Since the norms of the channels grow with M, favorable propagation
does not imply that the inner product of h{i and h; ;. goes to zero; that is,
the channel directions become orthogonal, but not the channel responses.
For correlated Rayleigh fading channels, a sufficient condition for (2.18)
is that the spatial correlation matrices Rl]z and Rg i have spectral norms

that are bounded and the average channel gains ﬁljz = ﬁtr(R{i) and
J

jk = Mijtr(R;k) remain strictly positive as M; — oo. Notice that under

this condition, the two channels will also exhibit asymptotic channel
hardening.
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One way to quantify how close to asymptotic favorable propagation
we are with a practical number of antennas is to consider

v (h{z)thk _ tr(R{ZRjk) :tr(Rl]iRik)
VE(RLZE{ (2} | erRite(RG,) M8,

(2.19)

which is the variance of the expression in (2.18). This is a measure
of how orthogonal the channel directions are, which determines how
much interference the UEs cause to each other. The connection is
particularly strong when using MR combining/precoding, where the
inner product between the channels appear directly in the received
signals (see (1.40) and (1.45)). Ideally, the variance in (2.19) should
be zero.” In practice, the variance is non-zero and therefore we can
benefit from using combining/precoding schemes that mitigate inter-
user interference. If both channels have uncorrelated fading, the variance
becomes 1/M; and thus decreases with an increasing number of antennas.
In general, it is the spatial channel correlation that determines the
variance in (2.19). It is zero if the UEs have orthogonal correlation-
eigenspaces, while the worst-case appears when the UEs have identical
eigenspaces and only a few strong eigenvalues. This result is in line with
the observations made in Section 2.4.

Note that channel hardening and favorable propagation are two
related, but different properties. We described a sufficient condition
under which both properties hold, but it is not a necessary condition.
Generally speaking, a channel model can have both properties, one of
them, or none. The keyhole channel provides favorable propagation,
but not channel hardening [243]. In contrast, two LoS channels (e.g., of
the type in (1.23)) that have the same azimuth angle provide channel
hardening, but not favorable propagation.

Finally, we stress that Massive MIMO does not require or formally
rely on any of these properties, but any multiuser MIMO system per-
forms better when the two properties are satisfied.

9A necessary but not sufficient condition for favorable propagation is that the
variance goes to zero. This condition implies convergence in (2.18) in probability,
but not almost sure convergence.



2.6. Local Scattering Spatial Correlation Model 235

2.6 Local Scattering Spatial Correlation Model

Since spatial channel correlation is an important property of multiuser
MIMO, we will now develop a spatial correlation model that will be
used in the numerical examples of subsequent sections. The model is
rather simple, as compared to the state-of-the-art channel models later
described in Section 7.3 on p. 482, but captures some key characteristics
and has an intuitive structure. The subspaces of the correlation matrices
will be parameterized by the azimuth angles to the UEs, making it
easy to determine if two UEs are spatially separable by comparing their
respective angles.

Our goal is to develop a model for the spatial correlation matrix
R € CM*M for a NLoS channel between a UE and a BS equipped with
a ULA. The UE and BS indices are dropped for simplicity. The received
signal at the BS is the superposition of Npz¢n multipath components,
where Npan is a large number. Suppose the scattering is localized
around the UE, while the BS is elevated and thus has no scatterers in
its near-field. Each of the multipath components thus results in a plane
wave that reaches the array from a particular angle ¢, and gives an
array response a, € C similar to the LoS case in (1.23):

an = gn {1 2ridnsin(@n) e%jdH(M_l)Sin(@")r (2.20)

where g, € C accounts for the gain and phase-rotation for this path
and dy is the antenna spacing in the array (measured in number of
wavelengths). The channel response h is the superposition

Npath

h= > a, (2.21)
n=1

of the array responses of the Npatn components. Suppose the angles ¢,
are i.i.d. random variables with angular probability density function
(PDF) f(p) and g, are i.i.d. random variables with zero-mean and
variance E{|g,|?}. The variance represents the average gain of the nth
path and the total average gain of the multipath components is denoted
by 5 = Zgiﬁth E{|gx|?}. The multidimensional central limit theorem

then implies that
h— N(C (OM, R) R Npath — 00 (2.22)
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where the convergence is in distribution and the correlation matrix is
R =E{}, a,al’}. This is the general motivation behind the correlated
Rayleigh fading model. Note that in our particular setup the (I, m)th
element of R is

Npath

Rlm= > E {| gn|2} E {ede(z—l)sin(san)e—zwjdH(m—l) sin(%)}

= § [ et @ p(p)dg (2.23)

where we used the definition of S and let ¢ denote the angle of an
arbitrary multipath component. The integral expression in (2.23) can
be computed numerically for any angular distribution. Since [R];
depends on the difference [ — m, but not on the individual values of
[ and m, R is Toeplitz matrix. Due to the assumed lack of scattering
around the BS, it is reasonable to further assume that all the multipath
components originate from a scattering cluster around the UE; that is,
@ = ¢ + 9§, where ¢ is a deterministic nominal angle and ¢ is a random
deviation from the nominal angle with standard deviation o,. We refer
to this as the local scattering model and notice that Gaussian distributed
deviations 6 ~ N(0, 03;) [4, 313, 363, 373], Laplace distributed deviations
§ ~ Lap(0, 0,/v/2) [225, Section 7.4.2], [161, 256], as well as uniformly
distributed deviations § ~ U[—v/30,, V30| [7, 284, 301, 363] can be
found in the literature.'® The latter case is also known as the one-ring
model, since all the scatterers can be assumed to lie on a circle centered
at the UE. This setup is illustrated in Figure 2.5. We stress that the
correlated fading is caused by the scattering being localized around the
UE, in contrast to the uncorrelated fading case illustrated in Figure 1.11
that also contained rich scattering in the vicinity of the BS.

The standard deviation o, > 0 is measured in radians and is called
the angular standard deviation (ASD), since it determines how large
the deviations from the nominal angle are. A reasonable value of o, in
urban cellular networks is 10° [256], while smaller values are expected

%Since only ¢ € [—m, 7] is of interest in the angular domain, the Gaussian and
Laplace distributions can either be truncated to this interval (and scaled to maintain
a PDF that integrates to one) or applied as they are, letting the periodicity of sin(¢p)
wrap the distribution into the interval of interest.
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Figure 2.5: Illustration of NLoS propagation under the local scattering model, where
the scattering is localized around the UE. Two of the many multipath components
are shown. The nominal angle ¢ and the angular standard deviation (ASD) o, of the
multipath components are key parameters to model the spatial correlation matrix.

in flat rural areas and larger values in hilly areas [254].

To illustrate the effect of spatial channel correlation, Figure 2.6
shows the eigenvalues of R in decreasing order, when using the local
scattering model with M = 100 antennas, the nominal angle ¢ = 30°,
and the ASD o, = 10°. The correlation matrices are normalized such
that tr(R) = M. The aforementioned three distributions of the angular
deviations are compared with the reference case of uncorrelated fading:
R =1,,. The figure shows that the spatial channel correlation makes
around 30 of the 100 eigenvalues larger than in the uncorrelated case,
while the remaining eigenvalues are substantially smaller. In fact, a
uniform angular distribution makes 68% of the eigenvalues 30 dB smaller
than in the reference case, while this happens for 40% of the eigenvalues
with Gaussian distribution and 19% with Laplace distribution. These
percentages remain roughly the same if M is increased.

Clearly, a 10° ASD leads to high spatial channel correlation with
a low-rank correlation matrix where many eigenvalues are negligibly
small. One should be careful when interpreting this result since it is
based on the rather simple local scattering model. Large eigenvalue
variations are expected in practice, but the angular distribution might
be less smooth (e.g., non-Gaussian with multiple peaks) and also vary
between BS antennas due to near-field scattering; see the measurements
in [121, Figure 4] for an example. Hence, despite the low-rank behavior,
one should not expect the spatial correlation matrices to be parametriz-
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Figure 2.6: Eigenvalues of the spatial correlation matrix R when using the local
scattering model with M = 100, nominal angle ¢ = 30°, and either Laplace, uniform,
or Gaussian angular distribution with standard deviation o, = 10°. Uncorrelated
fading is shown as a reference case.

able using a nominal angle and a Gaussian/Laplace/uniform angular
distribution in practice.

The spatial channel correlation reduces as o, increases. Since the
angles are wrapped in the angular domain, the scatterers become asymp-
totically uniformly distributed between —7 and +7 as o, — oo (for
any of the three distributions mentioned above). This does, however,
not lead to fully uncorrelated fading since a ULA has better resolu-
tion in some angular directions than others. The fully uncorrelated
fading case is instead obtained from (2.23) in the pathological case of
sin(0) ~ U[—1,1].

2.6.1 Impact on Channel Hardening and Favorable Propagation

In addition to affecting the rank of the spatial correlation matrix, the
nominal angle and ASD also affect how many antennas are needed to
approach asymptotic channel hardening and favorable propagation.
Recall from Section 2.5.1 that a channel h hardens if |h||?/E{|h[|?} —
1 as M — oo. Figure 2.7 shows the “variance” of the channel hardening,
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Figure 2.7: Variance of the channel hardening, defined in (2.17), as a function of
the number of antennas. Uncorrelated fading is compared with the local scattering
model, using ¢ = 30° and Gaussian angular distribution.

as defined in (2.17), for different numbers of antennas. The smaller the
variance, the more the channel has hardened. We compare uncorrelated
Rayleigh fading with the local scattering model, using ¢ = 30° and
a Gaussian angular distribution with o, € {10°,30°}. The smallest
variance is achieved with uncorrelated fading, while spatial channel
correlation basically shifts the curve to the right. With o, = 30°, which
represents moderate spatial correlation, the difference from uncorrelated
fading is rather small. However, with o, = 10°, the strong spatial corre-
lation leads to a large loss in channel hardening. For example, M = 200
with o, = 10° gives the same variance as M = 53 with uncorrelated
fading.

The “variance” of the favorable propagation, as defined in (2.19), is
illustrated in Figure 2.8 for M = 100 antennas. We consider a desired
UE with a fixed nominal angle of 30° and an interfering UE with a
nominal angle that is varied between —180° and 180°. A smaller variance
implies that the UEs’ channel directions are closer to be orthogonal.
We once again compare uncorrelated fading with the local scattering
model using a Gaussian angular distribution with o, € {10°,30°}. With
uncorrelated fading, the variance is independent of the UEs’ angles,
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Figure 2.8: Variance of the favorable propagation, defined in (2.19), for M = 100.
The desired UE has a nominal angle of 30°, while the angle of the interfering UE
is varied between —180° and 180°. Uncorrelated fading is compared with the local
scattering model, using Gaussian angular distribution.

as expected. In contrast, the variance depends strongly on the UE
angles when there is spatial channel correlation. When the interfering
UE has around the same nominal angle as the desired UE (or is close
to the mirror reflection angle 180° — 30° = 150°), the variance is
substantially larger than with uncorrelated fading. This represents the
case when the UEs have similar spatial correlation matrices. When
the ASD is small, there are visible peaks at 30° and 150°. As the
ASD increases, these peaks widen and eventually merge into a single
peak, as in the case of o, = 30°. In that case, the largest variance
actually occurs when the UEs have different angles. When the UEs
have well-separated angles, the variance is substantially smaller than
with uncorrelated fading. This is the same basic behavior as exemplified
in Section 2.4; spatial channel correlation is good if the UEs have
very different correlation-eigenspaces, while it is bad if the UEs have
similar correlation-eigenspaces. If we compute the average variance over
different angles of the interfering UE, it becomes 0.01 with uncorrelated
fading, 0.0076 for o, = 10° and 0.012 for o, = 30°. This suggests that
we will, on the average, observe slightly more favorable propagation
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under strong spatial channel correlation, than when the correlation is
weaker.

In summary, spatial channel correlation reduces the level of channel
hardening observed for a given number of antennas. Spatial correla-
tion can also improve the level of favorable propagation if the UEs
have different spatial characteristics. How these behaviors affect the
communication performance will be investigated in later sections.

2.6.2 Approximate Expression with Gaussian Angular Distribution

In the case of 6 ~ N(0, 03), we can compute an approximate closed-
form expression for R when the ASD is small (e.g., below 15°), such
that sin(d) ~ § and cos(d) ~ 1. We can then approximate (2.23) as

1
V2mo,

~ 3 / % 2midu(1-m) sin(p) ,2nidi (1-m) cos(¢)5
—0o0

0o _2
[R]l,m _ 5/ 627rjdH(l—m) sin(p+9) e 202, s

52

1 _ 9
e 2%ds

2moy,
0,2
_ 5627rjdH(lfm) sin(ap)ef%p (27 dyg (I—m) cos(p))?
1 o ((5727rjo'<2de(l7m) COS(LP))Q
. / e 205 do
V2moy, J-co

=1

o2
_ 6627rjdH(l—m) sin(cp)e—Tw (2mdy (I—m) cos(p))? (224)

where the approximation is based on sin(¢ + ¢) = sin(p) cos(d) +
cos(p)sin(d) = sin(p) + cos(¢)d. The last equality identifies an in-
tegral over the entire PDF of a Gaussian distribution (which is equal
to one).

The approximate closed-form expression in (2.24) can be utilized
to reduce the computational complexity in simulations. The expression
also offers some insights into the structure of the correlation matrix.
Notice that [R]; ., = Be2midu(l=m)sin(¢) for o, = 0. In this extreme case,
all multipath components arrive from the angle ¢ and give the rank-one
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correlation matrix
R=3 [627rjdH sin(p) eijalH(Mq)sin(@)}T

' [e—ijstin(@) e—QWjdH(M_l)Sin(‘P)}. (2.25)

This matrix is formed based on the array response vector in (1.23)
of a ULA. For o, > 0, the diagonal elements are the same, but the

02
—F 2rdu(l-m)cos(¢)9)” and thus go to

off-diagonal elements decay as e
zero as o, grows. When the off-diagonal elements reduce, the rank of
the matrix increases. Although the small-angle approximation is not
valid when o, is large, the decay indicates that the correlation matrix
becomes increasingly similar to a scaled identity matrix for large ASDs.

We will utilize the local scattering model with Gaussian angular
distribution in the remainder of this monograph to illustrate how spa-
tially correlated channels behave, as compared to uncorrelated channels.
However, one should bear in mind that the local scattering model dates
back to the 1990s, when BSs with relatively few antennas and elevated
deployment at masts were the norm. Practical Massive MIMO channels
are likely to experience scattering in the near-field of the BS, multiple
scattering clusters, and shadowing over the array [121, 122], which are
three key effects not captured by the local scattering model. We return
to channel modeling in Section 7.3 on p. 482.
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Massive MIMO builds on decades of research insights into
how to design efficient SDMA systems.

A canonical Massive MIMO network uses a multicarrier TDD
protocol. BS j is equipped with M; antennas and serves K
single-antenna UEs in each channel coherence block.

By having an antenna-UE ratio M;/K; > 1, the BS benefits
from favorable propagation that makes the UEs’ channel
directions almost orthogonal when M is large. It is there-
fore sufficient to use linear receive combining and transmit
precoding in Massive MIMO.

By having M; > 1, the BS also benefits from channel
hardening that makes the effective channels after combin-
ing/precoding almost immune to small-scale fading.

The propagation channels and antenna arrays create spatial
channel correlation, which has a non-negligible impact on the
channel hardening and favorable propagation. That is why
the correlated Rayleigh fading model, where the correlation
is represented by the spatial correlation matrices, must be
adopted in the analysis.

The local scattering correlation model captures the basic
characteristics of spatial channel correlation, in terms of a
nominal angle and ASD. It will be used to exemplify the
impact of spatial channel correlation in later sections.




3

Channel Estimation

This section describes how channel estimation is carried out at the BSs
based on UL pilot transmission. The system model for pilot transmission
is provided in Section 3.1 along with the basic pilot sequence design.
The minimum mean-squared error (MMSE) estimator is derived and
analyzed in Section 3.2. The impacts of spatial channel correlation and
pilot contamination are exemplified in Section 3.3. The computational
complexity is quantified in Section 3.4.1 and two low-complexity channel
estimators are described and compared. Data-aided channel estimation
is briefly discussed in Section 3.5. The key points are summarized in
Section 3.6.

3.1 Uplink Pilot Transmission

To make efficient use of the massive number of antennas, each BS needs
to estimate the channel responses from the UEs that are active in the
current coherence block. It is particularly important for BS j to have
estimates of the channels from the UEs in cell j. Channel estimates from
interfering UEs in other cells can also be useful to perform interference
suppression during data transmission. Recall from Section 2.1 on p. 216

244
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that 7, samples are reserved for UL pilot signaling in each coherence
block. Each UE transmits a pilot sequence that spans these 7, samples.
The pilot sequence of UE k in cell j is denoted by ¢, € C™. It is
assumed to have unit-magnitude elements, to obtain a constant power
level, and this implies that ||¢;[|* = @5k®jr = Tp- The elements of ¢,
are scaled by the UL transmit power as ,/pjr and then transmitted as
the signal sj; in (2.5) over 7, UL samples, leading to the received UL
signal Y? € CMi*7» at BS j. This signal is given by

L K
P
Z \/ﬁhjkquk-FZZﬁhh‘mz‘f‘ N (3.1)
=1 1
I#j =
~—
Desired pilots Inter-cell pilots Noise

where Np € CMi*™ is the independent additive receiver noise with i.i.d.
elements distributed as Nc(0,0¢;,). Y4 is the observation that BS j
can utilize to estimate the channel responses. To estimate the channel
of a particular UE, the BS needs to know which pilot sequence this UE
has transmitted. This is why the pilots are deterministic sequences and
the pilot assignment is typically made when the UE connects to the BS;
for example, using a random access procedure. The pilot assignment
and random access are further discussed in Section 7.2.1 on p. 468.

Suppose, for the sake of argument, that BS j wants to estimate
the channel h{i from an arbitrary UE ¢ in cell {. The BS can then
multiply /correlate Y? with the pilot sequence ¢;; of this UE, leading
to the processed received pilot signal ygh- € CMi, given as

L Kl’ )
Y§li = Yf‘l’ﬁ; = Z Z Vprihg @l ol + N?‘?—"l*z' (3.2)
U=1i=1

which has the same dimension as h{l For the kth UE in the BS’s own
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cell, (3.2) can be expressed as

P _ NP *
Yijk = Y5 Pjk

K; L K
— J J J D
= /Pjkhj 5.5 + vaﬂhj@;’ﬂt’;‘k + Z Z VDb @5, + Ni@T,
=13 P
——
Desired pilot Intra-cell pilots Inter-cell pilots Noise
(3.3)

The second and third terms in (3.3) represent interference and contain
inner products of the form (,z')lTl-gbjk between the pilot of the desired UE
and the pilot of another UE ¢ in cell [. If the pilot sequences of two UEs
are orthogonal (i.e., ¢;;¢5; = 0), then the corresponding interference
term in (3.3) vanishes and does not affect the estimation. Ideally, we
would like all pilot sequences to be orthogonal, but since the pilots are
Tp-dimensional vectors, for a given 7,, we can only find a set of at most
7, mutually orthogonal sequences. The finite length of the coherence
blocks imposes the constraint 7, < 7. that makes it impossible to assign
mutually orthogonal pilots to all UEs in practice. Since longer pilots
come at the price of having fewer samples for data transmission, it is
non-trivial to optimize the pilot length; however, a rule-of-thumb is that
7, should always be smaller than 7./2 [49].

We assume that the network utilizes a set of 7, mutually orthogonal
pilot sequences. These can be gathered as the columns of the UL pilot
book ® € C™*™, which satisfies #"® = 7,1, . It is recommended to
have 7, > max; K pilots so that each BS can allocate different UL pilot
sequences among its UEs, but this is not mandatory. The reason for
making such an assumption is that the strongest interference usually
originates from within the own cell. The coordination of pilot assignment
across cells is also important and is further discussed in Section 7.2.1
on p. 468. We define the set

Pie = {(L1): b= by L=1,., Lii=1,..., K] (3.4)

with the indices of all UEs that utilize the same pilot sequence as UE k
in cell j. Hence, (I,i) € Pj;, implies that UE ¢ in cell [ uses the same
pilot as UE k in cell j. Note that (j, k) € Pj; by definition.
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Using the notation in (3.4), the expression in (3.3) simplifies to

ygjk =, /pjkTphj:k + Z \/plﬂphfi +NYo% . (3.5)
(1) €P;r\(4,k)

N——
Desired pilot Interfering pilots Noise
Note that y%, =y}, for all (I,4) € Pjy, since these UEs use the same
pilot. We also note that N§¢§k ~ Nc(OMj,O'%LTpIMj), since the pilot
sequences are deterministic and ||q§jk|\2 = Tp.
The processed received signal y? k10 (3.5) is a sufficient statistic for

estimating hgk since there is no loss in useful information as compared
to using the originally received signal Y? [175]. The reason is that
the desired component hgk(ﬁ;-k in Y% can be brought back from y? ik
by multiplying with ¢ from the right and the interfering terms are
either zero or can be brought back in the same way. Similarly, y?li is a
sufficient statistic for estimating hgl The processed received signal is
used in Section 3.2 for channel estimation.

3.1.1 Design of Mutually Orthogonal Pilot Sequences

The pilot book @ is designed under the conditions that all elements
have unit magnitude (i.e., |[®];, 4| =1 fori; =1,...,7, 92 =1,...,7)
and that all columns are mutually orthogonal (i.e., ®'® = 7,1, ). All
pilot books that satisfy these constraints are equivalent in terms of
estimation performance, but the choice can have an impact on the
practical implementation. In fact, only the mutual orthogonality and
the norms ||¢;; | determine the estimation accuracy, while the unit
magnitude assumption was made to keep a constant power level per
sample. We will exemplify two explicit ways to design the pilot books.

A Walsh-Hadamard matrix ® = A, is a 7, X 7, matrix that satisfies
the two conditions for being a pilot book and whose elements are either
+1 or —1. Since each element is a point in a binary phase-shift keying
(BPSK) constellation, these pilot sequences are easily implemented in
any system that supports BPSK modulated data transmission. Walsh-
Hadamard matrices only exist for some matrix dimensions [339]; for
example, matrices with dimensions of a power of two: 7, = 2" for
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n=0,1,.... These matrices can be generated recursively as follows [29]:
A =1 (3.6)
A2n71 A.anl
Ao = =1,2,.... .
2 [A2n1 _A2n1] " T (3 7)

To generate a pilot book of arbitrary dimension (e.g., not a power
of two), the discrete Fourier transform (DFT) matrix

1 1 1 1
1 w w? e wi !

® - K " (3.8)
1 w;r;’*l w%ﬁ’ﬁl) e wgpfl)(n’*l)

can be utilized [37], where w,, = e™3%"/7 is a 7,th primitive root of 1.
Note that the elements in (3.8) are located at 7, different equally spaced
points on the unit circle, thus they correspond to a 7,-ary phase-shift
keying (PSK) constellation.

These two types of sequences are used as spreading codes in UMTS
[2] and in LTE [199]. The UL pilots (called reference signals) in LTE
are, however, based on Zadoff-Chu sequences, which have unit-norm
elements but also the additional feature that each sequence is the cyclic
shift of another sequence [309]. This property is particularly useful to
mitigate inter-symbol interference in single-carrier transmission. See
[309] for algorithms that generate Zadoff-Chu sequences.

3.2 MMSE Channel Estimation

We will now derive an estimator of the channel response h{i, based on
the received pilot signal Y? in (3.1) and a pilot book with mutually
orthogonal sequences. The channel is a realization of a random variable,
thus Bayesian estimators are desirable since they take the statistical
distributions of the variables into account; see Appendix B.4 on p. 567 for
an introduction to estimation theory. Bayesian estimators require that
the distributions are known. Recall from (2.1) that hj, ~ N(0 ijlei)‘

The minimum mean-squared error (MMSE) estimator of h{i is the
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vector fl{l that minimizes the MSE ]E{thZ — fl{le} It is provided in
the following theorem.

Theorem 3.1. Using a pilot book with mutually orthogonal sequences,
the MMSE estimate of the channel h. based on the observation Y? in
(3.1) is

hj, = VPR Y (3.9)
where
-1
\Il‘ljZ = ( Z pl’i/TpR‘l]’i’ + O-%LIMj) . (310)
(Ui ePy;

The estimation error fl‘lji = h{i — ﬁgz has correlation matrix C{i =
E{hj,(h},)"}, given by

Cj, = Ry, — pump R}, ¥Ry (3.11)
Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.2.1 on p. 591. O

This theorem provides the mechanism to compute the MMSE esti-
mate of the channel from any UE in the network to BS j. The estimation
quality is represented by the MSE, which is IE{Hh{Z — ﬁ{ZHQ} = tr(C{i)
for the MMSE estimator. A good estimation quality is represented by a
small MSE.

To estimate h{i based on (3.9), the BS should correlate the received
pilot signal with the pilot sequence used by UE i in cell [, as y?li = Y? b5
and then multiply this observation with the two matrices \Il{z and RZJZ
The matrix \Ilgl is the inverse of the normalized correlation matrix
E{y%;(¥%,)"}/7p of the processed received signal, while R}, is the spatial
correlation matrix of the channel to be estimated. These multiplications
suppress interference and noise that do not share the same second-order
statistics as h{l Note that the MMSE estimator in (3.9) is linear, in the
sense that fl{z is formed by multiplying the processed received signal
y?li with matrices. The estimator in Theorem 3.1 is therefore sometimes
called the linear MMSE (LMMSE) estimator. However, we prefer to
use the MMSE notion to make it clear that one cannot further reduce
the MSE by using a non-linear estimator.
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For notational convenience, we define
] = [B), ... by | (3.12)

as the M; x K; matrix with the estimates of all channels from UEs in
cell [ to BS j.

Note that the transmit power appears in the estimation error cor-
relation matrix in (3.11) only as a product with the pilot length: p;7,.
We define the effective SNR during pilot signaling from UE £ in cell j
to its serving BS j as

J
g
SNRY, = M (3.13)

9uL

where we recall that ﬁjk = Mijtr(R;:k) was defined in (2.2) as the average
channel gain to the antennas in the BS array. The terminology effective
SNR implies that the pilot processing gain 7, is included in the SNR.
The processing gain is obtained from the fact that the pilot sequence
spans 7, samples. If the pilot sequences are 10 samples long, then the
effective SNR is 10dB larger than the nominal SNR at a single sample.
This gain is highly desirable for achieving good estimation quality also
for UEs with limited transmit power and/or weak channel conditions.

If we consider the random realizations of the MMSE channel estimate
and the corresponding estimation error in an arbitrary coherence block,
the following statistical properties hold.

Corollary 3.2. The MMSE estimate fl{z and the estimation error ﬁ{l
are independent random variables, distributed as follows:

by, ~ N (Ou,, R}, - C)) (3.14)
By, ~ Ne (s, C) (3.15)
Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.2.1 on p. 591. O

The statistical distributions stated in Corollary 3.2 are useful when
we later compute the SE of each UE. We can also observe that the
average squared norm E{HH{ZHQ} = tr(R{i) - tr(C{i) of the estimated
channel is smaller than that of the true channel, but it increases when
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the MSE tr(C] ) decreases. In the special case of tr(C{i) = 0, we have
E{||h;||?} = E{||h};||?} = tr(R{,), since the estimate is perfect.

In practice, Theorem 3.1 is particularly important for estimating the
intra-cell channels. However, also the inter-cell channels from any UE in
the entire network to BS j can be estimated. An important observation
can be made by comparing the MMSE estimate in (3.9) of an intra-cell
channel ﬁ? . With the estimate fl{z of a UE in another cell that utilizes
the same pilot sequence (i.e., (I,i) € Pijk Which implies ¢;; = ¢, and
Pii = Pji). In this case, we have \Il]k = \Il and yg?jk = yé’li, thus
the same matrix inverse is multiplied with the same processed received
signal. It is only the scalar and the first matrix in (3.9) that are different.
If Rj:k is invertible, we can write the relation as

B, = LR (R)) i (3.16)
This implies that the two estimates are strongly correlated, but generally
the vectors are linearly independent (i.e. non—parallel) since one cannot
write hJ as a scalar times h’ ik unless RJ and R’ K are equal up to a
scaling factor. In the spemal case of spatially uncorrelated channels
with R’ Tk = 5]kIM and R}, = @jZIMJ, the two channel estimates are
parallel vectors that only dlffer in scaling. This is an unwanted property
caused by the inability of BS j to separate UEs that have transmitted
the same pilot sequence and have the same spatial characteristics. This
situation is illustrated in Figure 3.1. The following corollary highlights
a key consequence of the colliding pilot transmissions.

Corollary 3.3. Consider UE k in cell j and UE i in cell I. The correlation
matrix of the respective channel estimates at BS j is

L PR, ULRY (1,4) € P;
o i) - | PTRAIRL COT
01, % M; (1,4) & Pij.
The antenna-averaged correlation coefficient is
tr(R, R, ¥7,)

E ! (h/)"h’ ——  (1,i) € Pj
"B Vo (RRG 2 ) (R RY, ) R

JELIR ) E {1, 2 o (i) ¢ Py

(3.18)
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Intended pilot transmission Interfering pilot transmission

Figure 3.1: When two UEs transmit the same pilot sequence, their respective
BSs receive a superposition of their signals—they contaminate each others’ pilot
transmissions. Since it is challenging for the BSs to separate the UEs, the estimates
of their respective channels will be correlated.

despite the fact that E {(h{Z)Hh;k} = 0 for all UE combinations with
(4,2) # (G, k).

Proof. The expression in (3.17) follows from taking the expressions in
(3.9) for the UEs’ channel estimates and then computing the expectation
of their outer products. If (1,7) € Pj;, we have yi.’jk = y?li and then
the non-zero expectation is obtained from direct computation, utilizing
E{y":(v5)"} = mp(®]) 71 If (1,0) & Pjy, then y¥ . and v, are inde-
pendent, since these vectors contain different channels and independent
noise variables. The expectation is then zero. Finally, (3.18) is obtained
from (3.17) by exploiting the fact that (h{Z)thk = tr(h;k(h{i)H) and
simplifying the expression by utilizing that tr(AB) = tr(BA) for any
matrices A and B such that A and B™ have the same dimensions. [J

This corollary describes one of the key characteristics of the pilot
contamination phenomenon: UEs that transmit the same pilot sequence
contaminate each others’ channel estimates. The interference not only
reduces the estimation quality (i.e., increases the MSE) but also makes
the channel estimates statistically dependent—although the true chan-
nels are statistically independent. Pilot contamination has an important
impact beyond channel estimation, since the contamination makes it
particularly hard for the BS to mitigate interference between UEs that
use the same pilot. Pilot contamination is often described as a main
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characteristic and limiting factor of Massive MIMO. It was the key
focus of some of the early works on the topic [208, 131, 169], but the
phenomenon is not unique to Massive MIMO. It exists in most cellular
networks because of the practical necessity to reuse the time-frequency
resources across cells. Pilot contamination can, however, have a greater
impact on Massive MIMO than on conventional networks. This is par-
tially because the large number of UEs requires the pilot sequences
to be reused more frequently in space and partially because the sig-
nal processing in Massive MIMO is particularly good at suppressing
interference between UEs with orthogonal pilots. We return to pilot
contamination in Section 3.3.2 and in the SE analysis in Section 4 on
p. 275.

Recall that the MMSE estimator minimizes the MSE of the channel
estimate, which is defined as

E{Hh{z - B{ZH2} = E{||f1{z||2} = E{tr(fl{z(fl{z)H)} = tr(C{i). (3.19)
To compare the estimation quality obtained with different estimation
schemes in different scenarios, the normalized MSE (NMSE) defined as
tr(Cg?)
tr(RY;)

is a suitable metric, since it measures the relative estimation error per

NMSE], = (3.20)

antenna. This is a value between 0 (perfect estimation) and 1 (achieved
by using the mean value of the variable, E{h].}, as the estimate).

Remark 3.1 (Other channel distributions). The MMSE estimator in
Theorem 3.1 utilizes moments of the channel (i.e., the zero mean and
the correlation matrix) as well as the fact that the channel is complex
Gaussian distributed. In practice, the mean value and correlation matrix
are rather easy to estimate, while it is hard to validate how close to
Gaussian the channel distribution is. This is fortunately not a big deal
because the estimator in (3.9) is also the LMMSE estimator for non-
Gaussian channels with zero mean and the same known correlation
matrix (see Appendix B.4 on p. 567). Hence, the same estimation
expression can be used for other types of channels, but the estimate and
estimation error are only uncorrelated in this case (not independent),
which affects the performance analysis.
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3.3 Impact of Spatial Correlation and Pilot Contamination

To understand the basic properties of the MMSE estimator, we will
exemplify how spatial channel correlation and pilot contamination
affects its performance. We will also outline how to acquire the channel
statistics in practice.

3.3.1 Impact of Spatial Correlation on Channel Estimation

The basic properties of channel estimation are best described when we
consider the estimation of the channel response of a UE that has a
unique pilot sequence. The estimation is then only affected by noise
and not by interference. Consider an arbitrary channel h ~ Ng (07, R),
where the UE and BS indices are dropped for brevity. Let R = UAU"
denote the eigenvalue decomposition of the correlation matrix, where
the unitary matrix U € CM*M contains the eigenvectors, also called
eigendirections, and the diagonal matrix A = diag(A1, ..., Ays) contains
the corresponding eigenvalues. The estimation error correlation matrix
in (3.11) becomes

-1
C=R-p,R (prR + U%LIM) R
-1
—-U (A — pryA (prA + a%LIM) A> U™
2 2
= Udiag( M — — 222 Ay — — LMy (3.21)
PTpA1L + 051 PTpAM + 0,

where the second equality follows from the fact that I, = UU" and
U~!U =1),. The last expression in (3.21) is identified as an eigenvalue
decomposition with eigenvectors in U and the mth eigenvalue given by

PpA2, _ O‘%L)\m _ Am
" PpAm + 081, PTpAm + 0F, SNRP’\‘% +1

(3.22)

where SNR? is the effective SNR defined in (3.13) and 8 = & SM N
Hence, the estimation error correlation matrix C has the same eigen-
vectors as the spatial correlation matrix R, but the eigenvalues are
different and generally smaller due to the subtraction in (3.22). The
eigenvalues of C in (3.22) represent the estimation error variance in each
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Figure 3.2: NMSE in MMSE estimation of a spatially correlated channel, based on
the local scattering model with Gaussian angular distribution and ASD o, = 10°.
The results are averaged over different nominal UE angles.

eigendirection. As the effective SNR increases, all these error variances
reduce and approach zero as SNR? — oo, thus showing that error-free
estimation is possible in this asymptotic regime. Another important
observation from (3.22) is that an eigendirection of R with a large
eigenvalue A\, has a smaller normalized error variance

Am
SNRP2m 4] 1
£ = . (3.23)
Am SNRp?m +1

than an eigendirection with a smaller eigenvalue. The intuition is that the
eigendirections are estimated independently and strong eigendirections
are easier to estimate since the SNR is higher.

These properties are illustrated numerically in Figure 3.2 for spatial
correlation matrices generated by the local scattering model, defined
in (2.23), with Gaussian angular distribution. Figure 3.2 shows the
NMSE, defined in (3.20), as a function of SNR? (the effective SNR)
with either M = 1, M = 10, or M = 100 antennas. The results are
averaged over different uniformly distributed nominal angles between 0°
and 360°, while the ASD is o, = 10°. Figure 3.2 shows that the NMSE
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is monotonically decreasing with the SNR, as expected from (3.22). An
NMSE of around 1072 is achieved at an SNR of 20dB, which means
that the estimation error variance is only 1% of the original variance of
the channel. Note that this effective SNR can be achieved by having a
nominal SNR of 10dB and pilot sequences with 7, = 10, thus it is not
particularly high.

Interestingly, the NMSE in Figure 3.2 also reduces as more antennas
are added. This property is due to the spatial channel correlation, as seen
from the fact that a spatially uncorrelated channel with R = §1I gives
the NMSE 1/(SNRP + 1) which is independent of M. Hence, it is easier
to estimate spatially correlated channels due to the structure in their
statistics. This also implies that the average gain E{|/h[?} = tr(R — C)
of the estimated channel is larger under spatial correlation.

The impact of spatial channel correlation is further studied in Fig-
ure 3.3, where the NMSE is shown as a function of the ASD o,. The
effective SNR is 10dB and there are M = 100 antennas. Figure 3.3
shows that the error is smaller when the ASD is small (i.e., with high
spatial correlation). This is explained by the fact that most of the chan-
nel’s variance lies in a few eigenvalues when o, is small (cf. Figure 2.6).
As concluded from (3.23), it is easier to estimate strong eigendirections
than weaker ones. The NMSE for uncorrelated channels is shown in
Figure 3.3 as a reference. For strongly spatially correlated channels, the
estimation error can be two orders of magnitude smaller than in the
uncorrelated case, while this benefit is basically lost when o, reaches
around 40°.

3.3.2 Impact of Pilot Contamination on Channel Estimation

We will now illustrate the basics of pilot contamination by considering
a scenario where two UEs use the same pilot sequence. BS j estimates
the channel of UE k in its own cell, while UE ¢ in cell [ transmits the
same pilot. The mutual interference that these UEs cause during pilot
transmission has two main consequences:

e The channel estimates become correlated;

e The estimation quality is reduced.
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Figure 3.3: NMSE in estimation of a spatially correlated channel, as a function
of the ASD in the local scattering model, defined in (2.23), with Gaussian angular
distribution. The effective SNR is 10dB and M = 100.

Starting with the former, Figure 3.4 shows the antenna-averaged corre-
lation coefficient between the channel estimates, as defined in (3.18),
when the effective SNR, from the desired UE is 10 dB and the interfering
signal is 10 dB weaker than that. Both correlation matrices are generated
using the local scattering model with Gaussian angular distribution and
ASD o, = 10°, but using different nominal angles at BS j. The desired
UE has a fixed angle of 30° (measured as described in Figure 2.5), while
the angle of the interfering UE is varied between —180° and 180°.
The first observation from Figure 3.4 is that the UE angles play
a key role when the BS is equipped with multiple antennas. If the
UEs have the same angle, the correlation coefficient is one, meaning
that the estimates are identical (up to a scaling factor). If the UE
angles are well separated, the correlation coefficient is instead nearly
zero. This indicates that not only the average channel gains but also
the eigenstructure of the spatial correlation matrices determine the
impact of pilot contamination. This is different from the single-antenna
case (and multiantenna case with uncorrelated fading), in which the
correlation coefficient is equal to one, irrespective of the UE angles. The
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Figure 3.4: Absolute value of the antenna-averaged correlation coefficient in (3.18)
between the channel estimates of the desired UE and an interfering UE that uses the
same pilot. The local scattering model with Gaussian angular distribution is used
and the desired UE has a nominal angle of 30°, while the angle of the interfering UE
is varied between —180° and 180°.

conclusion is that spatial channel correlation can mitigate the impact
of pilot contamination and we expect this to happen also with other
spatially correlated channel models. Depending on the array geometry
there might be certain angle pairs that give a resonance behavior in
the multiantenna case. Since we consider a horizontal ULA in this
simulation, the array cannot separate signals arriving from 30° and
from the mirror reflection angle 180° — 30° = 150°.

The second main consequence of pilot contamination is the reduced
estimation quality. We will study this impact in the same scenario
as above. Figure 3.5 shows the NMSE of the estimate of the desired
channel with M = 100 antennas and either uncorrelated fading or the
local scattering model with ASD o, = 10°. The effective SNR from the
desired UE is 10dB and the interfering signal is either equally strong,
10 dB weaker, or 20 dB weaker. In the spatially correlated case, when
the UE angles are well separated, the NMSE is around 0.04 irrespective
of how strong the interfering pilot signal is. This implies that the pilot
contamination has a negligible impact on the estimation quality when
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Figure 3.5: NMSE in estimation of the desired UE’s channel when there is an
interfering UE, which uses the same pilot. There are M = 100 antennas. The local
scattering model with Gaussian angular distribution is used and the desired UE has
a nominal angle of 30°, while the angle of the interfering UE is varied between —180°
and 180°. The NMSE with uncorrelated fading is shown as reference.

the UEs have nearly orthogonal correlation-eigenspaces. The NMSE
increases when the UEs have similar angles, particularly when the
interfering UE has a strong channel to the BS. If the UEs’ channels
instead exhibit uncorrelated fading, the NMSEs are consistently larger
than under spatial correlation and also angle-independent. Hence, spatial
channel correlation is helpful in practice to improve the estimation
quality under pilot contamination.

In the extreme case of R;le]Z =0 M;x M the UE channels have
orthogonal correlation-eigenspaces. The antenna-averaged correlation
coefficient between the channel estimates, defined in (3.18), is then zero.
Furthermore, the estimation error correlation matrix in (3.11) simplifies
as

A , , ‘ , L
Ol = R, — pry R, (pjnmp Ry + pump R + ot lar,) Ry
. , , L
2
= R, —pippR, (ijTpRﬁk + UULIMj> R, (3.24)

which does not depend on the interfering UE. This property is easily
proved by using Lemma B.6 on p. 560. Consequently, it is theoretically
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possible to let two UEs share a pilot sequence, without causing pilot
contamination, if their spatial correlation matrices satisfy the orthogo-
nality condition R? le]Z = 0pz; % m;- This can theoretically happen under
strong spatial channel correlation, while it will never happen for spa-
tially uncorrelated channels. However, R; leji ~ 07,0, can happen
when the interfering UE has a very weak channel. These behaviors have
been utilized in [154, 363], among others, to guide the pilot assignment
and UE scheduling in Massive MIMO.

3.3.3 Imperfect Statistical Knowledge

The MMSE estimator utilizes the channel statistics. For example, if
BS j wants to estimate the channel to UE i in cell j, it can only apply
the estimator in Theorem 3.1 if it knows the correlation matrix Rfl and
the sum of the correlation matrices, (\Ilj )~1, of the UEs that utilize
the same pilot sequence. We will exemphfy how BS j can estimate the
correlation matrix Ry, of the channel hj ~ N (0, ,RJ;). We will then
describe how (‘I’{i)_1 can be obtained in a similar manner. The UE and
BS indices are dropped for simplicity.

In general, the BS observes many realizations of h = [hy ... hps]”
different coherence blocks, distributed over time and frequency. Suppose
the BS has made N independent observations h[l],..., h[N], where
hin] = [h1[n] ... has[n]]" is the nth observation. For a particular an-
tenna index m, the law of large numbers (see Lemma B.12 on p. 564)
implies that the sample variance 30, % |hm[n]|? converges (almost
surely) to the true variance E{|h,,|?} as N — oo. The standard de-
viation of the sample variance decays as 1/v/N [175], thus a small
number of observations is sufficient to get a good variance estimate.
The corresponding approach to estimate the M x M correlation matrix
R is to form the sample correlation matrix

sample = Z h (325)

Each element of f{sample converges to the corresponding element of R
as described above. However, it is more challenging to obtain a sample
correlation matrix whose eigenvalues and eigenvectors are well aligned
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with those of R, because the estimation errors in all the M? elements of
ﬁsample affect the eigenstructure. This might be important for channel
estimation, since the MMSE estimator exploits the eigenstructure of
R to obtain a better estimate. Fortunately, there are techniques to
make the channel estimation in Massive MIMO robust to imperfect
knowledge of the spatial correlation matrix [57, 189, 299]. Note that
only the diagonal elements of R are essential for Bayesian estimation,
because they describe the variance of the unknown variables, while the
off-diagonal elements only describe the correlation between variables.
Hence, we can alternatively form the diagonalized sample correlation
matrix

N st [ [n])?
Rdiagonal = . (326)

N Znei [har[n]]?

by ignoring the correlation between the elements in h. If Rdiagonal is
used for channel estimation instead of R, we will effectively estimate
each element h,, separately from the other elements of h, as if we only
have one BS antenna. In other words, we are not exploiting the spatial
channel correlation.

It was proposed in [299] to estimate the spatial correlation matrix
as the convex combination

A

R(C) - Cﬁsample + (1 - C>Rdiagonal (327)
between the conventional sample correlation matrix and the diagonalized
sample correlation matrix. The diagonal elements of ﬁ(c) are the same
as in f{diagonal, while the off-diagonal elements are proportional to
c € [0,1]. A small value of ¢ reduces the off-diagonal elements and thus
can be used to purposely underestimate the correlation between the
channel coefficients. This can be viewed as a regularization of ﬁsample.
The parameter ¢ can be optimized experimentally to achieve robust
estimation under imperfect correlation matrix knowledge (i.e., for finite
N). In this single-user example, the NMSE of any linear estimator
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Figure 3.6: NMSE in the estimation of a spatially correlated channel with ASD
o, = 10°, when having imperfect spatial correlation matrix knowledge, as a function
of the number of samples used to compute the correlation matrix estimate.

h = AY?¢* can be computed as

2,/pmpR (tr(RA)) — mptr (A(prpR + o In)A™)
tr(R)

NMSE(A) =1 —

(3.28)
where the matrix A specifies which linear estimator is used. The
true MMSE estimator in Theorem 3.1 is given by A = ,/pR(p7,R +
o3 Iy) ™!, while the estimated correlation matrix in (3.27) can be
used to select A(c) = /pR(c)(prpR(c) + 0¥ Inr)~"! instead. This is a
heuristic estimator, but ¢ can be optimized to get a small NMSE(A(c)).

The average NMSE with imperfect correlation matrix knowledge
is shown in Figure 3.6. We consider the local scattering model with
Gaussian angular distribution and ASD o, = 10°, M = 100 antennas,
and an effective SNR of 10 dB. The NMSE is averaged over different
nominal angles (from 0° to 360°) and different sample realizations, and
¢ is numerically optimized for each N to achieve a low average NMSE.
Figure 3.6 shows the NMSE as a function of the number of samples. The
first few samples are essential to get a reasonable estimate of f{diagonal.
With as little as N = 10 samples, we can exploit some of the spatial
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channel correlation to achieve an NMSE that is smaller than for an
uncorrelated channel (with a known correlation matrix that equals the
main diagonal of R). The NMSE decreases with N and asymptotically
approaches the lower bound where R is completely known. Interestingly,
not more than 200 samples are needed to achieve an NMSE close to
the lower bound. This equals 2M, which indicates that the channel
estimation is rather insensitive to having imperfect channel statistics.

A similar approach as the one detailed above can be taken to estimate
W/ [57]. This matrix is given by ¥/, = Tp(E{y%;(¥%,)"}) " and thus
particularly convenient to estimate since we can use the received signals
from the existing pilot transmissions to form a sample correlation
matrix (which is then regularized as described above). In contrast, the
estimation of the individual correlation matrices requires additional
pilot signals that are designed for correlation matrix estimation; see
[57] for a comparison of two approaches.

In practice, the spatial correlation matrix evolves over time, due to
mobility that creates variations in the large-scale fading. It is necessary
to track the changes, which can be accomplished by computing the
sample correlation matrix over a sliding time window that contains N
samples. The number of samples is selected to achieve a sufficiently good
estimate, while the time-frequency intervals between samples can be
selected based on the UE mobility. The measurements in [332] suggest
that the large-scale fading is constant for a time interval around 100
times longer than the coherence time, thus it is possible to obtain
hundreds of samples for correlation matrix estimation if necessary. The
overhead for correlation matrix estimation under mobility is quantified

in [57].

Remark 3.2 (Correlation matrix estimation from a small number of sam-
ples). In addition to the regularization approach described above, there
are alternative ways to generate correlation matrix estimates from a
relatively small number of samples V. The conventional sample correla-
tion matrix is a consistent estimator when N — oo for a fixed M, which
is a limit that is hard to approach if M is large. If N is comparable in
size to M, one can instead use G-estimation methods [217, 93], which
provide consistent estimators when M, N — oo with a fixed ratio. In
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addition, the paper [211] considers the case N < M, in which fisample
is rank-deficient, and generates a full-rank correlation estimate that
retains the eigenvectors of ﬁsample (in contrast to the regularization ap-
proach above that changes the eigenvectors). The correlation estimation
can be further improved if the channels have a special structure that is
known a priori. For example, [137] provides algorithms for estimating
the correlation matrices of channels that have a limited angle-delay
support that is also separable between UEs. There are also methods to
track how a low-rank subspace in R evolves over time [105].

3.4 Computational Complexity and Low-Complexity Estimators

The downside of having many antennas is that there are many signal
observations to process in the digital baseband. We will now assess the
computational complexity of MMSE estimation, using the methodology
described in Appendix B.1.1 on p. 558, where only the numbers of
complex multiplications and divisions are counted. The MMSE channel
estimates in Theorem 3.1 are computed at BS j once per coherence block
for each of the K; intra-cell UEs. The inter-cell channels are optional to
estimate, but if they are utilized in the precoding/combining, they also
need to be computed once per coherence block. The processed received
pilot signal at BS j is multiplied in (3.9) with two M; x M; matrices.
Since these matrices only depend on the spatial correlation matrices, the
matrix product can be precomputed and only updated when the channel
statistics have changed substantially (e.g., due to UE mobility or new
UE scheduling decisions). Note that the channel statistics typically are
the same over all subcarriers, so only one matrix is precomputed per
UE. The precomputation generally requires (4Mj?’ — M;)/3 complex
multiplications and M; complex divisions per UE (see Lemma B.2 on
p. 559 for details). If we estimate the channels from multiple UEs that
use the same pilot sequence, we only need to compute the ¥-matrix
once and thus only spend M J?’ multiplications per additional UE (except
the first one).

In contrast to the cubic complexity of the precomputations, the
estimation in every coherence block only entails correlating the received
signal matrix with the pilot sequence as y?lz. = Y? ¢;; and then mul-
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tiplying it with the precomputed statistical matrix \/]TthJZ\II{Z These
operations require M;7, + M]2 complex multiplications per UE (see
Lemma B.1 on p. 559) and can be parallelized by computing 7, + M
complex multiplications separately for each of the M; antennas. Hence,
one can imagine a hardware implementation with very efficient com-
putations in every coherence block, based on precomputed statistical
matrices, and a less time-critical outer process that updates the precom-
puted matrices at regular intervals. If we need to estimate the channels
to another UE that uses the same pilot, the additional cost is only M J2
multiplications since y?li is already known.

Remark 3.3 (Polynomial matrix expansion). In case the hardware imple-
mentation cannot handle the computational complexity of exact MMSE
estimation, one can resort to approximations. For example, [299] pro-
posed a method to rewrite the matrix inverse in the MMSE estimation
expression as an equivalent polynomial matrix expansion, which can
then be truncated since the lower-order polynomial terms have the most
significant impact on the estimate. A similar approach can be taken
for receive combining and transmit precoding, as explained later in
Remark 4.2 on p. 296, where the main principle is also outlined. The
complexity of this method is quadratic in M; and linear in the number
of terms that are used in the truncated polynomial. Another option
is to utilize an estimator that from the beginning does not require
matrix-matrix multiplications or large-dimensional inversions. Some
options are described next.

3.4.1 Alternative Channel Estimation Schemes

If BS j cannot manage the computational complexity of MMSE channel
estimation, there are alternative estimation schemes. An arbitrary linear
/., based on y?li in (3.2), can be written as A{iygli, for
some deterministic matrix AJ, € (CMJ'XMJ' that specifies the estimation
scheme. The corresponding MSE E{||hj; — A;y%,|1*} can be computed

estimator of h
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as
MSE(A{i) = tr(lei) = 2Vt (tr(leiA{i))
+ Tptr (A{Z (‘I'{;)fl (A‘ZZ)H> (3.29)

with \Ilgz given by (3.10). The MMSE estimator is obtained for A{i =
\/pTlRlJl\Iffz, but we can alternatively choose an A{i that makes the
estimate easier to compute. Diagonal matrices are particularly useful
to reduce the computational complexity since each element of y?li can
then be multiplied with only one scalar instead of M; non-zero scalars
from Agz For any deterministic A{i, the estimate A{iygli and estimation
error fl{i = h{i — A{iyﬁli are Gaussian distributed, but they are generally
correlated random variables—an important difference from the MMSE
estimator. In particular, we have that

s . . . N =1 .
= {hgz(hgz)H} = \/pliTpAgiRl]i - TpA{z’ (‘I’{J (Agz)H (3.30)
We will now provide two examples for selecting the matrix A{l

Element-wise MMSE Channel Estimator

Based on the discussion in Section 3.3.3, one obvious alternative is to
estimate each element of h{i separately and thereby ignore the correlation
between the elements. More precisely, we can look at the processed
received signal in (3.2) and only consider one of the M; elements at a
time. The following corollary provides the resulting element-wise MMSE
(EW-MMSE) estimator.

Corollary 3.4. Based on the observation [y?li]m, BS j can compute the

MMSE estimate of the mth element [hgl]m of the channel from UE ¢ in
cell [ as

. ; Rj,]
nl, = VPR |mm P
[hy;] > pl’i’Tp[RZJ/i/]mm n U%L [yjlz] (3.31)

(Vi) ePy
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The estimation error variance of this element is

PiiTp ([lez]mm> ’

J 2
(1 -%:’P pl/i/Tp{Rl’i’]mm + oL
2 )EPL

(R L — (3.32)

Proof. The proof is identical to that of Theorem 3.1, except that we
only consider one of the elements in hj, and the corresponding element
in y?ll. to perform the estimation. O

The EW-MMSE estimator corresponds to letting A{i be diagonal
with

(A = \/pzZ'[Rfijmm — m=1,..., M. (333)
U Z):73 PrirTp[Ripislmm + oy,
/7i/ €Pu

The computational complexity per UE is proportional to M;, both
when precomputing the fractional expression in (3.31) (at the slow
time scale that the large-scale fading changes) and when multiplying
it with the processed received pilot signal once per coherence block.
This is substantially lower than the complexity of the original MMSE
estimator, except in the special case when all the spatial correlation
matrices are diagonal so that one can estimate each channel element
separately without performance loss. Note that the main complexity
saving comes from the fact that A{i is diagonal.

The MSE achieved by the EW-MMSE estimator is obtained by
summing up the estimation error variances from (3.32), which can be
expressed as

j 2
MSE = tr(R}) — % Pty ([Rim) (3.34)

m=1 2 preTpRyylmm + oy,
(1) ePy;
Although each element is estimated using the MMSE principle, the
vector with estimates and the vector with estimation errors are correlated
when using the EW-MMSE estimator as it follows by inserting (3.33)
into (3.30).
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Least-square Channel Estimator

The EW-MMSE estimator does not utilize the full spatial correlation
matrices, but only the elements on the main diagonals (which can be
estimated as described in (3.26)). In case these partial statistics are
unknown or unreliable (e.g., due to rapid changes in the UE scheduling
in other cells), it might be necessary to consider estimators that require
no prior statistical information. The least-squares (LS) estimator has
been used for this purpose since the beginning of SDMA [125, 37]. In our
setup, we have the observation yé-’h- in (3.2), which contains the desired
channel in the form of \/@Tph{i. The LS estimate of h{i is defined as
the vector fl{l that minimizes the squared deviation Hy?li - \/%Tpﬁ{iHQ.
The smallest value is zero and is attained by

1

~

hl. = b 3.35
li \/@Tp y]lz ( )
This is a linear estimator with
; 1
A{i = IM]. (3.36)

VPiiTp

and since the matrix is diagonal, the computational complexity per
coherence block is proportional to M;. The matrix A{i has no explicit
dependence on the channel statistics, but it depends on the transmit
power, which the UE might change when the statistics change.

The MSE achieved by the LS estimator in (3.35) cannot be computed
unless the channel statistics are actually known, but it can be obtained
by substituting A{i =11 M; into (3.29) and simplifying:

PiiTp

L 2
MSE=tr| S PYRj, 4 TULy, ). (3.37)
(winePi\wi) Pl Pue

Note that, since the LS estimator is suboptimal, the estimate and the
estimation error are correlated:

E {ﬁgz(ﬁiz)H} = lei - pl;_p (‘I’;i)_l : (3.38)
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Figure 3.7: NMSE in the estimation of a spatially correlated channel, based on the
local scattering model with Gaussian angular distribution, for different estimators.
The results are averaged over different nominal angles and o, = 10°.

3.4.2 Comparison of Complexity and Estimation Quality

The estimation quality of the MMSE, EW-MMSE, and LS estimators
are compared in Figure 3.7, in terms of NMSE. We consider a scenario
where BS j estimates the channel of its UE k, while a UE in another
cell transmits the same pilot sequence. The effective SNR of the desired
UE is varied from —10dB to 20dB, while the interfering signal is
assumed to always be 10dB weaker. The local scattering model is
considered with Gaussian angular distribution and ASD o, = 10°, and
the results are averaged over different nominal angles between 0° and
360°. Figure 3.7 shows that the three estimators provide rather different
NMSEs. The MMSE estimator is systematically the best estimator
since it fully exploits the spatial channel correlation. The EW-MMSE
estimator provides decent estimation performance (equivalent to MMSE
estimation of an uncorrelated channel), but there is a substantial gap
from the MMSE estimator—even at high SNR where the error floor
(caused by pilot contamination) has a higher value. The LS estimator
performs very poorly at low SNR where the NMSE is above 1, while
the trivial all-zero estimate ﬁ?k = 0ypy; gives an NMSE of 1. At higher
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Scheme Correlating with pilot | Per UE | Precomputation

3_ .
MMSE M;, M? s
EW-MMSE M, M, M,
LS Mij - -

Table 3.1: Computational complexity per coherence block for channel estimation.
The first column is the number of multiplications when correlating the received
signal with a pilot sequence and the second column is the multiplications required
for estimating the channel of a UE using that pilot sequence. The third column is
the complexity for precomputation per UE.

SNRs, the LS estimator is comparable to the EW-MMSE estimator, but
their respective error floors are different (if there is pilot contamination).
The LS estimator can provide decent estimates of the channel direction,
hgk / thkH, while the lack of statistical information makes it harder to

get the right scaling of the channel norm ||h§ el

The computational complexities of the MMSE, EW-MMSE, and LS
estimators are summarized in Table 3.1, in terms of complex multipli-
cations. The complexity is divided into three parts: The complexity of
correlating the received signal Y‘; with a pilot sequence, the complexity
of estimating the channel of a UE (after correlating with its pilot),
and the complexity of precomputing the statistical coefficients. The
complexities of these operations were computed in Section 3.4 for the
MMSE estimator, while the complexities of EW-MMSE and LS are
obtained analogously, based on Appendix B.1.1 on p. 558. The MMSE
estimator has the highest complexity, both when computing an estimate
and when precomputing the statistical coefficients. EW-MMSE is more
complex than LS, but the difference is small when comparing the sums
of the first two columns: M;7, + M; ~ M;T, for practical values of 7.

Figure 3.8 illustrates the number of complex multiplications per
coherence block as a function of M in a scenario with K = 7, = 10 UEs
in each cell. We have neglected the complexity for precomputation of
matrices that only depend on the channel statistics, as they typically are
constant for a large number of coherence blocks. MMSE has the highest
complexity, followed by EW-MMSE, which reduces the complexity by
45%-90% since the correlation between antennas is not exploited in the
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Figure 3.8: Number of complex multiplications per coherence block with 10 UEs,
when using different channel estimation schemes. The complexity of precomputing
statistical matrices is not accounted for.

channel estimation. The complexity reduction of using LS instead of
EW-MMSE is marginal: for M = 100 we only save an additional 1% by
using LS.

3.5 Data-Aided Channel Estimation and Pilot Decontamination

In scenarios with much pilot contamination, the pilot-based MMSE
estimator in Theorem 3.1 might not be sufficient to get a good esti-
mation quality. The amount of pilot contamination can be reduced by
increasing 7, so that each pilot sequence is reused less frequently in
space, but at the price of using fewer samples for data transmission per
coherence block. Alternatively, the UL data sequences can be utilized
for channel estimation, so that the UEs’ channels are discriminated
based on transmitted sequences of length 7, + 7, instead of 7,. The data
sequences are not known to the BS in advance, but can nonetheless be
used for data-aided estimation, which is classically known as semi-blind
estimation [75] and more recently called pilot decontamination [232].
This approach has been taken in a series of papers on Massive
MIMO [242, 232, 362, 203, 238, 152, 333, 334]. The main principle is
to form an Mj; x M; sample correlation matrix of the received block
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of UL signals in a coherence block. Since the channels are constant, as
Tp + Ty — 00, each of the strongest eigenvalues of the sample correlation
matrix corresponds to one of the UEs and the respective eigenvector
is an estimate of the UE channel (up to a phase ambiguity). BS j
can typically infer that the K strongest eigenvalues correspond to
its K; UEs, while the weaker eigenvalues correspond to interfering
UEs in other cells or receiver noise. By projecting the received signal
onto the eigenspace of the K strongest eigenvalues, interference and
noise can be rejected. The eigenvalue-based separation between signal
and interference subspaces can be performed blindly (i.e., without
pilot sequences) [232, 238, 334] or by also exploiting spatial channel
correlation [362], but it is still desired to transmit orthogonal pilot
sequences within each cell to identify which UE corresponds to which
eigenvalue and to resolve the phase ambiguity in the channel estimates
[242, 238]. Since the limit 7, + 7, — oo requires the channel coherence
time to grow indefinitely, which will not happen in practice, an exact
separation of signal and interference subspaces is not possible with data-
aided channel estimation and some pilot contamination will remain.!
However, if implemented judiciously, data-aided channel estimation is
always better or equally good as pilot-only MMSE estimation since it
uses more observations in the estimation process. The largest benefits
are observed when the SNR is low (because noise is also mitigated by the
subspace projections) and when there are strong sources of interference
[333]. The downside of data-aided channel estimation is the increased
computational complexity.

Remark 3.4 (Alternative pilot structures). We have considered the co-
herence block structure in Figure 2.2, where all UEs send their pilots
simultaneously, followed by simultaneous transmission of UL data, and
then DL data transmission. There are alternative approaches. One ap-
proach is to time-shift the coherence blocks between cells, such that
some cells send DL data when their neighboring cells send UL pilots and
vice versa [114]. With this approach, there is still inter-cell interference

n fact, pilot contamination is not an issue if 7, + 7, — 0o, because then we
can allow for 7, = 25:1 K so that each UE can get its own orthogonal pilot while
keeping the channel estimation overhead negligible.
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that reduces the estimation quality, but it is now the BSs in neighboring
cells that cause the largest contamination and not the UEs in those
cells. Hence, the channel estimates of the desired UEs in a given cell
will now be correlated with the channels from neighboring BSs, which is
less critical since these channels are irrelevant during data transmission.

Another approach is to superimpose the pilot sequences on the
UL data transmission, which allows for setting 7, = 0 and nonetheless
having 7, mutually orthogonal pilot sequences at disposal [320, 328]. The
benefit of this approach is that long pilot sequences can be transmitted
(and reduced infrequently in the network) without sacrificing the number
of samples available for data transmission. The price to pay is additional
interference between pilot and data transmissions, which can be rather
large since, in contrast to the pilot design in this section, there is also
interference between intra-cell UEs during channel estimation. It is
therefore important to divide the transmit power between pilots and
data in a judicious way. A hybrid pilot solution, where some users have
superimposed pilots and some others have conventional pilots, may
bring the best of both paradigms [319].
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3.6 Summary of Key Points in Section 3

a N
e Channel estimation at the BS is key to achieve the full
potential of Massive MIMO. This is typically accomplished

using UL pilot transmission.

e The MMSE estimator exploits the statistical characteristics
to obtain good estimates. Spatial correlation makes it easier
to estimate channels to large antenna arrays. The gains are
robust to imperfect knowledge of the statistics.

e The computational complexity of the MMSE estimator grows
quadratically with the number of antennas. The alternative
EW-MMSE estimator can greatly reduce complexity by ne-
glecting the spatial correlation between antennas. If the
channel statistics are unknown, the LS estimator can be
used instead.

e Since the channel coherence blocks are of limited size, it is
necessary to reuse pilot sequences across cells. The inter-cell
interference increases the estimation errors and also makes
the channel estimates of two UEs that use the same pilot are
correlated. This phenomenon is called pilot contamination.
The correlation is low when the channel gain of the interfering
UE is weak, as compared to that of the desired UE, or when
the correlation matrices are sufficiently different.




4

Spectral Efficiency

In this section, we analyze the achievable UL and DL SEs, based on
the channel estimation framework developed in the previous section.
Expressions for the SE in the UL are derived in Section 4.1. Different
receive combining schemes are evaluated and the impacts of spatial
channel correlation and pilot contamination are revisited. In Section 4.3,
achievable SE expressions for the DL are derived with different DL
channel estimation schemes. The key differences and similarities be-
tween the UL and DL expressions are described and the performance
of different precoding schemes is evaluated. The asymptotic behavior
of the SE, when the number of BS antennas grows infinitely large,
is considered in Section 4.4. The key points are summarized in Sec-
tion 4.5.

4.1 Uplink Spectral Efficiency and Receive Combining

We will now study the achievable SE of the UL payload data transmission
with different receive combining schemes. Each BS detects the desired
signals by using linear receive combining. Recall that UE k in cell j
transmits a random data signal s;; ~ Nc(0, p;x) for j =1,..., L and

275
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k=1,...,K;. The variance pj; is the transmit power (i.e., the average
energy per sample).

The receiving BS j selects the combining vector v € CM; for its
kth UE, as a function of the channel estimates obtained from the pilot
transmission. The combining vector should depend on ﬁ;k, in order to
coherently combine the desired signal components received over the M
antennas, but it can also depend on the estimates of other channels,
if the BS wishes to suppress interference (from the own and/or other
cells). During data transmission, BS j correlates the received signal y;
from (2.5) with the combining vector to obtain

H o, _ H {1 . H 1) .
V]k‘y] = ijhjksjk + ijhjksjk
—— ——
Desired signal over estimated channel  Desired signal over unknown channel
K; ) L K ‘
H 1) o, H K g, H o
+ vighysii + Z Z vighysu +vin;. (4.1)
i=1 I=11i=1
ik 1]
——
Intra-cell interference  Inter-cell interference Noise

A similar expression was given in (2.6), but the key difference in (4.1)
is that the desired signal term has been divided into two parts: one
that is received over the known estimated channel hj.k from UE £ in

the cell and one that is received over the unknown estimation error fl?k
of the channel. The former part can be utilized straight away for signal
detection, while the latter part is less useful since only the distribution
of the estimation error is known (see Corollary 3.2 on p. 250). The SE
in Massive MIMO is generally computed by treating the latter part as
additional interference in the signal detection, by utilizing Corollary 1.3
on p. 171. In doing so, we obtain the following result.

Theorem 4.1. If MMSE channel estimation is used, then the UL ergodic
channel capacity of UE k in cell j is lower bounded by SE;JkL [bit/s/Hz]
given by

SEVL = :—ZE {logz (1 + SINRFE) } (4.2)



4.1. Uplink Spectral Efficiency and Receive Combining 277

with
. H W |2
SINRUL = ikl Vi
L& h 2 LS iy g2
lzl > il Vi by + Vi 121 2 PGy + ot | Vi
= 1= =]171=

(1,4)#(3,k)
(4.3)

and where the expectation is with respect to the channel estimates.
Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.3.1 on p. 593. O

The capacity lower bound in Theorem 4.1 represents an achievable
SE for the UL. Later in this section, we will provide an alternative lower
bound, which is less tight but commonly used in research papers since it
can lead to closed-form expressions. We refer to SINR}JkL in (4.3) as the
UL instantaneous SINR since it appears as 7*E{logy(1 + SINR}JkL)} in
the SE expression. However, it is not an SINR in the conventional sense,
because it involves both instantaneous channel estimates and averages
over channel estimation errors—this implies that we cannot measure
SINR}JkL in a given coherence block. Note that SINR}JkL is a random
variable that takes a new independent realization in each coherence
block. The pre-log factor 7 in (4.2) is the fraction of samples per
coherence block that are used for UL data. Since 7, = 7. — 7, — 74, the
pre-log factor increases if we shorten the length 7, of the pilot sequences
(i.e., reduce the pilot overhead) and/or reduce the number of samples
74 used for DL data.

The SE expression provided in Theorem 4.1 holds for any choice of
the receive combining vector, under the assumption that the MMSE
estimator is used for channel estimation. MR combining with vj; =
ﬁgk is commonly considered in the Massive MIMO literature, often
motivated by asymptotic arguments that only apply for uncorrelated
Rayleigh fading channels with very many antennas [208, 49]. We will
show in Section 4.4 that MR is generally not asymptotically optimal.
For this reason, we will not assume the use of MR here. Instead, we
will optimize the combining vector and compare the result with MR
and other alternative schemes. Note that SINR}jkL only depends on
vk, thus each combining vector can be tailored to its associated UE
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without taking the SE achieved by other UEs into account. The following
corollary finds the “optimal” receive combining vector, in the sense of
maximizing the SE expression provided in Theorem 4.1.

Corollary 4.2. The instantaneous UL SINR in (4.3) for UE k in cell j
is maximized by the multicell minimum mean-squared error (M-MMSE)
combining vector

I=11=1

-1
L Kl .. . ~ -
Vik = Pjk (Z Zpli (hgz(hgz)H + ng) + U%LIMj) h;'k (4.4)

which leads to

SINRY" =
-1
A L K »
pir(h Z Z pubd, ()" + 3Ny + oy, | B
' wizom ==t
(4.5)
Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.3.2 on p. 594. O

We mentioned M-MMSE receive combining already in (1.42), but
Corollary 4.2 derives its expression for the practical case when only the
estimated channels are known. It is called M-MMSE combining since
(4.4) not only maximizes the instantaneous SINR but also minimizes
the MSE in the data detection; that is, the average squared distance
between the desired signal and the processed received signal.

Corollary 4.3. The M-MMSE combining vector in (4.4) is the vector
v, that minimizes the conditional MSE

E{]sjx — Vi, P[{B]} } (4.6)

where the expectation is conditioned on the current set {fl{z} of all
channel estimate realizations (for [ =1,...,Land i =1,..., K)).

Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.3.3 on p. 595. O



4.1. Uplink Spectral Efficiency and Receive Combining 279

Note that the combining vector in (4.4) is the only one that minimizes
the MSE, while the instantaneous SINR in (4.3) does not change if we
multiply v, with an arbitrary non-zero scalar (i.e., we can normalize
the vector arbitrarily). The latter can be seen as an artifact from the
mutual information definition, which disregards non-destructive signal
processing because it does not reduce the information content. For
practical discrete signal constellations, such as QAM, the scaling is
important in the detection; the received signals are equalized to match
the given decision regions for the constellation. M-MMSE combining for
Massive MIMO has previously been studied in [246, 134, 193, 43, 239].

The structure of M-MMSE combining is quite intuitive. The matrix
that is inverted in (4.4) is the conditional correlation matrix Cy, =
Ely;vy;j | {fl{z}} of the received signal in (4.1), given the current set of
channel estimates. The multiplication C;jl/ Qyj corresponds to whitening
of the received signal; that is, E{C;jl/Qyj(C;jl/2yj)H ] {ﬁfl}} =1Iys. The
whitened received signal has spatially uncorrelated elements, which
means that the total received power is equally strong in all directions.
If we denote the whitened combining vector as ujy, it is related to the

. L -1
original combining vector as v = Cy, /

2ujk. The highest desired signal
power is now received from the spatial direction C;,jl/ 2ﬁ§k and due
to the whitening, which makes the total power equal in all directions,
the interference plus noise power is lowest in this direction. Hence, the
optimal whitened combining vector can be selected as u;, = Cy ].1/ Qﬁjk
This results into v, = C;jl/Zujk = C;jlflgk, which is equal to (4.4) up
to a scaling factor. In other words, M-MMSE combining is obtained
by whitening followed by MR combining. The whitening process is
illustrated in Figures 4.1 and 4.2, where we observe that the choice of
combining vector clearly affects the powers of the desired and interfering
signals. The M-MMSE combining vector is easily identified from the
whitened signal, while this is not the case when inspecting the original
signal.

The “multicell” notion is not strictly necessary in the name M-
MMSE, but we will use it to differentiate the true MMSE combining in

(4.4) from the single-cell variant described in Section 4.1.1.
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Figure 4.1: The total received signal power v?k C;lejk depends on the combining
vector vjx. It is shown in this figure as the distance from the origin for different
angles of a unit-norm combining vector, assuming M = 2 and that all vectors are
real-valued. The total received power is divided into desired signal power |V;Ikﬁ§ k|2
and interference plus noise power v C;jl Vik — [V ﬁ; k|2. M-MMSE combining finds
a non-trivial tradeoff between high signal power and low interference/noise, which
maximizes the instantaneous SINR.

By defining the diagonal matrix P; = diag(pi1,...,nik,) € RExK
with the transmit powers of all UEs in cell [, we can collect the M-MMSE
combining vectors for all UEs in cell j in a compact matrix form:

M-MMSE
Vj = [le .o VjK]}
L . . L K; ) -1 L
= Y_H/P/(H)" + > > puCi; + ot In, H’P;
=1 =1 1i=1

(4.7)

where IA{{ was defined in (3.12) as a matrix containing the estimates of
all channels from UEs in cell [ to BS j.
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Figure 4.2: This figure continues the example from Figure 4.1. It shows how the
total received signal power ujj,u; of the whitened signal depends on the combining
vector ujr = C;ézvjk. The total received power is divided into desired signal

H ~—1/277 |2 . . H H ~—1/207 |2
power |u;;Cy ' “h7, |” and interference plus noise power uj,u;r — [u;,Cy;/ “hi, |°.

M-MMSE combining jointly maximizes the desired signal power and minimizes the
interference /noise of the whitened signal.

4.1.1 Alternative Receive Combining Schemes

Although M-MMSE combining is optimal, it is not so frequently used
in the research literature. There are several reasons for this. One is
the high computational complexity of computing the M; x M; matrix
inverse in (4.7) when M; is large. The complexity is also affected by
the need to estimate the channels and acquiring the channel statistics
of all UEs. Another reason is that the performance of M-MMSE is hard
to analyze mathematically, while there are alternative schemes that can
give more insightful closed-form SE expressions. A third reason is that
receive combining schemes often are developed for single-cell scenarios
and then applied heuristically in multicell scenarios.
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We will now present the alternative receive combining schemes that
are most common in the literature and explain how these are obtained
as simplifications of M-MMSE combining. The alternative schemes are
generally suboptimal and the conditions under which they are nearly
optimal are generally not satisfied in practice. Hence, the alternative
schemes provide lower SEs but are practically useful to reduce the
computational complexity and/or the amount of channel estimates and
channel statistics that are needed to compute the combining matrix V.

If BS j only estimates the channels from its own UEs [148, 135,
184], we obtain the single-cell minimum mean-squared error (S-MMSE)
combining scheme with'

S-MMSE
V;
-1
K; L K;
= [HIP;(H))" + > piClLi+ )Y puRj; + oI, | HIP;.
=1 =1 1i=1
l#37

(4.8)

This combining matrix is obtained from (4.7) by replacing the term
}AI{PZ(}AI{)P"Jngl pliC{i with its average E{ﬂ{Pl(ﬂ{)H+Zgl pliC{i} =
Zf(:ll piR], for all | # j, using Corollary 3.2 on p. 250. This scheme
coincides with M-MMSE when there is only one isolated cell, but is
generally different and has a substantially weaker ability to suppress
interference from interfering UEs in other cells. This can be a major
drawback since a few strong interfering UEs in other cells might be
located near the cell edge and thus cause as much interference as the
intra-cell UEs.

If the channel conditions are good and the interfering signals from
other cells are weak, we can neglect all the correlation matrices in (4.8)

1Strictly speaking, if there is no pilot contamination, S-MMSE minimizes the MSE
E {|Sjk —viyil |{h§l}} given only the set {h7,} of intra-cell channel estimates.



4.1. Uplink Spectral Efficiency and Receive Combining 283

and obtain
o Ny 1 .
VIE = (B ()" + ot Ty,)  HIP,

1

A =

— H]P2

Sl

-1

(PQ(H])HH’PQ +odL Ik, ) P
-1

= B ((F))"H) + 03 P ') (4.9)

where the second equality follows from the first matrix identity in
Lemma B.5 on p. 560. We call this regularized zero-forcing (RZF) com-
bining. The main benefit over S-MMSE is that a K; x K; matrix is
inverted in (4.9) instead of an M; x M; matrix, which can substantially
reduce the complexity since M; > K is typical in Massive MIMO. This
benefit comes with a SE loss since, in general, the channel conditions
will not be good to every UE and the interfering signals from other cells
are non-negligible. The reqularization terminology refers to the fact that
(4.9) is a pseudo-inverse of the estimated channel matrix IA{; where the
matrix that is inverted has been regularized by the diagonal matrix
O'%LP;l. Regularization, a classic signal processing technique, improves
the numerical stability of an inverse. In our case, it provides weighting
between interference suppression (for small regularization terms) and
maximizing the desired signals (for large regularization terms).

The combining expression in (4.9) can be further approximated when
the SNR is high, in the sense that the regularization term J%LP]._l —
0If;. The same approximation can be applied in the regime of many
anteflpasAwhere (I:Ii)HI:I; + O'%L:Pj_l ~ (I:Ig)HI:I; since the diagonal
of (H;)HHg increases with M while the regularization term remains
constant. In both cases, we can neglect the regularization term and
obtain the zero-forcing (ZF) combining matrix

7F vy (i) L
V' — B ((F)"H) (4.10)

which is the pseudo-inverse of (I:I;)H If we compute (Iilg)HVj for any
combining scheme, the kth diagonal matrix is the desired signal gain of
the kth UE in cell j and the (k,4)th element represents the interference
that UE k causes to UE i in the same cell (for k& # ¢). The combining vec-
tor in (4.10) is called ZF because (HJ)HVZF (H])HH]((flg)HI:I;)_l =
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I; which implies that (on average) all the interference from intra-cell
UEs is canceled, while the desired signals remain non-zero. Since the
true channel matrix is H; and not ﬂj, there will be residual interference
also with ZF. Note that VjZF only exists if the K; x K; matrix (I:Ig)HI:I;
has full rank, which is typically the case when M; > K. Since not every
UE exhibits a high SNR in practice, it is expected that ZF will provide
lower SEs than RZF.

In low SNR conditions, we instead have (I:I;)HI:Ig + O'%LP;1 ~

O'%LPJ-_I and RZF in (4.9) is approximately equal to %ﬂgP]u If we

L

further remove the diagonal matrix U%P ; (recall that the normalization
UL

of a combining vector does not affect the instantaneous UL SINR), we
obtain

VIR = 11 (4.11)

which is known as MR combining. This scheme was considered already
in Section 1, but the main difference is that we now use estimated
channels instead of the exact ones (which are unknown in practice).
Note that MR does not require any matrix inversion, in contrast to the
previously mentioned schemes. Since not every UE exhibits a low SNR
in practice, it is expected that MR will provide lower SEs than RZF.

4.1.2 Computational Complexity of Receive Combining

The computational complexity of the aforementioned receive combining
schemes can be evaluated in detail using the framework provided in
Appendix B.1.1 on p. 558. The basic complexity in the signal reception
comes from computing ViRYi for every received UL signal y; and every
UE in the cell. This complexity is the same for every combining scheme.
Each inner product requires M; complex multiplications, which gives a
total of 7, M; K; complex multiplications per coherence block.

In addition, we need to account for the complexity of computing
the combining matrix V; once per coherence block. The combining
schemes in (4.7)—(4.11) are all computed using elementary matrix op-
erations, such as matrix-matrix multiplication and matrix inversion.
The computational complexity can be computed using the framework
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described in Appendix B.1.1 on p. 558, where it is concluded that
complex multiplications and divisions dominate the complexity, while
additions and subtractions can be neglected. Table 4.1 summarizes the
total complexity of each combining scheme, using Lemmas B.1 and
B.2 on p. 559.2 In these computations, it has been assumedlthat the
intra-cell channel estimates Iflg and the scaled estimates Iilng, as well
as the statistical matrices ngl pliC{i, Py Zﬁl ph-lei, and O'%LIMJ.
are available for free at BS j. This is because the complexity of the
channel estimation was previously quantified in Table 3.1. However,
since M-MMSE is the only scheme that utilizes the inter-cell channel
estimates I:I{ , for [ # j, we have included the complexity of computing
these estimates in Table 4.1. This is the reason that the complexity of
M-MMSE depends on which estimator that is used.

The key benefit of using another combining scheme than “optimal”
M-MMSE is the reduced computational complexity. Figure 4.3 illus-
trates the number of complex multiplications per coherence block as a
function of either the number of UEs or the number of BS antennas. We
consider a scenario with L = 9 cells and 7, = 200 — K samples for data
transmissions. In particular, in Figure 4.3a we assume that K € [1,40]
and M = 100 in every cell (i.e.,, K; = K and M; =M for j=1,...,L).
On the other hand, in Figure 4.3b we consider K = 10 and let M vary
from 10 to 100. Note that the vertical axes use a logarithmic scale. The
complexity increases with the number of UEs and BSs antennas for
all combining schemes. M-MMSE has clearly the highest complexity,
followed by S-MMSE. As shown in Figure 4.3a, the use of S-MMSE
reduces the complexity by 10%-50% over M-MMSE;, since the inter-cell
channel estimates are not utilized in the computation. The complex-
ity reduction for K = 10 is 17%-37%, as illustrated in Figure 4.3b.
RZF and ZF provide even lower complexity since these schemes invert

MR combining, as defined in (4.11), is given directly from the channel estimates,
without the need for any further multiplications or divisions. However, in practical
implementations, we typically normalize the combining vector such that the factor
v?kh§ . in front of the desired signal s;i is close to one (or another constant). The
complexity of this normalization is accounted for by K; complex divisions in Table 4.1.
The other combining schemes considered in this section provides this normalization
automatically.
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Figure 4.3: Number of complex multiplications per coherence block when using
different combining schemes. The computation of combining matrices and the inner
products with received signals are both accounted for.
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Reception Computing combining vectors
Scheme . . .
Multiplic. Multiplic. ‘ Div.
L @3M24M)K, = M3—M;
M-MMSE K Yt .
(MMSE est.) TuM; K =1 M;
+M;7y(1p — Kj)
L M2+3M VK, 9
MMMSE | oo |2z M= M)K
(EW-MMSE est.) i I=1 J
M3 —M;
+ + M; Tp(Tp KJ)
M2K MP =M,
SMMSE | 7,M;K; N MG T M;
2 R 3_ K.
RZF T MK L 3K My Bt K;
2 . 3_K.
ZF T MK B K M T et K;
MR TuM; K - K;

Table 4.1: Computational complexity per coherence block of different receive
combining schemes. Only complex multiplications (Multiplic.) and complex divisions
(Div.) are considered, while additions/subtractions are neglected; see Appendix B.1.1
on p. 558 for details.

substantially smaller K; x K; matrices (compared to the M; x M;
matrices that are inverted by M-MMSE and S-MMSE). As it follows
from Figure 4.3a, this property reduces the complexity by 72%-95% as
compared to M-MMSE. Finally, MR provides the lowest computational
complexity since no matrix inverses are computed, which also means
that all computations can be parallelized in the implementation (a sepa-
rate processing core can be used per antenna and UE). The complexity
reduction compared to RZF and ZF, in number of multiplications, is
only substantial when the number of UEs is large; Figure 4.3a shows
that with K = 10, we only save 8% in complexity by using MR instead
of RZF.

The price to pay for reduced complexity is a reduction in SE. Before
illustrating the performance-complexity tradeoff, we will define a simu-
lation scenario that will be repeatedly used throughout the monograph.
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Parameter Value ‘
Network layout Square pattern (wrap-around)
Number of cells L =16

Cell area 0.25km x 0.25 km
Number of antennas per BS M
Number of UEs per cell K
Channel gain at 1 km T =-148.1dB
Pathloss exponent a=3.76
Shadow fading (standard deviation) ost = 10
Bandwidth B =20MHz
Receiver noise power —94 dBm
UL transmit power 20dBm
DL transmit power 20dBm
Samples per coherence block 7. = 200
Pilot reuse factor f=1,2o0r4
Number of UL pilot sequences = fK

Table 4.2: System parameters of the running example. Each cell covers a square area
of 0.25km x 0.25km and is deployed on a grid of 4 x 4 cells. A wrap-around topology
is used, as illustrated in Figure 4.4. The UEs are uniformly and independently
distributed in each cell, at distances larger than 35m from the BS.

4.1.3 Definition of the Running Example

To exemplify the performance of Massive MIMO under somewhat real-
istic conditions, we will now define a 16-cell setup that will be used as a
running example in the remainder of Section 4 and also in later sections.
The key parameters are given in Table 4.2 and explained below. The
purpose of the simulation examples is to qualitatively describe the basic
phenomena and characteristics of Massive MIMO and to enable direct
comparison between different simulation results. However, most simula-
tions are based on rather simple channel models and power allocation
schemes, so we cannot draw general quantitative conclusions. Optimized
power allocation is considered in Section 7.1 on p. 452 and a case
study using a realistic channel model and optimized power allocation is
provided in Section 7.7 on p. 537.
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In the running example, each cell covers a square of 0.25 km x 0.25 km
and is deployed on a square grid of 4 x 4 cells.? A wrap-around topology
is used to simulate that all BSs receive equally much interference from
all directions; see Figure 4.4 for an illustration. More precisely, for each
combination of UE and BS, we consider eight alternative locations of the
BS and determine which one has the shortest distance to the UE. Only
this location is used when computing the large-scale fading and nominal
angle between the UE and BS. The large-scale fading model in (2.3) is
used with the median channel gain T = —148.1dB at 1km, o = 3.76
as the pathloss exponent, and o = 10 as the standard deviation of the
shadow fading. These propagation parameters are inspired by the NLoS
macro cell 3GPP model for 2 GHz carriers, which are described in [119,
A.2.1.1.2-3]. The UEs are uniformly and independently distributed in
each cell, at distances larger than 35m from the BS.*

We consider communication over a 20 MHz bandwidth with a total
receiver noise power of —94 dBm (consisting of thermal noise and a
noise figure of 7dB in the receiver hardware). Unless stated otherwise,
we consider a UL transmit power of 20 dBm per UE and, when needed,
each BS allocates 20 dBm of DL transmit power per UE. With these
parameters, the median SNR of a UE at 35 m from its serving BS is
20.6 dB, while a UE in any of the corners of a square cell gets —5.8 dB.
Note that the median removes the impact of the shadow fading, thus
larger SNR variations are obtained in the simulations.

Two Rayleigh fading channel models with different spatial charac-
teristics will be used along with the running example:

e Gaussian local scattering with ASD o,: The spatial corre-
lation matrices are generated using the local scattering model,

3Practical BSs are not deployed in such a regular pattern, but rather seem
stochastically deployed [18, 200] because many external constraints affect the de-
ployment. However, when studying the achievable performance of a network, it is
common practice to consider an easily reproducible regular deployment.

4Due to the random shadow fading, it can happen that a UE gets a better channel
to another BS than the one in its own square. In practice, such a UE may exploit this
macro-diversity to connect to the other BS. In the running example, we disregard
these situations by only considering collections of shadow fading realizations for UE
k in cell 5 for which Bjk > Bj-k for I =1,..., L. This makes sure that the UE connects
to the BS in its own square, while retaining macro-diversity towards shadowing.
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Figure 4.4: Illustration of the running example. 16 square cells are located on a
4 x 4 grid. (a) A wrap-around topology is considered where each cell has multiple
locations and the distance between any arbitrary UE and arbitrary BS is always the
shortest among all nine combinations. The angular properties are extracted from the
shortest path. (b) Four different ways to reuse pilot sequences across the cells are
shown, where a larger pilot reuse factor implies that more orthogonal pilot sequences
are required.
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defined in (2.23). The nominal angles are computed as the LoS
angles between the UEs and the BSs. The angular distribution
around the nominal angle is Gaussian with zero mean and stan-
dard deviation o, whose value is specified each time we use this
model.

e Uncorrelated fading: The spatial correlation matrices are gen-
erated as R, = 3}y, for [,j=1,...,Landi=1,..., K.

The former model provides strong spatial channel correlation, while the
latter provides no spatial channel correlation.

Each coherence block consists of 7. = 200 samples. This dimen-
sionality supports high mobility and large channel dispersion at 2 GHz
carriers, as exemplified in Remark 2.1 on p. 221.

There are M antennas at each BS and, in most cases, an equal
number K of UEs in each cell. The values of M and K will be changed
and specified every time we consider the running example.

The 7, pilot sequences can be distributed among the UEs and reused
across cells in different ways, as described in detail in Section 7.2.1 on
p. 468. Unless stated otherwise, we consider 7, = fK pilots, with the
integer f being called the pilot reuse factor. This means that there are
f times more pilots than UEs per cell and the same subset of pilots is
reused in a fraction 1/f of the cells. We consider f € {1, 2, 4} in the
running example and the corresponding reuse patterns are illustrated in
Figure 4.4b. The cells that use the same pilots are said to belong to the
same pilot group. The pilots are randomly assigned to the UEs in every
cell in the sense that the kth UE in two cells, that belong to the same
pilot group, uses the same pilot. All parameter values are summarized
in Table 4.2.

Remark 4.1 (LTE comparison). To make comparisons with contempo-
rary cellular networks, we consider a typical LTE system where each
cell is equipped with four antennas and has a coverage area of 3T‘/EO.Q'{)2
km?. We refer the interested reader to [110] for more details on the
cell configuration in LTE. The total DL transmit power of the cell is
46 dBm and two single-antenna UEs are served by multiuser MIMO. For

a TDD system [112], the UL and DL SEs are 2.8 and 3.2 bit/s/Hz/cell,
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respectively. If there is 100% of UL or DL traffic over a 20 MHz band-
width, this corresponds to a UL throughput of 56 Mbit/s/cell or to a
DL throughput of 64 Mbit/s/cell, which result into UL and DL area
throughputs of 344 Mbit/s/km? and 394 Mbit /s/km?, respectively.

4.1.4 SE Comparison of Different Combining Schemes

We will now compare the different receive combining schemes using the
setup defined in the running example above. The following Monte Carlo
methodology is used to generate simulation results:

1. Macroscopic propagation effects

a) Randomly drop UEs in each cell

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d) Compute average channel gains ﬂlk, spatial correlation ma-
trices le, and estimation error correlation matrices Clk

Compute distances d{k and nominal angles go{k

Generate random shadow fading coefficients Fl]k

2. Microscopic propagation effects
(a) Generate random estimated channel vectors fl{k
3. SE computation

(a) Compute receive combining vectors v and resulting SIN R}J,CL

(b) Compute “instantaneous” SE:

SEjit = T 1og2 (1 + SINR)

(c) Average SE}JkL’mSt'

over estimated channels to obtain SEJUkL

(d) Obtain simulation results by considering the SEs of all UEs
for different shadow fading realizations and UE locations

In this simulation, we consider K = 10 UEs per cell and a varying
number of BS antennas. There are fK pilots in each coherence block
and the remaining 7. — fK samples are used for UL data transmission.
We use Gaussian local scattering with ASD o, = 10° as channel model.
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Figure 4.5: Average UL sum SE as a function of the number of BS antennas for
different combining schemes. There are K = 10 UEs per cell and the same K pilots
are reused in every cell.

Figure 4.5 shows the average UL sum SE as a function of the
number of BS antennas for universal pilot reuse with f = 1. M-MMSE
gives the largest SE in Figure 4.5. The SE reduces a little with every
approximation that is made to obtain a scheme with lower complexity
than M-MMSE. The S-MMSE scheme provides lower SE than M-MMSE,
but 5%—-10% higher SE than RZF and ZF. Note that RZF and ZF
give essentially the same SE in the range M > 20 that is of main
interest in Massive MIMO, but the SE with ZF deteriorates quickly
for M < 20 since the BS does not have enough degrees of freedom to
cancel the interference without also canceling a large part of the desired
signal. Hence, ZF should be avoided to achieve a robust implementation.
Interestingly, MR provides only half the SE of the other schemes, but
looking at Figure 4.3 we know that it also reduces complexity by 10%
as compared to RZF and requires no matrix inversions.

Figure 4.6 shows the average sum SE with a non-universal pilot
reuse f. In particular, we consider cases where each pilot is reused
in every second or fourth cells, according to the pattern shown in
Figure 4.4b. This is referred to as having a pilot reuse factor of f = 2
and f = 4, respectively. The increased number of pilots reduces the
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Figure 4.6: Average UL sum SE as a function of the number of BS antennas for
different combining schemes. There are K = 10 UEs per cell and either 2K or 4K
pilots that are reused across cells according to the pattern in Figure 4.4b.
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Scheme ‘le‘f:Q‘f:él‘
M-MMSE | 50.32 | 55.10 | 55.41
S-MMSE | 45.39 | 45.83 | 42.41

RZF 42.83 | 43.37 | 39.99
ZF 42.80 | 43.34 | 39.97
MR 25.25 | 24.41 | 21.95

Table 4.3: Average UL sum SE [bit/s/Hz/cell] for M = 100 and K = 10 for different
pilot reuse factors f. The largest value for each scheme is in bold face. The results
are summarized from Figures 4.5 and 4.6.

pre-log factor in (4.2) since 7, = 7. — fK, but it also increases the
instantaneous SINR in (4.3) since better channel estimates with less
pilot contamination are obtained. M-MMSE benefits particularly much
from having f > 1, because it can better suppress the interference
from UEs in the surrounding cells when these UEs use other pilots. A
reuse factor of 4 gives the highest SE with M-MMSE. S-MMSE, RZF,
and ZF give comparable SE to each other for all f, and achieve the
highest SE with f = 2. The SE of MR reduces when f is increased
since the improved estimation quality does not outweigh the reduced
pre-log factor when the estimate is only used to coherently combine
the desired signal and not to cancel interference. These properties are
quantified in Table 4.3, which summarizes the sum SE of all schemes
with M = 100 and different f. The numbers can be compared with
the SE 2.8 bit/s/Hz/cell achieved by a contemporary LTE system (see
Remark 4.1). With all pilot reuse factors, M-MMSE and RZF provide
more than an order-of-magnitude higher SE per cell. With MR, the
gain is a factor 7-9.

In summary, there are basically three combining schemes to choose
from, if the running example is implemented in practice. M-MMSE
provides the highest SE using the highest complexity, and should be
implemented using non-universal pilot reuse. MR has the lowest com-
plexity, but also delivers the lowest SE. Finally, RZF strikes a good
balance between SE and complexity; it can double the SE as compared
to MR while the computational complexity is only some tens of per-
centages higher. In practice, RZF is always a better choice than ZF,
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since it achieves similar or better SE and lacks ZF’s robustness issues
when M ~ K. However, ZF is a fairly common scheme in the literature
since it allows to compute closed-form SE expressions in the special
case of spatially uncorrelated channels [244, 357, 210]. Approximate
closed-form expressions can be computed with M-MMSE, S-MMSE;,
and RZF [148, 193]. The closed-form expressions predict the SE that is
practically achievable with different schemes and are particularly useful
for resource allocation and optimization.

Remark 4.2 (Polynomial expansion). The ultimate receive combining
scheme would provide the SE of M-MMSE or RZF, but would have
a computational complexity similar to that of MR. Since the matrix
inversions in M-MMSE and RZF are particularly computationally heavy,
one way to reduce the complexity is to approximate the inversion by a
matrix polynomial [229]. Note that for a real scalar a we can make the
Taylor series expansion (14 a)~! = 3202 (—a)’ if |a| < 1. Similarly, we
have (Iy +A)~! = 3°2°(—A)¢ if A is an N x N Hermitian matrix with
eigenvalues Aq,..., Ay that all satisfy |A,| < 1. The intuition is that
(In + A)~! keeps the eigenvectors of Iy + A (which coincide with those
of A) but inverts all the eigenvalues as (1 + \,)~!, thus we can apply
the Taylor expansion separately to the inversion of each eigenvalue.
By truncating the polynomial expansion to only the first L, terms,
which have the dominant impact in a Taylor series, we can obtain an
efficient approximation that does not involve any matrix inversion. This
technique has been considered for various multiuser detection scenarios
in the last decades [229, 190, 145, 233, 292, 149]. Weighted truncations
of the form Zf:” 0 veAY, for scalar weights vy, are often considered to
fine-tune the approximation. The weights can be computed using scaling
properties [190, 292, 170] or asymptotic random matrix analysis [233,
149, 302]. A key benefit of the polynomial expansion technique is that
it allows for efficient multistage/pipelined hardware implementation
[229]. The computational complexity is proportional to L,N?, where
N = M; with M-MMSE and N = K; with RZF. Note that L, does not
need to scale with IV since each of the N eigenvalues is approximated
separately. Instead, L, can be selected to balance between computational
complexity and communication performance. Polynomial expansion in
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UL Massive MIMO was studied in [149], where L, = 1 coincides with
MR and every additional term gives an improvement towards the SE
with RZF. There is also a related concept of Neumann series expansions
that can be used to approximate matrix inverses [352].

4.1.5 Impact of Spatial Channel Correlation

We know that spatial channel correlation has a major impact on channel
hardening, favorable propagation, and channel estimation quality (see
Figures 2.7, 2.8, and 3.3). On the positive side, we have observed that
the estimation quality improves under spatial correlation and that Uks
with different spatial characteristics exhibit more favorable propaga-
tion. On the negative side, we have observed a slower convergence to
asymptotic channel hardening under spatial correlation and also less
favorable propagation for UEs with similar spatial characteristics. We
will now quantify the impact of spatial channel correlation on the SE
by continuing the running example that was defined in Section 4.1.3.
We use the Gaussian local scattering channel model with varying ASD
o, and will compare the results with uncorrelated fading. Based on
the conclusion from the SE-complexity tradeoff analysis above, we only
consider M-MMSE, RZF, and MR combining, which represent three
distinctively different tradeoffs. We consider M = 100 and K = 10, and
for each scheme and o, we use the pilot reuse factor that maximizes
the SE. Apart from the pilots, the remaining 7. — fK = 200 — 10f
samples per coherence block are used for UL data transmission. The
SEs are computed using Theorem 4.1.

Figure 4.7 shows the average sum SE as a function of the ASD. As
expected, M-MMSE provides the highest SE, followed by RZF, and
then MR. We notice that the SE is a decreasing function of the ASD, for
all three combining schemes. This indicates that the dominant effect of
having high spatial channel correlation (i.e., small ASD) is the reduced
interference caused between UEs that have sufficiently different spatial
correlation matrices. For very small ASDs, the channel resembles a
LoS scenario and we then know from Section 1.3.3 on p. 193 that the
interference is low, except when two UEs have very similar angles to a BS.

The figure also shows dotted lines that represent the SE achieved
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Figure 4.7: Average UL sum SE for the running example using the Gaussian local
scattering channel model with varying ASD. We consider M = 100 and K = 10. The
dotted lines indicate the SE achieved with uncorrelated Rayleigh fading channels.
The largest SE is achieved by M-MMSE;, followed by RZF, and then MR.

with uncorrelated Rayleigh fading channels, as defined in the running
example. The combining schemes provide SEs in the same performance
order as with spatial channel correlation. Spatially correlated channels
provide higher average SEs for most ASDs; for example, M-MMSE
benefits from spatial correlation if the ASD is below 50°, while MR
and RZF perform better for ASDs smaller than 20°. However, for large
ASDs, the SE is slightly lower than with uncorrelated fading. This is
due to the geometry of a ULA that makes it better at resolving UE
angles near to the boresight of the array than UE angles that are nearly
parallel to the array.’

While the curves in Figure 4.7 represent the average SEs, Figure 4.8
shows CDF curves of the variations in SE per UE, for an arbitrary UE
in the network. The randomness is due to random UE locations and
shadow fading realizations. Simulation results are given for uncorrelated
Rayleigh fading channels and for the Gaussian local scattering channel

°If the random angle @ of the scatterers is distributed such that sin() is uniformly
distributed between —1 and +1, then the ULA will behave as in uncorrelated Rayleigh
fading. With the local scattering model, with essentially any angular distribution, it
is instead @ that is uniformly distributed between —m and +m when oy, is large.
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Figure 4.8: CDF of the UL SE per UE in the running example with M = 100,
K =10, and f = 2. Uncorrelated Rayleigh fading channels are compared with the
Gaussian local scattering channel model with ASD o, = 10°.

model with ASD o, = 10°, which represents strong spatial channel
correlation. The main observation is that in situations where the spatial
correlation improves the sum SE, all UEs will statistically benefit
from a higher SE since the CDF curves with spatial correlation are to
the right of the corresponding curves with uncorrelated fading. This
does not mean that spatial correlation is always beneficial. A UE at a
given location might achieve higher SE with uncorrelated fading than
with spatial correlation, but this cannot be seen from CDF curves. By
investigating the simulation results further, we notice that this happens
with 17%-35% probability. However, as a UE moves around in the
network the probability of achieving a particular SE is consistently
higher under spatial correlation.

4.1.6 Channel Hardening under Spatial Channel Correlation

The effective channel after receive combining is V;‘kh§k. Similar to
Definition 2.4 on p. 231, we can say that the effective channel hardens
if v;‘kh;.k /E{v?kh;.k} ~ 1 for any channel realization. To quantify how
close to asymptotic channel hardening we are with a certain channel
model, receive combining scheme, and a finite number of antennas, we
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Figure 4.9: CDF curves of the channel variations after receive combining,
V{V;Ikh;k} / (E{V?khgk})2, with different receive combining schemes and channel
models. We consider M = 100, f = 2, and K = 10. The vertical reference curves that
show the channel gain variations with M € {1, 30, 100} using MR with uncorrelated
fading and perfect CSI. Note that the horizontal axis has a logarithmic scale.

can measure the variance of v?khgk /E{v;‘kh;k}
V{V?kh;k}
(E{V?kh;k})2
This approach is similar to the analysis in Section 2.5.1 on p. 231 and
we note that the variance should ideally be almost zero.

Figure 4.9 shows CDFs of (4.12) in the running example, where
the randomness is induced by random UE locations. At each location,
the variance is computed numerically from many channel realizations.
We consider M = 100, K = 10, and f = 2. Results are shown for
uncorrelated fading and the Gaussian local scattering model with 10°
ASD. There are also three vertical reference curves in Figure 4.9 that
show the variance of the channel hardening with M € {1, 30, 100} using
MR, uncorrelated fading, and perfect CSI.

First, we notice that the choice of receive combining scheme (MR,
RZF, or M-MMSE) has little impact on the results, although the
interference rejection in RZF and M-MMSE leads to a small reduction
in hardening. Second, the imperfect CSI greatly impacts the hardening.

(4.12)



4.2. Alternative UL SE Expressions and Key Properties 301

With uncorrelated Rayleigh fading, some UEs achieve the same amount
of channel hardening as the reference case with perfect CSI and the
same number of antennas. This happens for cell-center UEs that have
high SNR and estimation quality, while the cell-edge UEs will observe
a substantial loss in hardening due to the channel estimation errors.
The local scattering model gives a similar trend, but all UEs observe
substantially less hardening; as shown in the figure, it is basically
equivalent to M = 30 with uncorrelated fading. This is not a coincidence,
but follows from the fact that only around 40% of the eigenvalues of
the spatial correlation matrix are non-negligible (see Figure 2.6 and
Section 2.5.1 on p. 231). Nevertheless, there is much more hardening
under strong spatial correlation than in a single-antenna system.

In summary, in the considered scenario, spatial channel correlation
(and also estimation errors) leads to a substantial loss in channel hard-
ening, due to the larger variations in the effective channel after receive
combining. In contrast, the choice of receive combining scheme has an
almost negligible impact on the hardening.

4.2 Alternative UL SE Expressions and Key Properties

The SE expression in Theorem 4.1 can be computed by Monte Carlo
simulations for any combining scheme, by generating many realizations
of the instantaneous SINR in (4.3). There is an alternative SE expres-
sion that may lead to closed-form expressions. The key idea behind
this approach is to utilize the channel estimates only for computing the
receive combining vectors, while this side-information is not exploited
in the signal detection. This simplification makes sense when there is
substantial channel hardening, such that V;-Ikhgk /M ~ E{V;Ikhjk} /M.
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More precisely, the receive combined signal in (4.1) is rewritten as

ViRyj = E{viih}sjn + (Vighy, — E{viihg, bsjk
—_——

¢

Desired signal over average channel  Desired signal over “unknown” channel

+ v?kh;isj'i + ZZV?kh{is” —i—v;‘knj (4.13)

=1 1=11i=1
i#k |

~——

Intra-cell interference  Inter-cell interference Noise
by adding and subtracting E{v;‘khg i }Sjk. Only the part of the desired
signal received over the average precoded channel E{v?khgk} is treated
as the true desired signal. The part of sj; received over the deviation
from the mean value, V?kh;k - E{v?khgk}, has zero mean and can thus
be treated as an uncorrelated noise signal in the detection. The following
theorem provides an alternative capacity bound, which is referred to as
the use-and-then-forget (UatF) bound since the channel estimates are
used for combining and then effectively “forgotten” before the signal
detection [210].

Theorem 4.4. The UL ergodic channel capacity of UE k in cell j is
lower bounded by SEj* = 2+ log,(1 + SINRJ}) [bit/s/Hz] with

pjk|E{V§Ikh;k}|2

K, . .
= apliE{|v?khgi’2} - pjk’E{V?kh;k}P + ot E{Ivel?}
=] 1=
(4.14)

SINRY" =

L

where the expectations are with respect to the channel realizations.
Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.3.4 on p. 596. O

The lower bound on the capacity provided by Theorem 4.4 is intu-
itively less tight than the bound provided in Theorem 4.1, since the
channel estimates are not utilized in the signal detection. However,
it does not require the use of MMSE channel estimation, but can be
applied along with any channel estimator and any combining scheme.
In fact, it can be applied with any channel distributions or even mea-
sured channels. Since the SE takes the form 2+ logy(1 + M}%), it
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is convenient to refer to Slﬂ}% as the effective SINR of the fading
channel from UE k in cell j. Note that SIM}J,CL is deterministic and the
expression contains several expectations over the random channel real-
izations. Each of the expectations in (4.14) can be computed separately
by means of Monte Carlo simulation. For MR combining, they can be
obtained in closed form.

Corollary 4.5. If MR combining with vj;, = ﬁgk is used, based on the
MMSE estimator, then

E{viy} = pjsrytr (RI, 07, R, ) (4.15)
E{HVJICH } p]kTptr (R;kq’;kng) (4.16)
E{|[Vih 2} = pjmptr (R{ingqf;ikng)

S NP .
n {plipjk(Tp)2 ’tr <lez‘1’§kR§k)‘ (1,7) € Pj (4.17)

where ‘I’;k was defined in (3.10). The SE expression in Theorem 4.4
becomes Sj}% = 2t logy(1 + SINR}JkL) with

M}% =
p?kTptr(ng‘I’;kR;k>
L5 g (RERD, W4 RY,) plZTp‘tr(RlZ\Iﬂ R/ )‘

22 R/, ¥/ R R/, ¥/ R 7t
I=14=1 tr( jk = jk jk?) (1) €EPE\(4,k) tr( Jk = jk jk)
Non-coherent interference Coherent interference
(4.18)

In the special case of spatially uncorrelated fading (i.e., Rl]l = 5{%1 M;
fori=1,...,Landi=1,...,K;), (4.18) simplifies to

SINRUL (P B> pt i M;
=""jk — L K
. 9
Doowaby D (wuBh) kM oty
I=1i=1 (Li)EP\Gk)
Non-coherent interference Coherent interference

(4.19)
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where .
Vi = ( Z pl’i’Tpﬂlj/i/ =+ UIQJL) . (4.20)
(i) EPjk
Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.3.5 on p. 597. 0

The closed-form SE expression in Corollary 4.5 provides important
insights into the basic behaviors of Massive MIMO. The signal term in
the numerator of (4.18) is

p‘?kTptr(Rﬁk‘I’;kRﬁ) = pjktl"(Rjk - Cgk) (4.21)

where the equality follows from (3.11). This is the transmit power
multiplied with the trace of the correlation matrix of the channel
estimate (see Corollary 3.2 on p. 250). Hence, the estimation quality
determines the signal strength and it is reduced by pilot contamination.
Since the trace is the sum of the M; diagonal elements, the signal term
increases linearly with M, which proves that the signal is coherently
combined over the M; antennas. This array gain is explicit in the special
case of uncorrelated fading:

phptr(RY, @4, R ) = (pjkﬁgk)Qrpwjij. (4.22)

The denominator of (4.18) contains three terms. The first one is a
summation over all UEs in all cells, where UE ¢ in cell [ contributes
with the interference py;tr(R{ R, W% R%,)/tr(R7, @4, R7,). This term
is referred to as mon-coherent interference, because it does not increase
linearly with Mj; this is easily seen in the special case of uncorrelated
fading when the interference term becomes py; 5{1 and thus is the product
between the transmit power and the average channel gain. In general, the
relation between the spatial correlation matrices lei and R;: i determine
how large the interference terms are; the strength of the interference is
basically determined by whether tr(leing) /tr(Ri) is large or small.
It is small when the interfering UE is far from the receiving BS and/or
the spatial channel correlation properties are very different. The latter
can be illustrated similarly to Figure 3.4, where UE pairs with similar
angles cause more interference to each other and UEs with very different

angles cause less interference. In the extreme case of RlJiRg k= O0nr; %05
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there is no interference between the two UEs, since their channels “live”
in separate eigenspaces.

The second term in the denominator of (4.18) only involves the
UEs in Pji \ (4, k), which are those using the same pilots as the desired
UE. This interference term contains the square of a trace term divided
by a single trace term. As explained above, each trace term increases
linearly with M; and thus the entire interference term scales as M;.
This is seen explicitly in the special case of uncorrelated fading when the
term becomes (pliﬁlji)QT}ﬂﬁjij and thus resembles the signal term, but
involves the power and average channel gain of the interfering UE. This
term is referred to as coherent interference and is a consequence of the
pilot contamination. Recall that the channel estimates are statistically
correlated for UEs that use the same pilot, as proved in Corollary 3.3 on
p. 251. When the BS uses such an estimate to coherently combine the
signal from its own UEs, it will also partially coherently combine the
interfering signals. The strength of the coherent interference depends
on the spatial correlation matrices of the desired and interfering UEs,
similar to the case of non-coherent interference.

Figure 4.10 illustrates the coherent interference power divided by the
desired signal power in the numerator of (4.18) for the same scenario as
in Figure 3.4; that is, there is one desired UE at a fixed angle of 30° (as
seen from the receiving BS) and an interfering UE at a varying angle
between —180° and 180°. The local scattering model with Gaussian
angular distribution and ASD o, = 10° is used, while the effective SNR
from the desired UE is 10dB and the interfering signal is 10 dB weaker
than that. Figure 4.10 shows that when the desired and interfering UEs
have similar angles, the relative interference power is independent of
M, since both the desired signal power and the interference power grow
proportionally to the number of antennas. However, when the BS can
separate the UEs spatially, the coherent interference is reduced and the
interference situation is vastly better than in a single-antenna scenario.
Hence, even with simple MR combining, the coherent interference is
not worse than in a single-antenna system and it can potentially be
much lower. This explains the simulation results in Section 4.1.5, which
indicated that spatial correlation improves the SE.
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Figure 4.10: Coherent interference power (normalized by signal power) caused to a
desired UE from an interfering UE that uses the same pilot, when MR combining
is used. The local scattering model with Gaussian angular distribution is used and
the desired UE has a nominal angle of 30°, while the angle of the interfering UE is
varied between —180° and 180°. The effective SNR from the desired UE is 10dB
and the interfering signal is 10 dB weaker than that.

The third term in the denominator of (4.18) is the noise variance.

4.2.1 Tightness of the UatF Bound

We will compare the UatF bound in Theorem 4.4 with the original UL
capacity bound in Theorem 4.1 by continuing the running example.
We assume M = 100, K = 10, and f = 2. This simulation only
considers MR combining, since one of the primary reasons to use the
UatF bound is that one can obtain the closed-form SE expression for
MR in Corollary 4.5. That corollary considers MR combining as it
was defined in (4.11): v, = ﬁ?k We will also evaluate MR with the
following alternative vector normalizations:

vir = bl /||| (4.23)
and
vk = By /][R, |7, (4.24)

Figure 4.11 shows the average sum SE as a function of the ASD.
The top curve is obtained from Theorem 4.1 and the bottom curve is
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Figure 4.11: Average UL sum SE as a function of the ASD, using the local scattering
model with Gaussian angular distribution. We consider M = 100, K = 10, and f = 2.
The original SE expression for MR combining is compared with the UatF expression
when the MR combining vector is normalized in three different ways.

obtained from Corollary 4.5. There is a substantial gap between these
curves, particularly for small ASDs. The reason is that the UatF bound
relies on channel hardening and less hardening occurs when the spatial
channel correlation is strong (see Section 4.1.6).% For large ASDs, the
gap between the top and bottom curve is around 30%.

The SE should not be affected by the normalization of the combining
vector because all parts of the received signal are scaled by the same
known variable. The SE expression in Theorem 4.1 satisfies this basic
property, but the normalization can actually affect the tightness of the
UatF bound. For example, this bound is only tight when the combined
channel v?kh;: i has nearly hardened and a random normalization factor
can either improve or degrade the channel hardening effect. Figure 4.11
compares the SE from Theorem 4.1, using MR, and the UatF bound
with MR normalized as vj;, = flﬁk or as in (4.23) or (4.24). The former
option was used to compute the closed-form expression in Corollary 4.5,
but it is the normalization in (4.24) that gives the SE closest to the top

5In the extreme case when the spatial correlation matrix has rank one (e.g.,
o, = 0), the squared channel norm ||h||? has an exponential distribution irrespective
of the number of antennas. No channel hardening occurs in this special case.
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curve (representing Theorem 4.1). The difference between the normal-
izations is particularly large for small ASDs, since there is less channel
hardening. The normalization-dependence is an artifact of the UatF
bounding technique, which “forgets” the combining vector before the
signal detection. It is important to keep this artifact in mind when using
UatF-type of bounds (as often done in the Massive MIMO literature).
The reason that the normalization ﬁ;k /Hﬁij2 gives the highest SE
is quite intuitive: the gain of the estimated channel is equalized as
v?kﬁgk = (ﬁjk)Hﬁjk / HflijQ = 1, which ideally leads to a deterministic
channel. Note that the non-MR combining schemes considered in this
section are created by taking the channel estimate fl;k and multiplying

it with the inverse of a matrix that contains the outer product ﬁ; & (fl; L
This leads to a normalization of the combining vector that resembles
ﬁgk / Hfl?,gHQ and thus we can use these combining schemes in the UatF
bound without having to change the normalization. In summary, UatF
bounds on the capacity can be convenient to obtain analytical insights
(particularly when using MR), but they may have some unexpected
behaviors, such as systematically underestimating the achievable SE.

4.2.2 Pilot Contamination and Coherent Interference

Pilot contamination has two effects on the UL. First, it increases the
MSE of the channel estimation (see Section 3.3.2 on p. 256), which
impairs the ability to select combining vectors that provide strong array
gains and that reject non-coherent interference. Second, it gives rise
to coherent interference that is amplified by the array gain, similar
to the desired signal. We will now investigate the impact and relative
importance of these effects by continuing the running example that
was defined in Section 4.1.3. We consider M = 100, K = 10, and will
compare uncorrelated fading and the Gaussian local scattering channel
model with o, = 10°. The average power of the desired signal, the
non-coherent interference, and the coherent interference are estimated
by Monte Carlo simulations, by averaging over fading realizations. Since
UEs at different locations exhibit very different power levels, we focus
on the average power of the strongest and the weakest UEs in an
arbitrary cell, defined as the ones that achieve the largest and smallest
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desired signal power in a given UE drop, respectively. The non-coherent
interference comes from all UEs, while the coherent interference is
estimated as the additional interference caused by pilot-contaminating
UEs. The powers are normalized with respect to the receiver noise
power, meaning that 0dB represents a signal that is equally strong as
the noise.

Figure 4.12 shows the signal power and interference power with
uncorrelated fading. The horizontal axes show different pilot reuse
factors f € {1, 2, 4, 16}, where 16 represents the extreme case of having
different orthogonal pilots in every cell (and thus no pilot contamination).
We compare M-MMSE, RZF, and MR combining. Figure 4.12a considers
the strongest UE and Figure 4.12b considers the weakest UE in an
arbitrary cell. For the strongest UE, the desired signal power is almost
the same for every f, which shows that pilot contamination has a minor
impact on the MSE of channel estimates. The desired signal power is 20—
30dB higher than the non-coherent interference. MR gives the highest
signal power—this is the main purpose of MR—while RZF and M-
MMSE sacrifice a few dB of signal power to find combining vectors that
suppress the interference by 10 dB or more. This explains why RZF and
M-MMSE delivered substantially higher SE than MR in the previous
simulations. M-MMSE benefits the most from increasing the pilot reuse
factor because it can then obtain useful estimates of the channels to UEs
in other cells and use them to suppress the corresponding non-coherent
interference. In all the studied cases, the coherent interference that
affects the strongest UE is negligible, as compared to the non-coherent
interference, since the interfering UEs are much further away from the
receiving BS than the desired UE.

The situation is very different for the weakest UE in the cell, which
is typically at the cell edge. The additional pathloss makes the desired
signal power many tens of dB lower than for the strongest UE. The
channel estimation quality is also lower, thus the desired signal power
after receive combining can be substantially increased by having a
larger f. With MR, the non-coherent interference power is around 10 dB
stronger than the desired signal power since the intra-cell interference
is not suppressed. RZF and M-MMSE can still sacrifice a few dB of
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Figure 4.12: Average UL power of the desired signal, non-coherent interference,
and coherent interference. We consider M = 100, K = 10, and uncorrelated Rayleigh
fading. Different combining schemes and pilot reuse factors are considered.
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signal power to find combining vectors that suppress the non-coherent
interference by 10 dB or more. It is then the coherent interference that
is the dominant interference source when using these schemes. The
coherent interference is basically the same for all schemes, when having
uncorrelated fading, and it can be reduced by increasing f. As for the
strongest UE, M-MMSE benefits the most from increasing f, since it
becomes substantially better at suppressing inter-cell interference.

Figure 4.13 shows the power levels in the same setup as in Figure 4.12,
but for the Gaussian local scattering model. Many of the observations
made for uncorrelated fading are still applicable, but there are some
important differences. First, the coherent interference is substantially
lower since only pilot-sharing UEs with matching spatial correlation
cause strong interference to each other. In fact, the coherent interference
is now negligible, as compared to the non-coherent interference, even for
the weakest UE in a cell. Interestingly, M-MMSE can reject coherent
interference when there is spatial channel correlation, as seen from
the substantially lower coherent interference as compared to MR and
RZF. This property will play a key role in the asymptotic analysis in
Section 4.4. Another consequence of the spatial correlation is that the
desired signal power of the weakest UE increases rather slowly with
f, which shows that it is the pathloss and not the pilot contamination
that has the dominant impact on the channel estimation quality, even
for cell-edge UEs.

In summary, in the running example, pilot contamination has little
impact on the channel estimation quality, except for cell-edge UEs that
exhibit uncorrelated fading. Pilot contamination gives rise to coherent
interference that is stronger than conventional non-coherent interference
in some cases (e.g., for cell-edge UEs with uncorrelated fading), but is
often substantially lower. When coherent interference is an issue, it can
be alleviated by increasing the pilot reuse factor. In these situations,
the remaining impact of pilot contamination is on the pre-log factor of
the SE expression, which decreases with the number of pilots. Recall
from Section 4.1.4 that the highest SE is achieved when using M-MMSE
combining and f = 4 as pilot reuse factor. This scheme uses f =4 to
obtain estimates of inter-cell channels that are then used to suppress
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Figure 4.13: Average UL power of the desired signal, non-coherent interference,
and coherent interference. We consider M = 100, K = 10, and the Gaussian local
scattering model with ASD o, = 10°. Different combining schemes and pilot reuse
factors are compared.
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both coherent and non-coherent inter-cell interference. The simulation
was performed with M = 100 and K = 10. Adding more UEs will
increase the non-coherent interference level, while adding more antennas
will increase the desired signal power and coherent interference, but also
the ability to suppress the latter. Note that equal power allocation was
used in this simulation, while the results can be different under power
control. In particular, the intra-cell interference that affects cell-edge
UEs can be reduced by lowing the transmit power of cell-center UEs.

4.2.3 SE with Other Channel Estimation Schemes than MMSE

The SE simulations in this section have so far been based on MMSE
channel estimation. Recall that the alternative EW-MMSE and LS
channel estimators were defined in Section 3.4.1 on p. 265 to reduce
the computational complexity, at the cost of reduced estimation quality.
We will now compare the SEs that are achieved when using these
different channel estimators, to figure out by how much the loss in
estimation quality translates into an SE loss. We continue the example
from Figures 4.5 and 4.6, but focus on K = 10 UEs and M = 100
BS antennas. Each combining scheme uses the pilot reuse factor that
maximizes the SE. We will utilize the UatF bound in Theorem 4.4,
which can be applied along with any channel estimator.

Figure 4.14 shows a bar diagram of the average sum SE with M-
MMSE, RZF, and MR combining. The highest SEs are obtained when
using the MMSE estimator, as expected. If the EW-MMSE is used in-
stead, then there is an 8%—12% loss in SE, depending on the combining
scheme. The difference in SE between the EW-MMSE and LS estima-
tors is very small when using RZF or MR, combining, but M-MMSE
combining performs poorly with LS. This is because the LS estimator
does not give the right scaling of the channel estimates in the presence
of pilot contamination, but rather acts as an estimator of the sum of the
interfering channels. The consequence is that the norm of the channels
from UEs in other cells are greatly overestimated and M-MMSE will

therefore overemphasize the need for suppressing inter-cell interference.”

"By overemphasizing on interference suppression, M-MMSE behaves like a ZF-
type of scheme that attempts to cancel all interference from all UEs in the network.
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Figure 4.14: Average UL sum SE when using MMSE, EW-MMSE, or LS channel
estimators, for a setup with M = 100 BS antennas and K = 10 UEs per cell. Three
different combining schemes are considered.

The general observation is that the substantial SE gains of using RZF
or M-MMSE combining compared with low-complexity MR, combining
remain, irrespective of which channel estimator is used. Note that the
SEs with S-MMSE and ZF are not shown in the figure since they are
very similar to that of RZF.

The example above considered a spatially correlated scenario with
ASD o0, = 10°. This is a case where the complexity of the MMSE
estimator is relatively high as compared to EW-MMSE, while these
estimators coincide in the special case of spatially uncorrelated fading.
In summary, the loss in SE incurred by using a suboptimal channel
estimator under strong spatial channel correlation is only 10%, for most
combining schemes, which implies that high-complexity estimation
schemes are not needed in Massive MIMO. The EW-MMSE channel
estimator is suitable for all combining schemes, while the combination
of LS estimation and M-MMSE combining is discouraged.

This type of scheme is called full-pilot ZF in [49] and multi-cell ZF in [193]. It has
the benefit of only exploiting the direction of the channel estimates and therefore LS
estimation can be used.
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4.2.4 Synchronous versus Asynchronous Pilot Transmission

The SE analysis in this monograph is based on the assumption of
synchronous pilot transmission, which means that all UEs in all cells
simultaneously send pilot sequences from the same pilot book. This
has been a common assumption in the Massive MIMO literature since
the seminal paper [208], but there are good reasons to question this
basic assumption. Even if all transmitters are time-synchronized, the
signals will arrive asynchronously at every receiver due to the different
propagation delays. The timing mismatches between neighboring cells
are usually negligible; for example, in OFDM systems, the cyclic prefix
can compensate for propagation path differences of several kilometers.
The cyclic prefix compensates for path differences up to 74 km in digital
audio broadcast (DAB) [143], while the normal and extended cyclic
prefixes in LTE compensates for path differences up to 1.6 km and 5 km,
respectively [165]. Since the strongest interference originates from the
own and neighboring cells, having a more detailed model of the timing
mismatches from distant cells will probably have little impact on the
communication performance, but this remains to be proved rigorously.
An accurate model needs to take inter-symbol interference into account
[375, 263].

The main benefit of pilot synchronism is to control the inter-cell
interference during pilot transmission, for example, by using a pilot
reuse factor f > 1. However, if we do not exploit this possibility but set
f =1and 7, = K, the interference will be roughly the same irrespective
of whether the UEs in adjacent cells are sending pilots or data when
the considered UEs are sending their pilots. This scenario was studied
in [244, 48] for a case with K UEs per interfering cell. Looking at an
arbitrary UE, in the case of synchronous pilot transmission, one UE per
interfering cell reuses its pilot and causes coherent interference with a
power proportional to M. In case of non-synchronous pilot signaling, the
K UEs in an interfering cell send random data sequences. On average
only a fraction 1/7, = 1/K of their transmit power is sent in parallel
with the pilot sequence of the considered UE, thus each interfering UE
causes coherent interference with a power proportional to M /K. Since
there are K interfering UEs per cell, the total coherent interference
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is proportional to M. Hence, the total coherent interference power
is the same with both synchronous and asynchronous pilot signaling,
which means that the same SE is achieved in both cases. In summary,
synchronous pilot transmission is helpful to mitigate interference, but
nothing fundamentally different happens if we relax the synchronism
and let other cells send random interfering signals.

4.3 Downlink Spectral Efficiency and Transmit Precoding

Each BS transmits payload data to its UEs in the DL, using linear
precoding as defined in Section 2.3.2 on p. 227. Recall that ¢, ~
Ne(0, pji) denotes the random data signal intended for UE k in cell j,
for j =1,...,L and k = 1,...,K;. This UE is associated with the
precoding vector wji € CM; that determines the spatial directivity
of the transmission. The precoding vector satisfies E{||w;x|*} = 1,
so that the signal power pj is also the transmit power allocated to
this UE. One way to implement the precoding normalization is to
make |[|[w;||? = 1 in every coherence block, but it is sometimes more
analytically tractable to have an average normalization over many
coherence blocks. The difference between these normalizations is small
when there is substantial channel hardening.

The UL and DL channels are reciprocal within a coherence block,
which enables the BS to use the UL channel estimates also for the
computation/selection of precoding vectors. The desired signal to UE k
in cell j propagates over the precoded channel g;, = (h;:k)ijk. The
UE does not know g;;, a priori, but can either approximate it with the
mean value E{g;,} = E{(h;k)Hw]k} or estimate it from the received DL
signals. We begin with the former case, which has been the dominating
approach in the Massive MIMO literature since the early works [169,
148], while we consider the latter case in Section 4.3.3. The received DL
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signal ;1 in (2.8) can then be expressed as

— Jo\m A J \Hg . J Vg, )
wr= Bl wadoge  + () Wi — B{(h) " wii}) i
Desired signal over average channel Desired signal over unknown channel
L K;
+ Z ]k W]lgj’t + Z Z ]k MW + Uz (425)
1=11i=1
z;sk 1]
~—
Intra-cell interference Inter-cell interference Noise

The first term in (4.25) is the desired signal received over the deter-
ministic average precoded channel E{(h;k)ijk}, while the remaining
terms are random variables with realizations that are unknown to the
UE. An achievable SE can be computed by treating these terms as noise
in the signal detection, by utilizing Corollary 1.3 on p. 171. We then
obtain the following capacity bound, which we call the hardening bound.
It holds for any choice of precoding vectors and channel estimation
schemes.

Theorem 4.6. The DL ergodic channel capacity of UE k in cell j is
lower bounded by Sj?kL = T logy(1 + SINR?kL) [bit/s/Hz] with

ij|E{W?kh§'k}\2

DL
SINRDY = '
Z: prlB{|wiihly [} — pji[E{wi b, }2 + oy,

(4.26)

IIMh

where the expectations are with respect to the channel realizations.
Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.3.6 on p. 599. O

The SE in Theorem 4.6 has the form ¢ log,(1 + SIM%L) which
makes it convenient to refer to Slﬂﬁf as the effective SINR of the
fading DL channel to UE k in cell j. It is a deterministic scalar and
the expression contains several expectations over the random channel
realizations. The numerator of SIM%L contains the gain of the desired
signal received over the average precoded channel. The first term in
the denominator is the received power of all signals, while the second
term subtracts the part of the desired signal that appeared in the
numerator (i.e., the part useful for signal detection). The third term
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is the noise variance. The SE expression can be computed numerically
for any channel model and precoding scheme. The pre-log factor :—z’ is
the fraction of samples per coherence block that are used for DL data.
Since 74 = 7. — Tp — Tu, the pre-log factor increases if we shorten the
length 7, of the pilot sequences (i.e., reduce the pilot overhead) and/or
reduce the number of samples 7, used for UL data.

The DL SE of UE k in cell j depends on the precoding vectors of all
UEs in the entire network, in contrast to the UL SE in Theorem 4.1 that
only depends on its own combining vector v;;. Hence, the precoding
vectors should ideally be selected jointly across the cells, which makes
precoding optimization difficult in practice [40]. A heuristic approach
to precoding selection is later described in Section 4.3.2.

One simple and popular choice is MR, precoding, which for UE k in
cell j is based on the channel estimate fl; .- One variant of MR precoding

wir = b/, /\/E{[h], |12} (4.27)

where the scaling is selected to satisfy the precoding normalization
constraint E{||w;x||?} = 1. The SE expression in Theorem 4.6 can be

is

computed in closed form for this average-normalized MR precoding.

Corollary 4.7. If average-normalized MR precoding is used, with w;;, =

}Algk/, /E{||f1§k\|2} based on the MMSE channel estimate, then the SE
expression in Theorem 4.6 becomes Sj?kL = T logy(1 + SINR?kL) with

SINRD! =
pjkpjkTPtr(Rjk\I’;kng)
e plitr<R‘é’kR§i‘P§iRgi) 3 PlipjkTp’tr(Rékl'fini)
IOl R
(L)EP\Gik) tr(R, ¥, R},)

2

2
+0p1,

; i=1 tr(Rgi‘Il%iR;i)

Non-coherent interference Coherent interference

(4.28)

where \I';k and W}, were defined in (3.10).

In the special case of spatially uncorrelated fading (i.e., lez = BZJ'Z.I M;
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forl=1,...,Land i =1,..., K), (4.28) simplifies to

SINRDL — pikDik (B ) *Totin M
=—=jk = L K
S B + > pupik(Bh) oM o,
I=11i=1 (1,1)EP;R\(4,k)
Non-coherent interference Coherent interference
(4.29)
where 1);; was defined in (4.20).
Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.3.7 on p. 600. O

4.3.1 Pilot Contamination in the Downlink

The closed-form DL SE expression in Corollary 4.7 has a structure that
resembles that of the UL SE in Corollary 4.5. The signal term in the
numerator is the same as in the UL, except that pjkTptr(Rjkqlgkng)
is multiplied with the DL power pj; instead of the UL power. This
term increases linearly with M}, since the trace adds up the M; signal
components coherently. This is the array gain from the precoding
and the scaling with M is explicit in the special case of uncorrelated
fading. Note that p;r7,tr(RI, 7 R%,) = tr(R/, — CJ,), thus the array
gain is directly related to the estimation quality. The first term in the
denominator is the non-coherent interference from all UEs. The strength
of the interference is determined by how similar the spatial correlation
matrices Ré.k and sz’ are, which can be measured in terms of how
large tr(RfiRé-k) / tr(Ré-k) is. The two correlation matrices describe the
channels from the interfering BS I to the receiving UE and to one of the
interfering UEs in cell {. The interference is small when the interfering
BS is far away and/or the spatial channel correlation properties are
very different for the two UEs. In the extreme case of Rf»Ré-k = O <y

1
there is no interference between the two UEs, since their channels “live”
in separate eigenspaces. Note that the non-coherent interference term
simplifies to phﬂé ;. in uncorrelated fading, which is independent of the
location of the interfering UE (except if the power allocation is based

on it).
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UE k, cell j

UE &, cell I

Figure 4.15: When two UEs transmit the same pilot sequence, as illustrated
Figure 3.1, the pilot contamination affects the DL signals. When a BS attempts to
direct a signal towards its own UE using MR precoding, it will also partially direct it
towards the pilot-interfering UE in the other cell. Each color represents one precoded
DL signal.

The second term in the denominator is the additional coherent
interference that scales with M; and originates from the signals to UEs
that share the same pilot; that is, pilot contamination also affects the
DL. In this case, the BS uses precoding to direct the signals towards the
intended receivers, but partially also direct them towards the UEs that
interfered with the pilot transmission. This phenomenon is illustrated
in Figure 4.15. Note that the scaling factor M; is determined by the
number of antennas at the interfering BS [ in the DL. Hence, a BS with
many antennas must be careful not to interfere too much with other
cells that have fewer BS antennas. The third term in the denominator
is the noise power, which might be different between the DL and UL
since different receiver hardware is used.

4.3.2 Principle for Precoding Design: Uplink-Downlink Duality

It is nontrivial to select precoding vectors. This is because each UE
is affected by all precoding vectors in the network and network-wide
precoding optimization is highly impractical. Clearly, the precoding
must balance between selfishly directing the signal towards the desired
UE and altruistically avoiding to cause interference to other UEs [167].
The difficulty is to find the right balance between these two goals,
particularly when many UEs are involved. It is therefore desirable to
have a judicious, yet tractable, design principle for precoding. Many
heuristic precoding design principles can be found in the literature, but
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the well-designed ones are usually rather similar and strongly connected
to a fundamental property called UL-DL duality [46, 40]. We describe
this duality below and explain how it can guide us in the precoding
design.

There is a strong connection between the SE expression for the UL
in Theorem 4.4 and the DL in Theorem 4.6. Except for the different
notation for the transmit powers, the signal terms are the same and
the interference terms are similar but the indices (j,k) and (l,7) are
interchanged for every UE: pli]E{]v?kh{i\Q} in the UL is replaced by
pliE{\wfihé-kP} in the DL. This represents the fact that the UL interfer-
ence from cell [ is received over K different UE channels (and processed
using a single combining vector), while all the DL interference from cell [
is received over the channel from BS [ (and depends on K; precoding
vectors). Figure 4.16 illustrates this property from the perspective of
two UEs in the network. In this example, BS [ can separate the UEs
well spatially, while BS j cannot (illustrated here as having a small
angular difference between the UEs). The consequence is that the UE in
cell j is affected by high interference from the other-cell UE in the UL,
while the UE in cell [ receives high interference from BS j in the DL.
It can, therefore, happen that a UE exhibits very different interference
levels in UL and DL.

Despite the differences in how the interference is generated, there is a
symmetry that creates a fundamental connection between the achievable
SEs in UL and DL, which is called the UL-DL duality.

Theorem 4.8. Let p = [p] ... pf]", with p; = [pj1 ... pjK;]", be the
Kiot x 1 vector with all UL transmit powers, where Kot = Zlel K;
denotes the total number of UEs in the network.

Consider the UL SINR" in (4.14) and the DL SINRR" in (4.26).
For any given set of receive combining vectors {v;;} and given p, we
can achieve

SINRGY =SINRFY j=1,...,L, k=1,....K; (4.30)

if the precoding vectors are selected as

Wik = Vi /\/E{][vj]*} (4.31)
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Figure 4.16: Illustration of how the interference situation can change between
the UL and DL. The UL interference comes from the interfering UE, while the
DL interference is caused by the BS that serves the interfering UE. In this setup,
BS j cannot separate the two UEs due to the similar spatial channel correlation
(illustrated as a small angular difference), thus its own UE is affected by high UL
interference and the other-cell UE will get high DL interference. In contrast, BS [
can separate the UEs well, which leads to little interference in both UL and DL.
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for all j and k. Moreover, the vector p = [p] ... p]]|" with DL transmit

powers, with p; = pj1 - - ijj]T, are selected based on the UL transmit
powers as
2
_ 9DL (-1 11 T
p—aTUL(D -B) (D'-B")p. (4.32)

The sum transmit powers in the DL and UL are related as

1P 1k P
fot — “Dtot— (4.33)

DL otr,
In (4.32), B € REtwtxKtot g a block matrix with L x L blocks. The
(4,1)th block is denoted by Bj;, has dimension K; x Kj, and its (k,)th
element is

E{|vl bl [2}—[E{vIih) 12 , ,
o ifk=iand j=1
Bjilri = E{|vgh§5§¥”k” } | (430
CE{[vilPY otherwise.

Finally, D = diag(Dy, ..., D) € REw:*Ewt j5 4 (block) diagonal ma-
trix. The jth diagonal block is denoted by D; and is a diagonal matrix
with the kth element being

E{||vz]|?
[D;]er = &NR}{}%. (4.35)
’E{ijhij

Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.3.8 on p. 602. O

This UL-DL duality theorem shows that the SE achieved in the UL
can be achieved also in the DL, if the UL combining vectors are used as
DL precoding vectors and the DL transmit power is allocated according
to (4.32). Simply speaking, each BS should “listen” to the signal from
a UE by directing its “hearing” towards a particular spatial direction
(selected to balance between high signal power and low interference).
The BS then transmits back to the UE in the same spatial direction.
If O'%L = O'%L, the sum transmit power is the same in the UL and DL,
but the total power is generally allocated differently among the UEs.
For example, consider a setup with one UE at the cell edge and one at
the cell center. The cell-center UE has a stronger channel and should
use a low UL power not to interfere too much with the cell-edge UE,
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which has a weaker channel. It can, however, get a higher DL power
since the desired and interfering signals are subject to the same average
channel gain in the DL, meaning that the cell-edge UE is less sensitive
to intra-cell interference in the DL than in the UL.

The UL-DL duality in cellular networks has been analyzed for
decades and some notable early works are [370, 63, 335, 163]. Various
generalizations of the duality concept have been established to take
multicell properties, power constraints, and transceiver hardware im-
pairments into account; see, for example, [345, 367, 39, 71]. The duality
property in Massive MIMO, described in Theorem 4.8, is different in the
sense that it applies to the ergodic SE of fading channels, in contrast
to the deterministic channels considered in earlier works. This result
was first established in [49]. Note that exact duality holds between the
UatF capacity bound of the UL and hardening bound for the DL.

The UL-DL duality motivates a simple precoding design principle:
select the DL precoding vectors based on the UL receive combining

vectors as
Vj k

" ol (439
where
VIEMMSE - with M-MMSE precoding
V;Q-"MMSE with S-MMSE precoding
[le - VjK]} = V}D“ZF with RZF precoding (4.37)
VJZ»F with ZF precoding
V;VIR with MR precoding.

The corresponding combining matrices were defined in (4.7)-(4.11).
Note that this design principle is not unique to Massive MIMO, but
different flavors of it have been proposed over the past two decades; the
early works build indirectly on UL-DL duality [373, 164, 282], while
later works refer directly to the duality [98, 368, 40]. The precoding
design principle in (4.36) gives ||[w;i||? = 1 in every coherence block,

which satisfies the required precoding normalization.®

8The UL-DL duality suggests an average-normalized precoding where w;x =
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Transmission | Computing precoding vectors
Scheme . e
Multiplications Multiplications
Any Te dM g K j M j K yi ‘

Table 4.4: Computational complexity per coherence block of any transmit precoding
scheme, when the precoding is selected based on the combining scheme as in (4.36).
Only complex multiplications are considered, while additions and subtractions are
neglected; see Appendix B.1.1 on p. 558 for details.

The five precoding schemes in (4.37) depend on the UL transmit
power used during pilot signaling, while none of them depends on the DL
transmit power (which however appears in the DL effective SINR expres-
sion). One important benefit of using the receive combining vectors for
transmit precoding is that the computational complexity of computing
the precoding vectors reduces to M; K; complex multiplications, which
corresponds to computing ||v || in (4.36) for every UE.? The complexity
of computing the 74 transmit signals ZkKi1 w;kSik at BS j is TqM; K
complex multiplications per coherence block; see Appendix B.1.1 on
p. 558 for details. These numbers are summarized in Table 4.4 and we
stress that the complexity of precoding is the same irrespective of the
choice of precoding scheme, since the combining vectors are used.

There are other precoding schemes in the literature than those listed
in (4.37). For example, the polynomial expansion method described in
Remark 4.2 can be utilized to reduce the computational complexity of

RZF precoding. This has been studied in [173, 231, 372].

4.3.3 Spectral Efficiency with Downlink Channel Estimation

The SE in Theorem 4.8 was derived under the simplifying assumption
that the receiving UE has only access to the mean of its precoded

vik//E{||vjk||?}, but in practice one should use the stricter precoding normalization
Wjr = Vji/||Vvjk| instead to reduce the random variations in the precoded channel
(h;: ) w;k. This gives better SE since the desired signal ;i encodes information as
phase and amplitude variations; see Figure 4.11 for an illustration of the importance
of using instantaneous normalization.

9The normalization can be absorbed into the scalar signal ¢;;, and the corre-
sponding complexity is thus negligible.
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channel. Reception without instantaneous CSI only makes sense when
the precoded channel is nearly deterministic so that the variations
are small. This is approximately the case under channel hardening,
but there is generally a performance loss. The loss grows with the
channel variations and is particularly large for special types of channels
that exhibit little or no hardening [243]. In this section, we consider
the alternative approach of estimating the realizations of the precoded
channels at the UEs. Since the precoded channel gj;, is constant within a
coherence block, UE k in cell j can estimate it blindly from the received
DL signals, without sending any DL pilots. An explicit algorithm for
such estimation can be found in [243], but here we will instead derive a
lower bound on the DL capacity that implicitly takes the acquisition
of the precoded channels into account. We generalize the bounding
technique from [72] to the multicell scenario considered herein and
obtain the following result, which we call the estimation bound.

Theorem 4.9. The DL ergodic channel capacity of UE k in cell j is
lower bounded by SE?kL [bit/s/Hz] given by

DL Td DL 1 pjdeV{Wjih et
SERE — T—CE{logQ (1+SINREE) } =3~ — logy (1+ i

=1 '€ opL

(4.38)

if each BS computes its precoding vectors using only its own channel
estimates: hy; for all I and 7. The expectation/variances in (4.38) are
computed with respect to the channels hgi, for all [ and 7, and

ij|W}{kh;k’2

. K, K
, 1sz'\W?ih§k!2 + 3 3 ol {Iwibl, 2} + o3,
Zz;k l;} =

SINRF = (4.39)

K;

where the expectations are computed with respect to all other channels.
Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.3.9 on p. 604. O

The SE provided in (4.38) is obtained as the difference between
two terms, which have intuitive interpretations. The first term can
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be called “SE with perfect intra-cell CSI”, because it represents the
SE that is achieved if the receiving UE knows the precoded intra-cell
channels w?ihg pfori=1,... K j.lo The second term can be called “CST
uncertainty loss”, because it compensates for the imperfect intra-cell
CSI at the UE. This term depends on 74 and 7. and goes to zero as
T. — 00, even if also 74 increases (recall that 74 < 7.). This proves that if
a large coherence block is used for DL transmission, the UE can estimate
the precoded channel perfectly [261]. Since the capacity is unknown,
the lower bound that gives the largest value is the best performance
indicator that we have. Clearly, the estimation bound in Theorem 4.9
will be larger than the hardening bound in Theorem 4.6 when 74 and
T. are sufficiently large, but it is hard to identify the crossing point
analytically. We will show numerically that the estimation bound gives
larger values when using precoding schemes that cause less interference.
On the other hand, it can happen for small channel coherence blocks
and/or large intra-cell interference that the second term in (4.38) is so
large that the theorem provides a negative SE value. This is an artifact
from the bounding technique that neglects a positive term that would
have made the SE positive in these special cases (see [72] for a solution).

We compare the two DL SE bounds by continuing the running
example that was defined in Section 4.1.3. We consider M = 100
antennas, K = 10 UEs per cell, and equal DL power allocation of
20dBm per UE. We consider both the Gaussian local scattering model
with ASD o, = 10° and uncorrelated Rayleigh fading. The length of
the coherence block 7. is varied and 74 = 7. — 7, samples are used for
DL data transmission per block.

Figure 4.17 shows the sum SE with the hardening bound from
Theorem 4.6 and the estimation bound from Theorem 4.9 when using M-
MMSE, RZF, or MR precoding. The horizontal axis shows the coherence
block length, using a logarithmic scale that emphasizes the behaviors
for small 7. The SE is maximized with respect to the pilot reuse factor
f € {1,2,4} for each value of 7., which results into the “bumps” in

00ne can also derive an SE bound where the first term represents that the UE
knows the precoded channels from all BSs. That bound gives larger SE as 7. — oo,
but we have noticed that for practical value of 7., the bound in Theorem 4.9 gives
larger values.
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(a) Gaussian local scattering model with ASD o, = 10°.
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Figure 4.17: Average DL sum SE based on either the hardening bound in The-
orem 4.6 or the estimation bound in Theorem 4.9, as a function of the length 7.
of the coherence block. There are M = 100 antennas, K = 10 UEs, and the SE is
maximized with respect to the pilot reuse factor.
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the curves. All curves increase monotonically with 7., since the pre-
log factor 7+ =1 — :—‘c’ increases. The estimation bound also benefits
from an incfeasing T. in terms of improved DL channel estimation,
thus this bound is the better choice when the coherence block is large.
The crossing point depends on the spatial channel correlation and the
precoding scheme because spatial correlation increases the variations
in the precoded channel and the precoding determines the interference
level under which the DL channels are estimated. M-MMSE benefits the
most from using the estimation bound, which is desirable for 7. > 36
with the local scattering model and for 7, > 120 with uncorrelated
fading. RZF has a similar behavior, but slightly larger 7. is required
before the estimation bound becomes advantageous. The case is different
for MR, where the hardening bound gives the highest values, except
for very large coherence blocks. This is because MR leads to strong
interference that makes the DL channel estimation challenging, leading
to a large subtractive term in (4.38).

In summary, it is harder to characterize the DL capacity than the
UL capacity, because there are multiple bounds and none of them is
always the preferable one; that is, the one providing the largest value.
The UE should estimate the realization of the precoded channel from
the received signals, but it is challenging to find the best estimator since
it is hard to quantify the exact SE for a given estimation scheme.

4.3.4 Comparison of Precoding Schemes

We will now compare the SE achieved with different precoding schemes
by continuing the running example that was defined in Section 4.1.3. We
consider the same scenario as in the UL example in Section 4.1.4, which
means K = 10 UEs per cell and a varying number of BS antennas. Equal
DL power allocation of 20 dBm per UE and the Gaussian local scattering
channel model with ASD o, = 10° are assumed. Each coherence block
consists of 7. = 200 samples, whereof 7, = 7. — fK samples are used
for DL data transmission and there are 7, = fK pilot sequences. For
each scheme and number of antennas, we use the DL capacity bound
and pilot reuse factor f € {1,2,4} that gives the largest SE.

Figure 4.18 shows the average DL sum SE with f = 1. We consider
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Figure 4.18: Average DL sum SE as a function of the number of BS antennas for
different precoding schemes. There are K = 10 UEs per cell and the same K pilots
are reused in every cell.

M-MMSE, S-MMSE, RZF, ZF, and MR precoding. These precoding
schemes behave in a similar way as their UL counterparts. M-MMSE
provides the highest SE for any number of antennas. S-MMSE, RZF,
and ZF provide almost the same SE, except that ZF has robustness
issues for M < 20 antennas. Finally, MR provides the lowest SE among
all schemes and it is also the only scheme that prefers the hardening
bound over the estimation bound. MR achieves only 40%-50% of the
SE provided by M-MMSE and 50%-60% of the SE provided by RZF.

Figure 4.19 shows the corresponding sum SE with f =2 and f =4
as pilot reuse factors. The results are once again similar to the UL, both
in terms of the SE values and the fact that M-MMSE gives its highest
performance with f = 4, S-MMSE, RZF, and ZF prefer f = 2, and
MR gives its highest SE with f = 1. This observation is emphasized
in Table 4.5, which lists the sum SEs with M = 100 for the different
precoding schemes. As in the UL, the computational complexity is
higher for the precoding/combining schemes that provide higher SEs,
and we can appoint M-MMSE, RZF, and MR as three distinct tradeoffs
between high SE and low complexity. These are the schemes to choose
between in a practical implementation.
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Figure 4.19: Average DL sum SE as a function of the number of BS antennas for
different precoding schemes. There are K = 10 UEs per cell and either 2K or 4K
pilots that are reused across cells according to the pattern in Figure 4.4b.
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Scheme ‘le‘f:Q‘f:él‘
M-MMSE | 46.67 | 51.57 | 52.63
S-MMSE | 42.24 | 43.13 | 40.32

RZF 40.44 | 41.63 | 38.92
ZF 40.40 | 41.60 | 38.89
MR 24.12 | 23.83 | 21.93

Table 4.5: Average DL sum SE [bit/s/Hz/cell] for M = 100 and K = 10 for different
pilot reuse factors f. The largest value for each scheme is in bold face. The results
are based on Figures 4.18 and 4.19.

60

I \-MMSE
[ RZF
MR

)]
o
T

1

o w N
o o o

Average sum SE [bit/s/Hz/cell]

—y
o

MMSE EW-MMSE LS

Figure 4.20: Average DL sum SE when using the MMSE, EW-MMSE, or LS
channel estimators, for a setup with M = 100 BS antennas and K = 10 UEs per cell.
Three different precoding schemes are considered. The UL counterpart was provided
in Figure 4.14 and shows similar results.

4.3.5 SE with Other Channel Estimation Schemes than MMSE

The previous DL SE simulation was based on MMSE channel estimation,
but we will now investigate how the SE is affected by using the low-
complexity EW-MMSE and LS channel estimators. We continue the
example from Figures 4.18 and 4.19, but focus on K = 10 UEs, M = 100
BS antennas, and for each precoding scheme we use the pilot reuse
factor that maximizes the SE.

Figure 4.20 shows a bar diagram over the average sum SE with
M-MMSE, RZF, and MR precoding. As expected, the highest SEs are
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obtained with the MMSE estimator. There is an SE loss of 10%-12% if
the EW-MMSE estimator is used instead. The difference in SE between
the EW-MMSE and LS estimators is very small when using RZF or
MR precoding, while M-MMSE precoding performs poorly with LS. As
previously discussed in Section 4.2.3, this is because the LS estimator
does not give the right scaling when estimating the channels to UEs
in other cells, which leads to an overemphasis on mitigating inter-cell
interference. This issue can be solved in practice by reducing the norm
of the inter-cell channel estimates.

In summary, the SE loss incurred in the DL by using a suboptimal
channel estimator is only 10% in the considered scenario (similar results
were obtained for the UL in Section 4.2.3). Hence, the substantial
SE gains of using RZF or M-MMSE precoding compared with low-
complexity MR precoding remain. It is only the suppression of inter-cell
interference in M-MMSE precoding that is particularly sensitive to the
choice of channel estimator.

4.3.6 Differences in Interference Between UL and DL

Despite the UL-DL duality, there are important differences between
UL and DL. We will exemplify one of the key differences, namely how
the interference that affects a UE is formed. To this end, we continue
the running example that was defined in Section 4.1.3 and measure
the average desired signal power and interference power, normalized
by the noise power, at 1600 random UE locations with corresponding
shadow fading realizations. We compare MR and M-MMSE combin-
ing/precoding using M = 100 antennas, K = 10 UEs per cell, and
f = 1. Each setup with 16 cells gives 160 UE locations. The simulation
shows 1600 random locations from ten setups.

The desired signal power decays with the propagation distance in
both UL and DL so that large values are achieved in the cell center
and small values at the cell edge. The signal power and interference
power of a UE are essentially independent in the UL, because all signals
are received at the same BS. This is illustrated by the scatter plots in
Figure 4.21, where each point represents the signal and interference
power of one UE. The Gaussian local scattering model with ASD
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Figure 4.21: Scatter plot of the average UL signal power and UL interference power
received at different UE locations. M-MMSE and MR combining with universal pilot
reuse are considered. The Gaussian local scattering model with ASD o, = 10° is
used. The boxes indicate the shape of the point clouds.
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o, = 10° is considered, but uncorrelated fading would result in the
same behavior (but smaller variations). The interference powers have
the same spread irrespective of the signal power, thus making the point
cloud resemble a horizontal rectangle, as illustrated in the figure. The
interference power and signal power are statistically higher with MR
than with M-MMSE, which sacrifices some of the signal power to reduce
the interference powers with tens of dB.

In contrast, the desired signal power and interference power are
coupled in the DL, because all desired and interfering signals from a
particular cell are received through the same channel from the cell’s BS.
UEs with strong channels are more likely to receive strong intra-cell
interference and vice versa. This is illustrated by the scatter plots in
Figure 4.22, using the same fading model as in the previous figure.
MR precoding shows the expected behavior where the point cloud re-
sembles a rectangle that has been rotated 45°, as illustrated in the
figure. Interestingly, M-MMSE precoding suppresses the coupling be-
tween the desired signal power and interference power, leading to a
situation that resembles the UL. This is because M-MMSE identifies
and mitigates the strongest sources of interference, leading to more
interference suppression between UEs in the cell-center than UEs at
the cell-edge.

In summary, there are distinct differences between the interference
sources that affect a UE in UL and DL. Although the use of M-MMSE
(and similar schemes that suppress interference) can reduce these dif-
ferences, it is important to take them into account when designing
the power allocation (see Section 7.1 on p. 452) and other resource
allocation tasks.

4.4 Asymptotic Analysis

In this section, we analyze how the SE behaves when the number of BS
antennas is very large. A convenient way to analyze this is to investigate
the asymptotic regime where M; — oo, as was done in Marzetta’s
seminal work [208] on Massive MIMO. Similar asymptotic studies were
carried out in [169, 244, 281, 43] and numerous other papers. There
is also a branch of literature that studies the alternative asymptotic
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Figure 4.22: Scatter plot of the average DL signal power and DL interference power
received at different UE locations. M-MMSE and MR, precoding with universal pilot
reuse are considered. The Gaussian local scattering model with ASD o, = 10° is
used. The boxes indicate the shape of the point clouds.
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regime where both M; and K; go to infinity, with a finite non-zero
ratio; for example, [148, 173, 336]. The purpose of asymptotic analysis
is not that any of these parameters will be nearly infinite in practice
(that is physically impossible as explained in Remark 1.3 on p. 192),
but is to understand the scaling behaviors and whether there are any
fundamental SE limits.

We will let M; — oo for a fixed number of UEs per cell, as in
[208]. While [208] focused on uncorrelated Rayleigh fading and MR,
we will analyze the impact of spatial channel correlation and compare
different combining/precoding schemes. This will uncover that spatially
correlated channels behave fundamentally different than spatially un-
correlated channels in the asymptotic regime, which is a relatively new
discovery [44, 43, 239]. We have considered arbitrary spatial correlation
matrices so far, but two technical assumptions are needed to enable
asymptotic analysis.

Assumption 1. The spatial correlation matrix lel satisfies

1. li%inf ﬁjtr(R{i) >0

2. limsup ||RZJZ||2 < 00
i

forl=1,...,Landi=1,..., K.

The operators “lim inf” and “lim sup” are the sequence-counterparts
of the conventional limit operator for functions. They give the smallest
and largest values in the asymptotic tail of the sequence (the smallest
and largest value are different if the sequence oscillates). These operators
are applied to the sequence of correlation matrices Rl]l € CMi*M; with
different dimensions that is generated when M; grows. The first condi-
tion in Assumption 1 implies that the array gathers an amount of signal
energy that is proportional to the number of antennas, which is natural
if the array aperture grows with M. The second condition implies that
the increasing signal energy is spread over many spatial dimensions and
does not concentrate on only a few very strong directions; that is, all
eigenvalues of lei remain bounded as M; grows. A consequence of these
conditions is that the rank of R{i must be proportional to M, but full
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rank is not required; for example, a fraction of the array can be totally
blocked from the UE. Assumption 1 is actually a sufficient condition
for asymptotic channel hardening and favorable propagation (See. Sec-
tion 2.5 on p. 231) In case of uncorrelated fading with R}, = B/ 1u;,
we have Mijtr(R{i) Blz and ||R ll2 = BZJZ, thus Assumption 1 requires

B{Z to be strictly positive and finite in this case.

4.4.1 Linearly Independent and Orthogonal Correlation Matrices

The asymptotic results will depend on how different the spatial correla-
tion matrices of the UEs are. Two measures of such difference play a
key role, whereof the first one is linear independence.

Linear independence

A set of vectors is linearly independent if no vector in the set can be
written as a linear combination of the others. In this section, we will
apply this concept to matrices.

Definition 4.1 (Linearly independent correlation matrices). Consider the
correlation matrix R € CM*M | This matrix is linearly independent of

the correlation matrices Rq,...,Ry € CMXM if
N 2
HR - aR; (4.40)
=1 F

for all scalars ci,...,cny € R. We further say that R is asymptotically
linearly independent of Ry,..., Ry if

hm inf — HR Z ¢iR (4.41)

F

for all scalars c1,...,cy € R.

Note that linear independence means that the correlation matrix R
cannot be written as a linear combination of the matrices Rq,...,Ry.
These matrices can all have full rank, but different eigenvalues (and
also different eigenvectors). The asymptotically linear independence
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condition is a more restrictive condition, since it does not only require
linear independence, but also that the subspace in which the matrices
differ has a norm (e.g., a sum of eigenvalues) that grows at least linearly
with M. We will give two examples to describe the implications of this
definition.

Example of Asymptotic Linear Independence

First, we consider the correlation matrices

R = lﬂé‘” / IM?M’] and Ry = [11(\)4 / IM?M/] (4.42)
where the two matrices are different in the first M’ diagonal elements,
for some integer M’ > 1. These matrices are linearly independent since
none of them can be written as a scalar times the other matrix. Moreover,
we have that
M'2—c1)?+ (M —M)(1—cp)?

M

1
Y IR — 1Ry |7 =

(M — M"\M'

> 7

where the lower bound follows from minimizing the expression with

respect to ¢; (the minimum is achieved by ¢; = (M + M')/M). If
M'" = aM, for some a satisfying 0 < a < 1, then (4.43) becomes

(M — MM’

M2
The lower bound is then non-zero for any M, thus (4.41) is satisfied and

(4.43)

1
7 IR - aRy% > =(1-a)a. (4.44)

we conclude that R and R are also asymptotically linearly independent.
If either M’ or M — M’ are instead constant, then (M_TMQ/)M, — 0 as
M — oo and there is no asymptotic linear independence. In other
words, the asymptotic definition in (4.41) requires the subspace where
the matrices are linearly independent to have a dimension that is

proportional to M.

Linearly Dependent Matrices are Sensitive to Perturbations

Channels with uncorrelated fading, where the correlation matrices are
scaled identity matrices, is a notable example of matrices that are not
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linearly independent. However, any such example is non-robust to minor
variations in the matrix elements. For example, consider

er 0 ...
R=1|¢og . o0 and R; =1y (4.45)

0 eum
where €1,...,€p; are i.i.d. random variables. The two matrices are
linearly independent, except in the special case of €; = €3 = ... = €y,

which has zero probability if the random variables have continuous
distributions. Moreover, we have that

1 , 1Y )
Vi IR —ciRy||7 = Mmz::I(Em —c1)

1

M 2
(4.46)

almost surely as M — oo, due to the law of large numbers (see
Lemma B. 12 on p. 564). The inequality in (4.46) follows from set-
ting ¢; = M Z —1 €n, Which minimizes the expression with respect to c;.
The last expression in (4.46) is identified as the variance of an arbitrary
element €,,. The variance is non-zero for any random variable, thus R
and R are also asymptotically linearly independent, almost surely.
This example shows that small random perturbations are sufficient
to satisfy the asymptotic definition in (4.41). In practice, the correlation
matrices of an arbitrary UE can be viewed as realizations from an
underlying continuous random distribution. For example, in our simula-
tions, it is the random UE location along with the channel model that
randomly generates the correlation matrices. Under such cases, the cor-
relation matrices of the UEs will be almost surely linearly independent,
while the probability of getting linearly dependent matrices is zero.'!
In spatially correlated fading, two correlation matrices are linearly in-
dependent unless the received signals from the corresponding UEs have

1The principle is the same as if we would generate L i.i.d. random vectors
X1,...,X, ~ CN(On,In). One can then show that the vectors will be linearly
independent almost surely when L < N.
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an angular distribution that is identical and a power distribution over
these angles that is also identical. In summary, we conclude that all
practical collections of correlation matrices are linearly independent.

Spatial Orthogonality

Another measure of the difference between spatial correlation matrices
is spatial orthogonality.

Definition 4.2 (Orthogonal correlation matrices). Two correlation matri-
ces Ri, Ry € CM*M are spatially orthogonal if

tr (Rle) =0 (4.47)

which also implies that R1Ro = 0j7x 7. We further say that R; and
Ro asymptotically spatially orthogonal if

1
Mtr (R1R2) - 0 as M — cc. (4.48)

The definition of asymptotically spatially orthogonal matrices in
(4.48) implies that the common subspace of the matrices has a dimen-
sion and eigenvalues that are constant, or grow sublinearly with M.
This is a less restrictive condition than in the definition of spatially
orthogonal matrices in (4.47), where there can be no common sub-
space. However, both spatial orthogonality conditions are much stronger
than the linear independence conditions, since they imply that both
correlation matrices are strongly rank-deficient. For example, R and
R; in (4.45) are only orthogonal if €; = ... =€)y = 0, which makes
R = 0psx - In spatially correlated fading, it was shown in [7, 363] that
two correlation matrices become asymptotically spatially orthogonal if
the BS is equipped with a ULA and the channels from the two UEs have
non-overlapping supports of their angular distributions. However, the
measurements in [121] indicate that such angular separation is unlikely
to occur in practice, at least at the frequencies used in the coverage tier
of cellular networks. Angular separability is, however, more likely to
arise in hotspots operating at mmWave frequencies [275, 8].
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4.4.2 Asymptotic Insights

We begin the asymptotic analysis by considering MR combining and pre-
coding, for which closed-form expressions were presented in Corollary 4.5
and Corollary 4.7, respectively.

Theorem 4.10 (MR combining). Under Assumption 1, if MR combining
with vj;, = h’ ik is used, it follows that SINR — 00 as M — oo if RJ

is asymptotically spatially orthogonal to lei for all (1,7) € Pji \ (4, k).
If this is not the case, then, as M; — oo, it follows that

2 I wi mi
p?tr (RL, W0, RY,)

SINRjF — 0. (4.49)
s or (RY, @R, )|
aermon o (RWLRY)
Coherent interference
Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.3.10 on p. 607. 0

Theorem 4.11 (MR precoding). Under Assumption 1, if MR precod-
ing with w;;, = h’ k/\/E{thkH } is used for all UEs, it follows that

SINR — o0 as My = = M; — oo if Rék and Rh are asymptoti-
cally Spatlally orthogonal for all (1,7) € Pji \ (4,k). If this is not the
case, then as M1 = ... = M — oo it follows that

pirtr (R W7, R, )

SINRR! — 5 — 0. (4.50)
> o (R, LR,
Pli i 1 i
erman O B PiRy)
Coherent interference
Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.3.10 on p. 607. 0

These theorems show that the UL and DL SINRs achieved by MR
asymptotically approach the simplified expressions in (4.49) and (4.50),
respectively, where the noise and non-coherent interference terms are not
present. This does not mean that the “missing” terms go asymptotically
to zero, but that they are negligibly small compared to the signal term
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and the coherent interference from the UEs that utilized the same pilot
sequence, both of which grow proportionally to M. This is a consequence
of pilot contamination that makes the estimates of these UEs’ channels
correlated with the MR vector.

In the special case when the desired UE has a correlation matrix that
is asymptotically spatially orthogonal to all the pilot-contaminating
UEs’ correlation matrices, the SINR will instead grow without bound.
As discussed above, this is a very strong condition that is unlikely
to hold at the cellular frequencies used in the coverage tier (recall
Figure 1.2) [121], but there are theoretical channel models that can
give rise to such low-rank effects [7, 363], thus one should always be
careful when exploring the asymptotic behaviors. Even with full-rank
correlation matrices, by allocating the pilot sequences in such a way that
the pilot-sharing UEs have rather different support, the asymptotic SE
limit with MR can be increased and this should be taken into account
when assigning pilot sequences to the UEs [363, 7, 192].

Apart from the removal of some of the interference/noise terms,
the asymptotic formulas have the same characteristics as before. The
expressions are particularly clean in the case of uncorrelated fading,
where (4.49) and (4.50) become

57 \2r . PRy
SINRYL — pjilji) p;bjg _ il (451)
X (puB) v X (puB)
(lvz)epjk\(.]vk) (l,Z)Eij\(],k)
SINRDL s pikpik (Bl b (Bl i .
! X B )b X pu(Bly)*u
(L) EPK\(4,k) (1,1)E€P;r\(4,k)

(4.52)

The values given by these asymptotic limits depend on the ratio between
the signal power and interference power, while the exact values of these
terms are unimportant since the noise term vanishes asymptotically. It
is desirable to make Bl]l / ng small in the UL, which corresponds to the
interfering UE having a relatively weak channel to BS j. Similarly, it is
desirable to make Bék / ng small in the DL, which corresponds to the
interfering BS having a weak channel to UE k in cell j. Notice that it
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is possible that one of these ratios is small, while the other one is large.
These asymptotic insights can be utilized as a heuristic to assign pilots
to the UEs.

Based on the asymptotic results with MR and the fact that only co-
herent interference caused by pilot contamination remains, one might sus-
pect that the SE has a finite limit when using any combining/precoding
scheme in a scenario with pilot contamination. To investigate if this
is the case, let us consider the “optimal” combining scheme, namely
M-MMSE.

Theorem 4.12 (M-MMSE combining). If BS j uses M-MMSE combining
with MMSE channel estimation, then the UL SE of UE £ in cell j
grows without bound as M; — oo, if Assumption 1 holds and the
correlation matrix R? i is asymptotically linearly independent of the set

of correlation matrices R{i with (1,7) € Pjr \ (4, k).

Proof. The rigorous proof of this result is quite involved and therefore
we will only validated it numerically. The interested reader can find the
proof in [43]. O

This theorem proves that the UL SE of a UE grows without bound as
M; — oo when M-MMSE combining is used, which is in sharp contrast
to the case of MR combining. The fact that the noise and non-coherent
interference vanish asymptotically is expected, as this was also the case
with MR. The impact of coherent interference vanishes if the spatial
correlation matrices are asymptotically linearly independent. This is
a mild condition that is generally satisfied in practice (as previously
explained), but not in the special case of uncorrelated Rayleigh fading
that was studied in [208] and many following papers. Asymptotic analysis
that is carried out with uncorrelated fading is bound to give overly
pessimistic results, and should thus be handled with care.

The reason that the BS can reject coherent interference from UEs
that caused pilot contamination is that the MMSE estimated channel
vectors, despite being correlated, are linearly independent when the
correlation matrices are linearly independent. More precisely, Theo-
rem 3.1 on p. 249 gives the channel estimates ﬁzk = \/@ng@;kygjk
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(a) Channel estimates of two pilot-contaminating UEs
with linearly independent correlation matrices.
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(b) Channel estimates of multiple pilot-contaminating
UEs with linearly independent correlation matrices.

Figure 4.23: Geometric illustration of the linearly independent channel estimates,
for UEs that reuse the same pilots but have linearly independent spatial correlation
matrices. The indicated combining vector v;i rejects the coherent interference that is
received along the interfering channel estimates, while a non-zero part of the desired
signal remains.

and ﬁfz = w/ph-lei\Ilgiky?jk for any (1,i) € Pji \ (4, k). This implies that
the difference

h; — chy; = (vpijﬁk - C\/pliRl]z‘) WYk (4.53)

is only zero for some ¢ € R if ng and lez are linearly dependent. This
principle is illustrated geometrically in Figure 4.23. The key insight is
that, for linearly independent channel estimates, we can find a direction
of the combining vector v, that is orthogonal to the channel estimates
of the contaminating UEs (i.e., v?kfl{l = 0) and have a non-zero inner
product V;‘kfl;k with the channel estimate of the desired UE. By using
this (suboptimal) combining vector, or the “optimal” M-MMSE com-
bining, we can always reject the coherent interference. If the correlation
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matrices are also asymptotically linearly independent, the combining
vector will also provide an array gain that makes the SINR grow un-
boundedly. This is why Theorem 4.12 requires asymptotically linearly
independent correlation matrices.

A very similar asymptotic behavior applies to the DL SE when using
M-MMSE precoding, which is logical due to the UL-DL duality.

Theorem 4.13 (M-MMSE precoding). If all BSs use M-MMSE precoding
with MMSE channel estimation, then the DL SE of UE £k in cell j grows
without bound as M1 = ... = M} — oo, if Assumption 1 holds and the
correlation matrices lel-, for (1,i) € Pj, are all asymptotically linearly
independent.

Proof. The rigorous proof of this result is quite involved and therefore
we will only validated it numerically. The interested reader can find the
proof in [43]. O

The asymptotic results presented above rely on the use of MMSE
channel estimation, which requires knowledge of the spatial correlation
matrices at the BSs. Methods to estimate the correlation matrices were
discussed earlier in Section 3.3.3 on p. 260.

Asymptotic SE with EW-MMSE and LS Estimation

As discussed in Section 3.4.1 on p. 265, an alternative to the MMSE
estimator is the EW-MMSE estimator in Corollary 3.4, which does not
require full knowledge of the spatial correlation matrices. It utilizes only
the main diagonals of lez., which can be estimated efficiently, as done in
(3.26), by using a small number of samples that does not need to grow
with M; [57, 299]. In [43], it is proved that the SE can grow unboundedly
with the number of antennas also when using the EW-MMSE estimator.
To reach this result, it is required that the diagonals of the correlation
matrices le,i, with (I,4") € Pj; (between pilot-sharing UEs) are known
and asymptotic linearly independent. This condition is likely to hold in
practice, as indicated by the measurements in [122].

If also the diagonals of the spatial correlation matrices R{i are
unknown or unreliable (e.g., due to rapid changes in the UE scheduling
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in other cells), it is necessary to consider the LS estimator in (3.35)
that does not require any prior statistical information. In this case, the
channel estimates of the pilot contaminating UEs are parallel vectors
that only differ in the scaling. It appears to be challenging to reject
coherent interference in this case, but one can always let the pilot-sharing
UEs take turns in being active. This removes the pilot contamination
and thus the coherent interference disappears, but it also multiplies the
SE with a pre-log factor proportional to 1/L. Hence, in a large network
with a practical number of antennas, it is not an attractive solution.

Remark 4.3 (Pilot contamination precoding). Suppose the BSs are al-
lowed to cooperate, in a coherent joint transmission mode, where the
signal to each UE is sent from all BSs. There is then a method called pi-
lot contamination precoding (or large-scale fading precoding/decoding)
that can reject the coherent interference in the asymptotic regime [23,
191, 6] and achieve unbounded SE under pilot contamination. Since
each UE is served by multiple spatially separated BSs in this setup, the
correlation matrix of the joint channel from all BSs is strongly spatially
correlated. Moreover, the correlation matrices of the pilot-sharing UEs
are likely to be linearly independent, which is also a requirement for
the method to work [43]. Hence, pilot contamination precoding relies
on the same basic properties as the asymptotic analysis provided above.
The drawback with pilot contamination precoding, as compared to
M-MMSE combining/precoding, is that all BSs need to process the
data signals of all UEs, which might not be practically feasible.

4.4.3 Asymptotic Behavior with Strong Interference

To illustrate the asymptotic behavior, this example considers the specific
UL scenario in Figure 4.24, where the interference is particularly strong.
There are L = 2 BSs and K = 2 UEs per cell. Both UEs are located
at a distance of 140 m from their serving BS and there is only a 3.6°
difference in the angles seen from a BS. The setup is symmetric as
illustrated in the figure. There are two pilot sequences, each being
reused in every cell by the UE with the same index. The transmit
powers and channel propagation model are the same as in the running
example, defined in Section 4.1.3, except that we neglect the shadow



348 Spectral Efficiency

BSZl

UE 2, cell 2

200 m UE 1, cell 1 UE 1, cell 2
UE 2, cell 1

3.6 degrees

BS1

200 m

Figure 4.24: The two-cell setup with two UEs per cell that is used to illustrate the
asymptotic behaviors of Massive MIMO.

fading. In particular, the average SNR pjktr(Rék)/(Mla%L) is —2dB
for the serving BS (I = j) and —2.3dB for the other BS (I # j).

We begin by considering the local scattering model with Gaussian
angular distribution and ASD o, = 10°, which is substantially larger
than the angular difference between the UEs. The UL sum SE per cell
is given in Figure 4.25, where the horizontal axis shows the number of
BS antennas M = My = M», using logarithmic scale. We consider M-
MMSE, S-MMSE, RZF, ZF, and MR combining. These schemes provide
approximately the same SE when M = 10, but there are substantial
differences for larger values of M. The SE with M-MMSE grows without
bound, which is in line with Theorem 4.12. The slope of the curve
increases with M and approaches a 7+ log, (M) scaling per UE. The
SEs with all other combining schemes approach finite asymptotic limits,
due to their inability to reject the coherent interference from the pilot-
contaminating UE in the other cell. RZF, ZF, and MR seem to have
the same limit, while S-MMSE has a slightly higher limit since the
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Figure 4.25: The UL sum SE per cell for the setup in Figure 4.24, as a function

of the number of BS antennas (notice the logarithmic scale). The local scattering

model is considered with Gaussian angular distribution and ASD o, = 10°.

estimation error correlation matrices are taken into account. In this
example, the difference between M-MMSE and the other schemes is
large already at M = 100, while the divergence in SE can appear at
substantially higher antenna numbers when the coherent interference is
weaker (as it would be in the running example).

The behavioral difference is not limited to scenarios with strong spa-
tial channel correlation. To illustrate this fact, we change channel model
to uncorrelated Rayleigh fading that is perturbed by some mild large-
scale fading variations over the antenna arrays; that is, Rl’Z = B{;D{i,
where D{i is a diagonal matrix with the mth diagonal element [D{Z]mm
being independently distributed as 101og;o([D]mm) ~ N(0, 02 iation)-
This large-scale fading variations are motivated by the NLoS measure-
ments reported in [122], which show that there are 4 dB differences in
received signal power over the antennas in a ULA. Figure 4.26 shows the
UL sum SE per cell with M = 200 antennas and varying standard devia-
tion oyariation € [0, 4]. M-MMSE gives an SE similar to the other schemes
when there are no large-scale fading variations, but the difference in-
creases rapidly with the standard deviation. The reason is that the
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Figure 4.26: The UL sum SE per cell for the setup in Figure 4.24 with M = 200
antennas and uncorrelated fading with large-scale fading variations over the array.
The standard deviation ovariation is varied along the horizontal axis.

correlation matrices become asymptotically linearly independent when
the large-scale fading variations are introduced. The more different the
matrices are, the smaller is the loss in signal power from the interference
rejection carried out by M-MMSE, and the larger the SE becomes. The
SE also increases when using other schemes than M-MMSE;, since the
random variations in the correlation matrices make the channels more
likely to be spatially separated. Such spatial correlation is beneficial
irrespective of which scheme that is used, but it is only M-MMSE that
utilizes it to reject coherent interference. Hence, the performance gap
between M-MMSE and the other schemes is substantial for M = 200
and will continue to grow as M — oo, since the other schemes have
finite asymptotic limits.
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e SE expressions for the UL and DL were derived in this section

and can be computed numerically for any channel model.
Spatial channel correlation can have a positive impact on
the SE since most UEs cause less interference to each other.
However, there are also larger variations in SE since UEs that
happen to have similar spatial correlation matrices interfere
more with each other.

The BSs should use the same vectors for UL receive combin-
ing and DL transmit precoding, motivated by the UL-DL
duality. The M-MMSE scheme provides the highest SE and
requires the highest computational complexity, while the
MR scheme has the lowest complexity and SE. The RZF
scheme provides a good SE-complexity tradeoff. The chan-
nel estimates provided by the low-complexity EW-MMSE
estimator are sufficient for these schemes to work well, thus
high-complexity channel estimators are not needed.

Different power allocations are needed in UL and DL since
the signal and interference levels of a UE can be very different.
This is further studied in Section 7.1 on p. 452.

The received signal power increases linearly with the number
of BS antennas M, thanks to coherent signal processing.
This happens even with pilot contamination. However, pilot
contamination gives rise to coherent interference that grows
with M, unless this interference is suppressed by using M-
MMSE combining/precoding. The coherence interference is
in addition to the conventional non-coherent interference
that is unaffected by M. The impact of pilot contamination
can be made negligible if the pilots are not reused in every
cell, which leaves an increased pilot overhead as the main
practical impact of pilot contamination.
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e The SINRs increase with the pilot length 7, and the pre-log
factors decrease with 7,. Thus, it is non-trivial to find the
pilot length that maximizes the SE.

e The DL transmission can be performed without DL channel
estimation, by relying only on channel hardening. However,
all precoding schemes, except MR, can benefit substantially
from estimating the precoded channel from the received DL
data transmission. The accuracy increases with the length
of the coherence block.

e The SE always grows with the number of BS antennas. In
the cases of practical interest, there is no upper SE limit
when using M-MMSE, despite the common belief that a
fundamental upper limit exists. This holds with either MMSE
or EW-MMSE channel estimation since the noise and all
types of interference are rejected and their impact vanishes
asymptotically. Spatial correlation enables the BS to reject
the coherent interference. Other schemes (e.g., RZF and MR)
have asymptotic upper SE limits determined by the coherent
interference from pilot contamination, since only the impact
of noise and non-coherent interference vanish.




5

Energy Efficiency

In this section, we analyze the energy efficiency (EE) of Massive MIMO
based on a realistic circuit power (CP) consumption model. Before
looking into this, we explain in Section 5.1 why power consumption
(PC) is a major concern for future cellular networks. In Section 5.2, we
show that Massive MIMO can potentially improve the area throughput
while providing substantial power savings. The asymptotic behavior of
the transmit power when the number of BS antennas grows towards
infinity is also studied and a power-scaling law is established, which
proves how quickly the transmit power can be reduced with the number
of antennas while achieving a non-zero asymptotic SE. Section 5.3
formally introduces the EE metric and provides basic insights into the
EE-SE tradeoff, as a function of the key system parameters, such as
the number of BS antennas and UEs. A tractable and realistic CP
model for Massive MIMO networks is developed in Section 5.4. This
model is used in Section 5.5 to examine the EE-throughput tradeoff of
Massive MIMO, and also in Section 5.6, to design a cellular network
that achieves maximal EE. Finally, the key points are summarized in
Section 5.7.
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Figure 5.1: Breakdown of power consumed by cellular networks [138].

5.1 Motivation

As mentioned in Section 1.1.1 on p. 163, if the annual traffic growth
rate of cellular networks continues to be in the range of 41%-59%, the
area throughput will have to increase by a factor of 1000 over the next
15-20 years [271]. If no active countermeasures are taken, the solution
to the “1000x data challenge” will increase the PC prohibitively. This
is because current networks are based on a rigid central infrastructure,
that is powered by the electric grid and designed to maximize the
throughput and the traffic load that each cell can handle. The PC
is mainly determined by the peak throughput and varies very little
with the actual throughput of the cell. This is problematic since the
number of active UEs in a cell can change rapidly due to changes in user
behaviors and the bursty nature of packet transmission (see Section 7.2.3
on p. 479 for further discussion). The measurements reported in [27]
show that the daily maximum network load is 2-10 times higher than
the daily minimum load. Hence, a lot of energy is wasted at the BSs in
non-peak hours.

A quite remarkable effort has been devoted to reducing the PC of
UEs, in order to enhance their battery lifetime. Academia and industry
alike have recently shifted their attention towards the BSs. According
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Figure 5.2: Percentage of power consumed by different components of a coverage
tier BS [140].

to figures from Vodafone [138] shown in Figure 5.1, BSs account for
almost 60% of the total power consumed by a cellular network, while
20% is consumed by mobile switching equipment, and around 15%
by the core infrastructure. The rest is consumed by data centers and
retail/offices. The total power consumed by a BS is composed of fixed
(traffic-independent) and variable (traffic-dependent) parts. Figure 5.2
breaks down how different parts of a BS in the coverage tier contribute
to the total PC [140]. The fixed part, including control signaling and
power supply, accounts for around one quarter of the total consumed
power. This amount is not efficiently used during non-peak traffic hours
or, even worse, it is completely wasted when no UE is active within the
coverage area of a BS (as frequently happens in rural areas). The most
significant portion of power is consumed in the power amplification
process. Shockingly, 80%-95% of this power is dissipated as heat in the
power amplifiers (PAs), since the total efficiency of currently deployed
PAs is generally in the range of 5%—20% (depending on the commu-
nication standard and the equipment’s condition). This is due to the
fact that the modulation schemes used in contemporary communication
standards, such as LTE, are characterized by strongly varying signal
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envelopes with peak-to-average power ratios that exceed 10dB. To avoid
distortions of the transmitted signals, the PAs have to operate well
below saturation.

Massive MIMO aims at evolving the coverage tier BSs by using arrays
with a hundred or more antennas, each transmitting with a relatively
low power. This allows for coherent multiuser MIMO transmission with
tens of UEs being spatially multiplexed in both UL and DL of each cell.
The area throughput is improved by the multiplexing gain. However,
the throughput gains provided by Massive MIMO come from deploying
more hardware (i.e., multiple RF chains per BS) and digital signal
processing (i.e., SDMA combining/precoding) which, in turn, increase
the CP per BS. Hence, the overall EE of the network, defined later as
“how much energy it takes to achieve a certain amount of work”, can be
optimized only if these benefits and costs are properly balanced. The
aim of Section 5 is to explore the potential of Massive MIMO to improve
the network-wide EE. Before looking into this, we show in Section 5.2
that the array gain can be utilized to reduce the transmit power.

Remark 5.1 (A brief look at the hotspot tier). Hotspot BSs—providing
additional capacity to small areas within the coverage of the coverage
tier BSs—have a big role to play in the years to come (see Section 1.1.1
on p. 163), not only for increasing the area throughput but also for
reducing the transmit power, by shortening the distances between UEs
and their serving BSs. However, this comes at the price of deploying
a larger amount of hardware and network infrastructure, which could
substantially increase the network’s PC. A possible solution is to equip
hotspot BSs with mechanisms that monitor the traffic load and save
power by deciding whether to turn on or off certain components [24, 351].
These techniques are promising for reducing the consumed power of the
hotspot tier, without sacrificing the area throughput, but they are not
suitable for the coverage tier (which is the main focus of this monograph)
since they would inevitably degrade the coverage and mobility support.
This is why most of the research activities for the coverage tier aim at
making the consumed power fully proportional to the network load, to
avoid the need for dynamically turning anything on or off.
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5.2 Transmit Power Consumption

A metric that is used to measure the transmit power consumed by a
wireless network is the area transmit power (ATP), which is defined as
the network-average power usage for data transmission per unit area.
This metric is measured in W /km?:

ATP = transmit power [W/cell] - D [cells/km?] (5.1)

where D is the average cell density, as defined in (1.1). Consider the
DL of a Massive MIMO network with L cells. BS j communicates
with K; UEs. As described in Section 4.3 on p. 316, BS j uses the
precoding vector w i € CM; to transmit the data signal ¢jj, ~ Ne(0, Pik)
intended for UE k in cell j. Since the precoding vector is normalized
as E{||w;x||*} = 1, the transmit power allocated to this UE is equal to
the signal variance p;i. The ATP of BS j is thus given by

K
ATPPY =D > pj. (5.2)
k=1

The corresponding UL expression is obtained if pj;, is replaced with pjy.

To quantitively evaluate ATP}DL7 we consider the running example
defined in Section 4.1.3 on p. 288 with pilot reuse f = 1, K = 10
UEs in each cell and a DL transmit power of 20dBm per UE, which
corresponds to pjr = 100mW Vj, k. Then, the total DL transmit power
per BS is 30dBm. Each BS covers a square area of 0.25km x 0.25 km
and is equipped with the same number of antennas M. The ATP of
BS j is ATP?L =16 W/ km2, which is smaller than in current LTE
networks of a factor 15 (cf. Remark 4.1 on p. 291). However, in order to
be meaningful, the ATP needs to be complemented by a quality metric;
for example, the area throughput. Table 5.1 summarizes the average DL
sum throughput per cell over a 20 MHz channel. The results are obtained
using the SE values of Figure 4.18. In the case of M = 100, we see that
the DL throughput can be as large as 482 Mbit/s/cell with MR and
1053 Mbit /s/cell with M-MMSE, which is 8-16 times larger than in LTE
(cf. Remark 4.1 on p. 291). These per-cell throughputs correspond to
area throughputs of 7.72 Gbit/s/km? and 16.8 Gbit/s/km?, respectively.
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Scheme | M =10 [ M=50 | M=100 |
M-MMSE | 243 Mbit /s [ 795 Mbit/s | 1053 Mbit/s
RZF | 217 Mbit/s | 648 Mbit/s [ 832 Mbit/s
MR | 118 Mbit/s | 345 Mbit/s | 482Mbit/s

Table 5.1: Average DL throughput per cell over a 20 MHz channel for K = 10 with
M-MMSE, RZF, and MR precoding. The results follow from Figure 4.18 and are
obtained for a DL ATP of 16 W /km”.

In summary, the above analysis shows that, for the considered
scenario and a sufficiently large number of BS antennas, Massive MIMO
can achieve more than an order-of-magnitude higher area throughput
than current networks, while also providing more than an order-of-
magnitude ATP savings. Notice that the division of the total transmit
power among M antennas results into a low transmit power per antenna.
With M = 100 and a total DL transmit power of 1 W, we have only
10mW per antenna in the considered scenario. This allows replacing
the expensive high-power PAs used in current cellular networks (that
consume most of the power in a BS) by hundreds of low-cost low-
power PAs with output power in the mW range. With a sufficiently low
power per antenna, we might not even need to amplify the signal by a
dedicated PA, but feed each antenna directly from a circuit. This can
have very positive effects on the consumed power. It is important to
note that these savings are obtained at the cost of deploying multiple
RF chains per BS and using combining/precoding schemes, whose
computational complexities depend on the number of BS antennas and
UEs (cf. Table 4.1 on p. 287). This, in turn, increases the CP of the
network, as will be quantified in Section 5.4. Therefore, the ATP metric
does not provide the right insights into the net reduction in consumed
power provided by Massive MIMO. This is why we advocate the use
of the EE metric, that will be defined in Section 5.3 and studied in
the remainder of this section, which accounts not only for the transmit
power and throughput, but also for the CP.
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5.2.1 Asymptotic Analysis of Transmit Power

Before delving into the EE and CP analysis, in what follows we briefly
describe an interesting power-scaling result, which establishes how the
SE and transmit power interact as the number of antennas grows. As
in Section 4.4 on p. 335, the analysis is performed in the asymptotic
regime where M; — oo, while the number of UEs per cell is kept fixed
and the spatial correlation matrices satisfy Assumption 1 on p. 337.
The purpose is to show that, as the number of antennas grows, we can
trade away parts of the array gain for reducing the transmit powers;
in particular, the transmit power can asymptotically go to zero while
approaching a non-zero SE limit. This result provides evidence that
Massive MIMO can operate at very low transmit power levels.

For simplicity, we focus on the DL and consider MR precoding
with wjr = b/, /(/E{|[h/,[[2}, such that E{|lw;i[|*} = 1. Since other
precoding schemes generally provide larger SE than MR, if we can
establish that the SE of MR approaches a non-zero asymptotic limit,
we expect that the same result holds for other precoding schemes. As
shown in Corollary 4.7 on p. 318, the DL channel capacity of UE k in
cell j with MR precoding is lower bounded by SjﬁL [bit/s/Hz], given

SEDN — % log(1 + SINRDE) (5.3)
C

PikPjkTptr <R§k‘1’§sz§k)

K tr(Rl. Rl.\I:l.Rl.) DikT |tr(Rl. \Ill.Rl.) 2

GkT G T Tl Jr'P Gk T LTl 2
> pli— e + > li + 0
2. Pli tr(R, ¥, R},) (l,i)erk\(j7k)pZ tr(R}, ¥R}, L

(5.4)
and \Il{z was defined in (3.10), and reported below for convenience:

~1
lII{Z = ( Z pl’i’Tple/i’ + O-IQJLIMJ'> . (55)
Ui"ePy,;

Recall that p;; denotes the UL power used for transmitting the pilot
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sequence of length 7, whereas p;, denotes the DL signal power. The
above expressions can be used to obtain the following result.

Lemma 5.1. Consider M = M; = --- = My, pjr = F/Msla and
pjk = P/M??, where P,P,e1,e9 > 0 are constants. If MR precoding

with wjj, = ﬁ;k/\/E{Hfl;kH?} is used and Assumption 1 holds, then

it (RYRY, )

(3rtr(RLRE))
ﬁtr(Rfini)

SINRG" — -0 (5.6)

(1) EP;K\(U:F)
as M — oo if €1 + £ < 1, while SINRGY — 0 if e1 + 2 > 1.
Proof. The proof is given in Appendix C.4.1 on p. 609. O

Lemma 5.1 provides a transmit power-scaling law for Massive MIMO
networks. The condition €1 + €9 < 1 implies that we can either decrease
both pji and pj roughly as 1/ VM or decrease one faster than the
other, as long as the product pjip;i does not decay faster than 1/M.
Under these conditions, the DL SE has a non-zero asymptotic limit and
behaves asymptotically as

Td ﬁtf (ngRﬁk)
—logy | 1+ " =
e o Che(my)

1 l 1
(Loyep\Gr) o (RLRL)

(5.7)

The reason why pj;r and pj; play a similar role in the DL is that
the product pjipji appears in the numerator of (5.4). Since pjipji is
multiplied with tr(R;k\Il;:kR;k), which grows proportionally to M, the
numerator will grow without bound as M — oo as long as pjrpjpM
diverges. This gives rise to a sort of “squaring effect” that limits to
1/v/M the fastest rate at which the two transmit powers can be jointly
decreased. In the case of fixed UL pilot powers, the “squaring effect” is
absent and thus the fastest rate at which pj, can be decreased is 1/M
and not 1/v/M. If the transmit powers are reduced faster than allowed
by the power-scaling law, the numerator goes asymptotically to zero
and this leads to zero asymptotic SE.
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Figure 5.3: Average DL sum SE per cell as a function of the number of BS antennas

with averaged-normalized MR, precoding, P = P = 20dBm, for ¢ = 1/2, ¢ = 1, and
fixed power (i.e., € = 0). Uncorrelated Rayleigh fading is considered. The data and
pilot signal powers can be reduced both as 1/v/M (i.e., ¢ = 1/2) while achieving
almost the same asymptotic DL SE as for fixed power.

Figure 5.3 exemplifies the asymptotic result of Lemma 5.1 for the
running example described in Section 4.1.3 on p. 288 with a UL transmit
power per UE of P = 20dBm and a total DL transmit power of
KP = 30dBm, for M = 1. Uncorrelated Rayleigh fading is considered.
We assume ¢ = £1 = g9 and consider two different power-scalings for
the transmit powers, namely, € = 1/2 and & = 1. The fixed power case
(with P and P being the powers) and the asymptotic limit for ¢ = 0 are
also indicated. As stated in Lemma 5.1, if pj;, and p;j are decreased as
1/vV/M (i.e., e = 1/2), we approach a non-zero asymptotic limit. This
limit is almost identical to the fixed power case, though the convergence
is slower. In particular, we obtain 55% of the asymptotic value with
M = 10% and 95% with M = 10°. In agreement with Lemma 5.1, the
average DL sum SE vanishes asymptotically when having ¢ = 1.

In summary, the above analysis gives theoretical evidence that
Massive MIMO may operate at unconventionally low transmit power
levels. In fact, Figure 5.3 shows that with M = 100 the total transmit
power per BS can be reduced from KP = 1W to KP/v/M = 0.1W,
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while achieving almost the same SE. The division of 0.1 W among the 100
antennas implies that the power per antenna is only K P/M 3/2 = 1mW.
We stress that the above reduction in transmit power comes at the cost
of using a large number of BS antennas, which, in turn, increases the

CP.

Remark 5.2 (A look at the UL). The DL power-scaling in Lemma 5.1 can
be easily rederived for the UL (starting from Corollary 4.5 on p. 303)
with potential benefits for UEs. In fact, although UEs are rapidly
developing with new advanced functionalities, the battery capacity only
increases at a modest 10% every two years [113, 186]. Since the wireless
data traffic per device grows faster than that [109], this leads to an
increasing gap between the demand for power and the battery capacity
offered. Therefore, although UEs are only marginally responsible for the
PC in cellular networks, Massive MIMO provides potential benefits in
terms of power saving to both operators and UEs. The power-savings are
particularly important in the deployment of sensors and other devices
whose batteries preferably should last for a very long time.

5.3 Definition of Energy Efficiency

In a broad sense, EE refers to how much energy it takes to achieve
a certain amount of work. This general definition applies to all fields
of science, from physics to economics, and wireless communication is
no exception [371]. Unlike many fields wherein the definition of “work”
is straightforward, in a cellular network it is not easy to define what
exactly one unit of “work” is. The network provides connectivity over
a certain area and it transports bits to and from UEs. Users pay not
only for the delivered number of bits but also for the possibility to use
the network anywhere at any time. Moreover, grading the performance
of a cellular network is more challenging than it first appears, because
the performance can be measured in a variety of different ways and
each such performance measure affects the EE metric differently (see
Section 5.4 for further details and also [371]). Among the different
ways to define the EE of a cellular network, one of the most popular
definitions takes inspiration from the definition of SE, that is, “the SE
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of a wireless communication system is the number of bits that can be
reliably transmitted per complex-valued sample” (a formal definition of
the SE was given in Definition 1.2 on p. 167). By replacing “SE” with
“EE” and “complex-valued sample” with “unit of energy”, the following
definition is obtained [371, 157]:

Definition 5.1 (Energy efficiency). The EE of a cellular network is the
number of bits that can be reliably transmitted per unit of energy.
According to the definition above, we define the EE as

EE — Throughput [bit/s/cell]
~ Power consumption [W /cell]

(5.8)

which is measured in bit/Joule and can be seen as a benefit-cost ratio,
where the service quality (throughput) is compared with the associated
costs (power consumption). Hence, it is an indicator of the network’s
bit-delivery efficiency.! The throughput can be computed using any of
the UL and DL SE expressions provided in Section 4, which character-
ize the performance of Massive MIMO networks operating over large
communication bandwidths (see also Remark 2.3 on p. 225).

Unlike the ATP, the EE metric is affected by changes in the nu-
merator and denominator since both are variable. This means that
some caution is required to avoid incomplete and potentially misleading
conclusions from EE analysis. Particular attention should be paid to
accurately model the PC of the network. Assume for example that the
PC only comprises the transmit power. Lemma 5.1 showed that the
transmit power can be reduced towards zero as 1/v/M when M — oo
while approaching a non-zero asymptotic DL SE limit. This implies
that the EE would grow without bound as M — oo. Clearly, this is
misleading and comes from the fact that the transmit power only cap-
tures a part of the overall PC, as illustrated in Figure 5.2. Moreover, we
notice that the transmit power does not represent the effective transmit
power (ETP) needed for transmission since it does not account for the
efficiency of the PA. The efficiency of a PA is defined as the ratio of
output power to input power. When the efficiency is low, a large portion

!The reciprocal of the bit/Joule metric, namely energy consumption per delivered
information bit in Joule/bit, is referred as the power consumption ratio.
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of the input power is dissipated as heat (cf. Section 5.1). To correctly
evaluate the EE, the PC must be computed on the basis of the ETP
(not of the radiated transmit power) and of the CP required for running
the cellular network:

PC = ETP +  CP. (5.9)

Power consumption Effective transmit power  Circuit power

A common model for CP is CP = Ppix, where the term Pprx is a
constant quantity, which may account for the fixed power required for
control signaling and load-independent power of baseband processors
and backhaul infrastructure. However, this is not sufficiently accurate
for comparing systems with different hardware setups (e.g., with a
different number of antennas) and varying network loads? because it
does not account for the power dissipation in the analog hardware and
in the digital signal processing. Therefore, there are many ways in which
an overly simplistic CP model may lead to wrong conclusions. Detailed
CP models are needed to evaluate the power consumed by a practical
network and to identify the non-negligible components. Clearly, the
complexity of this task makes a certain level of idealization unavoidable.
As we will show in Section 5.4, already a fairly simple polynomial CP
model allows for a quite realistic assessment of the CP of Massive
MIMO.

Remark 5.3 (Bandwidth shall not be normalized). A considerable number
of papers on EE analysis have considered misleading EE metrics mea-
sured in bit/Joule/Hz, instead of bit/Joule. Such metrics are obtained
by normalizing the bandwidth, but this is pointless since one cannot
make the EE bandwidth-independent: the transmit power is divided over
the bandwidth while the noise power is proportional to the bandwidth.
An “EE” number measured in bit/Joule/Hz only applies to a system
with exactly the bandwidth that was used to compute the noise power.
In other words, the EE should be computed as the throughput divided
by the consumed power (as defined in (5.8)), not as the SE divided

2Serving a larger number of UEs requires more CP due to the increased compu-
tational complexity of precoding/combining schemes, encoding and decoding as well
as channel estimation.
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by the consumed power. Some published papers have even normalized
the bandwidth but forgotten to change the unit, leading to erroneous
“EE” values that could be one million times smaller than in practice.
As a rule-of-thumb, one should anticipate EE values at the order of
kbit/Joule or Mbit/Joule.

Remark 5.4 (Alternative EE expressions). It is only reasonable to use
the SE as performance metric when transmitting large data packets, for
which the channel capacity can be approached. There exist a multitude
of alternative figures of merit for the performance of cellular networks.
Each of them accounts for specific targets and affects the EE differently
[371]. For example, an alternative definition of the EE makes use of the
goodput [270]; that is, the rate of successful delivery of finite-length data
packets over a communication channel. The computation of the goodput,
however, requires knowledge of the BER, which varies substantially
between UEs and depends on many factors, such as modulation, encod-
ing, and packet size. One way to overcome this issue is to approximate
the BER as 1 — e~>'NR [216]. In slow-fading scenarios, outage events
become the major channel impairment and the outage capacity becomes
a suitable metric for measuring the service quality (cf. Remark 2.3 on
p. 225).

5.3.1 Energy-Spectral Efficiency Tradeoff

Section 1.3 on p. 173 showed that the SE of a cell can be increased
by using more transmit power, deploying multiple BS antennas, or
serving multiple UEs per cell. All these approaches inevitably increase
the PC of the network, either directly (by increasing the transmit
power) or indirectly (by using more hardware), and therefore may
potentially reduce the EE. However, this is not necessarily the case.
In fact, there exist operating conditions under which it is possible to
use these techniques to jointly increase SE and EE. To explore this
in more detail, the EE-SE tradeoff is studied next and the impact of
different network parameters and operating conditions are investigated.
For simplicity, we focus on the UL of the two-cell Wyner model (i.e.,
L = 2) illustrated in Figure 1.8 (similar results can be obtained for the
DL) and consider only uncorrelated Rayleigh fading channels over a
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bandwidth B, under the assumption that the BSs are equipped with
M antennas, have perfect channel knowledge, and use MR, combining.

Impact of Multiple BS Antennas

Assume that there is only one active UE (i.e., K = 1) in cell 0 and
that no interfering signals come from cell 1. Then, from Lemma 1.7 on
p- 196, an achievable SE of the UE in cell 0 is

SEo = log, (1 + (M — 1)SNRg) = log, (1 + (M- 1);;@9) (5.10)

where p is the transmit power, o2 is the noise power, and 3 denotes the
average channel gain of the active UE. We have omitted the superscript
“NLoS”, since we do not consider the LoS case here. To evaluate the
impact of M on the EE, we distinguish between two different cases
in the computation of the PC: ¢) the CP increase due to multiple BS
antennas is neglected; i) the CP increase is accounted for.

Assume, for the moment, that the CP of cell 0 consists only of the
fixed power Pprx; that is, CPy = Pprx. Hence, the corresponding EE of
cell 0 is

_ Blogy (1+(M —1)%5))

EEy = (5.11)

T
e Prix

where B is the bandwidth and ip accounts for the ETP with 0 < p <1
being the PA efficiency. For a given SE, denoted as SEg, from (5.10) we

obtain the required transmit power as?
(2SEO o 1) 0.2
PTG B o
which inserted into (5.11) yields
BSE,
EEy = 5.13
07 (25B0 1) i + Prix (5:13)

3In such an interference-free scenario, p is an exponentially increasing function of
SEo, meaning that increasing SE is equivalent to increasing the transmit power p.
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Figure 5.4: SE and EE relation in (5.16) for different values of CP = Pprx when
M =10, B = 100kHz, 0%/3) = —6dBm, and p = 0.4. The red dots represent the
points at each curve in which EEy achieves its maximum.

with
o2

By
The above expression provides the relation between EE and SE for the
UE in cell 0.

Figure 5.4 illustrates the EE versus SE for M = 10, B = 100 kHz,
0?/B) = —6dBm, pu = 0.4, and Pprx € {0, 1, 10, 20} W. As we can see,
if Pprx = 0, there is a monotonic decreasing tradeoff between EE and
SE (as predicted by Shannon theory [326]) because (5.13) reduces to

BSE,
(QSEO - 1) ]\fgl ‘

(5.14)

Vo

EE) = (5.15)

In other words, if the CP is not accounted for, an increased SE always

comes at the price of a decreased EE. If, however, Pprx > 0 (as it is in

practice), then EEq is a unimodal* function that increases for values of
SEq

SEg such that (2SE0 —1)37%7 < Prrx and decreases to zero as 55T

4A function f(z) is unimodal if, for some value m, it is monotonically increasing
for x < m and monotonically decreasing for x > m.



368 Energy Efficiency

when SEg takes larger values. We can also see from Figure 5.4 that the
EE-SE curve becomes flatter with increasing values of Pprx, such that
the range of SE values for which almost the same EE is achieved gets
larger.

To get some analytical insights into the EE-optimal point, we take
the derivative of EEq in (5.13) with respect to SEq and equate it to zero.
We observe that the maximum EE (called EE*) and its corresponding
SE (called SE*) satisfy the following identity:

log, (EE*) + SE* = log ((M - 1)B) (5.16)
2 2 volog,(2) ’
where SE* is such that
x N M-—1
* SE _ SE*
SE* (25" 1og, (2)) = (255" —1) + ”

Prix. (5.17)

The identity (5.16) shows a linear dependence between log,(EE*) and
SE*. This dependence is illustrated by the red tradeoff line in Figure 5.4.
This means that an exponential EE gain may be obtained at the cost
of a linear SE loss. Observe that (5.17) has a unique solution, which
takes the form (see Appendix C.4.2 on p. 610)

w (M —1)Zx — 1) 41

voe e

log.(2)

where W (-) is the Lambert function (defined in Appendix B.3 on p. 567)
and e is Euler’s number. Inserting (5.18) into (5.16) yields

SE* =

(5.18)

M—1)PEIx ,;) -1
VOE e

(M — 1)Beiw((

EE* =
vy log,.(2)

(5.19)

where we have used the fact that 271/108:(2) = ¢=1, BEquations (5.18)
and (5.19) provide SE* and EE* in closed form and thus allow us to get
insights into how both are affected by the system parameters. From
(5.18), taking into account that W (z) is an increasing function for z > e,
it turns out that SE* increases with M (as intuitively expected), but also
with Pprx, as shown in Figure 5.4. This can be explained as follows: the
higher Prrx, the higher SE can be afforded before the transmit power
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Figure 5.5: EE and SE relation in (5.16) for different values of M when Ppix = 10 W,
B = 100kHz, ¢/ = —6dBm, and x4 = 0.4. Both SE* and EE* increase as M
grows large. This erroneously happens if the CP does not account for the additional
power consumed by having multiple antennas. The red dots represent the points at
each curve in which the EE achieves its maximum.

(25B0 — 1) 2 in (5.13) becomes a limiting factor for the EE. On the
other hand, EE* in (5.19) decreases with Pprx (as shown in Figure 5.4)
and increases without bound with the number of antennas M. The
impact of M is illustrated in Figure 5.5 for Pprx = 10 W, B = 100 kHz,
0?/B) = —6dBm, and p = 0.4. As anticipated by the analysis, both
EE and SE increase with M.

The following corollary provides further insights into the scaling
behavior of SE* and EE* with respect to M and Pprx.

Corollary 5.2 (Scaling law with M and/or Pprx). If M or Pprx grow
large, then
SE* ~ 10g2 (MPFIX) (520)

and

eB 10g2 (MPFI)()
(1 + 6) PFIX

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix C.4.3 on p. 610. O

EE* ~ (5.21)
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Corollary 5.2 shows that SE* increases logarithmically with M
and Pprx. On the other hand, EE* grows logarithmically with M
and is an almost linearly decreasing function of Pprx.® Therefore,
it seems that an unbounded EE* can be achieved by adding more
and more antennas. This result is due to the simplified model CPy =
Prrx, which ignores the fact that the CP increases with M in prac-
tice. In other words, there is a cost-performance tradeoff in practi-
cal systems. This tradeoff is particularly important when implement-
ing a multiantenna system because a BS equipped with M antennas
needs M RF chains, each containing many components; for example,
PAs, analog-to-digital converters (ADCs), digital-to-analog convert-
ers (DACs), local oscillators (LOs), filters, in-phase/quadrature (I/Q)
mixers, and OFDM modulation/demodulation. The CP of such an
implementation will be, roughly, M times higher than the CP of a
single-antenna transceiver. In what follows, we thus consider the CP
model

CPy = Pprx + M Pgsg (522)

where Ppg is the power consumed by the circuit components (e.g., ADCs,
DACs, I/Q mixers, LOs, filters, and OFDM modulation/demodulation)
needed for the operation of each BS antenna. Then, (5.13) becomes

SEo

(25E0 — 1) ]\;21 —+ PFIX —+ MPBS.

EE, = B (5.23)

Figure 5.6 shows the EE versus SE in the same operating condi-
tions as in Figure 5.5, except that now CPy = Pprx + M Ppg with
Pgs = 1W. The EE*-SE* tradeoff curve is now a unimodal function
of M: monotonically increasing for M < 10 and monotonically de-
creasing for M > 10. The maximum value is obtained for M = 10.
This is in sharp contrast to the results of Figure 5.5, where the EE*-
SE* tradeoff curve is always increasing with M. This demonstrates
that an accurate modeling of the CP is of paramount importance
when dealing with the design of energy-efficient multiantenna sys-
tems.

®Note that log,(z)/z ~ log,(A)/z for 2 > A with A being some large constant.
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Figure 5.6: SE and EE relation in (5.23) for different values of M when Ppix = 10 W,
Pgs = 1W, B =100kHz, 0?/8] = —6dBm, and p = 0.4. In contrast to Figure 5.5,
the EE*-SE* tradeoff (red curve) does not grow unboundedly with the number of
antennas. This is because each additional antenna increases the CP by Pgs, as it does
in practice. The red dots on each curve represent the points in which EE achieves its
maximum.

Corollary 5.3 (Scaling law with M, Pprx and/or Pgg). If M, Pprx, and/or
Pgg grow large, then

SE* =~ log, (M(PFIX + MPBs)) (5.24)
and
B 1 M (P M P,
EE* ~ € 082 ( ( FIX + BS)) ) (525)
(1+e) (Prrx + M Pgg)
Proof. The proof is given in Appendix C.4.4 on p. 611. O

From (5.24), we can see that SE* scales logarithmically with M?
(rather than with M as in (5.20)) since higher SE can be afforded before
the transmit power has a detrimental effect on the EE given by (5.23).
In contrast to (5.21), EE* in (5.25) is an almost linearly decreasing
function of M Pgg. In summary, increasing the number of antennas
M monotonically improves SE*, which even grows without bound as
M — oo, but the positive effect on EE* vanishes quickly as increasing
M requires more hardware and, thus, higher CP.
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Impact of Multiple UEs

As shown in Sections 1.3.3 and 1.3.4 on p. 193 and p. 204, respec-
tively, increasing the number of simultaneously active UEs by SDMA
transmission is the most efficient way to improve the per-cell SE. Next,
we investigate the potential benefits that SDMA can bring to the EE
by considering the two-cell Wyner model in Figure 1.8 with K single-
antenna UEs in each cell and the relative strength 3 = Y/ BY = BL/pt
of the inter-cell interference. Then, if MR combining is used with perfect
channel knowledge at the BS, a UL SE of each UE is

M -1

SEp =log, [ 1+ — 5 (5.26)

(K-1)+ KB+ Z5

By
by using Lemma 1.7 on p. 196. A given SEg value is thus achieved by

M—-1 - 142

The corresponding EE of cell 0 is
BKSE
EE, = e — (5.28)
K (M - KB+1-K) v+ CPo

where 1y was defined in (5.14) and we have taken into account that the
sum SE in cell 0 is KSEqg and that the total transmit power is %Kp.
To account for the additional CP consumed by all the active UEs, we
assume that

CPO = PFIX + MPBS + KPUE (529)

where Pyg accounts for the power required by all circuit components
(e.g., DAC, I/Q mixer, filter, and so forth) of each single-antenna UE.

Taking the derivative of EEq in (5.28) with respect to SEg and
equating to zero yields the expression

M-1 = -1
K(QSE*_l_Kﬁ+1—K> vo + Prix + M Pps + KPyg =

-2
. 2SE" 1 _ vplog,.(2) jsex
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from which the SE* that maximizes the EE is obtained. Inserting this
expression into (5.28) yields

EE*

o - R (5.31)
(1 (5 (8 — 14 00) engeose

or, equivalently,

log, (EE*) 4+ SE* — 21log, (1 — (ﬁ;;) (KB —1+ K))
B
— log, ((M - 1)V010ge<2)> . (5.32)

The expression in (5.32) has a similar form as (5.16), except for the
extra terms due to intra-cell and inter-cell interference. Unlike (5.17),
the solution to (5.30) cannot be provided in closed form, due to the
presence of interference. In what follows, we evaluate numerically how
the relative strength /3 of the inter-cell interference and the number of
UEs K impact the EE-SE tradeoff. Figure 5.7 shows the EE of cell 0 as a
function of the sum SE with K € {5, 10, 30} and 3 = —15dB or —3dB.
Additionally, we assume that M = 10, B = 100kHz, 02/3) = —6 dBm,
pw=0.4, Prrx = 10W, Pgg = 1 W, and Pyg = 0.5 W. Increasing 3 has
a detrimental effect on both EE and SE, since the inter-cell interference
term K3 in (5.26) increases linearly with 3. On the other hand, the
EE*-SE* tradeoff curve is a unimodal function of K (as it is for M,
cf. Figure 5.6). For the considered setup, the maximum value is obtained
for K = 10. This is because the sum SE is a slowly increasing function
of K in the case of M = 10 (cf. Figure 1.16) while each additional UEs
increases the PC by Pyg = 0.5 W. Therefore, the degradation in EE
for a given sum SE increases as K or 3 grow large.

The previous figure seems to indicate that SDMA cannot improve the
EE due to the increased interference and additional hardware. However,
when studying the impact of K on the sum SE only (cf. Figure 1.17),
we observed that multiple UEs can be served simultaneously without
decreasing the SE per UE if a proportional number of antennas is added
to counteract the increased interference. This leads to an operating
regime with the antenna-UE ratio M/K > ¢, for some preferably
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Figure 5.7: Sum SE and EE relation in (5.32) for different values of the inter-cell
interference B and the number of UEs K when M = 10, Prix = 10W, Pgs = 1W
and Pyg = 0.5W, B = 100kHz, ¢%/8) = —6dBm, and u = 0.4. Increasing the
strength 8 of the inter-cell interference has a detrimental effect on both EE and SE.
As observed for M, the EE*-SE* tradeoff does not grow unboundedly with K since
each additional UE increases the CP by Pyg.

6

10 ‘
M/IK =1
''''' MIK =2
° - = = M/K=4|]
: > 0 M/K =8
E e s v
o ’/ B PUTTTUITREITAL L
ERTU 7 b | |
2, | I
<2} | I
<2l I I
| | 7
|
| |
| | |
0 5 10 15 20 s - - |

Sum SE [bit/s/Hz/cell]

Figure 5.8: Sum SE and EE relation in (5.32) for different values of the antenna-UE
ratio M/K when K = 10, /8 = 710dB, Prix = 10W, PBS = 1W, PUE = 0.1W,
B = 100kHz, ¢*/85 = —6dBm, and u = 0.4.
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large constant ¢, where we can provide K-fold gains in sum SE by
SDMA. An identical result cannot be achieved for the EE since adding
more antennas not only increases the SE but also the PC through
M Pggs. Intuitively, this means that there will exist an optimal pair of
values (M, K) such that the EE attains its maximum. To exemplify this
conclusion, Figure 5.8 shows the EE of cell 0 for different values of the
antenna-UE ratio M /K when K = 10. Unlike the sum SE in Figure 1.17,
which grows monotonically with the antenna-UE ratio M /K, EE* is a
unimodal function of M /K. For the considered setup, it increases up to
M/K = 2 and then slowly decreases as M /K grows larger. In summary,
serving multiple UEs while simultaneously increasing the number of BS
antennas (to compensate for the higher interference) may improve the
EE of the network only when the benefits and costs of deploying more
RF hardware are properly balanced. The EE-optimum configuration of
BS antennas and number of UEs will be evaluated in Section 5.6.

5.4 Circuit Power Consumption Model

In the previous section, we have used the simple two-cell Wyner network
model to show that a PC model accounting for the transmit power
as well as for the CP consumed by the transceiver hardware at the
BS and UEs is necessary to avoid misleading conclusions about the
EE. These are not the only contributions that must be taken into
account to appropriately evaluate the CP of the UL and DL of Massive
MIMO. We will show that we must also consider the power consumed
by digital signal processing, backhaul signaling, encoding, and decoding
[26]. Building on [312, 26, 358, 95, 219, 185], a CP model for a generic
BS j in a Massive MIMO network is:

CP; = Prix; + Prc; + Pcg,j +  FPgp,j
—— —— —— ———
Fixed power Transceiver chains  Channel estimation Coding/Decoding
+ PBH,j + Psp’j (5.33)
S~ e d

Load-dependent backhaul Signal processing

where Pprx ; was defined before as a constant quantity accounting for
the fixed power required for control signaling and load-independent
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power of backhaul infrastructure and baseband processors. Furthermore,
Prc,; accounts for the power consumed by the transceiver chains, Pog j
for the channel estimation process (performed once per coherence block),
P /p,j for the channel encoding and decoding units, Py ; for the load-
dependent backhaul signaling, and Psp ; for the signal processing at
the BS. Note that neglecting the power consumed by transceiver chains,
channel estimation, precoding, and combining was previously the norm
in multiuser MIMO. More precisely, the small numbers of antennas
and UEs, before Massive MIMO was introduced, were such that the
CP for all those operations was negligible compared to the fixed power.
The CP associated with those operations was modeled for single-cell
systems in [358, 58, 59|, while multicell systems were considered in [60].
Inspired by these works, we provide in what follows a tractable and
realistic model for each term in (5.33), as a function of the main system
parameters M; and K. This is achieved by characterizing the hardware
setup using a variety of fixed hardware coefficients, which are kept
generic in the analysis; typical values will be given later and strongly
depend on the actual hardware equipment and the state-of-the-art in
circuit implementation.

Remark 5.5 (Economical efficiency). In this monograph, we are mainly
concerned with the PC and not with the economical expenses such as
deployment cost, site renting, and so forth. However, we stress that
economical expenses can be added into the CP model developed below;
for example, by dividing the cost rate of the network (measured in
$/s) with the energy price (measured in Joule/$) to get a number in
Watt that is an equivalent PC. The main economical expenses are likely
to be proportional to the number of BSs and would thus increase the
load-independent term Pprx ; in (5.33).

5.4.1 Transceiver Chains

As described in [95] and [185], Prc ; of cell j can be quantified as

PTC,j = MjPBSJ + PLO,j -+ KjPUEJ (5.34)
———

BS circuit components UE circuit components
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where Ppg ; is the power required to run the circuit components (such as
ADCs, DACs, I/Q mixers, filters, and OFDM modulation/demodulation)
attached to each antenna at BS j (which has to be multiplied by the
number of antennas M;) and Pro; is the power consumed by the
LO.% The term Pyg,j accounts for the power required by all circuit
components (such as ADCs, DACs, I/Q mixer, LO, filters, and OFDM
modulation/demodulation) of each single-antenna UE.

5.4.2 Coding and Decoding

In the DL, BS j applies channel coding and modulation to K; se-
quences of information symbols and each UE applies some practical
fixed-complexity algorithm for decoding its own received data sequence.
The opposite is done in the UL. The term FPg/p ; accounting for these
processes in cell j is thus proportional to the number of information
bits that is transferred [219] and can be quantified as

Pcp,j = (Pcop + Ppec)TR; (5.35)

where TR; stands for the throughput (in bit/s) of cell j, while Pcop
and Pppc are the encoding and decoding powers (in W per bit/s),
respectively. For simplicity, we assume that Pcop and Ppgc are the same
in the UL and DL for all UEs in the network, but it is straightforward
to assign them different values. Note also that Pcop and Ppgc highly
depend on the employed channel coding technique; for example, in [219,
181], the authors consider a low-density parity-check code and express
Pcop and Ppgc as functions of code parameters. The throughput TR;
accounts for the UL and DL of all UEs in cell j and can be obtained using
the SE expressions provided in Section 4 (see (5.43) for an example).

5.4.3 Backhaul

The backhaul is used to transfer UL and DL data between the BS and
the core network, and can be either wired or wireless depending on the

5In general, a single LO is used for frequency synthesis for all BS antennas. This
is why this term is independent of M;. If multiple LOs are used (e.g., for BSs with
distributed antenna arrays), we can set Pro,; = 0 and include the power consumed
by LOs in Pgs,; instead.
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network deployment. The power consumed by the backhaul is commonly
modeled as the sum of two parts [312]: one load-independent and one
load-dependent. The first part was included in Pprx j and it is typically
the most significant part of the backhaul consumed power (around 80%),
while the load-dependent part of each BS j is proportional to the sum
throughput of its served UEs. Looking jointly at the UL and DL, the
load-dependent backhaul term Pgy j in cell j is computed as

Poij = Par - TR (5.36)

where Ppr is the backhaul traffic power (in W per bit/s), which is, for
simplicity, assumed to be the same for all cells in the network.

5.4.4 Channel Estimation

As discussed in Section 3.1 on p. 244, UL channel estimation plays a
major role in Massive MIMO to make efficient use of a large number of
antennas. All processing for UL channel estimation is carried out locally
at the BS in each coherence block and has a computational cost, which
translates into a consumed power. The UL channel estimation is carried
out using the MMSE estimator developed in Section 3.2 on p. 248
or alternative techniques, namely the EW-MMSE and LS estimators,
defined in Section 3.4.1 on p. 265. The computational complexities of
the above estimators are summarized in Table 3.1 on p. 270, in terms of
number of complex multiplications per UE. To transform these figures
into consumed power, let Lgg be the computational efficiency of the
BS measured in [flops/W]” and recall that a complex multiplication
requires three real floating-point multiplications.® Since there are B/7.
coherence blocks per second (see Definition 2.2 on p. 219), from Table 3.1
the power consumed by the considered estimators is

. M7, + M? with MMSE
Popj = ——Kj - § M7, + M;  with EW-MMSE (5.37)
BS
‘ M;T, with LS

"Literally, it measures the number of operations per second that can be delivered
per Watt of power consumed.

8Let x = a4 jb and y = ¢+ jd, then zy = (ac — bd) +j((a+ b)(c+d) —ac— bd)
whose computation requires three real multiplications: ac, bd and (a + b)(c + d).
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where Kj is the number of UEs in cell j and 7, is the pilot sequence
length, typically chosen such that 7, > max; K;. In Massive MIMO,
we have 7, in the order of tens, thus EW-MMSE and LS estimation
have approximately the same power consumption. Observe that we
have neglected the complexity of precomputing statistical matrices since
these computations must only be redone when the channel statistics
change. Notice also that (5.37) quantifies only the power consumed
for estimating the intra-cell channels, which is sufficient except when
using M-MMSE. The extra cost of estimating inter-cell channels will be
quantified in Section 5.4.5.

From (5.37), we notice that a power model that is linear in M; (as
often assumed in other literature) is only valid for the EW-MMSE and LS
estimators. The MMSE estimator consumes power proportionally to M ]2.
This is the price to pay for the improved channel estimation accuracy
(cf. Figure 3.7) and it cannot be neglected for a fair comparison of
different estimation schemes in terms of EE.”? The functional dependence
on the number of UEs is not only due to K; but also to 73,, which scales
linearly with max; K (or, in other words, with the maximum UE load).
It follows that the power required by channel acquisition at BS j
increases proportionally to K; max; K;. Hence, also a consumed power
model that it is linear in K; cannot be considered accurate enough,
especially in Massive MIMO where Kj; is large.

Note that we have neglected the complexity of DL channel estimation
since its complexity is substantially lower than that of UL channel
estimation; each UE only needs to estimate the precoded scalar channel
from the received data signals (cf. Section 4.3.3 on p. 325).

5.4.5 Receive Combining and Transmit Precoding

We can use the computational complexity analysis from Sections 4.1.2
and 4.3.2 on p. 284 and p. 320, respectively, to compute the power Psp ;
consumed by BS j for receive combining and transmit precoding. This

9Note that, in the special case when all spatial correlation matrices are diagonal
(so that it is optimal to estimate each channel element separately), the computational
complexity of MMSE estimation becomes the same as that of EW-MMSE (see
Section 3.4.1 on p. 265 for further details).
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can be quantified as

— UL DL
Pspj= Psp_ryr; +  FPsplcy +  Peplcy (5.38)
N———r ———— ——
Reception/transmission Computing combining Computing precoding

where Psp_g /7 j accounts for the total power consumed by UL recep-
tion and DL transmission of data signals (for given combining and
precoding vectors) whereas PS[{DILCJ and PSDPEC,J- are the powers re-
quired for the computation of the combining and precoding vectors at
BS j, respectively.

UL Reception and DL Transmission

In the UL with v;;, given, the complexity for computing VY for the
7, Teceived UL signals y; and every UE in the cell, is 7, M; K; complex
multiplications per coherence block. In the DL with wj given, the
computation of x; = Zf; 1 WjkSjk Tequires a total of 74M; K; complex
multiplications per coherence block. Therefore, we obtain

3B
Psp_ = ——M;K; . 5.39
spr/rg = 7 M, i(Tu + 7a) (5.39)
Note that the CP for reception and transmission is the same irrespective

of the choice of combining and precoding schemes.

Computation of the Combining/Precoding Vectors

Thanks to the UL-DL duality (see Section 4.3.2 on p. 320), a natural
choice of the precoding vectors is wji = v;i/||vjk|l (except when the
UL and DL are designed very differently). If vj; is given, then the
complexity for computing wj, reduces to first evaluate ||v;z|| and then
Vik/||Vjk||- This costs

4B
P .= —— M;K;. 5.40
SP-C,j TCLBS I ( )
As shown in Table 4.1 on p. 287, the complexity of computing v
largely depends on the receive combining scheme. If MR is used, v

is obtained directly from the channel estimates and there is no extra
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complexity, except for the normalization required by the decoding unit.
This cost is K divisions per BS, which in total gives

7B
PP o= ——K; 5.41
SP—-C,j TCLBS J ( )
where we have taken into account that a complex division requires seven
real multiplication/division operations.!® Similarly, the consumed power
with RZF is
3B (3K:M; 3K;M; K}—-K; 7
Pipcy = ( T e N A S 1 B EET)

TeLgs 2 2 3 3

where the last term accounts for divisions and the other terms for
multiplications. Table 5.2 provides the power consumed by all the
combining and precoding schemes considered in this monograph. Note
that in case of M-MMSE combining we have also included the cost for
estimating the inter-cell channels and for correlating the received pilot
signal with the 7, — K; pilot sequences that are only used in other cells.

5.4.6 Comparison of CP with Different Processing Schemes

We will compare the CP consumed with different combining/precoding
schemes by continuing the running example that was defined in Sec-
tion 4.1.3 on p. 288. There are M antennas at each BS and K UEs in
each cell. The values of M and K will be changed and specified in each
figure. The pilot reuse factor is f = 1, such that each pilot sequence con-
sists of 7, = K samples. The number of samples per coherence block that
is used for data is 7. — 7, = 190 — K, whereof 1/3 is used for UL and 2/3
for DL. This yields 7, = $(7. — 7) and 74 = %(Tc — 7p). We consider UL
and DL transmit powers of 20 dBm per UE (i.e., pji = pjr = 100mW).
The Gaussian local scattering with ASD o, = 10° is used as channel
model. The throughput of cell j for computing the consumed power for
backhaul, encoding, and decoding is obtained using the UL and DL SE
expressions of Section 4. For each scheme and number of antennas, we
use the capacity bound of Theorem 4.1 on p. 276 for the UL and the

et 2 = a +jb and y = ¢ + jd, then z/y = zy*/|y|>. The computation of
xy* requires three real operations whereas two real multiplications are needed for
ly|? = ¢* + d* and two real divisions are required for computing the ratio.
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Scheme wmw\w\ﬂg. 7 ﬁmw C.j ﬁmw C,j
3B AMwU (BM2+M;)K; . M3
M-MMSE 3B oL 2 ER 3B
(MMSE estimation) TcLps Nﬂ M; A\ﬂ: - ﬁ&v s iz TcLps i Nﬂ
+2M; + M;7p(7p — Nu.vv
L 2 3
3B (M;+3M;) K 2 M;
M-MMSE 35 L AM 7 (M- MK+ 5| sp
(EW-MMSE estimation)| TeLBs Nﬂ M; Aﬂ: + ﬂ&v s Ni= ’ TeLBs N& .Nﬂ
+2M;j + M;7p(7p — va
3B 3B (3MIK; | MK; | Mj- 7 3B
SMMSE | 22 K;Mj(ry +1q) | 22 A 0 M TN T | BB,
3B 3B (3KGM; | 3k;M; | K3-K; g 3B
RZF reLps N.A‘ M; A + \ﬂ&v ToLns A uw J —+ kw L4 3 + WN\N TcLBs i Mmq
A q.oHme A + ql&v TcLBs A m : + w ’ + ’ 3 l_l WN q.mH\WM ‘Ng \Nm
3B
MR éhwm A + Qv ?hwm N‘ qohwm i N‘

Table 5.2: Power required by each BS for the signal processing with different combining/precoding schemes

over a bandwidth

B, under the assumption that the precoding vectors are chosen as normalized versions of the receive combining vectors. The
results are obtained on the basis of the computational complexity analysis performed in Section 4.1.1 on p. 281 with complex
multiplications and divisions requiring three and seven real operations, respectively.
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Parameter Value set 1 Value set 2
Fixed power: Pprx 10W 5W
Power for BS LO: P o 0.2W 0.1W
Power per BS antennas: Pgg 0.4W 0.2W
Power per UE: Pyg 0.2W 0.1W

Power for data encoding: Pcop | 0.1 W/(Gbit/s) | 0.01 W/(Gbit/s)
Power for data decoding: Pppc | 0.8 W/(Gbit/s) | 0.08 W/(Gbit/s)
BS computational efficiency: Lps | 75 Gflops/W 750 Gflops/W
Power for backhaul traffic: Pgp [0.25 W/(Gbit/s)|0.025 W /(Gbit/s)

Table 5.3: Parameters in the CP model. Two different set of values are exemplified.

one that gives the largest SE between those of Theorem 4.6 on p. 317
and Theorem 4.9 on p. 326 for the DL:

K;
TR; =B (SE}Jk,L + max(SE}), SE?kL))- (5.43)
k=1

Two sets of CP parameters are given in Table 5.3. The first set is
inspired by a variety of recent works: baseband power modeling from
[174, 185], backhaul power according to [311], and the computational
efficiencies from [358]. In the future, these parameters will take very
different values that we cannot predict at the time of writing of this
monograph. For the sake of the analysis, in what follows we also consider
a setup in which the transceiver hardware’s PC is reduced by a factor
two whereas the computational efficiencies (which benefit from Moore’s
law) are increased by a factor ten. This leads to the second set of values
in Table 5.3. We stress that these parameters tend to be extremely
hardware-specific and thus may take substantially different values.!!
The Matlab code that is available online enables testing of other values.

Figure 5.9 illustrates the total CP per cell for the combined UL and
DL scenario with different combining/precoding schemes. The MMSE
estimator is used for channel estimation to fully exploit the spatial

MIMEC has developed a power model to predict the power consumption of
contemporary and future cellular BSs, which supports a broad range of operating
conditions and BS types, and incorporates hardware technology forecasts. The model
is available at https://www.imec-int.com/en/powermodel as an online web tool.
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Figure 5.9: Total CP per cell of both UL and DL for the running example. The
two sets of CP parameter values reported in Table 5.3 are considered.
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channel correlation. Note that the vertical axis is reported in dBm.
In Figure 5.9a, we consider K = 10 and let M vary from 10 to 200.
The CP increases with M for all schemes and for both value sets. The
highest CP is required by M-MMSE, followed by S-MMSE. For Value
set 1, SSMMSE reduces the CP by 0.5%25% since inter-cell channel
estimates are not computed. Note, however, that M-MMSE provides
higher SE than S-MMSE. Quantitatively speaking, the CP required by
M-MMSE for M = 100 and K = 10 is 48.16 dBm (65.48 W) whereas
S-MMSE needs 47.5dBm (56.35 W), which is roughly a 14% reduction.
From Section 4, we know that this CP increase with M-MMSE is
compensated by a 10% higher SE than with S-MMSE in both UL and
DL (cf. Tables 4.3 and 4.5 on p. 295 and p. 332, respectively). For
Value set 2, the CP required by M-MMSE is only 0.1%-7% higher
than with S-MMSE. This is mainly due to the increased computational
efficiency. RZF and ZF consume less CP, since both invert matrices
of dimensions K x K, rather than M x M. Compared to M-MMSE,
when M = 100, this reduces the CP by 17% for Value set 1 and by 4%
for Value set 2. MR is characterized by the lowest CP since no matrix
inversions are required. However, the CP reduction compared to RZF
and ZF is marginal for both value sets; MR only provides a substantial
complexity reduction compared to RZF and ZF when the number of
UEs is very large; see Figure 4.3a. In Figure 5.9b, we consider M = 100
and let K vary from 10 to 100. The CP increases with the number of
UEs, but with a smaller slope than when M is changed (especially for
Value set 2). Although the general trends for the two set of values are
the same (e.g., M-MMSE requires the highest CP and MR the lowest),
we see that for Value set 1 the CP required by M-MMSE is 8%—-100%
higher than with S-MMSE. This CP increase reduces to 2%-25% CP
for Value set 2.

The CP of all schemes, for the two different sets of parameter values,
M =100, and K = 10 are summarized in Table 5.4. As we can see, in this
considered setup the CP required by the different schemes is marginally
different. This happens because the CP of the transceiver hardware
dominates over that of signal processing. Moreover, comparisons in
this section are made for given configurations of (M, K), which do not
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Scheme Value set 1 | Value set 2

M-MMSE 65.48 W 27.42W
S-MMSE 56.35 W 26.51W

RZF 04.43 W 26.32 W
ZF 54.43 W 26.32W
MR 53.96 W 26.2TW

Table 5.4: CP per cell with M = 100 and K = 10 for different schemes and the
two sets of values reported in Table 5.3. The results are summarized from Figure 5.9.
There are only marginal differences in the considered scenario, although the different
schemes are characterized by different computational complexities. This happens
because the CP of the hardware dominates over that of signal processing.

necessarily represent the optimal ones for maximizing the EE of the
network, as we will see later in Section 5.6.

Figure 5.10 shows a bar diagram that shows how different parts
contribute to the CP for M = 100 and K = 10 with the Value set 1
in Table 5.3. Only M-MMSE, RZF, and MR are considered, since the
CPs of S-MMSE and ZF are similar to that of RZF. Note that the
vertical axis is reported in dBm. The CP contributed by the fixed power,
transceiver chains, signal processing for UL reception, DL transmission,
and precoding computation are the same for all schemes. These four
terms contribute as illustrated in Figure 5.10a and require a total of
47.23dBm, which is the majority of the total CP. The largest CP
is required by transceiver chains, followed by the fixed power. The
signal processing required for UL reception and DL transmission of data
consumes around 28.8 dBm, while the smallest part is the computation of
precoding vectors, roughly 7 dBm. The breakdown of the CP required by
the different processing schemes for channel estimation, computation of
receive combining vectors, backhaul, and encoding/decoding is reported
in Figure 5.10b. The CP consumed by intra-cell channel estimation is
approximately 26 dBm (440 mW) and independent of the processing
scheme. The CP for computing the receive combining vectors depends
on the scheme and the highest CP is required by M-MMSE, for which
it is approximately 40 dBm (10.96 W). Together with the consumed
power by channel estimation, they account for 91% of the CP required
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Figure 5.10: Breakdown of the CP per cell when using the first set of values in
Table 5.3 with M-MMSE, RZF or MR. A setup with K = 10 UEs and M = 100 BS
antennas per cell is considered. Note that the vertical axis is in dBm.
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by M-MMSE for performing the operations considered in Figure 5.10b.
A substantially lower CP would be required by M-MMSE with the
EW-MMSE estimator, which reduces the computational complexity by
45%-90% (cf. Figure 3.8) by not exploiting the correlation between
antenna elements. This, however, impacts the estimation accuracy
(cf. Figure 3.7) for the considered channel model. If RZF is used, then
the CP required for computing combining vectors is around 18.28 dBm
(67 mW), which corresponds to a 99% reduction compared to M-MMSE.
With MR, it is further reduced to 0.09 mW, which is negligible compared
to all other contributions.

Figure 5.11 shows the CP terms with Value set 2 in Table 5.3.
Compared to Figure 5.10a, the CP common to all schemes (accounting
for the fixed power, transceiver chains, and signal processing) is reduced
by 50%. Computing the receive combining vectors with M-MMSE
still represents the most power-consuming operation in Figure 5.11b,
though in this case it requires only 30 dBm rather than 40 dBm, which
corresponds to a 90% reduction. Quantitively speaking, the CP required
for all the operations of Figure 5.11b is roughly 31 dBm with M-MMSE;
21.6 dBm with RZF, and 20 dBm with MR.

In summary, the above analysis shows that the CP model developed
in this section highly depends on the hardware setup (i.e., number of
BS antennas and UEs) and on the choice of the model parameters in
Table 5.3. However, some general observations can be made irrespective
of the specific parameter values. The CP increases faster with M than
with K for all processing schemes. The highest CP is required by M-
MMSE due to the extra cost for estimating the inter-cell channels, and
is followed by S-MMSE. RZF and ZF require lower CP than S-MMSE;
since both invert matrices of dimensions K x K, rather than M x M.
MR has the lowest CP since no matrix inversion is required. However,
since the computational efficiency of the signal processing is very high
in modern systems, these differences have a marginal impact on the
total CP, which is roughly the same for all the schemes (cf. Table 5.4 on
p. 386). The transceiver chains contribute to the largest part of the total
CP, followed by the fixed power and then by the channel estimation
(except when using M-MMSE for which the computation of combining
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Figure 5.11: Breakdown of the CP per cell when using the second set of values in
Table 5.3 with M-MMSE, RZF or MR. A setup with K = 10 UEs and M = 100 BS
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vectors is higher)—these parts are the same for all processing schemes.
Moreover, the power consumed by backhaul, encoding, and decoding
accounts only for a small fraction of the total CP in Massive MIMO,
where the number of BS antennas is relatively large.

5.5 Tradeoff Between Energy Efficiency and Throughput

We will now examine the tradeoff between EE and throughput, using
the CP model introduced in the previous section and the two sets
of CP values reported in Table 5.3. Unlike the case-study analysis of
Section 5.3.1 wherein the EE-SE tradeoff was considered, we concentrate
on the throughput of the Massive MIMO network to emphasize that
one cannot carry out EE analysis without specifying the bandwidth
(cf. Remark 5.3). We use the running example defined in Section 4.1.3
on p. 288. There are M antennas at each BS and K UEs in each
cell. The values of M and K will be changed and specified in each
figure. The pilot reuse factor is f = 1, such that each pilot sequence
consists of 7, = K samples. The number of samples per coherence
block used for UL and DL are 7, = %(TC —7p) and Tg = %(TG — Tp)s
respectively. We consider UL and DL transmit powers of 20dBm per
UE (i.e., pjr = pjr = 100mW). The Gaussian local scattering with ASD
o, = 10° is used as channel model. The throughput is obtained as in
(5.43) by using the UL and DL SE expressions of Section 4.
The EE of cell j is computed as
EE. TR,

= 5.44
77 ETP; + CP, (5.44)

where ETP; denotes the ETP of cell j. This term accounts for the power
consumed by the transmission of the pilot sequences as well as of UL
and DL signals:

5o 5o 1 7y
T T, Td
P u
ETP; = — Z —Pjk+ — Z —Pjk + -— Z pik (5.45)
Te .= HUE,jk Te .—1 HUE,jk HMBS,j Te .
ETP for pilots ETP in the UL ETP in the DL

where g i (0 < pugjr < 1) is the PA efficiency at UE k in cell j and
pBs,; (0 < pups,j < 1)isthat of BS j. The EE and throughput tradeoff of
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different schemes will be compared by continuing the previous example
of Figure 5.9 with the additional assumption of pyg jx = 0.4 and ugs ; =
0.5. Notice that we have deliberately chosen a PA efficiency higher than
25% (i.e., higher than in contemporary PAs). This is motivated by the
fact that in Massive MIMO, the low power levels per antenna (in the
mW range, cf. Section 5.2) allow using more efficient PAs.

Figure 5.12 illustrates the EE as a function of the average throughput
per cell with all processing schemes. The different throughput values are
achieved with K = 10 UEs and by letting the number of BS antennas
vary from M = 10 to M = 200, in steps of 10. The two sets in Table 5.3
are considered. We notice that the EE is a unimodal function of the
throughput for all schemes and both sets of CP values. This implies
that we can jointly increase the throughput and EE up to the maximum
EE point, but further increases in throughput can only come at a loss
in EE. The curves are quite smooth around the maximum EE point;
thus, there is a variety of throughput values or, equivalently, numbers
of BS antennas that provide nearly maximum EE. M-MMSE provides
the highest EE for any value of the throughput, followed by S-MMSE.
MR has the lowest performance. This shows that, in the considered
setup, the additional computational complexity of M-MMSE processing
pays off both in terms of SE and EE.

From Figure 5.12a, we can see that the maximal EE value with
M-MMSE is 21.26 Mbit/Joule and is achieved at M = 30 for a through-
put of 600 Mbit/s/cell, which corresponds to an area throughput of
9.6 Gbit/s/km?. For M = 40, the EE is nearly the same and equal to
20.73 Mbit/Joule while the area throughput increases to 11 Gbit/s/km?.
With S-MMSE, the maximal EE is also obtained with M = 30 but is
reduced by 3.2% and achieved at a 6% lower throughput than with
M-MMSE. RZF and ZF provide similar performance and achieve the
maximal EE of roughly 19 Mbit/Joule with M = 30 and a corresponding
area throughput of 8.38 Gbit/s/km?. Interestingly, RZF and ZF tend
to perform as M-MMSE and S-MMSE when the throughput increases.
This happens since the higher the throughput, the higher is also the CP,
due to the larger number of antennas. Since the CP grows faster with M-
MMSE and S-MMSE than with RZF and ZF, it counteracts the SE gain
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Figure 5.12: EE versus throughput for the running example defined in Section 4.1.3
on p. 288. The hardware parameters are modeled as in Table 5.3. The different values
of throughput are achieved varying M from M = 10 to M = 200, in steps of 10.
Notice that all schemes allow to jointly increase the EE and throughput. M-MMSE
provides the highest EE for any value of throughput.
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of using M-MMSE and S-MMSE (cf. Figure 4.5 on p. 293 for UL). Note
that the EE of ZF deteriorates quickly for throughput values smaller
than 380 Mbit/s/cell, which are achieved by M ~ K where ZF is known
to perform badly. MR provides a maximum EE of 10.18 Mbit/Joule
with M = 40 and an area throughput of 5.07 Gbit/s/km?.

Figure 5.12b is obtained with the second set of values in Table 5.3.
Compared to Figure 5.12a, the EE of all schemes is roughly doubled
(since most of the CP coefficients are reduced by a factor two), but
the general trends are the same. With M-MMSE and S-MMSE, an
EE of 41.52 Mbit/Joule and 39.2 Mbit/Joule, respectively, is achieved
using M = 30. Table 5.5 reports the EE and area throughout of M-
MMSE, RZF, and MR with K = 10 and M = 40. In summary, the
above analysis shows that different schemes provide slightly different
EE. However, with all of them the EE is a unimodal function of the
throughput and, for the considered scenario, achieves its maximum at
roughly M = 30 or 40 irrespective of the CP parameter values. Note
that these values for M are far from what it is envisioned for Massive
MIMO, but the antenna-UE ratio achieving the maximum EE is on the
order of M/K = 3 or 4 as expected. In what follows, we show that a
larger value for M is obtained if K increases, especially with the more
power-efficient hardware setup.

Figure 5.13 considers the same setup but with K = 20. The through-
put values are obtained for all schemes, except for ZF, by varying M
from 10 to 200, in steps of 10. With ZF, M varies from 20 to 200 since
M must be larger than K. Compared to Figure 5.12, we can see that
increasing the number of UEs per cell may have or not a positive effect
on the EE. Unlike Figure 5.12a, Figure 5.13a shows that, with K = 20
and the first set of CP values, the highest EE is not achieved with
M-MMSE but with S-MMSE. Quantitively speaking, S-MMSE provides
a maximal EE of 22.86 Mbit/Joule at M = 50 for an area throughput
of 15.05 Gbit/s/km?. On the other hand, with M-MMSE the maximal
EE is obtained with M = 40 and is 1.75% lower than with S-MMSE.
Interestingly, with the first set of CP values, M-MMSE performs even
worse than RZF and RZF when the throughput increases. This happens
because the CP with M-MMSE is much higher (cf. Figure 5.9b) than
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Figure 5.13: EE versus throughput for the running example defined in Section 4.1.3
on p. 288. The hardware parameters are modeled as in Table 5.3. The different values
of throughput are achieved by varying M from M = 20 to M = 200, in steps of 10.
Compared to results of Figure 5.12, we see that increasing K improves the EE of all
schemes.
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Scheme EE, set 1 ‘ EE, set 2 ‘ Area throughput ‘

M-MMSE | 20.73 Mbit/Joule | 41.53 Mbit/Joule | 11 Gbit/s/km?
RZF 19.07 Mbit/Joule | 36.63 Mbit/Joule | 9.6 Gbit/s/km?
MR 10.18 Mbit/Joule | 19.38 Mbit/Joule | 5.07 Gbit/s/km?

(a) With K =10 and M = 40 (the results are summarized from Figure 5.12).

’ Scheme ‘ EE, set 1 ‘ EE, set 2 ‘ Area throughput ‘
M-MMSE | 21.27 Mbit/Joule | 45.5Mbit/Joule | 17.82 Gbit/s/km?
RZF | 21.24 Mbit/Joule | 40.35 Mbit/Joule | 15.33 Gbit/s/km?
MR 11.04 Mbit/Joule | 20.7Mbit/Joule | 7.84 Gbit/s/km?

(b) With K =20 and M = 60 (the results are summarized from Figure 5.13).

Table 5.5: Maximal EE per cell with the two sets of CP values in Table 5.3 for
M-MMSE, RZF and MR. The corresponding area throughputs are also reported.

with S-MMSE, RZF, and ZF, and thus counteracts the SE gain of using
M-MMSE. Different observations can be made for the second set of
CP values as we can see from Figure 5.13b. In this case, the general
trends are the same of Figure 5.12, where M-MMSE provides the highest
EE and throughput. Moreover, increasing the number of UEs per cell
has a positive effect on the EE of all schemes, which is larger for any
throughput value. Unlike with K = 10 in Figure 5.12b, wherein the
maximal EE was achieved at M = 30 or 40, with K = 20 we see that
M = 50 or 60 provides the highest EE. Table 5.5b summarizes the
results of Figure 5.13 for M-MMSE, RZF, and MR with M = 60.

5.6 Network Design for Maximal Energy Efficiency

In the previous section, we examined the EE of Massive MIMO networks
for a given number of UEs and varying number of BS antennas (or,
equivalently, for a given throughput value per cell). In the following,
we look at the EE from a different perspective: we design the network
from scratch to achieve maximal EE, without a-priori assumptions on
the number of antennas or UEs. We ask the following questions:

1. What is the optimal number of BS antennas?
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2. How many UEs should be served?
3. When should different processing schemes be used?

To answer these questions, we consider the running example, defined in
Section 4.1.3 on p. 288, for the same scenario as in Section 5.5, with M
antennas at each BS and K UEs per cell.

Figure 5.14 illustrates the set of achievable EE values with M-MMSE,
RZF, and MR for different combinations of M and K. We consider K €
{10, 20, ..., 100} and M € {20, 30, ...,200}. The first set of CP values
in Table 5.3 is considered. We notice that the EE-surfaces are concave
and a global EE-optimum exists for each scheme. With M-MMSE, a
maximal EE of 20.73 Mbit/Joule is achieved by (M, K) = (40,20),
which provides an area throughput of 13.71 Gbit/s/km? and a total PC
of 41.35 W per cell. With RZF, the EE surface is smoother than with
M-MMSE; thus, there is a variety of pairs (M, K) that provides nearly
optimal EE. The global EE maximum is 20.25 Mbit/Joule, which is only
2.3% higher than with M-MMSE. It is achieved by (M, K) = (90, 30)
resulting in an area throughput of 20.97 Gbit/s/km?, which is 53% higher
than with M-MMSE. This is achieved using 64.76 W CP per cell, which
is also 56% higher. The intuition behind this result is that, although M-
MMSE is the best from a throughput perspective for any given (M, K),
the CP increases faster with M and K with M-MMSE compared to
RZF due to the higher computational complexity. This discourages the
use of M-MMSE with larger M and K values, where the slightly higher
throughput than with RZF comes with a disproportionally larger CP
that degrades the EE. Hence, M-MMSE achieves its EE-optimum at
a lower throughput value. The price to pay with RZF is the higher
PC per cell, thus having an energy-efficient network does not imply
that the power is low. The EE-optimum with MR provides an EE of
10.63 Mbit/Joule, which is roughly 47% smaller than with M-MMSE
and RZF, and is achieved at (M, K) = (60,20) for an area throughput
of 7.64 Gbit/s/km? and a PC of 44.9W per cell. The above results are
summarized in Table 5.6a.

Figure 5.15 considers the second set of CP values in Table 5.3. The
EE-surfaces with RZF and MR show similar behaviors as in Figure 5.14.



5.6. Network Design for Maximal Energy Efficiency 397

20.73 Mbit /Joule
(M, K)=(40,20)

10

EE [Mbit/Joule]

0
200

Number of antennas (M) 100
0 ) 50
Number of UEs (K)

(a) M-MMSE
20.25 Mbit/Joule

(M, K)=(90,30)

EE [Mbit/Joule]
o

0
200

100

50

Number of antennas (M) 0
0 Number of UEs (K)

10.63 Mbit/Joule
(M, K)=(60,20)

-
&)]

10

)]

EE [Mbit/Joule]

0
200

100

0 50
Number of UEs (K)

(¢) MR

Number of antennas (M) 0

Figure 5.14: EE per cell as a function of M and K with M-MMSE, RZF, and MR.
The first set of values in Table 5.3 is used.
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The second set of values in Table 5.3 is used.
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Scheme ‘ (M, K) ‘ Maximal EE ‘ Area throughput ‘ PC
M-MMSE (40 20) [ 20.73 Mbit/Joule | 13.71 Gbit/s/km? | 41.35 W

RZF (90, 30) | 20.25Mbit/Joule | 20.97 Gbit/s/km? | 64.76 W
MR (60,20) | 10.63 Mbit/Joule | 7.64 Gbit/s/km? | 44.9W

(a) With the first set of values in Table 5.3, the results are obtained from Figure 5.14.

’ Scheme ‘ (M, K) ‘ Maximal EE ‘ Area throughput ‘ PC
M-MMSE (60 20) | 44.00 Mbit/Joule | 17.33 Gbit/s/km? | 24.62 W
RZF (90, 30) | 39.33 Mbit/Joule | 20.97 Gbit/s/km? | 33.34 W
MR (70,20) | 20.14 Mbit/Joule | 8.3 Gbit/s/km? | 25.75 W

(b) With the second set of values in Table 5.3, the results are obtained from Figure 5.15.

Table 5.6: Maximal EE per cell with the two sets of CP values in Table 5.3 for
M-MMSE, RZF and MR. The corresponding values of area throughput and PC per
cell are also reported. The results are summarized from Figures 5.14 and 5.15.

However, the surface with M-MMSE is substantially smoother than in
Figure 5.14. The EE, area throughput, and PC values of the EE-optimal
operating points for all schemes are summarized in Table 5.6b. The
values of M and K at the EE-optimum points are both increased due
to the reduction in the CP parameters. In particular, the higher com-
putational efficiency encourages the use of more network infrastructure
and spatial multiplexing of more UEs. We notice that M-MMSE still
provides a 17% lower throughput than RZF, while achieving a 12%
higher EE and a 26% PC saving per cell. Compared to the results of
Figure 5.14, it thus follows that M-MMSE becomes a potential solution
for high EE and low PC when more energy-efficient hardware is used.

Interestingly, we observe that all the EE-optimum configurations of
(M, K) fall within the class of Massive MIMO networks, with a number
of antennas in the range of tens and an antenna-UE ratio M/K that
varies between 2 and 3.5 at the different EE-optima. This is noteworthy
since it is the output of a numerical search in which we did not restrict
the system dimensions whatsoever. Notice also that the PCs are within
a realistic range when using any of the schemes.

Remark 5.6 (From numerical to analytical analysis). Numerical results
were used in this section to find the numbers of BS antennas and UEs
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that jointly achieve high EE in the running example. However, we stress
that in some simplified scenarios, the EE maximization problem can
potentially be solved analytically with respect to M and K. Other
system parameters (e.g., the transmit power) can also be optimized.
This approach was taken in [58, 59, 224] for a single-cell Massive MIMO
system using ZF in UL and DL over spatially uncorrelated channels.
Closed-form expressions for the optimal (M, K) and transmit power
were derived, from which valuable insights into the interplay between
the optimization variables, hardware characteristics, and propagation
environment were provided. The UL multicell case was considered in
[60, 266], which determine the optimal M, K, transmit power, cell
density, and pilot reuse factor. The analysis showed that reducing the
cell size is undoubtably the way towards high EE, but the positive
effect of increasing the cell density saturates when the CP dominates
over the transmit power. A further leap in EE can then be achieved by
adding more BS antennas to spatially multiplex UEs in every cell. The
corresponding EE gains come from suppressing intra-cell interference by
the many antennas and by sharing the per-cell CP costs among multiple
UEs. Moreover, the analysis showed that a large pilot reuse factor can
protect against inter-cell interference and can be tailored to guarantee
a certain SE.
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Higher area throughput on the one hand and less consumed
power on the other are two seemingly contradictory require-
ments for future networks.

Massive MIMO can potentially achieve a higher area through-
put than current networks while providing substantial ATP
savings. The transmit power can be gradually reduced with
the number of antennas while approaching a non-zero asymp-
totic SE. Therefore, Massive MIMO networks reduce the
transmit power required to achieve a given SE.

The EE of a cellular network, defined as the number of bits
that can be reliably transmitted per unit of energy (measured
in bit/Joule), is a good performance metric to balance the
throughput and consumed power.

While increasing the number of antennas has always a pos-
itive effect on the SE, the EE first increases with M, due
to the improved SE, and then decreases with M, due to the
additional hardware that increases the CP.

Substantial SE gains are achieved by multiplexing K UEs
per cell, if a proportional number of antennas M is used to
counteract the increased interference. A similar result cannot
be achieved for the EE since adding more antennas increases
the SE but also the CP of the network. This means that the
EE attains its maximum at a finite value of the antenna-UE
ratio M/ K.

Realistic CP models are needed to evaluate the PC for differ-
ent numbers of antennas and UEs. The modeling complexity
makes a certain level of idealization unavoidable, but a fairly
accurate polynomial CP model was developed in this section
to account for the dissipation in analog hardware, digital

~
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signal processing, backhaul signaling, and channel estimation.
The model depends on a variety of fixed parameters that
were kept generic in the analysis. Typical values are given in
Table 5.3. The MR scheme has the lowest CP, while the in-
terference suppressing schemes, such as RZF and M-MMSE,
require higher CP.

e Massive MIMO allows to jointly increase the EE and through-
put, as compared to a system with few antennas. In the
running example, M-MMSE provides the highest EE for any
throughput value only when more energy-efficient hardware
is used. MR achieves the lowest EE. RZF provides a good
tradeoff between EE and throughput.

e A numerical example was used to demonstrate how a cellular
network should be designed for maximal EE. The results
show that a Massive MIMO setup, wherein a large number
of antennas (in the order of a hundred) is used to serve
many tens of UEs, is the EE-optimal solution, even using
contemporary circuit technology.




6

Hardware Efficiency

In this section, we analyze how the use of non-ideal transceiver hardware
affects the SE. The goal is to show that Massive MIMO improves the
hardware efficiency (HE), in the sense that the SE loss from using
hardware components of lesser quality than in conventional systems
is negligible. For example, we will show that one can compensate for
increasing hardware distortion by adding additional BS antennas. Sec-
tion 6.1 provides a brief overview of the non-idealities that exist in
practical transceivers and develops a model that captures the hardware
impairment characteristics that affect the SE, without limiting the
analysis to a particular hardware setup. This model is then used to
generalize the Massive MIMO system model that was used in previous
sections. UL channel estimation with hardware impairments is consid-
ered in Section 6.2, while the achievable SEs are analyzed in Section 6.3.
The improved HE is then established by a hardware-quality scaling law
in Section 6.4, which proves how quickly the hardware quality can be
reduced when increasing the number of antennas if the SE loss should
remain small. The key points are summarized in Section 6.5.

403
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6.1 Transceiver Hardware Impairments

Wireless communication channels are commonly modeled as linear filters
that take an analog input signal from the transmitter and produce a
distorted output signal, which is measured at the receiver in the presence
of additive noise. This classic setup is illustrated in Figure 6.1a. The
discrete-time complex baseband model described in Section 2.3 on
p- 226 is an equivalent representation of such an analog channel, under
certain conditions. For the equivalence to hold, the transmitter needs
to generate the correct modulated passband signal from the complex
baseband samples, the receiver needs to demodulate and sample the
received signal correctly, and the transmitter and receiver need to be
synchronized in time and frequency. None of these conditions are fully
satisfied in practice, because the closer to ideal a hardware component
is, the more challenging it is to implement—it becomes bulkier, more
expensive, and consumes more power. In other words, there is a cost-
quality tradeoff in practical systems. As already shown in Section 5, this
tradeoff is particularly important when implementing Massive MIMO
systems because if BS j is equipped with M; antennas it needs M;
copies of many components; for example, PAs, ADCs, filters, I/Q mixers,
and DACs. The cost of such an implementation will be, roughly, M;
times higher than the cost of a single-antenna transceiver, unless we
can compensate by reducing the quality of the individual components.

To investigate how the quality of the hardware components affects
the communication performance, we need a model of how the hardware
affects the transmitted and received signals and particularly the SE.
Different from the linear channel filter, many hardware components
act as non-linear filters. For example, the PA in the transmitter does
generally not have a linear amplification, but provides less amplification
gain to stronger input signals; in other words, the output power saturates.
The finite-resolution quantization in the receiver is another non-linear
operation, which additionally is destructive and cannot be undone. These
non-idealities are referred to as hardware impairments in this monograph.
There is plenty of literature on the modeling of different types of
hardware impairments, including PA non-linearities, amplitude/phase
imbalance in I/Q mixers, phase noise in LOs, sampling jitter, and
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Noise
Channel ¢
Input Output
» Linear filter >(+

(a) Ideal transceiver hardware without hardware impairments.

Noise
Transmitter hardware Channel Receiver hardware
Input - - Output
—>[Non-linear filter—>- Linear filter P> |Non-linear filter

(b) Transceiver hardware with impairments that act as non-linear filters.

Figure 6.1: A communication system is modeled differently depending on whether
the impact of the transceiver hardware can be neglected or not. All filters in this
figure are assumed to be memoryless.

finite-resolution quantization in ADCs. These models are typically
used to devise analog or digital compensation algorithms that mitigate
the impairments, which can substantially reduce their impact on the
communication. Residual impairments will still exist due to modeling
inaccuracies and the destructive nature of some impairments. We will not
cover the detailed modeling and compensation of hardware impairments
here, but we refer to [147, 290, 322, 344] and references therein. Instead,
we will focus on the impact that (residual) hardware impairments
have on the SE, by modeling the non-ideal hardware as non-linear
memoryless filters at the transmitter and the receiver [42]. This setup
is illustrated in Figure 6.1b. Note that additive noise exists in many
components of the receiver and is being filtered and amplified, similarly
to the desired signals. Thermal noise is a main cause of additive noise in
communications, but we refer to it as receiver noise since it accounts also
for the noise amplification due to hardware impairments. For simplicity,
we represent all the noise created in the receiver by a single equivalent
receiver noise term that is added to the output of the receiver hardware.

6.1.1 Basic Modeling of Residual Hardware Impairments

To understand the basic impact of hardware impairments, we consider an
information signal  ~ N¢(0, p) that is fed into a non-linear memoryless
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function g(-). This function produces the output y = g(z) that is also
a random variable, but its distribution is generally non-Gaussian. The
output y is correlated with the input = [69]. In particular, we can express
the output signal as

E *
Y= {z;m}x +7 (6.1)
where we have defined the distortion term
E *
. 0 (6.2)
p

and utilized the assumption E{|z|?} = p. Note that the expression in
(6.1) does not account for the receiver noise, which can later be added
to the output. The expectation E{yx*} = E{g(z)z*} can be computed
for any given g(-), either analytically or numerically. The distortion
term 7) is uncorrelated with x, since

*
E{ne'} = E(ya) - S gy =0, (63)
b =p
However, the input and the distortion term are generally not inde-
pendent. For example, suppose g(z) = a|z|?z + bz for some scalars
a,b # 0. Then, from the definition of the distortion term, we have that
n = a|z|?x — 2apzx, which is clearly dependent on z.

We can exploit the fact that the distortion term is uncorrelated
with the input to bound the capacity C of the non-linear memoryless
channel between = and y [377]. In particular, we can utilize the lower
bound in Corollary 1.3 on p. 171 for deterministic channels by setting
h=E{yz*}/p, po = E{|’} = E{|y[>} — [E{ya*}[2/p, and o* = 0. This
results in

C > log,y (1 + p;!Dh|2> = log, <1 + E{ya*} /v ) . (6.4)

v E{lyl?} — [E{ya*}*/p

This lower bound on the capacity is an achievable SE and reveals that
from the total power E{|y|?} of the output, the part that is correlated
with the input (which has power [E{yz*}|?/p) is always useful for
communication. The distortion term 7 can also carry useful information,
but in the worst case it is an independent complex Gaussian variable
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with zero mean and power E{|y|?} — |[E{yz*}|?/p. This is the worst-
case condition under which the lower bound in (6.4) is attained. We
stress that the SE in (6.4) is generally finite, although there is no noise
included in the non-linear channel relation between x and y.

In what follows, we will utilize the observations above to define
an analytically tractable model of the impact of (residual) hardware
impairments on the communication. As noted above, the key modeling
characteristics are that the desired signal is scaled by a deterministic
factor and that an uncorrelated memoryless distortion term is added,
which is Gaussian distributed in the worst case. Assume that the com-
pensation algorithms that are used to mitigate hardware impairments
are calibrated to make the average power of the input and output equal:
E{|y|?} = E{|z|?} = p. If we define the parameter

_ By} [E{yat}?

= 6.5
E(eP) b (65

then the output of the non-linear hardware is modeled as
y=+VEKr+n (6.6)

where x ~ Ng(0,p) is the input and the distortion term 7 is worst-case
modeled as n ~ N¢(0, (1 — k)p) and independent of x. The distortion
power is therefore proportional to the input power p, with the pro-
portionality constant (1 — ). This makes the additive distortion term
different from conventional receiver noise, which is independent of the
input power. When operating at high SNR, where the noise is negligible,
the distortion becomes a main limiting factor for the SE [56]. We refer
to k € (0,1] as the hardware quality factor, where K = 1 represents
ideal hardware with y = x. In contrast, x = 0 is the pathological case
where the output signal is uncorrelated with the input. Note that, by
definition, E{|y|*} = rp + (1 — k)p = p for any &.

The input-output model in (6.6) is by no means a full characteriza-
tion of the transceiver hardware characteristics, but it captures the essen-
tial detrimental impact that hardware impairments have on the SE. For
example, the capacity lower bound in (6.4) becomes log,(1+ k/(1 — K))
when using the notation defined in (6.5). This expression is character-
ized only by x and is an increasing function for x € (0,1]. The true
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capacity is possibly higher, but the lower bound represents what can be
achieved without any complicated hardware-adapted signal processing
that attempts to extract information from 7.

6.1.2 A Practical Measure of Hardware Quality

The error vector magnitude (EVM) is a common metric for measuring
the distortion level in practical transceiver hardware. It is defined as
the ratio between the average distortion magnitude and the signal mag-
nitude, after basic equalization. For the model in (6.6), the input signal
is z, the output signal is y, and the equalized output that minimizes!

the MSE is y+/k. The EVM definition then gives

_ BllyE =2y Q=R
EVM_\/ E(o7) _\/ P 1— k. (6.7)

The EVM is one of the key metrics that are specified on the data sheets
of RF transceivers. The LTE standard requires EVM < 0.08 in the
transmitter hardware if 64-QAM should be supported [144, Sec. 14.3.4].
This corresponds to £ = 1 — EVM?2 > 0.994. If the transmitter should
only support 4-PSK, then LTE only requires EVM < 0.175 and this
corresponds to x > 0.97. While practical LTE transceivers typically
support 64-QAM, larger EVMs than 0.08 are of interest in Massive
MIMO to relax the hardware design constraints. The analysis in this
section applies to any « between zero and one.

6.1.3 Extending the Canonical Massive MIMO Model

We will now incorporate hardware impairments into the Massive MIMO
system model with ideal hardware that was used for analysis in the
previous sections. We consider impairments in both the transmitter and
the receiver hardware, as illustrated in Figure 6.1b. These impairments
affect the analog signals that are transmitted over the channel, but we
model the impairments on the complex-baseband representation. The
impairment model from Section 6.1.1 will be applied to model both

'The MSE E{|ya — z|?} between the input x and the equalized output ya is
minimized by selecting a = v/, which leads to the MSE value (1 — k)p.
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the transmitter distortion and the receiver distortion, in both UL and
DL. We assume that the distortion is independent between samples,
which is a worst-case assumption since a correlation could be utilized
for distortion mitigation. A consequence of this assumption is that the
coherence block dimensionality of the end-to-end channel, including
the hardware, is the same as for the propagation channel. The model
described below resembles the one in [42], but the notation is different.

Uplink Transmission

In the UL, the data signal of UE k in cell j is s;, ~ Nc(0,p)i), as
defined in Section 2.3.1 on p. 226. This complex Gaussian signal is

distorted by the transmitter hardware and we apply the model in (6.6)
to obtaln that sjk + 77 E is sent over the channel instead of S5k,
where 7 ~ N(c( : (1 — Ky E)p;x) is the hardware distortion term. The
factor RP € (0,1] determines the quality of the UE’s transmitter
hardware and is assumed to be the same for all UEs, for notational
convenience. Following (2.5), the signal y; € CMi that reaches the M;
receive antennas of BS j (before noise is added) is

L K

yi=> > hl (\//@PES“ + m‘iE> . (6.8)

I=11i=1

In a given coherence block with a set {h{z} of channel realizations, the
signal y; is conditionally complex Gaussian distributed with zero mean
and correlation matrix

L K,

E{y;y|{bf}} = >3 pibd(nf)" (6.9)

I1=11i=1
since E{h//@ﬁsh + 02} = py;. Hence, we can apply (6.6) once more
to model the impairments in the receiver hardware. We assume that
the transceiver hardware attached to the different BS antennas are
decoupled so that their respective distortion terms are independent.?

2Even if the transceiver hardware is decoupled, the received signals are correlated
since the same transmitted signals are observed on all antennas. This fact can make
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The hardware distortion in the receiver replaces y; with |/xBSy; + n?s,

where the distortion term 77;35 € CMi has the conditional distribution
P8 ~ Nc (0, D 6.10
1; c \YM;5 Dj{n} (6.10)
for the given set of channel realizations {h{z} and the conditional corre-
lation matrix D,y € CM;*Mj ig given by
L& P2 j 2
Djmy = (1= wP%) XY pudiag (|mf1a[, - (1o, ") (6.11)
I=1i=1

where [h{z]m denotes the mth element of hgl The factor x25 € (0, 1]
determines the quality of the BS’s receiver hardware and is the same
for all BSs, for notational convenience. Note that the diagonal of D; p,3
is the same as that of the matrix in (6.9), except for the scaling factor
(1 — kB%), which means that the receiver distortion term at each receive
antenna is proportional to the power received at that antenna (which
is generally different between antennas). The off-diagonal elements in
D (n) are zero due to the assumed independence of the distortion terms
over the array. The marginal (unconditional) distribution of the receiver
distortion can be expressed as

L K '
n5S = /1 - sBS3" N ph], © 7t (6.12)
=1 1i=1

where ﬁ%ls ~ N@(OMJ.,IM].) is an independent random variable and
® denotes the Hadamard product. Note that the receiver distortion
term in (6.12) is the element-wise product of two independent complex
Gaussian vectors and is, thus, not Gaussian distributed.

In summary, by adding the receiver noise n; to \/xB5y; + 77;-38, the

the distortion terms correlated as well. Simply speaking, the hardware reacts similarly
to correlated input signals. The measurements reported in [223] confirm that such
correlation exists but also that it is rather small. Thus the correlation matrix of the
distortion has a different eigenstructure than the correlation matrix of the signal in
(6.9). This is the key property that we capture in our model, while the assumption of
independence between the distortion terms is only made for analytical tractability.



6.1. Transceiver Hardware Impairments 411

received UL signal y; € CM; at BS j is modeled as

L K
yj = /KBS ZZh (\/&PEsli%—ngE) +n}3s—|—nj (6.13)
=11i=1

and represents the signal that is available in the digital baseband, for
signal processing and data detection.

Downlink Transmission

In the DL, BS [ is supposed to transmit the signal x; = Zﬁl WSl
where ¢; ~ Ng¢(0, py;) is the data signal intended for UE ¢ in cell [,
as defined in Section 2.3.2 on p. 227. The precoding vectors depend
on the current channel realizations (or rather on the estimates of the
channels). Hence, in a given coherence block with the set {h{k of
channel realizations, the precoding vectors are fixed. The signal x; is
then conditionally complex Gaussian distributed with zero mean and
correlation matrix

. K
E {xlxﬂ{hfk}} = puwiwi. (6.14)
i=1

We can now apply the impairment model in (6.6) to describe the
impairments in the hardware attached to each transmit antenna of BS [.
We once again assume that the transceiver hardware of the different
BS antennas are decoupled so that the respective distortion terms
are independent. Hence, the signal X; = \/xP5x; + ulBS is transmitted
over the channel instead of x;, where the hardware distortion term
,ulBS € CM: has the conditional distribution

S~ N (0a, Dy gy ) (6.15)

for the given set {wy;} of precoding vectors. The conditional correlation
matrix Dy 1w} € CMxM is given by

Djwy = (1~ K}t thdlag ( (W1 ] e lei]Mz‘2) (6.16)
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where [wy;]n, denotes the mth element of wy;. The factor x5 € (0, 1]
determines the quality of the BS’s transmitter hardware and is the same
for all BSs, for notational convenience. The marginal distribution of the
transmitter distortion can then be expressed as

K
WS = 1SS s © S (6.7
=1

where p5S ~ Ng(0a,,1n,) is an independent random variable. Note
that this transmitter distortion term is the element-wise product be-
tween independent complex Gaussian vectors, thus it is not Gaussian
distributed.

The signal that reaches UE k in cell j (before receiver noise is
added) is Zle(hé»k)qu and, in the given coherence block, it is complex
Gaussian distributed with zero mean and conditional variance

2
Citwy = E { ‘{h{k}}

K
(hly)" (Z puiky Wi wi + Dl,{w}) h

=1

L

Z(hjk)HX

=1

Mh

=1

K;
>3 i (RSB Wl + (1= £P)[wi © |12 (6.18)

I
I Mh

where the second equality follows from (6.16). We can once again
apply (6.6) to model impairments in the receiver hardware of UE k in
cell j. This changes the received signal to /kVE S°F (hé-k)qu + uykE,
where u}.}kE is the hardware distortion term with conditional distribution
i ~ Ne(0, (1 = £75)¢g twy)- The marginal distribution is

HSE = /(1= KVB) G g (6.19)

where ﬁykE ~ Nc(0,1) is an independent random variable. The factor
kIE € (0,1] determines the quality of the UE’s receiver hardware
and is the same for all UEs, for notational convenience. Finally, the

independent receiver noise njr ~ Nc(0, 03, ) is added to the signal.
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In summary, by taking transceiver hardware impairments into ac-
count, the received DL sample y;;, € C at UE k in cell j is modeled as

L K
i = \EIBD (0" | \RBS Y wiiq + w4 g+ nje (6.20)
=1 =1

and represents the signal that is available in the digital baseband, for
signal processing and data detection.

6.2 Channel Estimation with Hardware Impairments

The UL channel estimation is carried out as described in Section 3.1 on
p. 244, with the only difference that the received signal Y? e CMixm
at BS j now contains distortion from hardware impairments. Recall
that ¢;; € C™ is the pilot sequence used by UE i in cell [. When it is
transmitted over 7, instances of the UL model in (6.13), we have?

L K T
Y2 = S SO b (Vo + (nF)") + G2 4N (620)
I=11=1

where N? € CMi*™ is receiver noise whose elements are i.i.d. as
Nc(0,0%;). The transmitter distortion /¥ € C™ contains 7, indepen-
dent realizations of nJ¥ in (6.13), thus ;" ~ Nc(0-,, (1 — k/F)piL.).
Each column of the receiver distortion matrix G}SS € CMi*™ has the
same distribution as 17?8 in (6.13). More precisely, for a given set of
channel realizations {h}, the columns are independently distributed as
Ne(0a1;, Djqu)-

When BS j estimates the channel h{i from UE ¢ in cell [, it first
correlates Y? with the pilot sequence ¢;; used by this UE, which results

3The system model in (6.13) assumes that the transmitted signals are Gaussian
distributed, while we use it here for transmission of deterministic pilot sequences. This
issue can be resolved by rotating the pilot book by a Haar distributed matrix, which
turns each pilot sequence into a scaled i.i.d. Gaussian vector. Since the estimation
performance, in that case, is the same as with the simplified model considered in
this section, we have for simplicity omitted the rotation matrices.
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in y?li = Y’ ¢;;. For example, for the kth UE in cell j we get

[ S . .UE _.BS J .UE _.BS J
y]'jk—Yj¢jk; =\ Pjkit Ky Tphjk+ Z Piikiy o Tphy;

Desired pilot Interfering pilots
L K,

i (UE\" BS
Y00 RSy (nf®) it G+ NYg,.
I=11i=1

——— ——
Transmitter distortion Receiver distortion Noise

(6.22)

Since the pilot sequences are deterministic and ||, [|* = 7,, we have
(n}gE)Ttﬁjk ~ N (0, 7p(1 — 57 )pry), N?(ﬁjk ~ NC(OMj,U%LTpIMj), and
the conditional distribution G}gs(ﬁ]*-k ~ Nc(0u;, 7pDjqny) given {h}.
The processed signal yﬁ.’jk in (6.22) will be used to estimate hj-k. As
expected, y? ik depends on the channel from UE ¢ in cell [ to BS j, for all
(1,%) € Pjj, which are the UEs that use the same pilot. In fact, y?li = ygjk
for (1,4) € Pji, thus the same processed signal can be used for estimating
h{l In addition, y? k18 affected by the transmitter distortion from all
UEs in the entire network, since the random distortion terms are (almost
surely) non-orthogonal to the pilot sequences. The receiver distortion
also depends on the transmissions from all UEs. This implies that, with
hardware impairments, there is pilot contamination between every UE.
Channel estimation is theoretically more challenging with hardware
impairments because it is not only the desired pilot term in (6.22) that
depends on the channel realization but also the distortion terms. In
particular, the received signal y? ;; is not Gaussian distributed, since some
of the terms are formed as products between two Gaussian variables.
Hence, the standard MMSE estimation results for Gaussian distributed
channels that are observed in independent Gaussian noise cannot be
applied here. In principle, we could compute another MMSE estimation
expression for the scenario at hand, but since we observed in Section 4.2.3
on p. 313 and Section 4.3.5 on p. 332 that suboptimal estimators can be
used with little performance loss, we take the more practical approach
of computing the LMMSE estimator. The linear estimator ﬁgz that
minimizes the MSE IE{Hh{Z — }Al{ZHZ} takes the following form.



6.2. Channel Estimation with Hardware Impairments 415

Theorem 6.1. With hardware impairments, the LMMSE estimate of
based on y]lZ Y?d’l*w is

1:1{Z = \/puky &BSRJ \Il] y]h (6.23)

lz’

where

‘I’gz = < Z Prit K EK,BSTpRl/ g+ U%LIMJ-
(04" P

L Ky L Ky -1
+Z Zpl’i’(l_/{ BSRZ//“‘Z Zpl” - DRj/-/)

I'=1i'=1 U=14'=1 1
(6.24)

and ' '
Dy, = diag (RfJ1, - (R Jasar,) (6.25)

is an M; x M; diagonal matrix with the diagonal elements from le,i,.
The estimation error h], = h]. — hj, has the correlation matrix
Cj. = E{hj,(h])"} given by

Cl =R}, — pir BB, R WL R, (6.26)

while the LMMSE estimate satisfies

E{h{,(h])"} = R}, — C, = purt “x2om, R}, W/ R, (6.27)
Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.5.1 on p. 612. O

The LMMSE estimator with hardware impairment in (6.23) has a
structure similar to that of the MMSE estimator for ideal hardware in
Theorem 3.1 on p. 249. An important difference is that the transmit
power py; of the UE is reduced to pyxy ™ ,]?S, since only a fraction

kPIERBS < 1 of the power is received Wlthout distortion. Moreover, the
matrix \Ilfl contains not only receiver noise and interference from UEs
that reuse the same pilot sequence, but also hardware distortion caused
by the signaling from all UEs in the entire network.

The LMMSE estimate hlz in (6.23) is computed by multiplying the

observation y%; with the deterministic matrix \/pirt *xESRY;®7;. Since
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y?li is not Gaussian distributed, the estimate is not Gaussian either.
The estimate lAle and the estimation error fl{i are uncorrelated by the
definition of LMMSE estimation, meaning that E{fl{l(fl{z)}l} = 0p1;%M;5
but they are not independent. This is different from the MMSE estimator
computed with ideal hardware, which provides Gaussian distributed
estimates and then the fact that the estimate and the estimation error
are uncorrelated implies that they are also independent. The different
behavior with hardware impairments has no major practical implications,
but it is analytically important when we compute SEs in Section 6.3.
The special case of ideal hardware is represented by xpF = xkBS = 1.
In this case, the LMMSE estimator in (6.23) coincides with the MMSE

estimator for ideal hardware in Theorem 3.1.

6.2.1 Impact of Hardware Impairments on Channel Estimation

We will now illustrate the basic impact that hardware impairments
have on the channel estimation by considering a single-cell single-UE
setup where the channel is denoted by h ~ AN¢(0p,R) and has the
correlation matrix R € CM*M_ The estimation error correlation matrix
in (6.26) then becomes

C =R — pr PP, RUR (6.28)
where

-1
@ = (p(1+ KB (7, = 1))sPR+ p(1 — iP5)Dg + ofy Ty ) . (6.29)

The expression in (6.28) is different from R — R(R + %IM)_lR,
which is obtained with ideal hardware (i.e., kY® = xBS = 1). The
difference is particularly visible at high SNR, when p — oo, since the
error correlation matrix in (6.28) approaches

-1
1+ k5 (r, — 1) (1—&59)

C=R-R R "D R (630

( WET, o RUEREST, N (6:30)

which is equal to R — RR™'R = 04 for KPE = /i?s = 1, but
otherwise is non-zero. In other words, asymptotically error-free channel
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Figure 6.2: NMSE of a spatially correlated channel with hardware impairments,
based on the local scattering model with Gaussian angular distribution and ASD
0, = 10°. The result is averaged over different nominal angles.

estimates are achieved at high SNR with ideal hardware, while there is
a non-zero estimation error floor with hardware impairments.

If we further assume R = Iy, the error correlation matrix in (6.30)
simplifies to

_ B
C=Flu - LAlE (1) 5, (LRPS) 5IM
1— UE _.BS
Gl 0 N (6.31)

14 kERBS (1, — 1)
The expression in front of the identity matrix is the error floor and it is
determined by the hardware quality (xPF and xB%), the length of the
pilot sequence 7,, and the average channel gain 3. One straightforward
way to lower the error floor is to increase 7,. Note that the transmitter
and receiver distortion have an identical impact on C in this case. This
is not the case when there is spatial channel correlation.

The average NMSE, tr(C)/tr(R), is shown in Figure 6.2 for correla-
tion matrices generated by the local scattering model, defined in (2.23),
with Gaussian angular distribution, ASD o, = 10°, and uniformly
distributed nominal angle. The figure shows the NMSE as a function
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of the effective SNR p7, /03, for 7, = 10 and with different hardware
qualities. The upper curves have REE = ﬁ?s = 0.95, the middle curves
have kP = kBS = 0.99, and the bottom curve has ideal hardware (i.e.,
kPP = kBS = 1). The NMSE is shown for the LMMSE estimator from
Theorem 6.1 and for a mismatched estimator that ignores the hardware
impairments (i.e., we use the estimator from Theorem 3.1, which is not
the MMSE estimator with hardware impairments).

Figure 6.2 confirms that there are error floors in the channel esti-
mation at high SNR and that the error floor increases as the hardware
quality decreases. The impact of hardware impairments is small at low
SNR, but substantial at high SNR. The NMSE with hardware impair-
ments is close to the error floor already at an effective SNR of 20 dB,
thus a further increase in SNR only brings minor improvements. An
effective SNR of 20-30dB is sufficient to achieve nearly the maximal
estimation quality with hardware impairments. Another key observation
is that the mismatched estimator provides almost the same NMSE as
the LMMSE estimator. This indicates that although hardware impair-
ments greatly affect the estimation quality, the loss of using a simple
estimator that ignores the impairments is minor.

6.2.2 Estimation with Interference and Hardware Impairments

To showcase the joint impact of hardware distortion and inter-cell
interference, we continue the running example defined in Section 4.1.3
on p. 288 with M = 100, K = 10, and UL power 20dBm per UE.
We consider the NMSE, tr(Cj:k)/tr(R;k), from an arbitrary BS j to an
arbitrary UE k in its cell. The results are presented as CDF curves, where
the randomness is the UE locations and shadow fading realizations. We
consider the Gaussian local scattering model with ASD o, = 10°.
Figure 6.3 shows the CDFs with either ideal hardware or hardware
impairments with k7% = xB5 = 0.95. In both cases, the NMSE reduces
substantially as the pilot reuse factors f is increased. This is natural since
the pilot processing gain 7, is increased and the inter-cell interference
is reduced. The distortion from hardware impairments has the opposite
effect of increasing the NMSE;, since the transmitter distortions break
the orthogonality of the pilot sequences, leading to interference from all



6.3. Spectral Efficiency with Hardware Impairments 419

- ——f=1
..... f=2
0.8fF — f=4
0.6
3
a
O
04
02r Ideal hardware
0 e

NMSE

Figure 6.3: CDF of the NMSE in the channel estimation for an arbitrary UE in

the running example. The results are shown for different UL hardware qualities
( UE ,.BS

K¢, kyo) and pilot reuse factors f.

UEs, including itself. The conclusion is that hardware impairments can
greatly degrade the channel estimation in cellular networks and might
be a more critical performance-reducing factor than conventional pilot
contamination.

6.3 Spectral Efficiency with Hardware Impairments

The achievable SEs in systems with hardware impairments will now
be analyzed. SE expressions and numerical results will be provided to
show how hardware distortion affects the performance. This will reveal
that the quality of the UE and the BS hardware have a very different
impact on the SE.

6.3.1 Uplink SE Expressions

In the UL, BS j selects a receive combining vector v € CM; for its
kth UE, similar to Section 4.1 on p. 275. By applying this vector to the
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received signal y; € C*i in (6.13), the BS obtains

L K
/,.BS /UE . UE u . BS H o
ViKY = \/kr szjkh KOs+ ) + vimy + vin;
=1 1i=1

= R PRPSE{V Y b s

Desired signal over average channel

+ \/ EPEKTBS(V;Ikh;k E{V]kh]k:})sjk + HB V]khjknjk

Self—interference Self-distortion
UE UE u ..BS H
+ KES Z Z jkh <\/ Ky St + My >+ VKT +VjEn; -
(l 1)#(] k)
—— ——
Inter-user interference and transmitter distortion Receiver distortion  Noise

(6.32)

The signal consists of the desired signal, self-interference, self-distortion,
interference, transmitter /receiver distortion, and noise, as indicated in
(6.32). The second equality follows from adding and then subtracting
the desired signal that is received over the average effective channel
\/IQPEKPSE{V?khgk}. With this formulation, we can compute a UatF
bound on the channel capacity of the UE, as on p. 302, by treating
everything that is not received over the average effective channel as
worst-case noise. The UatF bound is considered since there is no simple
counterpart to the tighter UL bound in Theorem 4.1 on p. 276. That
bound requires the estimation error to have zero conditional mean, for
every given channel realization, which might not be the case when the
estimate and estimation error are statistically dependent.

Theorem 6.2. With hardware impairments, the UL ergodic channel
capacity of UE k in cell j is lower bounded by

cgUL— 1mp

SE; ™ log, (1 + SINRj, ™) (6.33)
T

C
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with
SlNRUL 1mp _
[E{v! bl }[>
Pjk IE{nv]kT\ y
KBSE{|v!4 b |2}+(1—xBS)E{||v,xOh7,||2} E{vi b} o2,
%p’i( <UERBSE{[[v;4 ]2} ~PikEva) + RVERSS

(6.34)

where the expectations are with respect to the channel realizations.
Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.5.2 on p. 614. O

This theorem provides an achievable UL SE for systems with hard-
ware impairments. The SE is measured in bit/s/Hz, as in previous
sections, and this implicitly assumes that the signal’s bandwidth is kept
constant under the presence of hardware impairments. Since hardware
impairments generally lead to spectral regrowth, in practice, one might
need to reduce the bandwidth to comply with out-of-band radiation
regulations, depending on how these are defined; see Section 6.4.3 for
a further discussion. The expression can be computed numerically for
any receive combining scheme and any spatial correlation matrices.
The same schemes as presented for ideal hardware impairments in Sec-
tion 4.1.1 on p. 281 (e.g., M-MMSE, RZF, and MR) can be applied also
with hardware impairments, as will be demonstrated later.

There are many similarities between (6.34) and the corresponding
effective SINR expression with ideal hardware in (4.14). The numer-
ator contains the signal power that is useful for detection, while the
denominator contains the total received power minus the expression
from the numerator. One key difference is that the desired signal power
is reduced by a factor kYFxBS € (0, 1], which in (6.34) is represented by
multiplying the 1nterference and noise terms by 1/(kP®xBS) > 1. This
factor describes the SNR loss caused by desired signals being turned
into distortion. Another key difference is that a fraction (1 — kB9 of
the conventional 1nterference term E{|v} hy; 2} is replaced by the al-
ternative term E{||v;, ® h |2}, where the inner product is changed to
an element-wise multlphcatlon. The latter term can be substantially
smaller than the former; for example, suppose v, = h{i = 1y, then



422 Hardware Efficiency

]ijh ? = [M;]> = M7 while ||v;. © hy, 12 = 11a,]]* = Mj. The intu-
ition is that the former term adds the signals coherently in the amplitude
domain, while the latter only sums up the average power per antenna.
This indicates that having hardware impairments in the receiving BS
can also reduce the interference level.

In addition to changing the structure of the SINR, the combining
vectors are also affected since they typically depend on channel estimates
that are already degraded by hardware distortion. The expectations in
(6.34) can sometimes be computed in closed form with MR combining;
the case with diagonal spatial correlation matrices was considered in
[53, 376], while arbitrary correlation matrices were treated in [42]. The
general impact of spatial channel correlation was analyzed in Section 4.
For this reason, we focus on spatially uncorrelated channels in this
section to show concisely how hardware impairments affect the SE.

Corollary 6.3. If MR combining with vj;, = ﬁ;k is used, based on
the LMMSE estimator in Theorem 6.1, and the channels are spatially
uncorrelated (i.e., R}, = ffIn; for l=1,...,Landi=1,...,K)), then

[E{viih, )

UE,.BS
= pjrky Ry (B9 T M; (6.35)
E{|lv;xl?} I P
E{|V§Ikh{‘|2} ; ;
— e = 6]1' +pli(/8]i)21/}‘k 1-— /‘JTBS + (1 - RUE)/@]?SM-
By~ e PR M;)
+ priky O Bs(ﬁlz) Tk M, (l’Z:) € Pjk (6.36)
0 (lv Z) ¢ ij
Bl  bij?) 9
BZ +plz(,8 z) 1/} k
S S AR GG R G i
+ plzﬁPE Bs(ﬁh) TpWjk (Z,Z:) € Pjk (6.37)
0 (la Z) ¢ ij
where
¥ 1
Y= '
j S prukVERBSTB), + 3 prir(l — kY HBS)B[/ o UUL
(i) EPjs, Ui

(6.38)



6.3. Spectral Efficiency with Hardware Impairments 423

The SE in Theorem 6.2 becomes SEUL mp 7= logy(1 + SINRUL 1mP)
with
SINR}, P =
(k) 21t M
— :
SpuBliFly + 5 (uBl) 1ot MGy — (D) i M; +W
l,i (1,0)EPji
(6.39)
where
e L paf (1 sS4 (L) ()20, - 1) 610
i = .
| Ry
— 14+&BS(M;—1)
Gj= r o . 6.41
J Mk ERBS (641)
Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.5.3 on p. 615. O

The SE expression in Corollary 6.3 generalizes the previous expres-
sion in Corollary 4.5 on p. 303 to include hardware impairments. The
general structure is otherwise the same; the signal term in the numera-
tor of the SINR is identical, while the denominator contains noise as
well as non-coherent and coherent interference terms, where the latter
refers to the terms that grow with M. The noise term has effectively
increased by a factor 1/(kFxE%)2 > 1, which does not mean that the
noise itself has grown, but that the signal power has been reduced by
(kYPrBS)2. This type of “squaring effect” also appeared in the transmit
power-scaling law in Section 5.2.1 on p. 359. In this section, it is the
combined effect of losing a factor 1 — kYFxBS of the signal power during
both channel estimation and data transmlssmn.

The conventional non-coherent interference term Zz,iplzﬂlji is re-
placed by >, ; pliﬁljiF{f, where the factor Ffik is an affine increasing
function of M;. This implies that all UEs, irrespective of their pilot
sequences, cause some coherent interference to each other. The rea-
son is that the distortion breaks the orthogonality between the pilot
sequences. The term Z(l,i)erk (pliﬁl];)Qprjijéj represents the addi-
tional interference from UEs that use the same pilot as UE k in cell j.
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This term contains coherent interference caused by conventional pilot
contamination, but it also contains a small portion of non-coherent
interference (the first term in G; does not grow with M) since the
pilot contamination reduces when a distorted version of the pilot is
transmitted.

The desired UE causes coherent interference to itself when there is
hardware impairments, which we refer to as self-distortion. For example,
there are two terms in the denominator of (6.39) that grow with M;
and originate from the UE itself: (pliﬁjk)QTp%kM ;G in the second sum
and _(pjkﬂgk)szwjij- These terms cancel out for G; = 1, but with
hardware impairments we have G; > 1. The coherent self-distortion
originates from the fact that the BS coherently combines both the
desired signal and the transmitter distortion that the UE caused during
data transmission.

In summary, hardware impairments reduce the effective signal power,
reduce the coherent interference from UEs having the same pilot, and
add coherent interference from all other UEs. To further study the
coherent interference characteristics, we consider the asymptotic regime
with a very large number of BS antennas.

Corollary 6.4. Under the same conditions as in Corollary 6.3, SIW;LL_MP

with MR combining has the asymptotic limit
(pjkﬁj]'k)Q

; 1— UE - - 1— UE
Z(pliﬁlﬁpﬁ‘i‘ > (pliﬁlji)QﬂU% + (PjxBj1,)? HSE
i ¢ P (Li)ePr\(4,k) t t

(6.42)

as M; — oo.

Proof. This result follows from taking the limit in (6.39) and noting
. . __UE _
that FY;/M; — pliﬁgiwjk@%ﬁ and G; — 1/kVE. O

This corollary shows that the noise and non-coherent interference
vanish asymptotically when the BS has many antennas, just as with
ideal hardware. Interestingly, also the impact of hardware impairments
at the receiving BS vanishes, as seen from the fact that the limit in
(6.42) is independent of k2. The reason that the receiver distortion is
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combined non-coherently by MR is that the distortion vector points
in a direction that is asymptotically orthogonal to the channel, which
is similar to the concept of asymptotically favorable propagation (see
Section 2.5.2 on p. 233). The first interference term in the denominator
of (6.42) is caused by the imperfect pilot orthogonality due to distortion.
This term is proportional to 1/7,, which indicates that systems with
long pilot sequences are less affected by such hardware distortion.

The second term in the denominator is the coherent interference due
to reuse of pilots and it is a factor 1/k7" larger than when having ideal
hardware. It is actually not the interference that has increased but the
desired signal that has decreased. Note that the transmitter distortion
does not change the interference power during data transmission, but
only the content of the interfering signals, which is not important for a
receiver that treats interference as noise. The last term is the coherent
self-distortion. This term remains even if all other UEs are silent, thus
the asymptotic limit in (6.42) can be upper bounded as

_ YCYRY: UE
W}J]{}L—lmp S (p]'kﬁ]];)_nUE _ : /it . (643)
(pjkﬁjk)z "@PE —h

Larger effective SINRs than this cannot be achieved with hardware
impairments, with the model and MR scheme considered in this section.
The SINR limit is 166 for a high-quality transceiver with xYF = 0.99,
which corresponds to 7.4 bit/s/Hz and can be achieved in practice using
256-QAM signaling with a high coding rate. For a very low-quality
transceiver with xP® = 0.9, the SINR limit is 9 and the corresponding
SE is 3.3 bit/s/Hz, which is achievable by 16-QAM and a high coding
rate. These numbers give an indication of the maximum modulation
sizes that are useful in practice.

6.3.2 Impact of Hardware Impairment on UL SE

To quantify the impact that hardware distortions have on the SE in
systems with a practical number of antennas, we continue the running
example that was defined in Section 4.1.3 on p. 288. We consider
M =100 and the Gaussian local scattering model with ASD o, = 10°.
We use Theorem 6.2 to compute the SE with M-MMSE, RZF, and MR.
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The MR scheme is normalized as v = ﬁ?k / Hf1§k||2, which was shown
in Section 4.2.1 on p. 306 to provide the tightest UatF bound. Except
for pilots, all samples in every coherence block are used for UL data.
The pilot reuse factor that maximizes the SE is considered.

Figure 6.4 shows the average sum SE as a function of the hardware
quality factors k¥ = xkBS € [0.9, 1], which are assumed to be equal
for simplicity. We consider K = 10 and K = 20 UEs. Recall from
Section 6.1.2 that hardware qualities in the range from 0.97 to 1 are
typical with today’s hardware. A substantial loss in SE is observed
in this interval, where the steepest loss is from 1 to 0.99. M-MMSE
and RZF are particularly sensitive to the distortion that is added
when the hardware quality reduces, while MR is less affected. The
explanation is that M-MMSE and RZF suppress interference, which
makes the unsuppressed distortion stronger relative to the interference.
In contrast, MR is already limited by high levels of interference. The
fact that systems that achieve higher SEs require better hardware is
fully in line with the LTE requirements (see Section 6.1.2). The relative
loss in SE is higher with K = 10 than with K = 20, because in the
latter case there is more interference. In other words, a system that
provides low SE to many UEs is less affected by hardware impairments
than a system that provides high SE to fewer UEs. Note that M-MMSE
and RZF continue to provide substantial gains in SE over MR, over the
entire range of hardware qualities.

6.3.3 Comparison of Interference and Distortion Sources

The terms in the UL effective SINR expression in (6.34) can be decom-
posed into the six components:
VERES [E{vH bl }|

1. Desired signal: 2%
& o, E{Ivrl?}

2. Interference from UEs having the same pilot:
pury PrpS ]E{‘V?kh?ﬂz} .

2 ADEPINGE) 0T E{valPT

UL

3. Interference from UEs having different pilots:
plmPEKTBS E{|v;{kh{1\2} X

D - N | TarN 3 o
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Figure 6.4: Average UL sum SE as a function of the hardware quality x'F = 25,

using the local scattering model with Gaussian angular distribution. We consider
M =100 and K € {10, 20}, and for each point on the curves we use the pilot reuse
factor that maximizes the SE.
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(1_,UE),_BS E{|vE h? |2
4. Transmitter distortion: Z(l,i);é(j,k) Pl ;;JL )ty I[ll{‘{‘lfljvkjklllg}};

. . . .(1—1BS) E{[lv;xOh7, ||}
5. Receiver distortion: pui(lry gkl S
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6. Self-distortion/interference:

Note that these power terms have been normalized with respect to
the noise power and will be measured in dB. The term called self-
distortion/interference contains both the transmitter distortion that the
UE causes to itself and the interference that originates from the fact
that the BS has imperfect CSI, thus this term will be non-zero even with
ideal hardware. We continue the previous example with M = 100 and
K = 10 by analyzing the average power of each of these components.

The average powers (over different UE locations and channel realiza-
tions) of the six components are presented in Figure 6.5 for MR, RZF,
and M-MMSE combining. For each scheme, we consider three different
hardware qualities: xF = xBS € {0.95, 0.99, 1}. The pilot reuse factor
is f = 2, which means that each UE is affected by interference from
7 UEs that use the same pilot and 152 UEs that use different pilots.
Since there are many more UEs in the second category, if the average
interference caused per UE is the same in both categories, the latter
category would cause 10log;(152/7) ~ 13.4dB more interference.

All three combining schemes provide average signal power levels
of around 40 dB, with the highest value for MR and the lowest value
for M-MMSE, since the latter sacrifices some array gain to suppress
interference. With ideal hardware, the (non-coherent) interference from
UEs with different pilots dominates the (partially coherent) interference
from UEs that reuse the same pilot. The power difference is as much as
24-27dB for MR, which means that UEs in the own and neighboring
cells cause much more interference (on average) than the UEs in more
distant cells that reuse the same pilot. With RZF and M-MMSE, the
UEs that reuse the pilot actually cause slightly more interference per UE,
but since there are much fewer such UEs, their total interference power
is still negligible. Quantitively speaking, the total interference power is
34-36 dB with MR, 18-19dB with RZF, and 11-16 dB with M-MMSE.
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Figure 6.5: Average UL power of desired signal, interference from UEs with same or
different pilots, transmitter and receiver distortion, and self-distortion/interference.
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The conventional interference terms are little affected by the inclu-
sion of hardware impairments, but three new interference components
are added: transmitter distortion, receiver distortion, and self-distortion,
where the latter refers to the transmitter distortion that the UE causes
to itself and it is lumped together with the conventional self-interference
caused by having imperfect CSI. Figure 6.5 shows that the transmitter
distortion power is potentially very different between the combining
schemes. The transmitter distortion has the same spatial directivity as
the conventional interference, but it is x¥/(1 — k') times smaller.
Hence, M-MMSE and RZF suppress the transmitter distortion from
other UEs in the receive combining, while MR does not. Nonetheless,
the conventional interference is " /(1 — k') = 19 times stronger than
the transmitter distortion for xf* = 0.95, thus showing that one can
basically neglect its impact on the SE.

The receiver distortion depends on the total received power, which is
dominated by the desired signal power. The self-distortion/interference
is also roughly proportional to the signal power. Hence, these terms are
almost the same for all schemes, but varies with the hardware quality.
In the case of k¥ = kB = 0.95, the self-distortion/interference is
2627 dB and the receiver distortion is around 19dB. Although these
numbers are nearly the same for all schemes, the impact they have on
the SE is very different. The conventional interference power with MR
is twice as strong as the total distortion and self-distortion/interference
(with xF = kBS = 0.95), while with M-MMSE the total distortion and
self-distortion/interference power is much stronger (11 times) than the
interference. The latter explains the substantial reduction in SE due to
hardware impairments that was observed for M-MMSE in Figure 6.4.

In summary, the self-distortion/interference is typically stronger
than both the transmitter distortion from other UEs and the receiver
distortion when having hardware impairments. The total power of trans-
mitter/receiver distortion and self-distortion/interference is roughly the
same for all combining schemes, but M-MMSE and RZF are more sus-
ceptible to it since these schemes can greatly suppress the conventional
types of interference, but not the self-distortion or receiver distortion.
Moreover, we know from the asymptotic analysis that the non-coherent
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interference and receiver distortion vanish asymptotically, thus leaving
the self-distortion as the main limiting factor.

6.3.4 Interference Visibility Range

As illustrated in Figure 6.5, the self-distortion can be an important
performance limiting factor in practice, since it has the same spatial
characteristics as the desired signal and thus cannot be rejected by
receive combining. Recall that the self-distortion creates the upper
bound in (6.43) on the SINR, even in a single-UE system, because
the self-distortion is consistently (1 — xP®)/kF times weaker than the
desired signal. Any source of interference or distortion that is substan-
tially weaker than the self-distortion is basically negligible. Qualitatively
speaking, for BS j, any interfering UE with a channel gain to BS j that
is much more than 10log,o((1 — k") /kyF) dB weaker than the channel
gain for a cell-edge UEs in cell j has no practical impact on the UL in
cell j. For example, with k¥ = 0.97 we get (1 — xPF) /¥ ~ —15dB.
Let BJ] denote the average channel gain for a UE at the edge of cell j
and let BZJ be the average channel gain to BS j from an arbitrary UE
in cell [ # j. If Blj / B_JJ < —15dB, then any interference (coherent or
non-coherent) from this UE to cell j can be neglected. This can be
visualized as an interference visibility range; see Figure 6.6. Only the
UEs within this range impact the SEs in the center cell, which is an
insight to take into account in the resource allocation (e.g., the center
cell’s pilots can be reused freely outside the interference visibility range).
The visibility range shrinks as the UE hardware quality reduces, which
thus reduces the need for interference management across cells. If we
instead improve the hardware quality of the UEs, motivated by the
fact that the SE is limited by it, then the interference visibility range
increases and each BS should coordinate its resource allocation with a
larger number of adjacent cells.

6.3.5 Downlink SE Expressions

In the DL, we consider the hardening bounding technique, which will
provide the baseline performance with hardware impairments. Similar
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Figure 6.6: Illustration of the limited interference visibility range that is created by
self-distortion. Only UL interference from UEs within this range has an impact on the
center cell, while the more distant UEs can be neglected because their interference is
substantially smaller than the self-distortion caused inside the center cell.

to (6.32), the received DL signal y;j, in (6.20) can be expressed as

yir = \/RPSEVEE{ (0 ) "Wk ke + i

Desired signal over average channel  Self-distortion

L
o RPSRUE (1) i~ B ()"} ) i+ /0B S () P
=1

Desired signal over “unknown” channel Transmitter distortion
K; L K
BS , .UE J Vs BS .UE L o cr .
VTR Z(hjk) WijiSji +\/ Ki Ky ZZ(hﬂc) WSl + Nk -
=1 I=11=1
itk [
~—~
Intra-cell interference Inter-cell interference Noise

(6.44)
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The first term in (6.44) is the desired signal received over the deter-
ministic average effective channel \/ﬁfsﬁyEE{(hgk)ijk}, while the

remaining terms are random variables with realizations that are un-
known to the UE. An achievable SE is obtained by treating these terms
as noise in the signal detection, as shown in the following theorem.

Theorem 6.5. With hardware impairments, the DL ergodic channel
capacity of UE k in cell j is lower bounded by

SEQL-imp _ % log, (1 + SINR ") (6.45)

with
S|NRDL imp _

pikE{wi b’ }2
RPSE{|wiihl, |2} +(1—rP )E{HWthl 12}
;Pli( : Lt #PSRUE l . ) Jk‘E{W kh k}‘Q‘i‘ BSRUE
’ (6.46)

where the expectations are with respect to the channel realizations.

Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.5.4 on p. 618. 0

The DL SE in Theorem 6.5 generalizes Theorem 4.6 on p. 317 to
include hardware impairments. The new expression can be computed
numerically for any precoding scheme and any spatial correlation matri-
ces. There is a close connection to the UL expression in Theorem 6.2; if
we select wji = vjr/\/E{||v;x[?}, then the same expectations appear
in both the UL and DL. The main difference is that the indices (I, 1)
and (j, k) are swapped in the interference terms, since UL interference
comes from the UEs and DL interference comes from the BSs. A UL-DL
duality result, similar to Theorem 4.8 on p. 321, can be established
also with hardware impairments, under the additional condition that
kPP = kUF and kS = kPS. Since the transmitter and receiver hardware
in a device are fundamentally different, there is no practical reason for
these equalities to hold, thus we will exclude the exact duality details.
However, the duality suggests that it is sensible to select each precoding
vector based on the corresponding combining vector, also when having
hardware impairments.
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The key impacts of hardware impairments are clearly visible in
?SﬁUE
r o

kIE).

(6.46). There is a loss in desired signal power by a factor k
represented by scaling the interference and noise powers as 1/ (KPS
A fraction (1 — xP%) of the transmitted interference power is also turned
into transmitter distortion, which is not coherently combined over the
channel; that is, E{]leZhékP} is replaced by E{|lw;; ©® hékH2} for this
distortion. Another important factor, that is less visible in Theorem 6.5,
is the impact of the distortion in the UL channel estimation, which
affects the selection of the precoding vectors.

To gain further insights into the impact of hardware impairments, we
consider the case of MR precoding with w;, = ﬁ;k/\ /E{][ﬁ?k||2}, where
the average normalization is used to enable the derivation of closed-form
expressions. We will compute a closed-form SE expression for spatially
uncorrelated channels. The more general case with diagonal spatial
correlation matrices was considered in [54], while arbitrary correlation
matrices were treated in [42].

Corollary 6.6. With hardware impairments, if average-normalized MR
precoding with wj; = ﬁjkh /E{||ﬁ§k||2} is used, based on the LMMSE
estimator in Theorem 6.1, and the channels are spatially uncorrelated
(i.e., Rf; = BlIn, for I = 1,...,L and i = 1,...,K)), then the SE
expression in Theorem 6.5 becomes Sj?kL_imp =1 logQ(l—&—SINR?kL_imp)
with
DL—i
SINRDEP —
PP (B3, > Tk M;
lZPliﬁJl»kE?k-i- > plipjk(ﬂé‘k)27pwliMlQl_pjkpjk(ﬁgk)Qprjij‘i‘&%L
K

(lvl)epjk

(6.47)
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where 1), and )y; are given by (6.38) and
2

oL = DS RHZD;UEKES (6.48)
i Ve (1 )RS 4 (1P RPS - 1)) 6.9
—jk — "%BS K}JEK}JE }BS ’
&= 1 +]\;mB(é\/ﬁJE : (6.50)
Proof. The proof is available in Appendix C.5.5 on p. 620. O

The DL effective SINR expression in (6.47) has the typical SINR
structure, with the first term in the denominator being the interference
from all UEs, the second term being additional interference from UEs
that use the same pilot, the third term subtracts the desired signal
power that appeared in the numerator, and the last term represents the
noise power. The hardware impairments affect the SINR in multiple
ways. First, there is a loss in signal power represented by increasing the
effective noise power &3 by a factor 1/(kPSkUFkIExES). This is another
instance of the “squaring effect”, where the channel estimation causes
1/(kPExBS) and the data transmission causes 1/(kP5kYF). Second, the
distorted pilot sequences lead to less coherent interference from UEs
using the same pilot, but new coherent interference from all other UEs
in the network. Generally speaking, the distortion has the same impact
on the SE as in the UL, but one important difference is that the UL
expression is only affected by UL hardware quality, while the DL SE
in (6.47) is affected by the hardware quality in both directions (i.e.,
kS, kUE kPE kBS) since the channels are estimated in the UL.

To further study the coherent interference characteristics, we con-
sider the asymptotic regime with a very large number of BS antennas.

Corollary 6.7. Under the same conditions as in Corollary 6.6, SINRDL imp

with MR combining has the asymptotic limit
pik(B)°

9y _1-k"® , 2 % j \2 L=kJE
b Pl e, +(l,i)€7’gz'k\(j,k)ph( SRTE AR

(6.51)
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as M1 =...= M — oo.

Proof. This result follows from taking the limit in (6.47) and noting
_,.UE

As expected, the noise and non-coherent interference vanish asymp-
totically when all BSs have a very large number of antennas. The
asymptotic SINR is the ratio between the coherent signal gain and the
coherent interference terms. The first interference term covers all UEs,
due to the break of pilot orthogonality caused by distortion, while the
second term only covers those UEs that reuse the pilot sequence. At
first sight, it seems that (6.51) is independent of xS and xP%, which
are the hardware qualities of the BS. This is not the case since 1y; /1,
is actually a function of kP

at the BS is non-coherently combined.

S but it indicates that the distortion caused

6.3.6 Impact of Hardware Impairment on DL SE

When quantifying the impact that hardware impairments have on the
DL SE, we need to consider both the hardware quality in the UL (k'
and xB%) and the hardware quality in the DL (kP5 and xUF). We
will now investigate which set of parameters has the largest impact
on the SE. To this end, we continue the running example that was
defined in Section 4.1.3 on p. 288. We consider M = 100, K = 10,
and the Gaussian local scattering model with ASD o, = 10°. We use
Theorem 6.5 to compute the SE with M-MMSE, RZF, and MR, where
the latter is normalized as wj, = fl;k / ||f1§k\| Except for pilots, all
samples in every coherence block are used for DL data. The pilot reuse
factor that maximizes the SE is considered.

The average DL sum SE is shown in Figure 6.7. The UL hardware
quality is fixed at xUF = &P = 0.99 in Figure 6.7a while the DL
hardware quality is varied as HPS = /{EE € [0.95,1]. The opposite case
of fixed DL hardware quality with kP> = xUF = 0.99 and varying UL
hardware quality with x}’F = k55 € [0.95, 1] is considered in Figure 6.7b.
For all three precoding schemes, we notice that the DL hardware has a
greater impact on the DL SE than the UL hardware, particularly when
using RZF or M-MMSE. This means that it is the distortion caused
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Figure 6.7: Average DL sum SE as a function of the hardware quality, when the
quality is fixed in one direction and varies in the other direction. There are M = 100
antennas, K = 10 UEs, and for each point on the curves we consider the pilot reuse
factor that maximizes the SE.
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Figure 6.8: Average DL sum SE as a function of the number of BS antennas, for

different hardware qualities k = ky = = k55 = kP5 = KVE. Average-normalized MR

precoding is considered.

during the data transmission, and not the distortion in the channel
estimation, that dominates. The precoding schemes otherwise behave as
expected from the UL; that is, M-MMSE gives a substantially larger SE
than MR, but is more sensitive to hardware impairments. RZF provides
a performance relatively close to M-MMSE.

6.3.7 MR Precoding with Many Antennas

We will now investigate the convergence speed to the asymptotic limit
in Corollary 6.7, when the number of antennas in all cells grows without
bound; that is, M = My = ... = Mj — oo. To this end, we revisit
the running example that was defined in Section 4.1.3 on p. 288, but
this time we use the uncorrelated Rayleigh fading model. We consider
K =10, f = 2, and average-normalized MR precoding. Except for
pilots, all samples in every coherence block are used for DL data.

For simplicity, we assume that all hardware quality factors are
equal to k; that is, Kk = kP = kBS BS — kU, The average
DL sum SE is shown in Figure 6.8 for different hardware qualities:
k € {0.9, 0.95, 0.99, 1}. The asymptotic limit is indicated in all cases.

= K
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We notice that the convergence to the asymptotic limit is slow
when having ideal hardware (i.e., K = 1); for example, with M = 2000
antennas, we have only reached 61% of the asymptotic SE. Roughly
M = 10° antennas are required to reach the limit. As we reduce the
hardware quality, the SE reduces substantially but the convergence speed
to the asymptotic limit is also faster. With x = 0.9, we obtain 79% of
the asymptotic SE with M = 500 and 92% with M = 2000. To explain
this phenomenon, we recall that in order to reach the asymptotic limit,
we need the non-coherent interference and noise to become negligible as
compared to the coherent interference sources. This requires a very large
M when having ideal hardware, since the non-coherent interference
from the own cell is received through a channel with much stronger
gain than the coherent interference from other cells (cf. Figure 6.5a for
an illustration of this in the UL). As the coherent self-distortion caused
by hardware impairment grows, much fewer antennas are needed to
make the non-coherent interference weaker than the self-distortion—a
few thousand antennas are sufficient to be close to the asymptotic limit.
This example suggests that there is a practical limit on the number of
antennas that is useful to deploy.

Figure 6.9 considers the case of a fixed UE hardware quality of
kPP = kUE = 0.99 and varying hardware qualities at the BS: xPS =
xBS € {0.9, 0.95, 0.99, 1}. A slightly higher SE is achieved when the
BSs’ hardware quality is high as compared to low, but the differences are
marginal. The asymptotic limits are shown and these are not identical
but almost the same. Hence, the major differences observed in Figure 6.8
are mainly due to variations in the UEs’ hardware quality.

In summary, the practical implications of asymptotic results are
larger with hardware impairments, than with ideal hardware, since there
is a much faster convergence to the limits. It is primarily the hardware
quality of the UEs that determines the SE. This is a positive result as
it allows us to decrease the hardware quality of the BSs.

6.4 Hardware-Quality Scaling Law

The asymptotic UL and DL SE expressions in Section 6.3 reveal that the
impact of hardware impairments at the BS vanishes almost completely
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Figure 6.9: Average DL sum SE as a function of the number of BS antennas,

for k¥ = kU® = 0.99 and different hardware qualities at the BS: x2S = xBS ¢

{0.9, 0.95, 0.99, 1}. Average-normalized MR precoding is considered.

as the number of BS antennas grows. Hence, low-quality BS hardware
can be used with only a minor SE loss, which suggests that Massive
MIMO utilizes the hardware very efficiently; in other words, it achieves
a high HE. The asymptotic analysis holds for any fixed values of the
BS and kP5. We will now show that we can

hardware quality factors «;
BS and x2S with the number of antennas and still make

even decrease Ky
the impact of the hardware quality vanish asymptotically. We begin by
analyzing the UL.

Corollary 6.8. Consider xB5 = R/M;, where & € (0,1] and € > 0 are

constants. Under the same conditions as in Corollary 6.3, SINRUL op

with MR combining has the asymptotic limit
(pjkﬂgk)Q

UE (pliﬂlji J
Z(puﬁh UE)2 + > OE +(PjkB;
(L) EPjE\(I,k) t

0 € >

e <

N[ —

(6.52)

N[ —

as M; — oo.

Proof. This results follows from substituting <25 = F/M; into (6.52)
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and then taking the hmlt In particular, we notice that Fy, /M —
U

plzﬁlz%k UE)2 and W — 0 if e < 1/2, while these terms

diverge for e > 1/2. Moreover, G; — 1/k/" if e < 1. O

This corollary proves that we can gradually tolerate lower BS hard-
ware quality as the number of antennas increases. Suppose M = M; =
. = Mp. Corollary 6.8 then proves that we decrease K,BS roughly as
1/ VM and still achieve the same asymptotic UL SE limit as derived in
Corollary 6.4 for a fixed hardware quality. However, we can expect the
convergence speed to this limit to be slower if we gradually degrade the
hardware quality.

We refer to Corollary 6.8 as a hardware-quality scaling law. The
intuition behind this result can be seen in (6.39), where the desired
signal power grows as M; while the effective noise term is proportional
to 1/(kB%)? (or M?¢ /R? using the notation in the corollary). When the
scaling law is satisfied, the signal power grows faster than the effective
noise term, which is sufficient to reach a non-zero limit. A similar result
can be obtained in the DL.

Corollary 6.9. Consider M = M; = ... = My, &P = x/M®', and
kBS = ®/M®2, where k,% € (0,1] and £1,e9 > 0 are constants. Under
the same conditions as in Corollary 6.6, SINRDL mp

normalized MR precoding has the asymptotic hmlt

with average-

pjk(ﬁgk)z

1 2¢?0 (17~PE) P1i (8 k) v j Lo €1+52<1

Zpli(ﬁjk) WW—%— NUE ¢;oo+pjk(6]k) “.UE

% j Rr o Ry TP CD)EPR\GE) T N
. e1tea>1
(6.53)
as M — oo, where
1 1

1p;’° _ wl (6.54)

ZZ pri By +ody Z pritBhy + oty

/72'/

Proof. This results follows from substituting xP5 = /M and PS5 =

®/M?*2 into (6.53) and then taking the limit. In particular, we notice that
opr,/M — 0 and F 1I<:/M p]kﬁjk¢lz (1=rt™) /(5 PREP) if 1 +e2 < 1,
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while these terms diverge for g1 + &2 > 1. Moreover, G; — 1/k{E if
e1 < 1, ¥ — ¥5°, and Py — P°. O

This corollary provides a DL hardware-quality scaling law that is
similar to the UL scaling law in Corollary 6.8, but both the transmitter
and receiver hardware play a role in the DL. We can either decrease
xPS and kB jointly as 1/v/M or decrease one faster than the other as
long as the product £kP5xB% does not decay faster than 1/M.

The UL and DL hardware-quality scaling laws give further theo-
retical evidence that Massive MIMO networks have a higher HE than
conventional cellular networks. More precisely, the network can oper-
ate well using lower BS hardware quality than conventional networks
and the quality can be gradually reduced as the number of antennas
increases. This fact might be incredibly important for the practical
adoption of Massive MIMO since it means that one can deploy the
technology without increasing the hardware cost linearly with M. Sim-
ilarly, the physical size of the hardware components and their power
consumption may not grow, as compared to contemporary systems,
if we reduce the hardware quality as more antennas are added. The
exact consequences are hard to quantify, but it is not impossible that a
well-designed Massive MIMO implementation would achieve the same,
or even lower, cost, size, and/or circuit power as in conventional net-
works [102, 153]. Below, we briefly discuss a few specific challenges and
opportunities in the hardware design.

6.4.1 Low-Resolution ADCs

An impairment source that has received particular attention from re-
searchers is the quantization noise, caused by finite-resolution ADCs.
Resolutions of 4-20 bit per I/Q component are being considered in
different wireless scenarios [90]. In LTE, an ADC resolution of at least
10 bits is needed to satisfy the EVM requirements [144, Section 14.8.3],
but it is common to have a substantial design margin (e.g., 15-bit ADCs)
to allow for impairments in other components. Since the I/Q compo-
nents are quantized separately, a Massive MIMO BS with M antennas
requires 2M ADCs. The power consumption of these ADCs grows with
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the system bandwidth, which makes it highly desirable to operate with
reduced ADC resolution in wideband systems. Fortunately, the UL
hardware-quality scaling law manifests that the bit resolution of each
ADC can be reduced as M increases [53]. There are plenty of papers
that specifically studies the impact of low-resolution ADCs on various
performance metrics [103, 306, 343, 327]. The common conclusion is
that, with M = 100 antennas, ADCs with 34 bits are sufficient to op-
erate close to the performance of a system with infinite ADC resolution.
These numbers are typically achieved with UL power control that makes
the UEs’ signals equally strong at the receiver. A larger dynamic range
is needed if the BS receives a superposition of strong and weak signals,
to avoid that the weaker signals drown in the quantization noise. It is
also possible to operate with 1-bit ADCs at the BS, which can greatly
simplify the hardware design since only the sign of the received signal
must be measured and not the signal power. The channel estimation
and detection are more challenging but still possible in such systems
[218, 99]. In contrast to having 3-4 bit ADCs, the performance loss
with 1-bit ADCs is quite substantial, particularly since it is hard to
accurately estimate the channels, but the loss reduces when the number
of antennas increases [220, 226]. In principle, also the bit resolution of
the DACs can be reduced [136, 158, 356], but this is less desirable since
it leads to increased out-of-band radiation in the DL; see Section 6.4.3.

6.4.2 Phase Noise

The hardware characteristics have been assumed to be stationary in
this monograph, which resulted in the distortion terms being stationary
random processes (within a coherence block). Phase noise in the LOs
is an example of a non-stationary impairment source, which creates
random phase drifts that accumulate over time. The modeling and
impact of phase noise have been considered in [310, 101, 92, 188, 258,
213, 107], among others. These models have recently been used in the
Massive MIMO literature to compute capacity bounds and analyze their
behavior [53, 54, 179, 265, 262]. Since each channel is estimated once
per coherence block, the phase noise can be absorbed into the channel
fading if the accumulated drift within a block is small. Hence, it is
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mainly in scenarios with long channel coherence time (or low hardware
quality) that the phase noise effect is substantial. In those cases, it can
be worthwhile to send pilots more frequently [53] or to use decoded
data to track the phase offsets [215]. The analysis and modeling details
depend on the modulation format (e.g., OFDM or single-carrier), but the
qualitative conclusions are basically the same. If there is one LO per BS
and per UE, then phase noise has a similar impact on the SE in Massive
MIMO as in single-antenna systems; the self-distortion caused by phase-
noise is coherently combined, just as the desired signal. However, if
each BS antennas has a separate LO, the phase noise realizations are
independent between the antennas. The resulting distortion is then
non-coherently combined over the array, which implies that the impact
reduces as the number of antennas increases. Reduced-quality LOs can
then be used and a hardware-quality scaling law for phase noise has
been established in [53].

6.4.3 Out-of-Band Radiation

The analysis in this section shows that Massive MIMO networks are less
affected by in-band distortion, caused by hardware impairments, than
conventional networks. This paves the way for using simpler hardware,
but only if the higher distortion level does not impair with other systems.
It is the total power of the interfering signals that matters, not the
fraction of it that is distortion.

One important point that is not captured by the complex baseband
model considered in this section is the out-of-band radiation. Some
hardware impairments lead to spectral regrowth of the analog transmit
signal and effectively increase the distortion caused to adjacent frequency
bands. This is the case for PA non-linearities and low-resolution DACs.
There are rigid requirements on the maximum out-of-band radiation
levels in wireless networks. The requirements can be on the maximum
absolute power of the out-of-band radiation or on the maximum relative
power, as in the adjacent-channel leakage ratio (ACLR) metric. Initial
studies on the out-of-band radiation in the Massive MIMO are provided
in [136, 227, 228, 62]. There are two important messages: i) The average
out-of-band radiation is the same as in a single-antenna system, using
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the same hardware quality. To control the absolute power of the out-of-
band radiation, as we reduce the hardware quality, we either need to
reduce the transmit power or send a signal with a reduced bandwidth
(which proportionally reduces the SE). 7i) The DL out-of-band radiation
is emitted non-isotropically. If only one UE is served in the DL by the
Massive MIMO BS, the resulting out-of-band radiation has a strong
spatial directivity, similar to the precoded in-band signal. This effect is
smeared out when multiple UEs are spatially multiplexed.

6.4.4 Reciprocity Calibration

The DL transmission that we have described in this monograph relies on
channel reciprocity; that is, if h{i is the UL channel, then (hgi)T is the
corresponding DL channel. We have simplified the notation by letting
(h{z)H be the DL channel, which can be done without loss of generality.
However, there is another issue with reciprocity: the RF propagation
channels are reciprocal by nature, but the end-to-end channels are
also affected by the transceiver hardware. Since different hardware
components are used at the BS and UE for transmission and reception,
there is no reason for the hardware to be reciprocal. The actual DL
channel is commonly modeled as cli(h{i)TDj [374], where ¢;; € C models
the reciprocity mismatch at UE ¢ in cell [ and the diagonal matrix
D7 € CMi*Mj represents the mismatches at the M ; antennas of BS j.
These parameters describe the scaling and phase mismatches between
the UL and DL, and can be treated as deterministic parameters since
it takes hours (or at least minutes) for them to change in practice [329].
This makes it is feasible to estimate and calibrate the system so that
channel reciprocity holds and the overhead of doing so appears to be
negligible. There are plenty of reciprocity calibration algorithms, whereof
some were developed for general TDD systems [248, 133, 374] and some
particularly for Massive MIMO [300, 331, 279, 330]. Perfect reciprocity
calibration should not be expected from any of these schemes, but if the
estimation errors are independent across antennas, the distortion caused
by the residual reciprocity mismatch will combine non-coherently over
the array—similar to other types of hardware impairments.
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6.4.5 Example of the Hardware-Quality Scaling Law

The hardware-quality scaling law for the UL in Corollary 6.8 will
now be exemplified, by continuing the running example that was de-
fined in Section 4.1.3 on p. 288. We consider average-normalized MR
combining, K = 10, f = 2, k/F = 0.997, and «P° = &/M°. We
further assume ® = 0.997 and consider different scaling exponents:
e €{0,1/243,1/81, 1/27,1/9, 1/3, 1}. Observe that £ = 0 represents
a fixed BS hardware quality. Except for pilots, all samples in every
coherence block are used for UL data.

The average UL sum SE is shown in Figure 6.10a, as a function of
the number of BS antennas (notice the logarithmic horizontal scale).
All curves increase with M, except for ¢ = 1 which is reported as
“faster than scaling law” in the figure. This is in line with the scaling
law, which prescribes that the SE only approaches a non-zero limit if
e < 1/2. This asymptotic limit is shown in the figure. The curves ¢ €
{0, 1/243, 1/81, 1/27} provide similar SE and approach the asymptotic
limit at around M = 10*. We can thus degrade the BS hardware quality
in these ways and only get a limited SE loss. In contrast, e = 1/9
and € = 1/3 give more substantial performance losses, but the same
asymptotic limit is approached as M — oc.

To understand the practical implications of these scaling laws, we
show the corresponding EVM values in Figure 6.10b, computed based
on (6.7). The EVM takes values between 0 (ideal hardware) and 1 (all
signals are replaced with distortion). For any ¢ > 0, the EVM will
approach 1 as M — oco. Nonetheless, we can achieve a high asymptotic
SE if we use € < 1/2. Practical transceivers typically have an EVM below
0.1, thus an EVM of 0.3 represents unusually low hardware quality. By
looking at both parts of Figure 6.10, we notice that ¢ = 1/243, ¢ = 1/81,
and ¢ = 1/27 lead to small SE losses and EVMs in the range up to
0.5 (for M < 10%). These scaling exponents thus strike a good balance
between high SE and the use of low-resolution hardware.

Another way to utilize Figure 6.10 is to select a target sum SE
and then identify different combinations of M and ¢ that deliver this
performance. We notice that more antennas are required when ¢ in-
creases, but the hardware quality per antenna is also reduced. In other
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Figure 6.10: Average UL sum SE and EVM, as a function of the number of BS
antennas, when applying the hardware-quality scaling law in Corollary 6.8.
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words, one can compensate for a reduced hardware quality by adding
antennas.

In summary, the hardware-quality scaling law allows for a very rapid
degradation in hardware quality, while achieving the same asymptotic
limit as with fixed hardware quality. A small scaling exponent (e.g.,
e =1/27 or e = 1/81) is sufficient to allow for practical low-quality
hardware at the BS and a low SE loss. Note that these results are
obtained using MR combining, while schemes such as RZF and M-
MMSE are likely to lose more in SE from degrading the hardware.
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Practical transceivers are affected by hardware impairments,
which can be mitigated by compensation algorithms but not
fully removed.

To quantify the worst-case impact of hardware impairments
on the SE; it is sufficient to use models with an independent
distortion scalar term added at the UE and an independent
distortion vector added at the BS.

Distortions from the BS are non-coherently combined, while
the self-distortion caused by the UEs is coherently combined,
similar to the desired signal. This makes the hardware quality
of the UEs particularly important.

Distortion from other UEs can be suppressed by precoding
and combining (e.g., RZF or M-MMSE) similar to inter-user
interference.

The distortion caused by the BS and the self-distortion are
roughly the same for all precoding and combining schemes.

Self-distortion might drown in the interference when using
MR, while interference-suppressing processing schemes, such
as RZF and M-MMSE, are more sensitive to it. This creates
a limited interference visibility range, outside which the
interference is negligible compared to the self-distortion.

Massive MIMO networks have a high HE, since they make
more efficient use of the BS hardware than conventional
networks. For example, for any fixed BS hardware quality, the
impact of its distortion vanishes as the number of antennas
grows. The impact of distortion is also smaller the more UEs
are served