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Abstract

Generalized Degrees of Freedom (GDoF) are characterized for the symmetric K-user Multi-
ple Input Multiple Output (MIMO) Interference Channel (IC) under the assumption that the
channel state information at the transmitters (CSIT) is limited to finite precision. In this sym-
metric setting, each transmitter is equipped with M antennas, each receiver is equipped with N
antennas, each desired channel (i.e., a channel between a transmit antenna and a receive antenna
belonging to the same user) has strength ~ P, while each undesired channel has strength ~ P%
where P is a nominal SNR parameter. The result generalizes a previous GDoF characterization
for the SISO setting (M = N = 1) and is enabled by a significant extension of the Aligned Image
Sets bound that is broadly useful. GDoF per user take the form of a W-curve with respect to
« for fixed values of M and N. Under finite precision CSIT, in spite of the presence of multiple
antennas, all the benefits of interference alignment are lost.

1 Introduction

Much of the progress in our understanding of the capacity limits of wireless networks over the past
decade has come from the pursuit of progressively refined capacity approximations. Generalized
degrees of freedom (GDoF) characterizations represent a most significant step along this path
because of their ability to capture arbitrary channel strength and channel uncertainty levels. The
GDoF framework may seem counter-intuitive at first because it allows exponential scaling of signal
strengths with various exponents. An intuitive justification for the GDoF framework is as follows. It
is important to remember that the goal behind GDoF is to seek capacity approximations for a given
wireless network with its arbitrary finite signal strengths and channel uncertainty levels. Unlike the
degrees of freedom (DoF) metric which linearly scales all signal strengths and loses the distinction
of different channel strengths (every non-zero channel carries 1 DoF), the GDoF formulation takes
a more sophisticated approach. The key to GDoF is the intuition that if the capacity of every link
in a network is scaled by the same factor, then the capacity region of the network should scale
by approximately the same factor as well. Normalizing the capacity of the network by the scaling
factor then yields a capacity approximation for the original network. Following this intuition,
one allows the scaling factor to approach infinity, while guaranteeing that the capacity is always
normalized by the scaling factor. The asymptotic behavior of normalized capacity is potentially
easier to characterize than a direct approximation of the capacity of the original network. Let o
represent the capacity of the i" link in the original network (in isolation from all other links), and
let log(P) be the scaling factor applied to every link capacity. Then we obtain channels whose



capacity scales as «;log(P), i.e., channels whose strength scales as P“, and, according to this
intuitive reasoning, normalization of network capacity by log(P) in the limit P — oo presents the
approximation of the capacity of the original network. This approximation is what is known as
the GDoF characterization, and along with its abstractions into deterministic channel models, over
the past decade it has been the key to finding capacity approximations for many networks whose
exact capacity remains intractable. Thus, the linear scaling of capacity naturally corresponds to
an exponential scaling of signal strengths in the GDoF model.

GDoF studies started with settings where perfect CSIT is available [1, 2, [3]. The opposite
extreme of no CSIT was also explored under strong assumptions of statistical equivalence between
users [4, [5 6]. Lately, however, the focus has shifted to the broader assumption of finite precision
CSIT [7], [8]. Some of the more sophisticated concepts such as interference alignment [9] have
turned out to be too fragile to be useful with finite precision CSIT, so that conventional achievable
schemes are usually optimal. As such the main challenge for GDoF studies under finite precision
CSIT tends to be the proof of optimality, i.e., the converse, or the GDoF outer bound. Finding
tight GDoF outer bounds under finite precision CSIT is generally a hard problem, as exemplified
by the conjecture of Lapidoth et al. [10] which remained unresolved for nearly a decade. The main
idea for these outer bounds is the Aligned Image Sets (AIS) argument that was introduced in [11]
in order to settle the conjecture of Lapidoth et al. Generalizations of the AIS approach have also
helped settle the GDoF in other settings such as the X channel and the 2 user MISO BC under
finite precision CSIT in [7], and the 2 user MISO BC with arbitrary channel strengths and channel
uncertainty levels in [§]. Of particular relevance to this work is [12] where the sum GDoF of K-user
symmetric interference channel (IC) is characterized under finite precision CSIT (see Figure [1f).
This work is motivated by the goal of further broadening the scope of the AIS argument, so that
the results of [12] may be generalized to MIMO settings.
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Figure 1: GDoF /user of the Symmetric K User Interference Channel with Finite Precision CSIT
[12].

In this paper, we characterize the GDoF for the symmetric K-user MIMO Interference Channel
under the assumption that the CSIT is limited to finite precision. In this symmetric setting,
each transmitter is equipped with M antennas, each receiver is equipped with N antennas, each
desired channel (i.e., a channel between a transmit antenna and a receive antenna belonging to
the same user) has strength ~ P, while each undesired channel has strength ~ P, where P is
a nominal SNR parameter. GDoF per user take the form of a W-curve with respect to « for
fixed values of M and N. See Figure |3 As usual for finite precision CSIT, achievability is fairly



straightforward. While ostensibly the main result of this work is the GDoF characterization for the
K-user symmetric MIMO IC, the deeper significance of this paper resides in a key generalization of
the AIS approach that allows comparisons in the GDoF sense of the entropies of different numbers
of linear combinations (finite precision versus perfectly known channels) of random variables under
various power-level partitions. The generalization seems broadly useful for GDoF problems related
to MIMO wireless networks.

Notation: The notation |A| denotes the cardinality of the set A and the notation [n] is defined
as {1,2,--- ,n} for any n € N where N is the set of all positive integer numbers. The notations X (7]
and Xi[T] also stand for {X (1), X(2),--- X(T)} and {X;(t) : Vt € [T]}, respectively. Moreover, we
use the Landau o(-) notation for the functions f(z),g(x) from R to R as follows. f(z) = o(g(z))
denotes that limsup,_, |‘]gc g; ‘| = 0. Finally, we define |z] as the largest integer that is smaller than
or equal to x for any positive real number x and the smallest integer that is larger than or equal
to x for any negative real number z. A' is the transpose of matrix A. The support of a random
variable X is denoted as supp(X).

2 Definitions

Definition 1 [Bounded Density Channel Coefficients [11]] Define a set of real valued random vari-
ables, G such that the magnitude of each random variable g € G is bounded away from infinity,
lg| < A < o0, for some positive constant A, and there exists a finite positive constant fuax, such
that for all finite cardinality disjoint subsets G1,Gs of G, the joint probability density function of all

random variables in Gi, conditioned on all random variables in Go, exists and is bounded above by

f‘;)'( Without loss of generality we will assume that fuax > 1,A > 1.

Definition 2 (Power Levels) Consider integer valued random variables X; over alphabet X,

X, 2 {0,1,2,---, PN —1} (1)

where P is a compact notation for Lv P’\iJ and the constant \; is a positive real number denoting
the power level of X;.

Definition 3 For X € X, and 0 < Ay < A, define the random variables (X)§1 as,

X
A A
O = | 5] @)
In words, (X )§1 retrieves the top A — A1 power levels of X. Similarly, for the vector V. =
[vl vy - vk]T, we define (V)g\\1 as,
T
V), = [, ()3, - ()i, (3)
Definition 4 For real numbers x1,x2,--- ,x,€ &) define the notation Lg’»(wi, 1 <i<k) to repre-
sent,

L?(ml, X9, - ,a:k) = Z ngil'd (4)

1<i<k



for distinct random variables g;, € G. The subscript j is used to distinguish among multiple linear
combinations, and may be dropped if there is mo potential for ambiguity. For the vector V. =
[1)1 Vg - vk]T define the notation L?—(V) to represent,

Livy= > lgvil (5)

1<i<k

for distinct random variables g;, € G.

Definition 5 For the two vectors V = [Ul e vkl]T and W = [wl e ka]T define the vector
VWas[vg - v owpo e ka]T.

3 System Model

In this work we consider only the setting where all variables take real values. Extensions to complex
settings are cumbersome but conceptually straightforward as in [11].

3.1 The Channel
Define random variables X (t) and Yg(t), Vk € [K] as,

Xp(t) = [Xp(t) Xpalt) --- XkM(Tf)]Jr (6)
Yi(t) = [Vin(t) Yialt) --- YIcN(t)]T (7)

where the channel uses are indexed by t € [T]. Xgn(t),k € [K],m € [M],t € [T] are the symbols
sent from m-th transmit antenna of the k-th transmitter and are subject to unit power constraint,
while Y, (t),k € [K],n € [N],t € [T] are the symbols observed by the n-th antenna of the k-th
receiver. Under the GDoF framework, the channel model for the K-user MIMO IC is defined by
the following input-output equations

K
Y. (1) =VPGu(D)Xp(t) + VP Y G(t)X;(t) + Ti(t) (8)

k=1,k#k

for all k € [K] and ¢t € [T]. The N x M matrix G,;(t) is the channel fading coefficient matrix

between the k-th receiver and the k-th transmitter for any k&, k € [K]. The entry in the n-th row and
m-th column of the matrix G, ; () is G,;,.(t). T'x(t) are N x 1 matrices whose components are zero
mean unit variance additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN) experienced by k-th receiver. Figure
illustrates a 3-user 3x2 MIMO IC. P is a nominal SNR parameter that approaches infinity for GDoF
characterizations. CSIR is assumed to be perfect. However, CSIT is limited to finite precision.
Under finite precision CSIT we assume that G; (t) € G for any k,k € [K],n € [N],m € [M]
and t € [T, and since transmitters only know the probability density but not the realizations of

channel coefficients, we assume that all X(¢),t € [T],k € [K] are independent of G.



Figure 2: Three user 3 x 2 MIMO IC.

3.2 GDoF

The definitions of achievable rates R;(P) and capacity region C(P) are standard. The GDoF region
is defined as

D = {(di,dy,--,dk) : I(R(P), Ra(P), -+, R (P))

£C(P), st. dp= Jim f(’jg%,wf e [K]} )
2

The maximum value of d; + do + - -+ + dg over D is known as the sum GDoF value.
4 Main Result

Theorem 1 The sum GDoF value for the K-user symmetric MIMO IC for M < % is KM, and
for % < M is

K min(M, N)(1 — a) 4 K&-ADTa 0<a<l
K . .
de _ ) min (% (K —2)min(M,N)(1 — a) + N(«)) , (10)
k=1 Na+ Kmin(M,N)(1-a)), F<a<l

min (D(a), K min(M, N)), 1<a

where N(a) and D(«) are defined as,

N(a) = min((K —1)M,N)a+ (N — (K —1)M)"(1 — «a) (11)
D(a) = (N —(K—1)M)" 4+ min(N, (K — 1)M)a (12)

Remark 1 The sum GDoF, i.e., for N < M vyields,

(1—a), 0<a<i

K—2—(K-3) 1 K
K 1 3<e=< g
D odk =KN X 1 (Ezlyg K<< (13)
h=1 &, l<a<K

1 K<«
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Figure 3: Sum GDoF of the three user 3 x N MIMO IC.

5 Proof of Theorem [1: Converse

The first step in the converse proof, identical to [12], is the transformation into a deterministic
setting such that a GDoF outer bound on the deterministic setting is also a GDoF outer bound on
the original setting. We start directly from the deterministic model.

5.1 Deterministic Model
Yi(t) = [Yia(t) Yao(t) -~ Yin ()] (14)
Vin(t) = L () (a1 ) ) + Lho®) (R (0)mey) Vi € (K] j# k) (15)
for all k € [K],n € [N],t € [T]. Xy(t) are defined as,
X () =[Xna (8) Xpo(t) -+ Xpar ()] (16)
for any k € [K], t € [T] where Xy (t) € {0,1,---, Pmax(1Le) _ 1} vk € [K],m € [M],t € [T].

5.2 Key Lemma
The following lemma is the critical generalization of the AIS bound needed for Theorem

Lemma 1 Define the two random variables Uy and Uy as,
= T T T
U, = <U1[1]aU1[2]7"' 7U1[N]1> (17)

U, = (vl vl uff) (18)



where for any t € [T, Uin(t) and Usy,(t) are defined as,

Uin(t) = L3 (Vi) 7 (V2O 77 (V)] ) Fne ] (19)

Usn(t) = L5 () (Vi) sy, ¥ (Vo)) s, 7 (Vi) ) Vn € [N] - (20)

where Vi(t) = [Via(t) --- ViMi(t)}T, Vim(t) € X, are all independent of G, and 0 < Aij, Ag; <
n for any i € [I]. Without loss of generality, (A1; — Xo;)T are sorted in descending order, i.e.,
(Mi = A2i)T > (Aj — M)t if 1 < i < j <I. Then, for any acceptablﬂ random variable W, if
Ny < min(Ng, 22:1 M;) we have,

H(U, |W,G) — H(Uy | W,G)

< T((N =D M) Arspr — Aoss) T+ Y Mi(Aii — Aoi)F) log P+ T o (log ) (21)
=1 =1

where s must satisfy the condition Y ;_; M; < Nj < Zfill M;.

Proof of Lemma [I] is based on the AIS argument and is relegated to Appendix [A]

5.3 Some Insights For the Three User 2 x 3 MIMO IC
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Figure 4: Three user 2 x 3 MIMO IC. The network is fully connected but only the channel strength
parameters needed for the application of Lemma [I| are shown in this figure.

Let G(Z) C G denote the set of all bounded density channel coefficients that appear in Uy, Us. W is acceptable
if conditioned on any G, C (G/G(Z)) U {W}, the channel coeflicients G(Z) satisfy the bounded density assumption.
For instance, any random variable W independent of G can be utilized in Lemma



To gain some insights into the application of Lemma [l consider the three user 2 x 3 MIMO
IC illustrated in Figure 4| for o < 1. To apply Lemma |1} the random variables Uy, Us, V[lT], V[QT]

and W are interpreted as YgT], YET], X[QT}, XET} and XlT], respectively. The first user receives the

]

top a power levels of X[QT and X:[ST] while second reciever sees the top 1 power levels of X[QT] and

the top a power levels of X:[ST]. So we have n = 1, A\11 = 1, Ao1 = a, A2 = o, Aoa = . Therefore,
(M1 —A21)T =1 —a and (A2 — A22)t = 0. From Lemma [1| we conclude,

(v | X1 6) - nv" | X.0)
<T(1x0+2x(1—a))logP+T o (logP) (22)

Let us also explain how intuitively we expect to be true as well. Conditioned on X[lT], Y (t)
is a linear combination of Xa(t) and (X3(t))* while Y (t) is a linear combination of (Xs(t))® and
(X3(t))®. Consider the channel illustrated in Figure First of all, observe that Xs(t) appears
in Yo(t) with the signal strength levels 1 and appears in Y () with the signal strength levels a.
Thus, due to the bounded density assumption the maximum difference of 2(1 — «) is possible in
the GDoF sense between the two entropies. Note that, X3(¢) appears in both the received signals
Y (t) and Ys(t) with the same signal strength levels of a. Therefore, it cannot contribute positive
difference of entropies as in the finite precision CSIT no interference alignment is possible.
Similarly, from Lemma [I] we have,

a7 XX g) - myl X X 6) <oT(1 - a)log P+ T 0 (log P)  (23)

On the other hand, writing Fano’s inequality for all the three users (and suppressing o(7") terms
for simplicity) we obtain the following bounds,

TR, < HY |6 -vHY X0 (24)
TR, < HYY X" g)— myl? xI" %[ g) (25)
TRy < H(Y]| X XM g) (26)

Therefore, for a < 1, from — we have,

HY" | G)+4T7(1 — a)log P+ T o (log P) (27)
T(6 —3a)log P+ T o (log P) (28)

TRi+TRs+TR3 <
<

(28) is true as discrete entropy of any discrete random variable is bounded by logarithm of its
cardinality.

5.4 Equivalent Bounds
Theorem [1] is concluded from the following bounds,

1. f a € RT, a0 < 1, then

K

S

k=1

K (min(M,N)(1 —a) + (N — M)*ta) + K(K —2)min(M,N)(1 — «)
K-1

IA

(29)



2. IfozER‘*‘,%ﬁaﬁl,then

M=

dy,

e
I

1
(min((K — 1)M, N)a + (N — (K = )M)*(1 — a)) + K(K — 2) min(M, N)(1 — )

<
= K—1
(30)
3. f a € R, < 1, then
K
> dp < Na+ Kmin(M,N)(1-a) (31)
k=1
4. If « € RT,1 < @, then
K
ddp < (N—(K-1)M)" +min(N, (K — 1)M)a (32)
k=1
5. For any a € RT,
K
> dp < Kmin(M,N) (33)

k=1

Thus, in order to prove Theorem |1} the Bounds — should be proved.

5.5 Proof of Bounds —

The last bound, Zle di, < Kmin(M, N) is the trivial combination of single user bounds. Let us
prove the other four bounds, i.e., —.

1. Proof of and

Writing Fano’s Inequality for the first K — 1 receivers we have,

TR, < 1(Y!x) g (34)
TR, < 1(YILXI XM o XM G) wike [K—1),k+#1 (35)



Summing and , we have,

K—-1
T> Ry
k=1
K-1
< 1y{"x{ g+ > ey X x () (36)
k=2
= H(Yg) -1 (X | g)
K-1
+ 3 (e X X g - m e  xE x T Le)) e
K-1
< H(YET] |G)— H (X’[fp | Q) + Tmin(M, N)(1 —a)log P+ T o(log P) (38)
k=2

where the new random variable, X’ (t) is defined as

Xop(t) = [X(t) Xet) - X)) (39)
X'n(t) = Lins(t) (Xi(t)*) ,¥n € [N] (40)

Let us explain how Lemma |l|yields . Substitute the random variables Uy, Uy, \_/'[IT], V[QT]

. O o R A T T ) o[T] .
and W in Lemmaw1th Y,[g ], Y/,[C_]17 XL ], <X£ ],j €[K],j¢ [k]) and (XE },j € k- 1]),
respectively. Next, we set 7 = 1, 11 = 1,X21 = a, A2 = a, A9 = a, M = M, My =
(K — k)M, N1 = Ng = N. Thus, we have ()\11 — )\21)+ =1—« and ()\12 — )\22)+ = 0.
Therefore, from Lemma is concluded. Similar to , by symmetry we have,

ke[K]k#j
< H(Y[T]l 1G) — (X/ET} | g)
+(K —2)Tmin(M, N)(1 — a)log P + T o(log P) (41)

for all j € [K]. Summing for all j € [K] we have,

K
(K—1)) Ry
k=1

K
<y (H(Y}f] 1G)—H (X/LT] | g)) + TK(K — 2)min(M, N)(1 — a) log P
+T o(log P) (42)

Now, let us consider the two cases of a < % and % < a < 1 separately.

10
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D=

HY{" | 9) - 1 (x5 19)
< T (min(M,N)(1—a)+ (N — M) a)log P+ T o(log P) (43)
Let us explain how follows from Lemma Substitute the random variables Uy, Us,
V[lT] and V[zT] with YLT], X’ EﬁT], XECT} and (XE.T], jEeIK],j# k), respectively. Moreover,
setting n = 1, A\11 = 1, Ao1 = a, A\12 = a, g2 = 0, we have ()\11 — )\21)+ =1—«a and

(A2 — A22)T = . Therefore, from Lemmawe conclude . From and ,

is concluded.
(b) 3 <<l
Y o) - u (X" g)
< T (min((K —1)M,N)a+ (N — (K — 1)M)"(1 — a)) log P + T o(log P) (44)

(44) follows from Lemma [1| similar to . Substitute the random variables Uy, Us,
V[lT] and Vgﬂ with YLT], X’LT], (X}T], jeK],j# k) and X[T}, respectively. The rest
of the proof is concluded similar to . From and , is concluded.

2. Proof of

Summing and , we have,

K
T Ry
k=1
— — K — — — —
< 1y X g+ X L  x ) g) (45)
k=2
= H(Y{|9)
K
k=2
K
< HY{|6)+ Y Tmin(M,N)(1 - a)log P + T oflog P) (47)
k=2
K
< T((N-M)"a+min(M,N))log P+ > Tmin(M,N)(1 - a)log P
k=2
+T o(log P) (48)
= T(Na+ Kmin(M,N)(1 —a))log P+ T o(log P) (49)

follows similar to and is concluded as the entropy of a discrete random variable

11



is bounded by logarithm of the cardinality of its support, i.e., E|
7Y 6) < T((N-M)*ta+min(M,N))log P (50)

Dividing by T log P, is obtained.
3. Proof of

Similarly, from ((45)-(47))) we have,

K
T Z Ry
k=1

K
< HY{6)+Y Tmin(M,N)(1 - a)*log P +T o(log P) (51)
k=2
< HYM | G)+ 1T o(log P) (52)
< (N—(K—-1)M)*T1log P+ min(N, (K — 1)M)aT log P + T o(log P) (53)

is true as 1 < « and follows similarﬂ to . Dividing by T log P, is

obtained.

6 Proof of Theorem [1 Achievability

6.1 A Useful Lemma

Consider a (M; + Ma)-user multiple access channel (MAC) where each transmitter is equipped with
a single antenna, the receiver has N antennas, N < Mj + M, and the N X 1 received signal vector
Q is represented as,

M, Mi+Ms N
Q :\/TDZ H.T, + VP Z H. T} + Z VPG, Z, (54)
k=1 k=M;+1 n=1
where 11,75, -+, Tar, 4+, are the transmitted signals, and Z;, Zs, - -- , Zn are i.i.d. Gaussian zero

mean unit variance noise terms. The Hp, G, are N x 1 generic vectors, i.e., generated from
continuous distributions with bounded density, so that any N of them are linearly independent
almost surely. The transmit power constraint is expressed as,

E[Ty|> < P™™, Vke [M;+ M) (55)

2 follows from Lemma |1f by substituting U; and U, with Y[IT] and C"! where C!"! is a T-letter constant
variable. Then, substituting V[IT] and VET] with X[lT] and (X;T],j € [K],j # 1), is concluded. Here, we assume
n = 1,)\11 = 1,)\21 :a,)\lz = 07A22 :0,,M1 :M,Mg = (K* 1)M,N1 :NQ = N.

3 follows similar to from Lemma Substitute Ui, Uz, VI d VI with Y, ¢

1, 2, 1 an ) W1 1 s
(X;T],j €[K],j# 1) and X[IT] and assume 7 = a, A1 = @, A1 = 1, A2 = 0,22 = 0, M7 = (K — 1)M,M> =

M,Ny = Ny = N.

12



where for any k € [M; + Ms)], n is a non-negative integer. Further, define ~y for k € [M; + M;] as

_ [ O=m)", ke M)
= { (Oé—ﬂk)Jr, Otherwise (56)

Thus % is the received power level of user k in the GDoF sense. The GDoF region D’ is defined as
D' £{(dy,dy, -+ dyy ) 2 IRY(P), BY(P), -+, Ry, (P)) € C'(P),

Ry (P)
! . _T RN
s.t. dj, = lim T log( ) ,Vk € [M; + M|} (57)

where C/(P) is the capacity region of MAC described in (54)).

Lemma 2 The GDoF tuple (dy,dy, - ,d)y; 4 1y,) is achievable in the multiple access channel de-
scribed above if Yk € [My + Ms], and VS C [M; + Ms] where |S| =k,

d. < — min o 58

iEZS ‘ 5265\52 mlnkN 27 S1€[N] |31:min(k,N)Z§ (58)

For proof of Lemma([2)see [13]. It is sufficient to derive the achievability for Theorem (I} as Theorem
is automatically concluded from it.

6.2 Proof of Achievability in Theorem

Now, let us achieve the bound . We will suppress the time-index ¢ in this section to simplify
the notation. For any k € [K] user k’s message Wj, is split into messages (Whe, Wy,), representing
common message and private message, respectively. Let us consider the three cases of a < %,
% <a <1, and 1 < « separately as,

1. a < 4. Our goal here is to achieve min(M, N)(1—a)+ % GDoF per user where results

in Kmin(M,N)(1 —«) + K(]\;(_i]\/i[ﬁa GDoF totally. In order to achieve min(M, N)(1 — a) +

% GDoF per user, for any k € [K]| the public message Wy, is encoded into Gaus-

sian codebooks Ui, Ukac, - -+ » Urare With powers E[Uk]2 = 1— P~% each carrying %

GDoF. These codewords are transmitted through M antennas along M X 1 generic unit
vectors Vi1, Vo, .-+, Vi, The private message Wy, is encoded into Gaussian codebooks
Ukip, Uk2ps =+ Ug min(m,N)p With powers E|Ukjp|2 = P~ for any j € [min(M, N)] so that the
total power per transmitter is unity. These codewords are transmitted through min(M, N)
antennas along the M x 1 generic unit vectors Vi1, Via, -+, Vg, vy Each of the private
messages is carrying 1 — o GDoF. The transmitted and received signals are,

min M,N

Xk—ZijUk]c+ Z ViiUkjp (59)
7j=1 7j=1

K
Y =VPGuXp+ Y VPGyX;+Ty (60)
=10k

Using Lemma |Z| we claim that each receiver, e.g., receiver 1 can decode all the signals Uy;.
and Uy for all k € [K] and j € [M] treating all the other signals as noise. Set the variables
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M; = M 4+ min(M,N), My = (K — 1)M and «,, = 0 for all n € [N]. Moreover, define the
codewords T3, , Tk M4 min(M,N) @S

Ule') 1 S j S M
Us(j—m)es M < j<2M
by : (61)
UK(j—(K—l)M)ca (K—1)M<j<KM
Ur-ranp: KM <j < KM +min(M,N)

From (56), 71, , YK M4min(s,n) are derived as,

L l<j<M
V=1 a, M<j<KM (62)
l—a, KM <j<KM+min(M,N)

Note that N < KM and a < % Thus, from the received signal in , T, TR Mgmin(M,N)
are decoded by first receiver as is satisfied for all k € [KM + min(M, N)]. For instance
if we set k = KM + min(M, N), the condition is equivalent to,

K(N — M)*
> d; _KWN - M) + min(M, N)(1 — a)
i€s K—1

<min(M,N) + (N — M)t a = - v
<min(M,N) + ( A 52es,srﬁ13§ﬂn(’fﬂ)gs:% 0

. % < a < 1. Let us achieve d GDoF where d is equal to,
d = min <K—1 (K —2)min(M,N)(1 —a) + N(a)), Na+ Kmin(M,N) (1 — a)) (64)

Similar to the case a < %, the public message Wy, is encoded into Gaussian codebooks

Ukie, Ukoe, -+ Upve with powers E|Uk|2 =1— P~% each carrying d_Kmin[({]\]/\[/’[N)(l_a) GDoF.
These codewords are transmitted through M antennas along M x 1 generic unit vectors
Vi1, Via, oo+, Viey. The private message Wy, is encoded into Gaussian codebooks

Ukips Uk2ps =+ Uk min(m,N)p With powers E|Uy;p|” = P~ for any j € [min(M, N)]. These
codewords are transmitted through min(M, N') antennas along the M X 1 generic unit vectors
Vi1, Vi, o+, Vimin(ar,v)- Each of the private messages is carrying 1 — a GDoF. The trans-
mitted and received signals follows the same as and . From Lemma |2 each receiver,
e.g., receiver 1 can decode all the codewords Uy;j. and Uyj, for all k € [K] and j € [M] treat-
ing all the other signals as noise. The details how receiver 1 can decode all these codewords
follows the same as the case o < %

. 1 < a. In this case, min (D(«), K min(M, N)) is achieved as follows. Recall that D(«) was
defined as (N—(K—1)M) T +min(N, (K—1)M)a. All min(M, N) messages of each transmitter

are public in this case and are encoded into Gaussian codebooks Ui, Ugze, = s Ug min(M,N)e
with unit powers each carrying min (%, 1) GDoF. These codewords are transmitted
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through min(A, N) antennas along the M x 1 generic unit vectors Vi1, Vo, -+, Vimin(ar,n)-
The transmitted and received signals are concluded similar to and as,

M
X =Y ViUkje (65)
j=1
K
Y, =V PG X + Z VPG, X, + Ty, (66)
j=1j#k

Each receiver, e.g., receiver 1 can decode all the signals Uyj. for all & € [K] and j €
[min(M, N)] treating all the other signals as noise. Set the variables M; = min(M,N),
My = (K — 1)min(M, N) and «, = 0 for all n € [N] in Lemma [2| . Moreover, define the
codewords T1, -, Tk min(m,N) aS

Uije, 1 <j <min(M,N)
T = 'UVZ(j—min(M,N))w 1.rnin(M, N) < j<2min(M,N) (67)
Uk (j—(K=1) min(M,N))e» (K —1)min(M, N) < j < Kmin(M, N)
From , Y15t 5 YK min(M,N) are derived as,
1, 1<j<min(M,N)
K :{ a, min(M,N) < j < K min(M, N) (68)

Similar to the case o < %, Ty, -+, Tk min(M,N) are decoded by first receiver as is satisfied
for all k£ € [K min(M, N)]. For instance if we set Kk = K min(M, N), the condition is
equivalent to,

e , D(a)
ieZSdi =K min(M, N) X min <Kmin(M, N)’l

<min (K =DM, N)a+(N = (K=)M) = max oo (69)
)| S2|=min(k,N) ==

7 Conclusion

Symmetric K-user MIMO IC with M antennas at each transmitter and N antennas at each receiver
is considered. Sum GDoF of this channel is derived. The Sum GDoF is found to be a W curve
as a function of « for fixed M and N similar to the SISO case. Outer bound proof is obtained
with the help of a key lemma that generalizes the AIS argument. The achievability follows from
the achievability of the GDoF region of a MAC, combined with the ‘treating interference as noise’
scheme.

A Proof of Lemma [1I

Define the random variables [Us]y, as,

T T T
Oae = (00, Ul (70)
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As H([Usln, | W,G) < H(Uy | W,G), it is sufficient to prove the inequality for Ny = Ny. So
from now on, we assume N; = No. Before proceeding to prove , note that for any e x 1 vector
discrete random variable V and e x e matrix A,

H(V) = H(AV) if |A| #0. (71)

As multiplying invertible matrix to the vector discrete random variable does not change the entropy
of it, it is sufficient to prove for the random variables Uy and Uy which are defined as,

S T T ~ [T
U = (U1[1]aU1[2]» o 7U1[J\;1> (72)
o T “ [T
U, = <U2[117U2[2]7"' 7U2[N1> (73)

where for any i € [2],¢ € [T], Us,(t) are defined as,

L&) (Vi@ 77 (V)L ) - Vi € [Mi]
L) (Va@)l s, Voo v (Vi) ) Vn € My + M) & [My]
Un(t) = ) : : o
DT 20 (V0 v U0)L,) . e S Mg (it
Li)n(s—i—l)(t) <(Vs+1( ))Z PUTY
-7 (Vi) ) vn € [Nil,n ¢ [0, M

Thus, we have,
H(Uy | W,G) — H(Uy | W,G)
— BQUL i e N} | W,6) — H{U i e [Ny]} | W,6) (75)

N-
=Y (# HAUIL OM vi it € [N, < n < i} | W,G)
n=1

—H{UI U, vi it € (N1, <n < i} | W,0)) (76)
N1
= S (HOE | W, W, G) — HUL | W, W, 6)) (77)
n=1
< T((N =) M) (Aer1 — Azsr1) ™+ ) Mi(Ai — Aai)T) log P+ T o (log P)  (78)
i=1 =1

where W), is defined as the set of random variables {U 7] U[ ],z, i' € [N1],7 < n <i}. (76) follows

14/

from definition of Uy, (t) and (77) is a result of chain rule. is true as for any n € [IN;]| we have,

H(OGY | W, W, G) = HUL) | W, W,.,G)
T(A1 — A21) T log P+ T o (log P) 0<n<M
T(/\lg—)\gg)+10gp+T0 (logP) My <n <M+ M,

IN

—~
EN{
Ne)

~—

T(\s — )\25)+10g154:T o (log P) ) ST M <n <305 M,
T(M,s+1— Ag,41) T log P+ T o (log P) i Mi<n <N
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A.1 Proof of

Without loss of generality, let us prove for some arbitrary value of n, e.g., n = 1. (79)
follows for the other values of n € [N7] similarly. We are interested in the maximum of H (IVJI{ |

W,G) — (U21] | W,G) over all possible random variables V;(t),i € [I] where W is defined as
(W, W1). Similar to the AIS approach in [I1], we first claim that from the functional dependence

argument without loss of generality the whole codeword ﬁg] can be assumed as a function of
Ul[?, W,G. Therefore we have,
(U21] | W, g)+H(U11 | U21 W, G)
= HUY Uy |W.6) (80)

= H(U}, |W,G) (81)

where follows from chain rule and is true as [3'2[? is a function of [71[?, W,G. Thus, we
should evaluate the maximum of H (U 11 | UQ[?], W, @) for all possible random variables V;(t),i € [I]
where V;(t) = [Vii(t) - Vi, (t )] for any i € [I] and Vi, (t) € X, for any i € [I],m € [M;]. In
the next step, for a given W and channel realization G, we define aligned image set S (W, G) as

the set of all values of [j'l[? which produce the same value for (v]g], as is produced by v!7]. Since
uniform distribution maximizes the entropy,

Dy 2 W@ | W g) HUL | W,6)
< ( ‘ 21 W, G)
< Eg{log\sym .0) } 82

(82)

Ey {Eg{log|S,m(W,G)| | W}} (83)
max Eg{log|S,r1 (W, G)| | W = w} (84)
(85)

IN

IN

ulfle%log {Eg{|S,m(W,G)| | W =w}}

where W is support of the random variable . is concluded from the Jensen’s Inequality.

Thus, in order to bound the maximum of H(U}; 7] | UQ[{],W, G), we bound the cardinality of the
aligned image set form above by using Bounded Density Assumption of G.

A.1.1 Functional Dependence (V]2[1](U11 W, G)
Using the functional dependence argument as in [14], henceforth we assume U 7l is a function of
ol w
11 » 7g'
A.1.2 Definition of Aligned Image Sets

The aligned image set S (W, G) for given W = w and realization G = G is defined as the non-

empty set containing the codeword vl e supp(l?l[{]) and all the values IVJH] that produces the
same U T} Value as is produced by UH] = v[Tl. Mathematically,
Sym(w,G) £ {71 e supp(Uf}) : U3 (v, w0, @) = U (01, w, @)} (86)
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As the cardinality |S, ) (w, G)| as a function of G, is a measurable function, we can compute the
expected value of it H It is bounded too as the members of the set are restricted to the set of
natural numbers not greater than cP", where ¢ depends on As.

A.1.3 Bounding the Probability of Image Alignment

From , Eg{|S,m(W,G)| | W = w} = pp Tlesupp@™ Lo P, (7™ should be computed. Given
[T]

W = w and G, consider two distinct realizations of U11 . say oIl and #[T!, which are produced
by two distinct realizations of V[ ] = ,VI[T], denoted as V[IT}, Vm and V[T] ,VZ[T] where

Vi(t) = (i (t) - pang, (t )]T, V,(t) = [ra(t) --- WiMi(t)] for any i € [I] and puim (t), mim (t) €
X, for any i € [l],m € [M;].

We wish to bound the probability that the images of these two codewords align, or in other
words (72[?(17[T], W,G) = [E?(ﬁm, W,G),

L) (V@) 7+ 7 Vi), )
= 20 (V1)) s, Voo v (V)] ) V€ [T (87)

We rewrite as follows,

l

ZZ% T O) ZZ% (i) (07, ).Vt € [T, (88)

i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1

As for any real number x we have |x — [z]| < 1, from we conclude that

Zzg” < i (8 g, = (Tig (8));) )‘21) ZM (89)

i=1 j=1

So for fixed values of g;;(t), (,7) # (1, 1) the random variable g1 (%) <(,u11( ))n ot (ﬂll(t))z_)m)

must take values within an interval of length no more than 2 5!, M;. Tf (u11 (¢ ))Z*Am # (m11 (t))zi/\m,

then g¢11(t) must take values in an interval of length no more than 22 i Mi , the
|12y =12 ()]s,

l
probability of which is no more than 23 1=y Mimax This is true since Vi, (t) and
(1 ()2, —(m(B)] m\

G are independent for any ¢ € [I[|,m € [M;]. Similarly, instead of g11(¢) consider g¢,s(t) for any
ey
r € [l], s € [M,]. The probability of the inequality will be bounded by ’( (t))znzi:1 J‘Ehfmg;)n
Brs () n—xg, ~\Trs Wy —xg,
if (ups(t ))n— Aoy T (Frs(t))z_ .- Lherefore, considering all the T' channel uses, the probability of

alignment of 77! with 77! is bounded by,

l .
a lj[T] < H mln 1 2 Zi:l szmax (90)
maxpcli),se[My] (Mrs (t))z—)\zr - (777’5 (t))z_)\2r

“The cardinality |S iz (w, G)| as a function of G, is a bounded simple function, and therefore measurable, see [T1].
®Note that the integral of any real-valued measurable function h(x) over any measurable set S can be bounded
above by max;er h(z) times the measure of the set S [15].
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However, we wish to express the probability of alignment in the terms of 77} and 71, From ,
the codewords 7(t) and ©(t) can be expressed as,

l

D(t) = ZZ gm Mzg 77 /\HJ,WE [T] (91)
i=1 j=1
I M;
o) = DD L) ®);_y,,), vt € [T): (92)
i=1 j=1
Thus, we have,
\'7(75) - ﬁ(t)|
S ZM + ZZ |gZ] | X Mz]( ))77_/\11' - (le(t))z_)\lz‘ (93)
=1 j=1
: ZM e (ZM> il se ;] (rs () x,, = (s (B, (94)
< Mi A Mi PmaXTG[l]()‘”*)‘QT)+ rs(t n — (s (t n 1
< S (L) ey (@ — (0, [ 1)
(95)
= ¢ +c¢(P) e (’(um(t))n_m (mrs ()7, | + 1) (96)

where c; and ¢(P) are defined as Eé:l M; and clAQPmaXre[l](/\lr—/\2r)+, respectively. follows
from and . is true as the magnitudes of all the members of G are less than As. (95))
is concluded as for any X € X, and any 0 < A <7, we have L%J = (X))}, see Definition

So, from and the probability of alignment of 771 with #[7] is bounded in terms of v(t)

and v(t) as follows

T _
Z 2¢1¢(P) fnax
P,y < 1 . or
s | OO g (97)
=1,c1+c(P)<|v(t)—v(t)]

A.1.4 Bounding the Average Size of Aligned Image Sets

From (85)), we have to compute the following summation,

Eg{|S,m1(W,G)| | W = w} = > P, (™) (98)

Tlesupp (Ul
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Starting from we have,

Eg{|S,m(W.G)| | W = w}
T

2Clc(ﬁ))fmax
_ 99
=[T] Z 2T t=1 FH 5(t |D(t) - ﬁ(t)’ —C — C(P) ( )
pTlesupp (U1 t=Lc1+e(P)<[p(t) - ()]

- 10 3 |

=1\ 19(6)]€40,1,2,++ 101 Ag PP M Y [5(8) = (8) | <1 4c( P)

IN

QClc(P)fmax

+ - . _ 100
R ZOECOIErEr 2l B
|7(£)|€{0,1,2,- ,c1 A P IEM M1} oq 4-o(P)<|o(t)—(t)]|
T
< I (2(:1 +2¢(P) + 1 + 4c1¢(P) frnax (1 +1n (clAQPmanem Aw))) (101)
t=1
LA T
= (2014 2¢(P) + 1+ 4e1e(P) fnas (14 In (12 P 15 ) ) (102)
Note that from (1)), |7(t)| € {0, 1,2 - c1Ao P¥5e M5} (T00) follows from interchange of the
summation and the product ﬂ is true as for any positive integer number m, » i*; H L <
1+ In(m).

A.1.5 Combining the Bounds to Complete the Proof

From and ((102)), we have,

HUT | W, W1,6) — HUE | w,w1,6)

< malog {Eg{[S,in(W.9)| | W = u}) (106)

< Tlog (201 +2¢(P) + 1 + 4e1c(P) fnax (1 +1n (clAQPmaXa'em Alf>)) (107)

< T mzﬁ(()\” — X2r)Tlog P+ T o(log P) (108)
re

Recall that, c(P) was defined as ¢ Ag Prer(ar—A2r)™

5 Note that from [14] for the arbitrary functions fi(z), f2(x), -+, fr(z) and the arbitrary sets of numbers
S1,S2,---, ST we have,

Z Hft(at)

a1 €S1,a2€82, -+ ,ar €St t=1

=> > > sl (103)

a1 €851 az€Sy ap €Sy t=1

= > fila) x > falaz) x - x > frlar) (104)
a1 €871 ag €Sy ar €S

=11 > fi(ar) (105)
t=1a;ecSt
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