
1

Joint Constellation Design for Noncoherent MIMO
Multiple-Access Channels

Khac-Hoang Ngo, Member, IEEE, Sheng Yang, Member, IEEE,
Maxime Guillaud, Senior Member, IEEE, Alexis Decurninge, Member, IEEE

Abstract—We consider the joint constellation design problem
for the noncoherent multiple-input multiple-output multiple-
access channel (MAC). By analyzing the noncoherent maximum-
likelihood detection error, we propose novel design criteria so
as to minimize the error probability. As a baseline approach,
we adapt several existing design criteria for the point-to-point
channel to the MAC. Furthermore, we propose new design
criteria. Our first proposed design metric is the dominating term
in nonasymptotic lower and upper bounds on the pairwise error
probability exponent. We give a geometric interpretation of the
bound using Riemannian distance in the manifold of Hermitian
positive definite matrices. From an analysis of this metric at
high signal-to-noise ratio, we obtain further simplified metrics.
For any given set of constellation sizes, the proposed metrics can
be optimized over the set of constellation symbols. Motivated
by the simplified metric, we propose a simple constellation
construction consisting in partitioning a single-user constellation.
We also provide a generalization of our previously proposed
construction based on precoding individual constellations of lower
dimensions. For a fixed joint constellation, the design metrics
can be further optimized over the per-user transmit power,
especially when the users transmit at different rates. Considering
unitary space-time modulation, we investigate the option of
building each individual constellation as a set of truncated unitary
matrices scaled by the respective transmit power. Numerical
results show that our proposed metrics are meaningful, and can
be used as objectives to generate constellations through numerical
optimization that perform better, for the same transmission rate
and power constraint, than a common pilot-based scheme and
the constellations optimized with existing metrics.

Index Terms—Multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO), nonco-
herent communications, multiple-access channel (MAC), unitary
space-time modulation (USTM), ML detector.

I. INTRODUCTION

In multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO) communications,
it is usually assumed that the channel state information (CSI)
is known or estimated (typically by sending pilots and/or
using feedback), and then used for precoding at the transmitter
and/or detection at the receiver. This is known as the coherent
approach. On the other hand, in the noncoherent approach, the
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transmission and reception are designed without using a priori
knowledge of the CSI [4]–[9]. This paper studies the latter
approach for the MIMO block-fading multiple-access channel
(MAC), i.e., the channel is assumed to remain unchanged
during each coherence block of length T and varies between
blocks.

In the single-user case with isotropic Rayleigh fading, a
noncoherent approach, so-called unitary space-time modula-
tion (USTM) [5], is to transmit T ×M isotropically distributed
and truncated unitary signal matrices, where M is the number
of transmit antennas. The subspaces of these matrices belong
to the Grassmann manifold G(CT ,M), defined as the space of
M -dimensional subspaces in CT [10]. Information is carried
by the position of the transmitted signal matrix subspace in the
manifold. The intuition behind this approach is that the signal
subspace is not affected by the random fading coefficients.
This approach was shown to be within a vanishing gap from
the high-SNR capacity if T ≥ N + min{M,N} [5], [6], and
within a constant gap if 2M ≤ T ≤M+N [7], where N is the
number of receive antennas. Motivated by this, there has been
extensive research on the design of noncoherent constellations
as a set of points on the Grassmann manifold. Many of these
so-called Grassmannian constellations have been proposed,
with a common design criterion of maximizing the minimum
pairwise chordal distance between the symbols [11]–[14].

In the multi-user case, a simple and effective design
criterion for noncoherent joint constellation remains unclear. A
straightforward extension of the single-user coherent approach
is to divide the coherence block into two parts: 1) a training
part in which orthogonal pilot sequences are sent to estimate
the CSI for each user, and 2) a data transmission part
in which different users communicate in a nonorthogonal
fashion [15]. Although this approach achieves the optimal
degree-of-freedom (DoF) region in the two-user single-input
multiple-output (SIMO) MAC [16], its optimality in terms of
achievable rate and detection error probability remains unclear.
An amplitude-based encoding scheme was proposed in [17],
but the accompanying energy detector relies on a large number
of receive antennas so that the average received power across
all antennas concentrates. Also with massive receive antenna
array, some differential encoding schemes were investigated
based on phase shift keying (PSK) [18], [19] or quadrature
amplitude modulation (QAM) [20]. A joint constellation can
also be built on PSK constellations which are absolutely
additively uniquely decomposable, i.e., each individual PSK
symbol can be uniquely decoded from any linear combination
of two PSK constellation points with positive weights [21],
[22]. In this scheme, the signal unique decodability relies on the
asymptotic orthogonality between the users’ channels when the
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number of antennas is large. A similar uniquely decomposable
property was also exploited for QAM-based multi-user space-
time modulation [23]. In [24], we proposed a precoding-based
multiple-access scheme for the SIMO MAC.

In this work, we consider a K-user MIMO MAC with
Rayleigh block fading with coherence time T ≥ 2 where user k
is equipped with Mk antennas and the receiver with N antennas.
We aim to derive simple and effective joint constellation
construction criteria so as to minimize the joint maximum
likelihood (ML) symbol detection error. If the users could
cooperate, the system could be seen as a

(∑K
k=1Mk

)
× N

MIMO point-to-point channel, for which USTM is optimal, or
near-optimal, in the high-SNR regime. Inspired by this obser-
vation, the joint constellation can be treated as a Grassmannian
constellation on G

(
CT ,

∑K
k=1Mk

)
, which leads to a design

criterion mimicking the max-min chordal distance criterion.
Brehler and Varanasi derived the error probability of the ML
detector for the MIMO MAC in [25] and analyzed the high-
SNR asymptotic regime. With cooperating users, this analysis
led to a design criterion similar to that for a single-user MIMO
channel proposed in [26, Eq. (8)]. However, for noncooperating
users (as we consider here), using the same criterion would
be suboptimal. The joint ML pairwise error exponent can be
shown to be related to the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence
between the output distributions conditioned on either of the
transmitted symbols [27]. Based on this analysis, a criterion
consisting in maximizing the minimum KL divergence was
proposed in [23], but was used only to optimize the transmit
powers and the sub-constellation assignment.

Contributions: Following the approach of [25], we analyze
the worst-case pairwise error probability (PEP) of the ML
detector and introduce new constellation design metrics. First,
since the exact closed-form expression of the PEP is hard
to optimize, we resort to maximizing a lower bound of the
worst-case PEP exponent. Then, to reduce the complexity of
the constellation optimization, we further simplify the metric,
and propose simple constructions inspired by the simplified
metric. Our contributions are summarized as follows.
• By analyzing the PEP exponent, we propose a constellation

design metric for the MIMO MAC which is the dominating
term in nonasymptotic lower and upper lower bounds on
the worst-case PEP exponent. The lower bound is obtained
via the Chernoff bound.

• We give a geometric interpretation of the required property
for a pair of joint constellation symbols to achieve a low
PEP. Specifically, the PEP exponent between a pair of
joint

(
T ×

∑K
k=1Mk

)
-matrix symbols XXX and XXX ′ scales

linearly with a Riemannian distance between IIIT +XXXXXXH

and IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
. This metric is the length of the geodesic

(shortest path) joining these matrices in the manifold of
Hermitian positive definite matrices. Therefore, a pair of
joint symbols XXX and XXX ′ attains a low PEP if the matrices
IIIT +XXXXXXH and IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H
are well separated in this

manifold.
• From the dominant term of a relaxed version of the

Chernoff-based metric at high SNR, we obtain further sim-
plified metrics to reduce the complexity of constellation
optimization. We also propose an alternating optimization

consisting in iteratively optimizing one user at a time to
simplify the optimization.

• Inspired by our simplified metric, we propose a simple
construction that consists in partitioning a single-user
constellation. We also generalize our previously proposed
construction based on precoding individual constellations
of lower dimension.

• For a fixed joint constellation, we investigate power
optimization and establish analytically the optimal set
of per-user powers optimizing the metrics in the two-
user SIMO case. We also provide insights for power
optimization in the K-user case.

• As a baseline approach, we adapt the existing criteria for
the MIMO point-to-point channel to the MIMO MAC,
namely, the max-min chordal distance criteria [5], a
criterion base on a high-SNR asymptotic bound on the
PEP proposed in [28], and a criterion based on the KL
divergence [27]. We evaluate these baselines in terms of
symbol-error rate and the value of our proposed metrics.

• For any given set of constellation sizes, the proposed
metrics can be optimized over the set of constellation
symbols. Assuming per-user USTM, we implement a
numerical routine to solve the metric optimization problem,
generate joint constellations, and compare with a pilot-
based constellation and constellations optimized with
baseline metrics. Numerical results show that our Chernoff-
based metric leads to significantly better symbol-error-rate
performance than the state-of-the-art metrics, while our
simplified metric leads to similar performance but lower
optimization complexity than the existing ones.

We remark that our metrics are general for the multi-user
case and, therefore, apply naturally to the single-user case. In
the single-user case, our metrics lead to similar performance as
the state-of-the-art metrics, which well exploit the asymptotic
optimality of USTM. On the other hand, the advantage of our
metrics over existing ones is more pronounced in the multi-
user case, where the unitary property cannot hold for the joint
constellation symbols due to the independence between users.
In this case, the existing metrics for joint constellation design,
relying on heuristic arguments instead of examining carefully
the error exponent, do not provide performance guarantee as
our proposed ones.

Paper Organization: The remainder of the paper is organized
as follows. In Section II, we present the system model and
formulate the problem. In Section III, we analyze the detection
error probability and derive the design metrics, based on which
we propose a simple constellation construction in Section IV.
In Section V, we address the transmit power optimization. We
present the numerical results in Section VI and conclude the
paper in Section VII. A discussion on the extension to correlated
fading, a generalization of our precoding-based design [24],
and the proofs can be found in the appendices.

Notation: Random quantities are denoted with non-italic
letters with sans-serif fonts, e.g., a scalar x, a vector v, and
a matrix M. Deterministic quantities are denoted with italic
letters, e.g., a scalar x, a vector vvv, and a matrix MMM . The
n× n identity matrix is denoted by IIIn. The Euclidean norm
is denoted by ‖ · ‖ and the Frobenius norm by ‖ · ‖F. The
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trace, transpose, conjugate, and conjugate transpose of MMM are
respectively tr (MMM), MMM T,MMM∗, and MMMH. The i-th eigenvalue of
MMM in decreasing order is denoted by σi(MMM), unless otherwise
specified. We write A := B or B =: A to denote that A is
defined by B. We use

∏
to denote the conventional or Cartesian

product, depending on the factors; [n] := {1, 2, . . . , n}; 1{A}
is the indicator function, whose value is 1 if A is true and 0
if A is false. Given two functions f(x) and g(x), we write:
f(x) = O(g(x)) if there exists a constant c > 0 and some
x0 such that |f(x)| ≤ c|g(x)|,∀x ≥ x0; f(x) = Θ(g(x))
if f(x) = O(g(x)) and g(x) = O(f(x)). Finally, CN (µµµ,ΣΣΣ)
denotes the distribution of a complex proper Gaussian random
vector with mean µµµ and covariance matrix ΣΣΣ.

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider a MIMO MAC consisting of a receiver equipped
with N antennas and K users, user k with Mk antennas,
k ∈ [K]. The channel is assumed to be flat and block
fading with equal-length and synchronous (across the users)
coherence intervals of length T ≥ 2. That is, the channel
matrix Hk ∈ CN×Mk of user k remains constant within each
coherence block of T channel uses and changes between blocks.
Furthermore, the distribution of Hk is assumed to be known, but
its realizations are unknown to both the users and the receiver.
We consider independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.)
Rayleigh fading,1 namely, the rows of H := [H1 H2 . . . HK ]
are independent and follow CN

(
0, IIIMtot

)
where Mtot :=∑K

k=1Mk. Motivated by [4, Th. 1], we assume that Mtot ≤ T .
Within a representative coherence block, each user k sends a
signal matrix symbol Xk ∈ CT×Mk , and the receiver observes

Y =

K∑
k=1

XkH
T

k + Z, (1)

where the additive noise Z ∈ CT×N has i.i.d. CN (0, 1) entries
independent of {Hk}, and we omitted the block index for
notational simplicity.

We assume that the transmitted symbol Xk takes value
from a finite constellation Xk of fixed size |Xk| = 2RkT with
equally likely symbols, where Rk (bits/channel use) is the
transmission rate. Let Pk := 1

T |Xk|
∑
XXXk∈Xk ‖XXXk‖2F be the

average normalized symbol power of user k. We consider the
power constraint Pk ≤ P , ∀k ∈ [K]. Thus, P is an upper
bound of the average per-user SNR. We assume without loss
of generality (w.l.o.g.) that maxk Pk = P . Let us rewrite (1)
as

Y = [X1 X2 . . . XK ][H1 H2 . . . HK ]T +Z = XHT +Z, (2)

where the concatenated signal matrix X := [X1 X2 . . . XK ]
takes value from

X :=
{

[XXX1 XXX2 . . .XXXK ] : XXXk ∈ Xk
}

=

K∏
k=1

Xk.

Our goal is to derive the desirable properties of the set tuple
(X1,X2, . . . ,XK) for a given rate tuple (R1, R2, . . . , RK) to
achieve low symbol detection error probability.

1We discuss the extension to the spatially correlated fading case in
Appendix A.

Remark 1: In the trivial case where only one of the users
has non-zero rate, the joint constellation design problem boils
down to the single-user constellation design.

Given X = XXX , the received signal Y is a Gaussian matrix
with N independent columns having zero mean and the same
covariance matrix IIIT +XXXXXXH. Thus, the likelihood function
pY|X is given by

pY|X(YYY |XXX) =
exp(−tr(YYY H(IIIT +XXXXXXH)−1YYY ))

πNTdetN (IIIT +XXXXXXH)
. (3)

Therefore, given the received symbol Y = YYY , the joint-user
ML symbol detector is

Ξ(YYY ) = arg max
XXX∈X

(
− tr

(
(IIIT +XXXXXXH)−1YYY YYY H

)
−N ln det(IIIT +XXXXXXH)

)
. (4)

We aim to design X so as to minimize the ML detection error
Pe(X ) = P (Ξ(Y) 6= X), i.e.,

X ∗ = arg min
X

Pe(X ), (5)

subject to Pk ≤ P , ∀k, and maxk Pk = P . Since pY|X(YYY |XXX)
depends on XXX only through XXXXXXH, the following proposition
is straightforward.

Proposition 1 (Identifiability condition): For the joint ML
detection error probability Pe(X ) to vanish at high SNR, the
joint constellation X must satisfy XXXXXXH 6= XXX ′XXX ′

H
for any pair

of distinct symbols XXX and XXX ′ in X .
In the next section, we analyze the error probability and

derive more specific design criteria.

III. CONSTELLATION DESIGN CRITERIA

With X uniformly distributed in X , Pe(X ) can be written
as

Pe(X ) =
1

|X |
∑
XXX∈X

P (Ξ(Y) 6= XXX|X = XXX) . (6)

We denote the pairwise error event as {XXX → XXX ′} :=
{pY|X(Y|XXX) ≤ pY|X(Y|XXX ′)|X = XXX}. For every given X = XXX ,
the ML detection error event {Ξ(Y) 6= XXX|X = XXX} is the union
of the pairwise error events denoted by

⋃
XXX′∈X\{XXX}{XXX →XXX ′}.

Therefore, P (Ξ(Y) 6= XXX|X = XXX) ≥ P(XXX → XXX ′) for every
XXX ′ ∈ X \ {XXX}, which implies that P (Ξ(Y) 6= XXX|X = XXX) ≥
maxXXX′∈X\{XXX} P(XXX →XXX ′), and thus∑
XXX∈X

P (Ξ(Y) 6= XXX|X = XXX) ≥ max
XXX∈X

max
XXX′∈X\{XXX}

P(XXX →XXX ′)

= max
XXX 6=XXX′∈X

P(XXX →XXX ′). (7)

Furthermore, for every XXX ∈ X ,

P (Ξ(Y) 6= XXX|X = XXX)

≤
∑

XXX′∈X\{XXX}

P(XXX →XXX ′) (8)

≤ (|X | − 1) max
XXX 6=XXX′∈X

P(XXX →XXX ′) (9)

where (8) follows from the union bound and (9) holds by
replacing P(XXX →XXX ′) by its maximal value overXXX 6= XXX ′ ∈ X .
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Introducing (7) and (9) into (6), we have the following upper
and lower bounds on Pe(X )

1

|X |
max

XXX 6=XXX′∈X
P(XXX →XXX ′) ≤ Pe(X )

≤ (|X | − 1) max
XXX 6=XXX′∈X

P(XXX →XXX ′).

We see that for a given constellation size |X |, the symbol
detection error Pe(X ) vanishes if and only if the worst-case
PEP, max

XXX 6=XXX′∈X
P(XXX →XXX ′), vanishes. Therefore, our goal from

now on is to minimize the worst-case PEP.
Following [25, Proposition 1], the PEP P(XXX →XXX ′) can be

derived in closed form as given in Appendix B. This closed-
form expression, however, is not exploitable for optimization
and does not bring clear insights into the constellation design.
A high-SNR asymptotic expression of the PEP was given in [25,
Proposition 3], but is also hard to exploit. Therefore, one needs
to resort to further simplified design criteria.

A. Baseline Approach and Criteria

A baseline approach is to treat the joint constellation as a
constellation of an Mtot ×N MIMO point-to-point channel
and adapt the existing criteria for that channel. This approach
results in three criteria given below.

1) Adapting the Max-Min Chordal Distance Criterion: By
treating (2) as a point-to-point channel, one can consider USTM
and regard X

‖X‖F as a truncated unitary matrix. Then, according
to [5, Th. 6], a Chernoff upper bound on the PEP P(XXX →
XXX ′) is given by a function of the squared singular values
λ̄2

1, λ̄
2
2, . . . , λ̄

2
Mtot

of the matrix XXXH

‖XXX‖F
XXX′

‖XXX′‖F (see [5, Eq. (18)]).
As argued in [29, Sec. 2], this upper bound is increasing with
a term dominated by λ̄2

1 + λ̄2
2 + · · ·+ λ̄2

Mtot
= tr

(
XXXXXXHXXX′XXX′H

‖XXX‖2F‖XXX
′‖2F

)
.

This leads to the design criterion2

(Min-m1) : X ∗ = arg min
X

max
XXX 6=XXX′∈X

tr
(
XXXXXXHXXX′XXX′H

‖XXX‖2F‖XXX
′‖2F

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:m1(X )

. (10)

This criterion coincides with the max-min chordal distance
criterion for Grassmannian packing considered in [14], [30].

2) Adapting a High-SNR Asymptotic Bound on the PEP:
Another design metric for the point-to-point channel based
on a high-SNR asymptotic bound on the PEP [28] and the
union bound on the average error probability was proposed
in [26, Eq. (8)]. Adopting this metric, we consider the following
criterion

(Min-m2) :

X ∗ = arg min
X

ln
∑

XXX 6=XXX′∈X

det−N
(
IIIT −M2

tot
XXXXXXHXXX′XXX′H

‖XXX‖2F‖XXX
′‖2F

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:m2(X )

.

(11)

2A variant of this criterion proposed in [11] consists in minimizing λ̄1 +

λ̄2 + · · · + λ̄Mtot = tr
(

XXXHXXX′

‖XXX‖F‖XXX′‖F

)
. However, numerical simulations

suggest that the resulting performance is similar. Therefore, we focus on (10)
in this paper.

3) Adapting a Criterion Based on the KL Divergence:
We note that minimizing the worst-case PEP is equivalent to
maximizing the worst-case PEP exponent:

X ∗ = arg max
X

min
XXX 6=XXX′∈X

(
− 1

N
lnP(XXX →XXX ′)

)
.

An analysis of the PEP exponent follows from a relation
between the joint symbol detection problem and hypothesis
testing. Given the received signal {yyyn}Nn=1, let us consider
two hypotheses: H0 : {yyyn}Nn=1 ∼ CN (0, IIIT + XXXXXXH) and
H1 : {yyyi}Ni=1 ∼ CN

(
0, IIIT + XXX ′XXX ′

H)
where {yyyn}Nn=1

are realizations of N columns of Y. Then, the detection
of the transmitted joint symbol between XXX and XXX ′ can be
seen as a hypothesis test between H0 and H1. The PEP
P(XXX →XXX ′) can be seen as the type-1 error probability of the
likelihood ratio test. Then, it follows from the Chernoff-Stein
Lemma [31, Th. 11.8.3] that as N →∞, the lowest achievable
error exponent for P

(
XXX →XXX ′

)
, with the constraint that

P
(
XXX ′ →XXX

)
is smaller than a given threshold3 ε ∈ (0, 1/2), is

given by D
(
CN (0, IIIT +XXXXXXH)‖CN

(
0, IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H))
where

D(·‖·) denotes the KL divergence. The convergence of the PEP
exponent to the KL divergence was also exploited in [23], [27],
[32]. However, note that this error exponent is not achieved
with the considered joint-ML detector (4), but with a detector
which is highly biased in favor of H0 [27]. It serves as an
upper bound on the PEP exponent of the joint-ML detector.
In fact, the performance of the joint-ML detector is related to
the KL divergence as shown in [27, Lemma 3]. This result is
stated in the following to be self-contained.

Proposition 2 (Relation of the joint-ML detection error
and the KL divergence [27, Lemma 3]): Let {yyyn}Nn=1 ∈ Y
be drawn i.i.d. according to the probability density func-
tion (pdf) p0 on Y . Let p1 and p2 be pdfs on Y with
0 < D(p0‖p2) < D(p0‖p1) < ∞. Consider two hypothesis
tests, one between {yyyn}Nn=1 ∼ p0 and {yyyn}Nn=1 ∼ p1, and
the other between {yyyn}Nn=1 ∼ p0 and {yyyn}Nn=1 ∼ p2. Let
Li =

∏N
n=1

p0(yyyn)
pi(yyyn) denote the likelihood ratios for the two

tests so that the probability of mistaking p0 for pi using the ML
detector is given by P (p0 → pi) = Pp0 [Li < 1], i ∈ {1, 2}.
Let ∆D := D(p0‖p1)−D(p0‖p2) > 0. It holds that

Pp0
[
L1 < exp

(N∆D

2

)
L2

]
→ 0, as N →∞.

Proposition 2 says that, for N large enough, the likelihood
ratio of the first test is greater than the likelihood ratio of the
second test with high probability. This implies that for large
N , the first test—corresponding to the hypothesis with greater
KL divergence from the true channel output distribution—has
a lower error probability than the second test. In other words, a
pair of joint symbols that leads to higher KL divergence are less
likely to be misdetected for each other. Motivated by this, the
KL divergence D

(
CN (0, IIIT+XXXXXXH)‖CN

(
0, IIIT+XXX ′XXX ′

H))
=

E
[
L(XXX →XXX ′)

]
can be used as a design metric for the joint

3In Appendix C, we show that P(XXX → XXX′) → 0 as N → ∞ for any
pair of distinct symbols XXX and XXX′ of a joint constellation satisfying the
identifiability condition in Proposition 1. Swapping the symbols’ roles, we
obtain that P(XXX′ →XXX)→ 0 as N →∞. Therefore, for any ε ∈ (0, 1/2),
there exists Nε > 0 such that P

(
XXX′ →XXX

)
< ε for N > Nε.
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constellation design, as proposed for the point-to-point channel
is [27, Eq. (32)]. Specifically, we consider the following design
criterion

(Max-emin) : X ∗ = arg max
X

1

N
min

XXX 6=XXX′∈X
E
[
L(XXX →XXX ′)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:emin(X )

(12)
where it follows from (15) and E[YYH] = N

(
IIIT +XXXXXXH) that

E
[
L(XXX →XXX ′)

]
= N ln

det(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
)

det
(
IIIT +XXXXXXH

) −N
+Ntr

(
(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H
)−1
)

+Ntr
(
(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H
)−1XXXXXXH

)
. (13)

The criteria Min-m1 (10), Min-m2 (11), and Max-emin (12)
serve as baselines for our proposed criteria. In the following,
we present our approach and derive new design criteria.

B. Proposed Criteria

Let us rewrite the PEP as

P(XXX →XXX ′) = P

(
ln
pY|X(Y|XXX)

pY|X(Y|XXX ′)
≤ 0

)
= P

(
L(XXX →XXX ′) ≤ 0

)
(14)

with the pairwise log-likelihood ratio (PLLR) L(XXX → XXX ′)

defined as ln
pY|X(Y|XXX)

pY|X(Y|XXX′) . Using (3), we obtain

L(XXX →XXX ′)

= N ln
det
(
IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H)
det
(
IIIT +XXXXXXH

)
− tr

((
(IIIT +XXXXXXH)−1 − (IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H
)−1
)
YYH

)
. (15)

Hereafter, we use {λi}Ti=1 to denote the eigenvalues of the
matrix ΓΓΓ := (IIIT +XXXXXXH)(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H
)−1. Note that λi ≥ 0,

∀i ∈ [T ]. The following expression of the PEP will be useful
in our analysis.

Lemma 1: The PEP can be expressed as

P(XXX →XXX ′) = P

(
T∑
i=1

(λi − 1)gi ≤ N
T∑
i=1

lnλi

)
,

where {gi}Ti=1 are independent Gamma random variables with
shape N and scale 1.

Proof: See Appendix D.
1) A Criterion Based on Nonasymptotic Bounds: The

following proposition gives a lower bound on the PEP exponent.
Proposition 3 (PEP exponent’s Chernoff lower bound): It

holds that, for every s ∈ [0, 1],

− 1

N
lnP(XXX →XXX ′)

≥ Js(XXX,XXX ′)
:= ln det(s(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H
)−1 + (1− s)(IIIT +XXXXXXH)−1)

−
[
s ln det

(
(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H
)−1
)

+ (1− s) ln det
(
(IIIT +XXXXXXH)−1

) ]
.

Proof: The proof follows from the Chernoff bound, and
is provided in Appendix E.
In particular, with s = 1

2 , after some manipulations, we obtain

J1/2(XXX,XXX ′) =
1

2
ln det

(
2IIIT + (IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′H)−1(IIIT +XXXXXXH)

+ (IIIT +XXXXXXH)−1(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′H)
)

− T ln 2. (16)

The bounds of the PEP exponent can be tightened with an
upper bound as follows.

Proposition 4 (PEP exponent’s upper and lower bounds):
The PEP exponent is upper and lower-bounded as

b(XXX,XXX ′) + T ≥ − 1

N
lnP(XXX →XXX ′) ≥ 1

2
b(XXX,XXX ′)− T ln 2.

(17)
where b(XXX,XXX ′) is defined through {λi} as b(XXX,XXX ′) :=∑T

i=1 | lnλi|.
Proof: See Appendix F.

Proposition 4 states that the PEP exponent scales linearly with
b(XXX,XXX ′) where the multiplicative factor is tightly bounded
between 1

2 and 1. Note that the lower limit factor 1
2 can be

improved by optimizing the parameter s in Proposition 3.
For the purpose of this paper, however, we neglect the
multiplicative and additive factors and focus on the key part
b(XXX,XXX ′) in both upper and lower bounds. Define bmin(X ) :=

min
XXX 6=XXX′∈X

b(XXX,XXX ′). It follows from Proposition 4 that the worst-

case PEP exponent is sandwiched between bmin(X ) + T and
1
2bmin(X )−T ln 2. Motivated by this, we propose the following
design criterion

(Max-bmin) : X ∗ = arg max
X

bmin(X ). (18)

Remark 2: As opposed to the baseline metrics m1(X ),
m2(X ), and emin(X ) that are based on asymptotic bounds
on the PEP as P or N goes to infinity, our metric bmin(X ) is
justified with nonasymptotic bounds.

Remark 3: Since the metric bmin(X ) provides tight bounds
on the PEP exponent, it can also be used to evaluate the error
performance of a given joint constellation. The higher the value
of bmin(X ), the lower the joint ML detection error is expected
to be. Computing bmin(X ) is more efficient than evaluating
the empirical joint ML symbol error rate.

In numerical optimization of bmin(X ), one has to compute
the gradient of b(XXX,XXX ′) with respect to the symbols. This can
be challenging since b(XXX,XXX ′) involves the eigenvalues of ΓΓΓ.
In this regard, it is more convenient to maximize the bound
Js(XXX,XXX

′) given in Proposition 3:

(Max-Js,min) : X ∗ = arg max
X

min
XXX 6=XXX′∈X

Js(XXX,XXX
′)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:Js,min(X )

(19)

for some s ∈ [0, 1]. In the single-user SIMO case, let s = 1
2

and consider Grassmannian signaling with ‖xxx‖ = PT, ∀xxx ∈ X ,
then Max-Js,min is equivalent to the max-min chordal distance

criterion X ∗ = arg maxX minxxx 6=xxx′∈X

√
1− 1

P 2T 2 |xxxHxxx′|2.
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2) The Relation to Riemannian Distance: We next point out
a geometric interpretation for the property of a pair of joint
symbols that achieves low PEP. To this end, let PT be the set
of T × T Hermitian and positive definite matrices. This set is
a differential manifold. At a point AAA of PT , define the Rie-
mannian metric ‖AAA−

1
2 dAAAAAA−

1
2 ‖F =

[
tr
(
AAA−1 dAAA

)2 ] 1
2 . This

metric is used to compute the length of a piecewise differential
path in PT . Specifically, the length of a path γ : [a, b]→ PT
is given by L(γ) =

∫ b
a
‖γ− 1

2 (t)γ′(t)γ−
1
2 (t)‖F dt [33, Ch. 6].

The Riemannian distance δR(AAA,BBB) between any two points AAA
andBBB in PT is defined as the length of the geodesic betweenAAA
and BBB, i.e., the shortest path joining AAA and BBB in the manifold.
According to [33, Ch. 6], δR(AAA,BBB) is explicitly given by

δR(AAA,BBB) = ‖ ln(AAA−
1
2BBBAAA−

1
2 )‖F =

(
T∑
i=1

ln2 σi(AAA
−1BBB)

) 1
2

where {σi(MMM)} denote the eigenvalues of a matrix MMM . The
distance δR(AAA,BBB) is called the Riemannian distance on the
manifold PT . The readers are referred to [33, Ch. 6] for
a further description of this distance and its relation to the
geometry of the manifold PT .

We now present a relation between our b-metric and the
Riemannian distance. Since the matrices IIIT + XXXXXXH and
IIIT+XXX ′XXX ′

H
are Hermitian and positive definite, the Riemannian

distance between them is given by δR(IIIT + XXXXXXH, IIIT +

XXX ′XXX ′
H
) =

(∑T
i=1 ln2 λi

)1/2
.

Proposition 5 (Relation between the b-metric and Rieman-
nian distance): The metric b(XXX,XXX ′) is bounded in terms of
the Riemannian distance δR(IIIT +XXXXXXH, IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H
) as

√
TδR(IIIT +XXXXXXH, IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H
) ≥ b(XXX,XXX ′)

≥ δR(IIIT +XXXXXXH, IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
).

Proof: The lower bound follows from

b(XXX,XXX ′) =

T∑
i=1

| lnλi| =

√√√√( T∑
i=1

| lnλi|
)2

≥

√√√√ T∑
i=1

ln2 λi = δR(IIIT +XXXXXXH, IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
),

where the inequality holds because the terms | lnλi| are
nonnegative. The upper bound follows directly from the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality.

Remark 4: Proposition 5 says that the metric b(XXX,XXX ′) is
within a multiplicative factor from the Riemannian distance
δR(IIIT + XXXXXXH, IIIT + XXX ′XXX ′

H
), where the factor is bounded

between 1 and
√
T . Therefore, b(XXX,XXX ′) is large if and only

if δR(IIIT +XXXXXXH, IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
) is large. It follows that a pair

of joint symbols XXX for XXX ′ are less likely to be misdetected for
each other if the geodesic joining IIIT +XXXXXXH and IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H

in PT is longer. IfXXXXXX = XXX ′XXX ′
H
, this geodesic has length zero,

thus b(XXX,XXX ′) = 0 and the PEP exponent is upper bounded
by a constant. This agrees with the identifiability condition in
Proposition 1.

3) Simplified Criteria: In the following, we further simplify
the design criteria. As we shall see, this simplification leads to
simpler metrics which can be optimized at reduced complexity,
and to simple constructions allowing to efficiently generate
the joint constellation. We first relax the Chernoff bound in
Proposition 3 as follows.

Proposition 6 (PEP exponent’s relaxed lower bound): It
holds that

− 1

N
lnP(XXX →XXX ′) ≥ ln

(
1 +

1

2
tr (ΓΓΓ)

)
− T

2
ln 2. (20)

Proof: If XXXXXXH = XXX ′XXX ′
H
, then ΓΓΓ = IIIT and (20) is trivial

since the right-hand side is at most 0 for T ≥ 2. If XXXXXXH 6=
XXX ′XXX ′

H
, applying the Chernoff bound in Proposition 3 with

s = 1/2, we get

− 1

N
lnP(XXX →XXX ′)

≥ J1/2(XXX,XXX ′)

=
1

2

T∑
i=1

ln
(

2 + λi +
1

λi

)
− T ln 2

=
1

2
ln

(
T∏
i=1

(
2 + λi +

1

λi

))
− T ln 2

≥ 1

2
ln

(
2T + 2T−1

T∑
i=1

(
λi +

1

λi

))
− T ln 2

= ln

(
1 +

1

2
tr (ΓΓΓ) +

1

2
tr
(
ΓΓΓ−1

))
− T

2
ln 2

≥ ln

(
1 +

1

2
tr (ΓΓΓ)

)
− T

2
ln 2,

where the inequalities follow from the fact that {λi} are positive
for XXXXXXH 6= XXX ′XXX ′

H
.

Hence, maximizing tr (ΓΓΓ) can lead to large PEP exponent.
We have that tr (ΓΓΓ) = tr

(
(III + XXX ′XXX ′

H
)−1
)

+ tr
(
(IIIT +

XXX ′XXX ′
H
)−1XXXXXXH

)
. The next proposition characterizes how the

terms in the right-hand side scale with the transmit power.
Proposition 7 (Dominating term in tr (ΓΓΓ)): Let XXX and XXX ′ be

such that ‖XXXvvv‖2F = Θ(P ) and ‖XXX ′vvv‖2F = Θ(P ) as P → ∞
for any unit-norm vector vvv ∈ CMtot . We have that tr

(
(IIIT +

XXX ′XXX ′
H
)−1
)

scales as O(1), while tr
(
(IIIT+XXX ′XXX ′

H
)−1XXXXXXH

)
=

O(1) if Span(XXX) = Span(XXX ′) and Θ(P ) otherwise.
Proof: See Appendix G.

From this proposition, we see that d(XXX → XXX ′) := tr
(
(IIIT +

XXX ′XXX ′
H
)−1XXXXXXH

)
is the only term in tr (ΓΓΓ) that can scale up

linearly with P .
Remark 5: Following similar lines as in Appendix G, we

can show that ln det(IIIT+XXX′XXX′H)

det(IIIT+XXXXXXH)
scales as O(1) if Span(XXX) =

Span(XXX ′) and Θ(lnP ) otherwise. Therefore, d(XXX →XXX ′) is
also the only term in E

[
L(XXX →XXX ′)

]
(see (13)) that can scale

up linearly with P .
By focusing on the dominating term d(XXX →XXX ′) in tr (ΓΓΓ)

(and in E
[
L(XXX →XXX ′)

]
), letting dmin(X ) := min

XXX 6=XXX′∈X
d(XXX →

XXX ′), we have the following design criterion

(Max-dmin) : X ∗ = arg max
X

dmin(X ). (21)
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Hereafter, we assume for simplicity that all users have the
same number of antennas, i.e. M1 = · · · = MK = M . We
further analyze the metric dmin(X ) in the following.

a) The Single-User Case: In the single-user case with
M transmit antennas, it is known that the high-SNR optimal
input signal takes the form of a truncated unitary matrix [6].
We consider this approach and let XXXHXXX = PT

M IIIM ,∀XXX ∈ X .
Using the Woodbury identity (IIIT+XXX ′XXX ′

H
)−1 = IIIT−XXX ′(IIIM+

XXX ′
H
XXX ′)−1XXX ′

H
, we have that

d(XXX →XXX ′) = tr
((
IIIT −XXX ′(IIIM +XXX ′

H
XXX ′)−1XXX ′

H)
XXXXXXH

)
= tr(XXXHXXX)− tr

(
XXXHXXX ′(IIIM +XXX ′

H
XXX ′)−1XXX ′

H
XXX
)

= PT

(
1− α−1

P,T,M

‖XXX ′HXXX‖2F
(PT )2

)
,

where αP,T,M := 1
PT + 1

M and the last equality follows from
XXXHXXX = XXX ′

H
XXX ′ = PT

M IIIM . Therefore, the design criterion (21)
is equivalent to X = arg min

X
max

XXX,XXX′∈X : XXX 6=XXX′
‖XXX ′HXXX‖2F. This

coincides with the common criterion consisting in maximizing
the minimum pairwise chordal distance between the symbol
subspaces [12]–[14], [30].

b) The Multi-User Case: In the K-user case, we have
the following bounds on dmin(X ).

Proposition 8 (Bounds on the dmin(X ) metric): It holds that

min
k∈[K]

dk(X ) ≤ dmin(X ) ≤ min
k∈[K]

dk(X ) + (K − 1)M,(22)

where

dk(X ) :=

min
XXXk 6=XXX

′
k
∈Xk

XXXj∈Xj ,j 6=k

tr

(
XXXH

k

(
IIIT +XXX ′kXXX

′
k
H

+
∑
j 6=k

XXXjXXX
H

j

)−1

XXXk

)
.

(23)

Proof: See Appendix H.
Corollary 1: In the two-user case (K = 2), it holds that

min {d1(X ), d2(X )} ≤ dmin(X )

≤ min {d1(X ), d2(X )}+M, (24)

where

d1(X ) :=

min
XXX1 6=XXX′1∈X1,XXX2∈X2

tr
(
XXXH

1

(
IIIT +XXX ′1XXX

′H
1 +XXX2XXX

H

2

)−1
XXX1

)
,

(25)
d2(X ) :=

min
XXX2 6=XXX′2∈X2,XXX1∈X1

tr
(
XXXH

2

(
IIIT +XXX1XXX

H

1 +XXX ′2XXX
′H
2

)−1
XXX2

)
.

(26)

Proposition 8 says that dmin(X ) is within a constant gap
to mink∈[K] dk(X ), and thus dmin(X ) scales linearly with P
when P is large if and only if mink∈[K] dk(X ) does so. Based
on this observation, we propose the following design criterion

X ∗ = arg max
X

min
k∈[K]

dk(X ). (27)

This criterion is the basis for the simple constellation construc-
tion presented in Section IV.

C. Practical Approaches to Numerical Optimization

In this section, given the proposed criteria, we present
two practical approaches to reduce the complexity of the
constellation optimization using any metric.

1) Alternating Optimization: To simplify the constellation
optimization, we propose an alternating optimization approach
as follows. First {Xk}Kk=1 are initialized. Then, for k =
1, . . . ,K, we iteratively optimize Xk by X ∗k = arg max

Xk
m(X )

for fixed {Xl}l 6=k in a round robin manner, where m(X )
is the considered metric. At each iteration, it has fewer
variables to optimize than directly solving (12), (21), or (27).
Since the objective function is nondecreasing across iterations,
the solution of alternating optimization converges to a local
minimum.

2) Solution Space Reduction: In the most general setting,
the simplified criteria (12), (21), (27) still have a large solution
space. Specifically, X belongs to the product space{
XXX

(1)
k , . . . ,XXX

(|Xk|)
k ∈ CT×Mk :

1

|Xk|

|Xk|∑
i=1

∥∥XXX(i)
k

∥∥2

F
≤ PT

}
,

and thus has
∏K
k=1(TMk)|Xk| free variables to optimize. To

reduce the solution space, we make the suboptimal assumption
that the individual constellations Xk follow from USTM, i.e.,
they contain scaled-truncated-unitary-matrix symbols. From a
practical perspective, this is desirable since the constellation
is oblivious to the presence of the other users and USTM is
high-SNR optimal, or near optimal, for the single-user channel.
Furthermore, it was shown in [34] that letting each user employ
USTM independently from the other users entails a small loss
in terms of sum capacity for the noncoherent MIMO MAC even
at moderate SNR. Under this assumption, we let XXXH

kXXXk =
PkT
T IIIM , ∀XXXk ∈ Xk, k ∈ [K]. Thus, the solution space is

reduced to the Cartesian product of
∑K
k=1 |Xk| instances of

the set of truncated unitary matrices (for the signal subspace)
and K instances of the interval [0, P ] (for the signal power).
Furthermore, we can choose to optimize the signal subspace
and power separately. Specifically, using the proposed metrics,
we first optimize the signal subspace for given transmit power,
and then optimize the power for given signal subspace. In the
following, we consider each problem.

IV. A SIMPLE CONSTRUCTION FOR FIXED TRANSMIT
POWER

In this section, inspired by the proposed criteria, we propose a
simple constellation construction for fixed powers {Pk}k∈[K].

4

We consider the symmetrical power case Pk = P, ∀k ∈ [K].
This is a reasonable assumption if the rates are symmetric R1 =
· · · = RK . Also, following USTM, we let XXXH

kXXXk = PT
M IIIM ,

∀XXXk ∈ Xk, k ∈ [K]. Nevertheless, there must be constraints
between the symbols of different users. For instance, if the
constellations are such that XXX1 = XXX2 can occur, then dk(X )
is upper-bounded by a constant for any k and any P . This can
be developed in a formal way as follows.

4In Appendix J, we provide another simple constellation construction based
on precoding, which is a generalization of our design for the SIMO MAC
in [24].
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By removing the terms inside the inverse in dk(X ), we
obtain an upper bound:

dk(X ) ≤ min
{

min
XXXk 6=XXX′k∈Xk

tr
(
XXXH

k(IIIT +XXX ′kXXX
′
k
H
)−1XXXk

)
,

min
XXXk∈Xk,XXXl∈Xl,l 6=k

tr
(
XXXH

k(IIIT +XXX lXXX
H

l )
−1XXXk

)}
.

(28)

For dk(X ) to be large, the upper bound must be large. This is
made precise in the next proposition.

Proposition 9 (Necessary condition): Let {Xk}Kk=1 be such
that XXXH

kXXXk = PT
M IIIM , ∀XXXk ∈ Xk, k ∈ [K]. If the following

lower bound on the d-values holds for some c ∈ [0, 1/M ]

min
k∈[K]

dk(X ) ≥ PT
(

1− α−1
P,T,M c

)
,

where αP,T,M := 1
PT + 1

M , then we must have

1

(PT )2
max

{
max

XXXk 6=XXX′k∈Xk,k∈[K]

∥∥XXX ′kH
XXXk

∥∥2

F
,

max
XXXk∈Xk,XXXl∈Xl,k 6=l∈[K]

‖XXXH

kXXX l‖2F
}
≤ c. (29)

Proof: The proof follows the same steps as the single-user
case in Section III-B3a, applying to the upper bound (28).
The above proposition shows that symbol pairs from different
users should fulfill similar distance criteria as symbol pairs
from the same user when it comes to identifiability conditions.
However, it is unclear whether (29) alone is enough to guarantee
a large value of dmin(X ). In the following, we shall show that
these conditions are indeed sufficient if c is small.

Proposition 10 (Sufficient condition): Let {Xk}Kk=1 be such
that tr

(
XXXH

kXXXk

)
= PT , ∀XXXk ∈ Xk, k ∈ [K]. If

1

(PT )2
max

{
max

XXXk 6=XXX′k∈Xk,k∈[K]

∥∥XXX ′kH
XXXk

∥∥2

F
,

max
XXXk∈Xk,XXXl∈Xl,k 6=l∈[K]

‖XXXH

kXXX l‖2F
}
≤ c

for some c ∈ [0, 1/M ], then we have

min
k∈[K]

dk(X ) ≥ PT

(
1−K

(
αP,T,M −

√
K(K − 1)c

21{K=2}

)−1

c

)
.

(30)
Proof: See Appendix I.

Remark 6: Proposition (10) only requires the joint constella-
tion to satisfy tr

(
XXXH

kXXXk

)
= PT rather than XXXH

kXXXk = PT
M IIIM

for allXXXk ∈ Xk, i.e., the joint constellation does not necessarily
follow USTM.

The two propositions above give necessary and sufficient
conditions for the metric mink∈[K] dk(X ) to scale linearly with
P . The joint constellation attains a high value of this metric if
and only if every pair of individual symbols either from the
same user or different users are well separated in terms of the
chordal distance. This is illustrated for the two-user case in
Fig. 1. These propositions motivate the following simplified
design criterion

X ∗ = arg min
X

max
{

max
XXXk 6=XXX′k∈Xk,k∈[K]

∥∥XXX ′kH
XXXk

∥∥2

F
,

Fig. 1. Illustration of the necessary and sufficient conditions for the metric
mink∈[K] dk(X ) to scale linearly with P in the two-user case. A pair of
joint symbols XXX = [XXX1 XXX2] and XXX′ = [XXX′1 XXX

′
2] attains a high value of the

d(XXX → XXX′) metric if and only if each pair of individual symbols among
{XXX1,XXX2,XXX

′
1,XXX

′
2} are well separated in terms of the chordal distance.

max
XXXk∈Xk,XXXl∈Xl,k 6=l∈[K]

‖XXXH

kXXX l‖2F
}
. (31)

Based on (31), we propose a simple construction as
follows. Let XSU be a single-user constellation and let
c := 1

(PT )2 max
XXX 6=XXX′∈XSU

‖XXX ′HXXX‖2F ∈
[
0, 1

M

]
. We can generate

{Xk}Kk=1 by partitioning XSU into K disjoint subsets. Then,
from (53) and Proposition 10, we can guarantee

dmin(X ) ≥ PT

(
1−K

(
αP,T,M −

√
K(K − 1)c

21{K=2}

)−1

c

)
.

(32)
With such a construction, the joint constellation design problem
becomes essentially an individual constellation design problem.
A random partition suffices to guarantee (32), although one
can smartly partition the set XSU to improve over (32). The
optimal partition problem is equivalent to a min-max graph
partitioning [35]. Note that for the right-hand side of (32) to
scale linearly with P , c must be small enough, which requires
the initial single-user constellation XSU to be sparse enough
in G(CT ,M) and thus limits the size of XSU. This is made
precise in the following.

Proposition 11 (Requirement for the single-user constel-
lation XSU): Consider a joint constellation X generated by
partitioning a single-user constellation XSU. For the lower
bound of dmin(X ) in (32) to scale linearly with P , the
minimum pairwise chordal distance between elements of XSU,

i.e. δmin(XSU) := min
XXX 6=XXX′∈XSU

√
M − 1

P 2T 2 ‖XXX ′
H
XXX‖2F, must

satisfy

δmin(XSU) >

√
M −

[(αP,T,M
K

+ φK

) 1
2 − φ

1
2

K

]2
, (33)

where φK := K−1
4K21{K=2} . The condition (33) implies that the

cardinality of XSU is bounded as

|XSU| < κ−1
T,M22M(T−M)

·

(
M −

[(αP,T,M
K

+ φK

) 1
2 − φ

1
2

K

]2
)−M(T−M)

,

(34)

with

κT,M :=

1

(M(T−M))!

min{M,T−M}∏
i=1

(T − i)!
(min{M,T−M} − i)!

. (35)
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Fig. 2. The upper bound log2(β(T,K,M)) on the number of bits per symbol
log2(|XSU|) necessary for the lower bound (32) of dmin(X ) to scale linearly
with P with K = 4.

Proof: The right-hand side of (32) scales linearly with

P if 1 − K
(
αP,T,M −

√
K(K−1)c
21{K=2}

)−1

c > 0, i.e., c <[(αP,T,M
K + φK

) 1
2 − φ

1
2

K

]2
. This is equivalent to (33) since

δmin(XSU) =
√
M − c by definition. On the other hand,

according to [36, Corollary 1], the volume of a metric ball
B(δ) of radius δ (in chordal distance) in G(CT ,M) with the
normalized invariant measure µ(·) is given by µ(B(δ)) =
κT,Mδ

2M(T−M) with κT,M defined in (35). Since XSU is
a packing on G(CT ,M) with minimum chordal distance
δmin(XSU), the Hamming upper bound [36, Eq. (3)] yields
|XSU| ≤ 1

µ(B(δmin(XSU)/2)) . From this and (33), we obtain (34).

At high SNR (P →∞), the bounds on δmin(XSU) in (33)
and |XSU| in (34) converge to

ν(K,M) :=

√
M −

[( 1

KM
+ φK

) 1
2 − φ

1
2

K

]2
and

β(T,K,M) := c−1
T,M22M(T−M)

·
(
M−

[( 1

KM
+φK

) 1
2−φ

1
2

K

]2)−M(T−M)

,

(36)

respectively. Fig. 2 shows the values of log2(β(T,K,M)),
which is the high-SNR upper bound on the number of bits per
symbol log2(|XSU|) in XSU, for K = 4 and some values of T
and M . As can be seen, for a fixed M , the bound monotonically
increases with T ; for a fixed T , the bound first increases with
M then decreases after a peak value and becomes 0 (imposing
a zero transmission rate) when M ≈ 0.73T .

Remark 7: The Grassmann manifold G(CT ,M) has 2M(T−
M) real dimensions. From (36), an upper bound on the number
of bits per real dimension for XSU is given by

log2 β(T,K,M)

2M(T −M)
≤ ζ(K,M)

where

ζ(K,M) := 1− 1

2
log2

(
1− 1

M

[( 1

KM
+φK

) 1
2 − φ

1
2

K

]2)
.

In fact, using Stirling’s formula
√

2πnn+1/2e−n ≤ n! ≤
enn+1/2e−n [37], we can show that log2 β(T,M)

2M(T−M) ↑ ζ(K,M) as
T →∞, where “↑” means “approach from below”. After some
simple manipulations, we have that ζ(K,M) ≤ 2− 1

2 log2 3 <
log2 3 for any K and M . That is, roughly speaking, one should
not pack more than 2 symbols of XSU in each real dimension
of the manifold in average if the partitioning approach is used.

V. POWER OPTIMIZATION

When the users transmit at different rates, letting the users
transmit at equal power might not be optimal. For example,
in the extreme case where only one of the users transmits at
non-zero rate, all other users should remain silent, i.e., transmit
at zero power, to avoid causing interference. Therefore, power
optimization also plays a key role. For a fixed constellation
X (possibly generated with equal transmit power), let us now
consider the problem of optimizing the transmit power so as
to maximize the proposed metrics.5

Let us first focus on the two-user case with per-user
USTM. For convenience, we write the constellation symbols
as truncated unitary matrices scaled with the transmit powers
{P1, P2}, that is, Xk =

{√
PkT
M XXX

(i)
k : XXX

(i)H
k XXX

(i)
k = IIIM , i ∈

[|Xk|]
}
, k = 1, 2. Let X̄ = X̄1 × X̄2 where X̄k = {XXX(i)

k }
|Xk|
i=1

is the set of the normalized symbols of user k. We assume
that X̄ is fixed and would like to optimize the transmit powers
{P1, P2}. To this end, we define θ := P2/P1, denote X as X θ
for convenience, and seek to optimize θ as

θ∗ = arg max
θ
m(X θ) (37)

where m(X ) is the considered metric. Recall that we assume
w.l.o.g. that maxk Pk = P . The optimal value of θ cannot be
found in closed-form in general. We propose a procedure to
optimize θ as follows.

1) Let P1 = P , i.e., user 1 transmits at full power, optimize
θ as in (37) with the constraint θ ∈ [0, 1]. Let θ̂ be the
optimal value.

2) Let P2 = P , i.e., user 2 transmits at full power, optimize
θ—or equivalently 1

θ—as in (37) with the constraint 1
θ ∈

[0, 1]. Let θ̆ be the optimal value.
3) The optimal value of θ is given by6

arg maxθ∈{θ̂,θ̆}m(X θ).
In Steps 1 and 2, one finds an extremum of the metric
over θ or 1

θ inside the interval [0, 1]. Well-known extremum
search algorithms, such as the golden-section search,
can be employed. In the SIMO case, the optimization
of θ in these steps can be done more efficiently as

5Note that the power optimization can be used not only to further optimize
a joint constellation whose signal subspaces have been optimized, but also to
improve any given joint constellation.

6In the numerical result in the next section, we shall see that it is favorable
to let the user with higher transmission rate transmit at full power P in the
considered setting.
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follows. In this case, the individual constellations are
Xk = {

√
PkTxxx

(i)
k : ‖xxx(i)

k ‖ = 1, i ∈ [|Xk|]}, k = 1, 2. The
set of the normalized symbols are X̄k = {xxx(i)

k }
|Xk|
i=1 ,

k = 1, 2. Consider the metric dmin(X ). From
Corollary 1, we deduce that min{d1(X θ), d2(X θ)} ≤
dmin(X θ) ≤ min{d1(X θ), d2(X θ)} + 1 where
d1(X θ) = minxxx1,xxx′1,xxx2

δ1(θ,xxx1,xxx
′
1,xxx2) and d2(X θ) =

minx̂xx1,x̂xx2,x̂xx
′
2
δ2(θ, x̂xx1, x̂xx2, x̂xx

′
2) with

δ1(θ,xxx1,xxx
′
1,xxx2) :=

P1Txxx
H

1(IIIT + P1Txxx
′
1xxx
′H
1 + θP1Txxx2xxx

H

2)−1xxx1,

δ2(θ, x̂xx1, x̂xx2, x̂xx
′
2) :=

θP1Tx̂xx
H

2(IIIT + P1Tx̂xx1x̂xx
H

1 + θP1Tx̂xx
′
2x̂xx
′H
2 )−1x̂xx2,

for {xxx1,xxx
′
1, x̂xx1} ⊂ X̄1, {xxx2, x̂xx2, x̂xx

′
2} ⊂ X̄2 such that xxx1 6= xxx′1

and x̂xx2 6= x̂xx′2. The optimal value of θ can be found by analyzing
d1(X θ) and d2(X θ), as stated in the following proposition.

Proposition 12 (Power optimization): In the two-user SIMO
case, the following results hold.

1) min{d1(X θ), d2(X θ)} is maximized at θ = θ̃ such that
d1(X θ̃) = d2(X θ̃), and

dmin(X θ̃) ≤ max
θ
dmin(X θ) ≤ dmin(X θ̃) + 1. (38)

2) For each {xxx1,xxx
′
1, x̂xx1} ⊂ X̄1, {xxx2, x̂xx2, x̂xx

′
2} ⊂ X̄2 such

that xxx1 6= xxx′1 and x̂xx2 6= x̂xx′2, there exists a unique
value of θ such that δ1(θ,xxx1,xxx

′
1,xxx2) = δ2(θ, x̂xx1, x̂xx2, x̂xx

′
2).

Denote this value by θ̂ which is implicitly a function of
xxx1,xxx

′
1, x̂xx1,xxx2, x̂xx2, x̂xx

′
2. Denote δ(θ̂) := δ1(θ̂,xxx1,xxx

′
1,xxx2) =

δ2(θ̂, x̂xx1, x̂xx2, x̂xx
′
2). It holds that

θ̂ =
1

3a

[
2
√

∆

· cos

(
1

3
arccos

(
9abc− 2b3 − 27a2d

2
√

∆3

))
− b
]

(39)

with

a := P1T
[
1 + P1T (1− |xxx′H1xxx2|2)

]
e2,

b := (1 + P1T )e2

+
[
1 + P1T (1− |xxx′H1xxx2|2)

][
1 + P1T (1− |x̂xxH

1x̂xx2|2)
]

−
[
P1T + P 2

1 T
2(1− |x̂xxH

1x̂xx
′
2|2)
]
e1,

c := −(1 + P1T )e1

−
[
1 + P1T (1− |x̂xxH

1x̂xx
′
2|2)
][

1 + P1T (1− |xxxH

1xxx
′
1|2)
]

+
(
1 + 1

P1T

)[
1 + P1T (1− |x̂xxH

1x̂xx2|2)
]
,

d := −
(
1 + 1

P1T

)[
1 + P1T (1− |xxxH

1xxx
′
1|2)
]
,

e1 := 1− |xxxH

1xxx2|2 + P1T
[
(1− |xxxH

1xxx
′
1|2)(1− |xxx′H1xxx2|2)

− |xxxH

1xxx
′
1xxx
′H
1xxx2 − xxxH

1xxx2|2
]
,

e2 := 1− |x̂xxH

2x̂xx
′
2|2 + P1T

[
(1− |x̂xxH

2x̂xx1|2)(1− |x̂xxH

1x̂xx
′
2|2)

− |x̂xxH

2x̂xx1x̂xx
H

1x̂xx
′
2 − x̂xx

H

2x̂xx
′
2|2
]
,

∆ := b2 − 3ac,

and that

θ̃ = arg min
θ̂∈ΘΘΘ

δ(θ̂), (40)

where ΘΘΘ is the set of values of θ̂ for all possible 6-tuple
of symbols {xxx1,xxx

′
1, x̂xx1} ⊂ X̄1, {xxx2, x̂xx2, x̂xx

′
2} ⊂ X̄2 such

that xxx1 6= xxx′1 and x̂xx2 6= x̂xx′2.
Proof: See Appendix K.

The first part of Proposition 12 says that there exists a
unique θ̃ that maximizes min

k∈{1,2}
dk(X θ), and this θ̃ is also

approximately the value of θ maximizing dmin(X θ). The
second part states that θ̃ can be found by enumerating the
closed-form expression (39) over the set of normalized symbols
X̄k, k = 1, 2. This is simpler than enumerating dmin(X θ) over
the whole range of θ. In Fig. 3, we numerically verify Proposi-
tion 12 by plotting the values of emin(X θ) and dmin(X θ), as
well as d1(X θ) and d2(X θ), as a function of θ for P1 = 20 dB
and different X̄ with T = 4, B1 = 6, and B2 = 2. We see
that dmin(X θ) is within a constant gap from the minimum of
d1(X θ), which decreases with θ, and d2(X θ), which increases
with θ. The metric dmin(X θ) is maximized approximately
at θ̃ such that d1(X θ̃) = d2(X θ̃). These observations agree
with (38) in Proposition 12. Furthermore, θ̃ is also near the
value of θ that maximizes the metric emin(X θ). Following
Proposition 12, when the metric dmin(X ) is considered, θ∗ in
(37) can be approximated by θ̃ from (40).

In the K-user case with K > 2, one can use a similar
procedure to optimize the power. Specifically, letting one user
transmit at full power, one optimizes the fraction of power
used by other users. In this case, however, a multidimensional
extremum search algorithm should be used, such as the Nelder-
Mead method [38]. The optimal power allocation is given by
the option resulting in the highest metric value. More efficient
power optimization methods are open for investigation.

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

We summarize the baseline/proposed design
criteria/constructions in Table I.

In the following, we generate and compare the joint
constellations with different design criteria/constructions. For
the partitioning design, we optimize the constellation XSU

following the max-min chordal distance criterion, then apply
a random partition. For the precoding design (see Appendix
J), we consider a common initial constellation for all users,
which is numerically optimized according to the max-min
chordal distance criterion. We will compare our design to the
constellations optimized with the criteria Min-m1 (10), Min-
m2 (11), and Max-emin (12) in terms of joint symbol error
rate (SER) (6). We also consider the joint constellation in which
the symbols contain orthogonal pilot sequences followed by
spatially multiplexed QAM data symbols. We use the joint ML
detector for all schemes.

A. Numerical Optimization

We solve numerically Max-J1/2,min (19), Max-emin (12),
Max-dmin (21), Min-m1 (10), Min-m2 (11), and the alternating
optimization of the dmin metric for given powers {Pk}. In
general, we want to solve the manifold-constrained optimization

max
X=X1×···×XK

min
XXX 6=XXX′∈X

f(XXX,XXX ′),
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TABLE I
THE BASELINE/PROPOSED JOINT CONSTELLATION DESIGN CRITERIA/CONSTRUCTIONS

Criterion/Construction Shorthand Motivation

Baseline

X ∗ = arg min
X

m1(X ) (10) Min-m1 Treating X as a single-user constellation
for the Mtot ×N MIMO channel and
adapt existing criteria for that channel

X ∗ = arg min
X

m2(X ) (11)
(from [26, Eq. (8)])

Min-m2

X ∗ = arg max
X

emin(X ) (12) Max-emin

Proposed

X ∗ = arg max
X

bmin(X ) (18) Max-bmin
Minimizing PEP exponent bounds

X ∗ = arg max
X

Js,min(X ) (19) Max-Js,min

X ∗ = arg max
X

dmin(X ) (21) Max-dmin Maximizing the high-SNR dominant term
in a PEP exponent bound

X ∗ = arg max
X

min
k∈[K]

dk(X ) (27) mink∈[K] dk(X ) is within a constant gap
from dmin(X )

X ∗ = arg min
X

max
{

max
XXXk 6=XXX′k∈Xk,k∈[K]

∥∥XXX ′kH
XXXk

∥∥2
F
,

max
XXXk∈Xk,XXXl∈Xl,k 6=l∈[K]

‖XXXH
kXXXl‖2F

}
(31)

Necessary and sufficient conditions for
mink∈[K] dk(X ) to scale linearly with
P (Propositions 9 and 10)

Partitioning a single-user constellation XSU (Section IV) Partitioning dmin(X ) is large if XSU is sparse enough

Precoding single-user constellations in G(CT−K+1, 1)
(Appendix J)

Precoding Imposing a geometric separation between
individual constellations

where f(XXX,XXX ′) is given by J1/2(XXX,XXX ′), 1
NE
[
L(XXX →XXX ′)

]
,

d(XXX → XXX ′), and −tr
(
XXXXXXHXXX ′XXX ′

H)
for the Max-J1/2,min,

Max-emin, Max-dmin, and Min-m1 criteria, respectively. (Note
that ‖XXX‖2F and ‖XXX ′‖2F are constants for given {Pk}.) We
remark that the objective function is not smooth because of
the min. To smooth it, we use the well-known approximation
maxi xi ≈ ε ln

∑
i exp(xi/ε) with a small ε and obtain

min
X=X1×···×XK

ε ln
∑

XXX 6=XXX′∈X

exp
(
− f(XXX,XXX ′)

ε

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:g(X )

. (41)

For Min-m2, the optimization problem is similar to (41) with
g(X ) replaced by m2(X ).

Each joint constellation symbolXXX can be seen as a collection
of matrix representatives of K points in the Grassmann
manifold G(CT ,M). The Riemannian gradient of g(X ) can be
computed from its Euclidean gradient following [39, Sec. 3.6],
and the details are given in Appendix L. We resort to the
Manopt toolbox [40] to solve the optimization by conjugate
gradient descent on the manifold. Note that the optimization
space is not an Euclidean space and the objective function g(X )
is in general nonconvex, thus most descent algorithms only
guarantee to return an (approximate) critical point. In order
to ensure that this point is a local minimum and not a saddle
point, the search direction needs to be carefully constructed.
Several rules to construct the new search direction based on
a linear combination of the previous search direction and the
new (preconditioned) gradient are provided for the Euclidean
space in [41]. The Manopt toolbox adapts these rules to the

Riemannian space. If no descent direction is found, one can
restart, i.e., switch to the negative gradient. This is equivalent to
resetting the direction to a steepest descent step, which discards
the past information. The Manopt toolbox implements Powell’s
restart strategy [42]. We optimize the joint constellations at
P = 30 dB, although the constellations are then benchmarked
at other SNR values.

1) Initialization: Note that the objective function g(X )
in (41) is in general nonconvex and can have multiple
local optima. With different initializations, the optimization
converges to different local optima. We observe from numerical
experiments that different local optima obtained from different
initial points can yield significantly different values of g(X ).
Furthermore, the best initial point for direct optimization of
the metric might not be the best initial point for alternating
optimization. In our simulation, we try multiple initial points
that can be easily generated, namely, the precoding-based
constellation, partitioning-based constellation, the pilot-based
constellation, and random constellations sampled from the
manifold. We eventually choose the option that results in the
highest metric value.

2) Complexity Analysis: In each gradient descent step, the
objective function g(X ) and its Riemannian gradient ∇Rg(X )
(given in Appendix L) need to be computed. In Table II, we
give the complexity order of these operations for different
criteria, where we assume that |Xk| = Θ(2B), ∀k ∈ [K]. Note
that the complexity orders of computing g(X ) and ∇Rg(X ) are
O(22KB(T 3 + T 2Mtot) and O(K2(2K+1)B(T 3 + T 2Mtot)),
respectively, for all considered criteria. However, the abso-
lute number of operations of complexity order O(T 3) or
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(a) X̄ obtained by maximizing dmin(X ) (21) at 30 dB for
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0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 1.4
0

5

10

15

θ = P2/P1

M
et

ri
cs

emin(X θ)
dmin(X θ)
d1(X θ)
d2(X θ)

(b) X̄ obtained by precoding with Type-II Precoder.
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(c) X̄ obtained by partitioning.

Fig. 3. The values of the metrics emin(X θ), dmin(X θ), d1(X θ) and d2(X θ)
as a function of θ for P1 = 20 dB, P2 = θP1, T = 4, B1 = 6, B2 = 2,
M = 1, and different given normalized constellation X̄ .

O(T 2Mtot) varies for these metrics. Therefore, to facilitate the
comparison, we include a scaling factor indicating the number
of these dominating operations in Table II. The Max-J1/2,min

criterion has the highest complexity, which shall be justified by
its performance advantage in the next subsections. The Min-
m1 criterion has the lowest complexity. The scaling factors
for the Max-dmin criterion is lower than that for Max-emin,
although we shall see that they lead to similar performance.
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(a) B = 5 bits/symbol
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(b) B = 6 bits/symbol

Fig. 4. The SER of the constellations optimized with different criteria for
K = 1 user, coherent interval T = 4, B ∈ {5, 6} bits/symbol, M = 2
transmit antennas, and N = 2 receive antennas.

Alternating optimization allows to reduce the complexity order
of computing ∇Rg(X ) by a factor of K.

Hereafter, in all figures, the legends representing our pro-
posed schemes are in bold face.

B. The Single-User Case

We first consider the single-user case, i.e., K = 1, with
coherence interval T = 4, B ∈ {5, 6} bits/symbol, M = 2
transmit antennas, and N = 2 receive antennas. In Fig. 4,
we show the SER as a function of the SNR P for the
constellations obtained by optimizing different metrics. We
see that the constellations optimized with the proposed criteria
Max-J1/2,min is on par with that optimized with Min-m2, and
outperforms the constellations optimized with the other metrics.
The constellation obtained with Max-dmin is on par with that
obtained with Max-emin, and slightly better than that with
Min-m1 in the high-SNR regime. This shows that for the
single-user case where the truncated unitary structure of the
symbols is guaranteed, our proposed metrics perform as well
as state-of-the-art metrics. On the other hand, in the multi-user
case where the symbols are not necessarily truncated unitary
matrices, our metrics have advantages over the existing ones,
as we shall show next.
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TABLE II
THE COMPLEXITY ORDER OF COMPUTING THE OBJECTIVE FUNCTION g(X ) AND ITS RIEMANNIAN GRADIENT ∇Rg(X ) FOR DIFFERENT CRITERIA

Criterion Complexity of computing g(X ) Complexity of computing ∇Rg(X )

Max-J1/2,min Θ(22KB(5T 3 + 2T 2Mtot)) Θ(K2(2K+1)B(9T 3 + 2T 2Mtot))

Max-dmin Θ(22KB(2T 3 + 2T 2Mtot)) Θ(K2(2K+1)B(2.5T 3 + 2T 2Mtot))

Max-emin Θ(22KB(4T 3 + 2T 2Mtot)) Θ(K2(2K+1)B(4.5T 3 + 2T 2Mtot))

Min-m1 Θ(22KB(T 3 + 2T 2Mtot)) Θ(K2(2K+1)B(T 3 + 2T 2Mtot))

Min-m2 Θ(22KB(2T 3 + 2T 2Mtot)) Θ(K2(2K+1)B(2T 3 + 2T 2Mtot))

8 10 12 14 16 18 20 2210−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

SNR (dB)

Jo
in

t
Sy

m
bo

l
E

rr
or

R
at

e

Max-J1/2,min

Max-dmin

Alternating optimization of dmin

Type-II Precoding
Partitioning
Max-emin

Min-m1

Min-m2

Pilot-based scheme

Fig. 5. The joint SER of the proposed constellations compared to the baselines
for T = 5, K = 2, B = 4, M = 2, and N = 4.

C. The Multi-User Case With Symmetrical Rate and Equal
Power

In the multi-user case, we first consider the symmetrical rate
setting R1 = · · · = RK = B/T with equal power P1 = · · · =
PK = P for all users.

1) Two-User Case: For the two-user (K = 2) case, in Fig. 5,
we plot the joint SER (6) of the considered constellations
for T = 5, B = 4, M = 2 and N = 4. We observe
that the constellation optimized with the J1/2,min(X ) metric
achieves the best performance among the schemes pertaining
to the same rate pair, while the constellation optimized with
the dmin(X ) metric (21) achieves similar performance as
that with the emin(X ) (12) metric and outperforms the other
constellations for medium and large SNR. The performance
of the alternatively optimized constellation with the dmin(X )
metric is only slightly inferior to the direct optimization, and
better than the pilot-based scheme. The partitioning design
(with random partition) and the precoding design respectively
outperform the constellations optimized with the Min-m2 and
Min-m1 criteria.

To assess the effectiveness of the design metrics, in Fig. 6, we
show the values of our metrics bmin(X ), J1/2,min(X ), dmin(X )
and the baseline metrics emin(X ), m1(X ), and m2(X ) for the
constellations considered in Fig. 5. As shown in Fig. 6(a) and
Fig. 6(b), the relative order of the constellations in terms of the
metrics bmin(X ) and J1/2,min(X ) is identical to their relative

order in terms of joint-ML SER at moderate/high SNR in Fig. 5.
Similar observation holds for the metrics dmin(X ) and emin(X )
in Fig. 6(c).7 This confirms that our proposed metrics and the
emin(X ) metric are meaningful for constellation design and
evaluation. We also see that dmin(X ) is very close to emin(X )
for SNR ≥ 20 dB. From Fig. 6(d) and Fig. 6(e), we see that
the relative order of the constellations in terms of the value
of the baseline metrics m1(X ) in (10) and m2(X ) in (11) is
rather unrevealing about the SER performance in Fig. 5. For
example, the constellations optimized with Max-emin, Max-
dmin, and alternating optimization perform well although they
have high values of the m2(X ) metric.

2) Three-User Case: In the three-user (K = 3) case, we
consider T = 7, B = 3, N = 6, and plot the joint SER
of various constellations in Fig. 7. We observe again that
maximizing J1/2,min(X ) results in the best performance, while
maximizing emin(X ) and dmin(X ) yields similar performance
and outperforms the other constellations in the moderate/high
SNR regime. The pilot-based scheme is outperformed by the
constellation obtained from Min-m1. The SER of the Min-m2

constellation and the partitioning-based constellation are low
in the low-SNR regime but then decreases more slowly with
the SNR.

Fig. 8 depicts the values of the proposed metrics bmin(X ),
J1/2,min(X ), dmin(X ), and the baseline metrics emin(X ),
m1(X ) and m2(X ) for the considered constellations. As for the
two-user case, the relative order of the constellations in terms
of the metrics bmin(X ), J1/2,min(X ), emin(X ) and dmin(X )
predicts well the relative order in terms of the joint SER in
Fig. 7. On the other hand, from Fig. 8(d) and Fig. 8(e), we
further observe that the metrics m1(X ) and m2(X ) are not
meaningful for constellation evaluation.

D. The Multi-User Case With Asymmetrical Rate and Power
Optimization

We now consider the asymmetrical rate case and focus on
the two-user SIMO (M = 1) case. We set T = 4, B1 = 6,
and B2 = 2 (as in Fig. 3). In Fig. 9, we plot the joint SER
of the constellations generated by Max-dmin, precoding, or
partitioning and compare with a pilot-based constellation with
the same transmission rate for each user. Furthermore, we
consider equal and full transmit power P1 = P2 = P , or

7An exception is that the constellation obtained with Max-J1/2,min does
not have the highest value of dmin(X ) and emin(X ), which is speculated to
result from the suboptimality of the optimization solution.
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(e) The metric m2(X ) in (11) with N = 4.

Fig. 6. The value of the design metrics for the considered constellations for T = 5, K = 2, B = 4, and M = 2.

optimized power as in Section V. The constellations obtained
by Max-dmin significantly outperform other schemes. For this
constellation, the optimal power coincides with full power
P1 = P2 = P for all P > 4 dB. For the precoding and
partitioning designs, the optimal power allocation is to let user
1 (which has higher transmission rate) transmit at full power
P1 = P and user 2 at lower power P2 = θ∗P with θ∗ obtained
from optimizing dmin(X ) as in Proposition 12. The SER with
optimized power is only slightly lower than the SER with full
power. This is because the values of the metrics with optimized

power are not significantly higher than that with full power, as
seen in Fig. 3. However, using optimized power helps reduce
the transmit power of user 2, thus save energy for this user.
The lower θ∗ is, the further the power of user 2 is saved with
respect to transmitting at full power.

In Fig. 10, we plot the optimized power fraction θ∗ for user
2 obtained using Proposition 12. For the precoding design, as
the power constraint P grows, θ̃∗ increases, i.e., user 2 should
use more power. Conversely, for the partitioning design, user 2
should use less power as P grows. We note that this behavior
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Fig. 7. The joint SER of the proposed constellations compared to the baselines
for T = 7, K = 3, B = 3, M = 2, and N = 6.

might not hold for all constellations of the kind.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we studied the joint constellation design
for noncoherent MIMO MAC in Rayleigh block fading. By
analyzing the joint detection error, we have derived closed-form
metrics which are effective for designing joint constellations
that achieve a low error rate. Our metrics are applicable
to both the single-user and multi-user scenarios, but are
especially suited for the latter case. Specifically, the metric
bmin(X ) provides tight bounds on the worst-case pairwise error
probability, and was shown through numerical experiments to
be a good indicator for the joint detection error of different
constellations. Therefore, it can be used as a tool to evaluate
the error performance of a given joint constellation. Joint
constellations that achieve high values of bmin(X ) and low
error probability can be obtained by maximizing the Chernoff-
bound-based metric Js,min(X ). Our bmin(X ) metric leads to a
geometric interpretation: a joint constellation that achieves low
detection error must have good Riemannian distance property
in the manifold of Hermitian positive definite matrices. Our
investigation of several baseline metrics adapted from existing
criteria for the MIMO point-to-point channel shows that the
KL-distance-based metric emin(X ) exhibits good performance,
which can be closely approached with our simplified metric
dmin(X ). To reduce the complexity of the maximization of
these metrics, we proposed and demonstrated the effectiveness
of two practical approaches, namely, alternating optimization
and reduction of the solution space to the class of unitary
space-time modulation. Inspired by our metrics, we proposed
a simple constellation construction consisting in partitioning
a single-user constellation. We also provided another simple
construction based on precoding individual constellations of
lower dimension, which is a generalization of our previous
design for the SIMO MAC. Furthermore, we investigated the
optimization of the per-user symbol power.

In this work, we have focused on the optimality with
respect to the joint ML detector. Note that it is common

in the literature to use insights from the joint ML detector
performance as guidelines to design constellation and detection
for the single-user case. However, this detector has high
complexity in general. It would be interesting, as in the single-
user case [12], [13], to construct joint constellations that allow
for effective low-complexity detection. This is normally done
by imposing a particular structure on the constellation. (For
example, we exploited the geometric structure of the precoding-
based constellation to design efficient multi-user detection in the
SIMO case in [24].) With the proposed metrics, this problem
can be solved by introducing additional constraints on the
constellation.

APPENDIX A
DISSCUSSION ON THE EXTENSION TO CORRELATED FADING

We discuss the possible extension to correlated fading in the
following. At the users’ side, spatial correlation between the
antennas of different users is not likely since the users are not
colocated. For the case where there is correlation between the
antennas of the same user, the optimized joint constellation
can be obtained from the optimized joint constellation for
uncorrelated fading with a modified power constraint. This is
stated in the following proposition.

Proposition 13: Consider the case where there is correlation
between the antennas of the same user, namely, the rows of H

are independent and follow CN (0,ΨΨΨ) with ΨΨΨ :=

[
ΨΨΨ1 0

. . .
0 ΨΨΨK

]
where ΨΨΨk is an Mk×Mk positive definite matrix. In this case,
the solution to the ML error minimization (5) can be expressed
as X̃k = {XXXkΨΨΨ

1
2

k : XXXk ∈ X ∗k } where {X ∗k }Kk=1 is the solution
to (5) for uncorrelated fading where the power constraint is
replaced with

1

|Xk|
∑

XXXk∈Xk

‖XXXkΨΨΨ
− 1

2

k ‖
2
F ≤ PT, k ∈ [K]. (42)

Proof: In the mentioned correlated fading case, the channel
output Y can be written as

Y =

K∑
k=1

XkH
T

k + Z =

K∑
k=1

X̃kH̃
T

k + Z = X̃H̃
T

+ Z

where X̃k := XkΨΨΨ
1
2

k , X̃ = [X̃1 X̃2 . . . X̃K ], H̃k := HkΨΨΨ
− 1

2

k ,
and H̃ = [H̃1 H̃2 . . . H̃K ]. Note that H̃ is a uncorrelated
matrix with i.i.d CN (0, 1) entries. The likelihood function
is given by pY|X(YYY |XXX) = exp(−tr(YYY H(IIIT+XXXΨΨΨXXXH)−1YYY ))

πNT detN (IIIT+XXXΨΨΨXXXH)
=

exp(−tr(YYY H(IIIT+X̃XXX̃XX
H
)−1YYY ))

πNT detN (IIIT+X̃XXX̃XX
H
)

. Therefore, ML detection in the cor-
related channel from X to Y is equivalent to ML detection in the
uncorrelated channel from X̃ to Y, where the power constraint
becomes 1

|Xk|
∑
X̃XXk∈Xk ‖X̃XXkΨΨΨ

− 1
2

k ‖2F ≤ PT, k ∈ [K]. As a
consequence, one can obtain the optimal constellation for the
correlated fading case from that for the uncorrelated fading
case with the constraint (42) on the constellation symbols.

The optimization (5) with constraint (42) is a generalization
of the problem considered in this paper, and is a subject for
future works. In particular, if ΨΨΨk = ψkIIIMk

, i.e., the users
experience different path losses given by {ψk}Kk=1, an outer
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(e) The metric m2(X ) in (11) with N = 6.

Fig. 8. The value of the design metrics for the considered constellations for T = 7, K = 3, B = 3, and M = 2.

power-loading algorithm could be used to manage the path
loss such that the effective channel gain of different users are
equal.

Correlation at the receiver’s side is likely if the receive anten-
nas are placed close to each other. In this case, the constellation
optimization is equivalent to the case with uncorrelated fading
with colored noise, as stated in the following proposition.

Proposition 14: Consider the case where there is correlation
between the receive antennas, namely, the columns of H are
independent an follow CN (0,ΨΨΨ) where ΨΨΨ is an N×N positive

definite matrix. In this case, the solution to the ML error
minimization (5) is identical to that for the uncorrelated fading
case with a colored noise matrix having independent rows
following CN (0,ΨΨΨ−1).

Proof: Upon receiving the signal Y = XHT + Z, the
receiver can cancel the correlation by computing

Ỹ = YΨΨΨ−1/2 = XH̃
T

+ ZΨΨΨ−1/2,

where the equivalent channel matrix H̃ := ΨΨΨ−1/2H has i.i.d.
entries following CN (0, 1). The channel from X to Ỹ has
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uncorrelated fading and colored noise matrix ZΨΨΨ−1/2 with
independent rows following CN (0,ΨΨΨ−1). Since ΨΨΨ is positive
definite, the mapping Y 7→ Ỹ is one-to-one. Therefore, ML
detection of X from Y is equivalent to that from Ỹ. The
corresponding constellation optimization to minimize the ML
error are thus identical.

Solving the joint constellation optimization for the MAC
with colored noise is also a subject for future works. The
single-user counterpart has been investigated in [43].

APPENDIX B
A CLOSED-FORM EXPRESSION OF THE PEP

Proposition 15: Let {λ̂l}Ll=1 be the distinct non-zero
eigenvalues of ΛΛΛ := (IIIT + XXXXXXH)

(
IIIT + XXX ′XXX ′

H)−1 − IIIT
with multiplicities {µl}Ll=1, and let {λ̂l}

Lp
l=1 be positive and

{λ̂l}Ll=Lp+1 negative. The PEP is given by

P(XXX →XXX ′) =


1 +

∑Lp
k=1 ξk

(
N ln det(IIIT+XXXXXXH)

det(IIIT+XXX′XXX′H)

)
,

if det(IIIT +XXXXXXH) ≥ det(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
),

−
∑L
k=Lp+1 ξk

(
N ln det(IIIT+XXXXXXH)

det(IIIT+XXX′XXX′H)

)
,

if det(IIIT +XXXXXXH) ≤ det(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
),

with ξk(c) := Res

(
esc

s
∏L
l=1 λ̂

µlN

l

(
s+1/λ̂l

)µlN , −1
λ̂k

)
where

Res(f(s), x) :=
1

(m− 1)!
lim
s→x

dm−1

dsm−1

[
(s− x)mf(s)

]
is the residue of a function f(s) in a pole x of multiplicity m.

Proof: The closed-form expression of the PEP follows
readily from [25, Proposition 1] by noting that the matrix CNC

ij

therein is equal to ΛΛΛ⊗ IIIN in our setting, thus has the same
nonzero eigenvalues as ΛΛΛ with multiplicities N .

APPENDIX C
PROOF THAT lim

N→∞
P(XXX →XXX ′) = 0 FOR ANY PAIR OF

IDENTIFIABLE SYMBOLS XXX AND XXX ′

We invoke Cantelli’s inequality to get that8

P(XXX →XXX ′) = P
(
L(XXX →XXX ′) ≤ 0

)
≤

Var
[
L(XXX →XXX ′)

]
Var
[
L(XXX →XXX ′)

]
+ E

[
L(XXX →XXX ′)

]2 (43)

=

(
1 +

E
[
L(XXX →XXX ′)

]2
Var
[
L(XXX →XXX ′)

])−1

.

Therefore, it suffices to show that
E
[
L(XXX→XXX′)

]2
Var
[
L(XXX→XXX′)

] → ∞ as

N →∞. We recall from (44) that

L(XXX →XXX ′) = −N
T∑
i=1

lnλi +

T∑
i=1

(λi − 1)gi

where {gi}Ti=1 are independent Gamma random variables with
shape N and scale 1. It follows that

E
[
L(XXX →XXX ′)

]
= −N

T∑
i=1

lnλi +N

T∑
i=1

(λi − 1)

= N

T∑
i=1

(λi − 1− lnλi),

Var
[
L(XXX →XXX ′)

]
= N

∑T
i=1(λi − 1)2

For any joint constellation satisfying the identifiability condition
in Proposition 1, we have XXXXXXH 6= XXX ′XXX ′

H
, thus ΓΓΓ 6= IIIT and

thus {λi : λi 6= 1} 6= ∅. It follows that
∑T
i=1(λi − 1 − lnλi)

is positive definite since lnx < x − 1,∀x > 0, x 6= 1. Also,∑T
i=1(λi − 1)2 is positive definite. Therefore

E
[
L(XXX →XXX ′)

]2
Var
[
L(XXX →XXX ′)

] = N

(∑T
i=1(λi − 1− lnλi)

)2∑T
i=1(λi − 1)2

→∞,

8Cantelli’s inequality [44, Sec. II.8] states that P(x − µ ≤ λ) ≤ σ2

σ2+λ2

for a real-valued random variable x with mean µ and variance σ2, and λ < 0.
Applying this with x = L(XXX →XXX′) and λ = −E

[
L(XXX →XXX′)

]
, we obtain

(43).
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as N →∞. This completes the proof.

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF LEMMA 1

From the second equality in (14), it suffices to show that
the PLLR can be written as −N

∑T
i=1 lnλi+

∑T
i=1(λi−1)gi.

Let Y0 := (IIIT + XXH)−1/2Y be a “whitened” version of
Y, then Y0 is a Gaussian matrix with T independent rows
following CN (0, IIIN ). From (15), the PLLR L(XXX →XXX ′) can
be expressed as

L(XXX →XXX ′)

= −N ln det (ΓΓΓ)

+ tr
(

((IIIT +XXXXXXH)
1
2

(
IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H)−1
(IIIT +XXXXXXH)

1
2 − IIIT )

· Y0Y
H

0

)
.

Since ΓΓΓ and (IIIT + XXXXXXH)
1
2

(
IIIT + XXX ′XXX ′

H)−1
(IIIT + XXXXXXH)

1
2

share the same eigenvalues {λi}Ti=1, we can decompose

(IIIT +XXXXXXH)
1
2

(
IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H)−1
(IIIT +XXXXXXH)

1
2 − IIIT

= ŪUUdiag (λ1 − 1, λ2 − 1, . . . , λT − 1) ŪUU
H

where ŪUU is a T × T unitary matrix. We further expand the
PLLR as

L(XXX →XXX ′) = −N ln det (ΓΓΓ)

+ tr
(

diag (λ1 − 1, . . . , λT − 1) ŪUU
H
Y0Y

H

0ŪUU
)

= −N
T∑
i=1

lnλi +

T∑
i=1

(λi − 1)gi (44)

where gi := ‖ȳ0,i‖2 with ȳ0,i being the i-th row of ŪUUH
Y0.

Note that since ŪUU is unitary and deterministic, ŪUUH
Y0 has

the same distribution as Y0, i.e., ȳ0,i are independent and
follow CN (0, IIIN ). Therefore, {gi}Ti=1 are independent Gamma
random variables with shape N and scale 1. This completes
the proof.

APPENDIX E
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3

In this proof, for convenience, we denote GGGAAA :=
(III + AAAAAAH)−1. We need to show that P(XXX → XXX ′) =
P
(
L(XXX →XXX ′) ≤ 0

)
≤ exp(−NJs(XXX,XXX ′)). By applying the

Chernoff bound [45, Th. 6.2.7], we obtain for every s > 0 that

P(XXX →XXX ′)

≤ EY |XXX
[
exp

(
−sL(XXX →XXX ′)

)]
= EY |XXX

[(
pY|X(Y|XXX ′)
pY|X(Y|XXX)

)s]
=

∫
CT×N

[pY|X(YYY |XXX ′)]s[pY|X(YYY |XXX)]1−s dYYY

=

∫
CT×N

[
exp(−tr(YYY HGGGXXX′YYY ))

πNTdet−NGGGXXX′

]s

·
[

exp(−tr(YYY HGGGXXXYYY ))

πNTdet−NGGGXXX

]1−s

dYYY (45)

=

[
dets(GGGXXX′)det1−s(GGGXXX)

det (sGGGXXX′ + (1− s)GGGXXX)

]N
·
∫
CT×N

exp(−tr(YYY H(sGGGXXX′ + (1− s)GGGXXX)YYY ))

πNTdet−N (sGGGXXX′ + (1− s)GGGXXX)
dYYY (46)

where (45) follows from (3), and (46) follows after some
simple manipulations. Next, we restrict to s ∈ [0, 1], and thus
(sGGGXXX′ + (1− s)GGGXXX)−1 is a covariance matrix. Therefore, the
integral in (46) is an integral of a Gaussian density over the
whole support, and thus equals 1. As a consequence, P(XXX →
XXX ′) is upper-bounded by the first term in (46), which equals
exp(−NJs(XXX,XXX ′)).

APPENDIX F
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4

The lower bound in (17) follows by taking s = 1/2 in
Proposition 3 and by bounding J1/2(XXX,XXX ′) in (16) as

J1/2(XXX,XXX ′) =
1

2

T∑
i=1

ln
(

2 + λi +
1

λi

)
− T ln 2

≥ 1

2

T∑
i=1

ln max
{
λi,

1

λi

}
− T ln 2

=
1

2

T∑
i=1

| lnλi| − T ln 2.

To show the upper bound, we first write the Gamma random
variables gi as gi =

∑N
j=1 ei,j , i ∈ [T ], where {ei,j}i∈[T ],j∈[N ]

are independent exponential random variables with parameter 1.
From this and Lemma 1, we can bound the PEP as

P(XXX →XXX ′) = P
( T∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

(λi − 1)ei,j ≤ N
T∑
i=1

lnλi

)
≥ P ((λi − 1)ei,j ≤ lnλi,∀i ∈ [T ], j ∈ [N ])

=

T∏
i=1

N∏
j=1

P ((λi − 1)ei,j ≤ lnλi)

= exp

(
−N

T∑
i=1

f(λi)

)
(47)

where f(λ) := − lnP ((λ− 1)e ≤ lnλ) with e being an
exponential random variable with parameter 1. We shall show
that

f(λ) ≤ | lnλ|+ 1, ∀λ ≥ 0. (48)

• If λ = 1, (48) obviously holds with equality.
• If λ < 1, we have that P ((λ− 1)e ≤ lnλ) = P

(
e ≥

− lnλ
1−λ

)
= exp

(
lnλ
1−λ

)
. Thus f(λ) = − lnλ

1−λ = − lnλ +
lnλ−1

λ−1−1 < | lnλ| + 1 since lnλ−1 < λ−1 − 1 for all
λ−1 > 1.

• If λ > 1, we have that P ((λ− 1)e ≤ lnλ) =

P
(
e ≤ lnλ

λ−1

)
= 1 − exp

(
− lnλ
λ−1

)
≥ 1−e−1

λ .

To verify the inequality, notice that the function
λ
(

1− exp
(
− lnλ
λ−1

))
= λ − λ−

1
λ−1 +1 is increasing
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for λ > 1, and converges from above to 1 − e−1 as
λ approaches 1 from above. We deduce that f(λ) ≤
ln( λ

1−e−1 ) = lnλ− ln(1− e−1) < | lnλ|+ 1.
Introducing (48) into (47), we upper bound the PEP exponent
as

− 1

N
lnP

(
XXX →XXX ′

)
≤

T∑
i=1

f(λi) ≤
T∑
i=1

| lnλi|+ T.

This completes the proof.

APPENDIX G
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 7

We have tr
(
(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H
)−1
)

= O(1) since the eigenvalues
of (IIIT + XXX ′XXX ′

H
)−1 are all smaller than 1. Following the

QR decomposition, the input matrix XXX can be factorized as
XXX = WWWDDD where WWW ∈ CT×Mtot is a truncated unitary matrix
specifying the column space of XXX , and DDD ∈ CMtot×Mtot is a
full-rank spanning matrix. Similarly, XXX ′ = WWW ′DDD′, for some
truncated unitary matrix WWW ′ ∈ CT×Mtot and some full-rank
spanning matrix DDD′∈ CMtot×Mtot .

If Span(XXX) = Span(XXX ′), we get WWW = WWW ′, thus

tr
(
(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H
)−1XXXXXXH

)
= tr

(
(IIIT +WWWDDDDDD′

H
WWW )−1WWWDDDDDDHWWW H

)
= tr

(
(IIIMtot +DDDDDD′

H
)−1DDDDDDH

)
≤ Mtotσmax(DDDHDDD)

1 + σmin(DDD′
H
DDD′)

, (49)

where σmax(DDDHDDD) is the largest eigenvalue of DDDHDDD and
σmin(DDD′

H
DDD′) is the smallest eigenvalue of DDD′

H
DDD′. Since

‖XXXvvv‖2 = ‖DDDvvv‖2 for any unit-norm vector vvv ∈ CMtot and
‖XXXvvv‖2 = Θ(P ) by assumption, we get that ‖DDDvvv‖2 = Θ(P )
and ‖DDDHvvv‖2 = Θ(P ) for any vvv. Taking vvv as one of the
eigenvectors of DDDHDDD, we deduce that the eigenvalues of
DDDHDDD scale as Θ(P ). Similarly, the eigenvalues of DDD′

H
DDD′

also scale as Θ(P ). Therefore, it follows from (49) that
tr
(
(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H
)−1XXXXXXH

)
is upper bound by a constant for

large P , i.e., tr
(
(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H
)−1XXXXXXH

)
= O(1).

Moreover, using the Woodbury identity (IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
)−1 =

IIIT −XXX ′(IIIM +XXX ′
H
XXX ′)−1XXX ′

H
, we obtain

tr
(
(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H
)−1XXXXXXH

)
= tr

((
IIIT −XXX ′(IIIM +XXX ′

H
XXX ′)−1XXX ′

H)
XXXXXXH

)
= tr(XXXHXXX)− tr

(
XXXHXXX ′(IIIM +XXX ′

H
XXX ′)−1XXX ′

H
XXX
)

= tr
(
XXXHXXX

)
− tr

(
XXXHWWW ′DDD′(IIIM +DDD′

H
DDD′)−1DDD′

H
WWW ′

H
XXX
)

≥ tr
(
XXXHXXX

)
− tr

(
XXXHWWW ′WWW ′

H
XXX
)

(50)

= tr
(
DDDHDDD

)
− tr

(
DDDHWWW HWWW ′WWW ′

H
WWWDDD

)
, (51)

where (50) follows since DDD′(IIIM + DDD′
H
DDD′)−1DDD′

H � III . Let
us denote by {vvv1, . . . , vvvMtot} and {µ1, . . . , µMtot} ≤ 1
respectively the eigenvectors and corresponding eigenvalues of
the matrix WWW HWWW ′WWW ′

H
WWW . Then it follows from (51) that

tr
(
(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H
)−1XXXXXXH

)
≥
Mtot∑
i=1

(1− µi)‖DDDHvvvi‖2. (52)

If Span(XXX) 6= Span(XXX ′), there exists some i ∈ [Mtot] such
that µi < 1. Furthermore, ‖DDDHvvvi‖2 = Θ(P ) following the
reasoning above. Therefore, it follows from (52) that tr

(
(IIIT +

XXX ′XXX ′
H
)−1XXXXXXH

)
= Θ(P ).
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We first show the two-user case, i.e., min {d1(X ), d2(X )} ≤
dmin(X ) ≤ min {d1(X ), d2(X )}+M with d1(X ) and d2(X )
defined in (25) and (26), respectively. To this end, we first
develop d(XXX →XXX ′) as

d(XXX →XXX ′) = tr
(
XXXH

1(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
)−1XXX1

)
+ tr

(
XXXH

2(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
)−1XXX2

)
,

where we recall that XXX := [XXX1 XXX2], XXX ′ := [XXX ′1 XXX
′
2] with

XXXk,XXX
′
k ∈ Xk, k ∈ {1, 2}, and XXX ′ 6= XXX . Regarding XXX and

XXX ′ as the transmitted and detected joint symbols, respectively,
there are two types of error event. On one hand, if both users
are in error, i.e., XXX1 6= XXX ′1, XXX2 6= XXX ′2, then

d(XXX →XXX ′) = tr
(
XXXH

1

(
IIIT +XXX ′1XXX

′H
1 +XXX ′2XXX

′H
2

)−1
XXX1

)
+ tr

(
XXXH

2

(
IIIT +XXX ′

H

1XXX
′
1 +XXX ′

H

2XXX
′
2

)−1
XXX2

)
.

On the other hand, if only one user is in error, i.e., XXXk = XXX ′k,
XXX l 6= XXX ′l, k 6= l ∈ {1, 2}, then

d(XXX →XXX ′) = tr
(
XXXH

k

(
IIIT +XXXkXXX

H

k +XXX ′lXXX
′H
l

)−1
XXXk

)
+ tr

(
XXXH

l

(
IIIT +XXX ′

H

kXXX
′
k +XXX ′

H

lXXX
′
l

)−1
XXX l

)
.

It holds that dmin(X ) is the minimal value of d(XXX →XXX ′) over
both cases. Since 0 ≤ tr

(
XXXH

k(IIIT +XXXkXXX
H

k+XXX ′lXXX
′H
l )
−1XXXk

)
≤

M , ∀ k 6= l, we obtain the bounds on dmin(X ) as stated.
We now generalize the analysis of the two-user case to the

K-user case. Let us develop

d(XXX →XXX ′) =

K∑
k=1

tr
(
XXXH

k(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
)−1XXXk

)
,

where we recall that XXX = [XXX1 . . .XXXK ],XXX ′ = [XXX ′1 . . .XXX
′
K ]

with XXXk,XXX
′
k ∈ Xk, k ∈ [K] and XXX 6= XXX ′. XXX and XXX ′

are regarded as the transmitted and detected joint symbols,
respectively. For any K ⊂ [K], if all users in K are wrongly
detected, while all users in L = [K] \K are correctly detected,
then

d(XXX →XXX ′)

=
∑
k∈K

tr

(
XXXH

k

(
IIIT +XXX ′kXXX

′
k
H

+
∑
j 6=k

XXX ′jXXX
′
j
H
)−1

XXXk

)
+
∑
l∈L

tr

(
XXXH

l

(
IIIT +XXX lXXX

H

l +
∑
j 6=l

XXX ′jXXX
′
j
H
)−1

XXX l

)
.

In this case, the minimal value of d(XXX →XXX ′) is defined as

dKmin(X ) := min
XXXk 6=XXX

′
k
∈Xk,∀k∈K,

XXXl=XXX
′
l
∈Xl,∀l∈[K]\K

d(XXX →XXX ′).
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Then, it is straightforward that dmin(X ) is the minimum value
of dKmin(X ) over all possible K ⊂ [K], i.e., dmin(X ) =
minK⊂[K] d

K
min(X ). With dk(X ) defined in (23), we have that

dKmin(X ) ≥ min
k∈K

dk(X ) ≥ min
k∈[K]

dk(X ),∀K ⊂ [K],

where the first inequality holds since the constraint under the
min in dk(X ) subsumes that in dKmin(X ) and the trace in
dk(X ) is one of the summands in dKmin(X ), which are all
nonegative, for any k ∈ K ⊂ [K]; the second inequality holds
since K ⊂ [K]. Taking K∗ = arg min

K⊂[K]
dKmin(X ) yields

dmin(X ) = dK
∗

min(X ) ≥ min
k∈[K]

dk(X ). (53)

On the other hand, since tr
(
XXXH

l

(
IIIT + XXX lXXX

H

l +∑
j 6=lXXX

′
jXXX
′
j
H)−1

XXX l

)
≤ M , ∀ l ∈ [K], we get that

d
{k}
min(X ) ≤ dk(X ) + (K − 1)M for all k ∈ [K]. Letting
k∗ = arg mink∈[K] dk(X ), we have that

dmin(X ) = min
K⊂[K]

dKmin(X )

≤ d{k
∗}

min (X )

≤ dk∗(X ) + (K − 1)M

≤ min
k∈[K]

dk(X ) + (K − 1)M. (54)

From (53) and (54), we have (22), and the proof is concluded.

APPENDIX I
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Let us rewrite XXX ′kXXX
′
k
H

+
∑
l 6=kXXX lXXX

H

l = X̄XXX̄XX
H where X̄XX :=[

XXX1 . . . XXXk−1 XXX
′
k XXXk+1 . . . XXXK

]
∈ X . Then, the trace in

(23) becomes

tr
(
XXXH

k

(
IIIT + X̄XXX̄XX

H)−1
XXXk

)
= tr

(
XXXH

kXXXk

)
− tr

(
XXXH

1X̄XX
(
IIIT + X̄XX

H
X̄XX
)−1

X̄XX
H
XXXk

)
= PT − tr

(
XXXH

kUUUΣΣΣ
(
IIIT + ΣΣΣ2

)−1
ΣΣΣUUUHXXXk

)
,

where X̄XX = UUUΣΣΣVVV H with UUU ∈ Cr×T , VVV ∈ CKM×r being
orthogonal matrices, and r being the rank of X̄XX; ΣΣΣ contains r
singular values of X̄XX in decreasing order. Then, since

(
IIIT +

ΣΣΣ2
)−1 � (1+σ2

min(X̄XX))−1III with σmin(X̄XX) being the minimum
non-zero singular value of X̄XX , we have

tr
(
XXXH

k

(
IIIT + X̄XXX̄XX

H)−1
XXXk

)
≥ PT −

(
1 + σ2

min(X̄XX)
)−1

tr
(
XXXH

kUUUΣΣΣΣΣΣUUUHXXXk

)
= PT −

(
1 + σ2

min(X̄XX)
)−1∥∥X̄XXH

XXXk

∥∥2

F

= PT −
(
1 + σ2

min(X̄XX)
)−1
(
‖XXX ′k

H
XXXk‖2F +

∑
l 6=k

‖XXXH

lXXXk‖2F
)
.

(55)

From (55), the key is to find a lower bound on the non-zero
singular value σmin(X̄XX). To this end, we shall make use of the
following lemmas.

Lemma 2: Let AAA and BBB be two T × T Hermitian matrices,
then |σi(AAA+BBB)− σi(AAA)| ≤ ‖BBB‖F,∀i ∈ [T ].

Proof: From [46, Corollary 8.1.6], |σi(AAA+BBB)− σi(AAA)|
is upper bounded by the spectral norm of BBB. Then, the lemma
follows since the spectral norm is upper bounded by the
Frobenius norm.

Lemma 3: Let QQQ :=
[

IIIm AAAm×n

AAAH
m×n IIIn

]
be positive semidefinite.

Then, the m + n eigenvalues of QQQ are 1 + σ1(AAA), . . . , 1 +
σmin{m,n}(AAA), 1, . . . , 1, 1− σmin{m,n}(AAA), . . . , 1− σ1(AAA).

Proof: The singular value decomposition of AAA leads to a
block diagonalization of QQQ with 2× 2 blocks. The result then
follows immediately.

We proceed from (55) as follows.
• For any K, applying Lemma 2 with AAA = IIIKM

and BBB = X̄XX
H
X̄XX − PT

M IIIKM , we have that
|σmin(X̄XX

H
X̄XX) − PT

M | ≤
∥∥X̄XXH

X̄XX − PT
M IIIKM

∥∥ =√∑
k 6=l∈[K] ‖XXX

H

lXXXk‖2F ≤ PT
√
K(K − 1)c, thus

σ2
min(X̄XX) ≥ PT

(
1
M −

√
K(K − 1)c

)
.

• For K = 2, the bound can be tightened. For k 6=
l ∈ {1, 2}, applying Lemma 3 with QQQ = M

PT X̄XX
H
X̄XX and

AAA = M
PTXXX

′
k
H
XXX l, we see that the minimum non-zero

eigenvalues of QQQ is 1 − σ∗( MPTXXX
′
k
H
XXX l) if there exists

at least one singular value of M
PTXXX

′
k
H
XXX l strictly smaller

than 1 and σ∗( MPTXXX
′
k
H
XXX l) is the largest among such

values. Otherwise, if all singular values of M
PTXXX

′
k
H
XXX l

are 1, the minimum non-zero eigenvalue of QQQ is two.
In any case, the minimum non-zero eigenvalue of QQQ is
lower bounded by 1− ‖ MPTXXX

′
kXXX

H

l ‖ ≥ 1−M
√
c. Hence,

σ2
min(X̄XX) ≥ PT

(
1
M −

√
c
)
.

Finally, plugging the bound of σ2
min(X̄XX) into (55) yields

(30).

APPENDIX J
CONSTELLATION DESIGN BASED ON PRECODING

In [24], we have proposed a precoding-based constellation
construction for the SIMO case (M = 1). In this appendix, we
extend that construction to the MIMO case. The idea follows
from the intuition that each individual constellation should
have a unique signature to help the receiver separate signals
transmitted from different users. If one dedicates (K − 1)M
degrees of freedom of a user’s signal for this unique signature
to discriminate from the signals transmitted from (K − 1)M
antennas of all other users, the remaining degrees of freedom
for communication is T − (K − 1)M per antenna. Following
this line, we construct Xk as the image of a Grassmannian
constellation in G(CT−(K−1)M ,M) through a user-specific
mapping from G(CT−(K−1)M ,M) to G(CT ,M). Specifically,
we first define for each user an initial constellation Ck =
{CCC(1), . . . ,CCC(|Xk|)} in G(CT−(K−1)M ,M). Then, we generate
the elements of the constellation Xk as

XXX
(i)
k =

√
PkT

UUUkCCC
(i)
k

‖UUUkCCC(i)
k ‖F

, i ∈ [|Xk|], (56)

where UUUk ∈ CT×(T−(K−1)M) is a full-rank linear precoder
associated to user k. Therefore, each symbol xxx(i)

k of user k
belongs to the column space Uk of UUUk. In this way, we embed
the users’ signatures into the set of user-specific precoders. For
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Fig. 11. A geometric interpretation in the real domain of the precoding-based
constellations for the precoders UUU1 = [eee1 eee3] and UUU2 = [eee2 eee3], T = 3,
K = 2, M = 1, and |X1| = |X2| = 4. The symbols of user 1 and user
2—represented by their projections on the unit sphere—belong to the column
spaces U1 and U2 of UUU1 and UUU2, respectively. The axis xt, t ∈ {1, 2, 3},
corresponds to the t-th component of a symbol [24].

example, when T = 3, K = 2, M = 1, and |X1| = |X2| = 4,
a geometric interpretation for the precoders UUU1 = [eee1 eee3] and
UUU2 = [eee2 eee3] is provided in Fig. 11. (We use eeek to denote the
k-th column of IIIT .)

We now design the precoders {UUUk}. To this end, we consider
the QR factorization UUUk = QQQkRRRk, k ∈ [K], where the
truncated unitary matrix QQQk ∈ CT×(T−(K−1)M) controls
the subspace which the symbols XXX(i)

k lie in, and the upper
triangular matrix RRRk ∈ C(T−(K−1)M)×(T−(K−1)M) controls
the orientation of the symbols in this subspace.

We first design {QQQk}. Leaning on Proposition 10, we aim
to design {QQQk} such that ‖XXXH

kXXX l‖2F, XXXk ∈ Xk,XXX l ∈ Xl, k 6=
l ∈ [K] are small in order to guarantee a high value of
the metric mink∈[K] dk(Xk). (Note that by construction (56),
the symbols {XXXk} satisfy tr

(
XXXH

kXXXk

)
= PT , thus Propo-

sition 10 applies.) Let us consider two users k and l and
assume that the column spaces of their precoders UUUk and
UUU l share r dimensions. Hence, we write QQQk = [QQQ0 VVV k] and
QQQl = [QQQ0 VVV l] where QQQ0 ∈ CT×r, VVV k ∈ CT×(T−(K−1)M−r),
and VVV l ∈ CT×(T−(K−1)M−r) are a truncated unitary matrices.
We impose that VVV H

kVVV l = 0. A symbol of user k can be
expressed as XXXk = QQQ0DDDk + VVV kEEEk with DDDk ∈ Cr×M and
EEEk ∈ C(T−(K−1)M−r)×M . Similarly, XXX l = QQQ0DDDl + VVV lEEEl
with DDDl ∈ Cr×M and EEEl ∈ C(T−(K−1)M−r)×M . Therefore,

‖XXXH

kXXX l‖2F = ‖DDDH

kDDDl‖2F + ‖EEEH

kVVV
H

kVVV lEEEl‖2F = ‖DDDH

kDDDl‖2F.

That is, ‖XXXH

kXXX l‖2F depends only on the projections DDDk and DDDl

of XXX l and XXX l, respectively, on the shared subspace Span (QQQ0).
Therefore, to minimize ‖XXXH

kXXX l‖2F, we minimize the dimension
r of Span (QQQ0), or equivalently, maximize the number of
orthogonal dimensions T − r of Span (QQQk) and Span (QQQl).
With T ≥ KM , we can design {QQQk} such that their first M
columns are mutually orthogonal, so T − r = 2M for any pair

QQQk and QQQl:
9

QQQk = [eee(k−1)M+1 . . . eeekM eeeKM+1 . . . eeeT ], k ∈ [K]. (57)

If T ≥ K(K − 1)M , we can further increase T − r to 2(K −
1)M for any pair QQQk and QQQl with the design:

QQQk = [eee1 . . . eee(k−1)(K−1)M eeek(K−1)M+1 . . . eeeT ], k ∈ [K].
(58)

In this way, the orthogonal complements of {QQQk} are mutually
orthogonal.

Next, we design {RRRk}. We let RRRk =
diag(ηk,1, ηk,2, . . . , ηk,T−(K−1)M ), where ηk,i indicates
the weight of a symbol in the dimension of Uk represented
by column i of QQQk. These factors control the orientation
of the symbols in Uk. A particular choice is to set higher
weights ηk,i for the dimensions in the mutually exclusive
parts of U1, . . . ,UK , and lower weights for the dimensions
in the intersection of U1, . . . ,UK . In Fig. 11, this can be
interpreted as putting the points representing the symbols
further away from point I representing the intersection of U1

and U2. Let the weights within the mutually exclusive parts
of U1, . . . ,UK (corresponding to the first M columns of QQQk
in (57) and the first (K − 1)(K − 1)M columns of QQQk in
(58)) be equally η1 and the weights within the intersection
(corresponding to the remaining columns of QQQk) be equally
η2 (η2 < η1). By determining η1 and η2 such that the joint
symbols have equal weights in average in every dimension of
Span ([UUU1 . . . UUUK ]), we obtain (η1, η2) = (

√
K, 1) for QQQk

in (57), and (η1, η2) =
(√

K
K−1 , 1

)
for QQQk in (58).

We summarize the proposed precoders as follows.
• (Type-I precoder) Assuming that T ≥ KM , let

UUUk =
[
η1[eee(k−1)M+1 . . . eeekM ] η2[eeeKM+1 . . . eeeT ]

]
for k ∈ [K], where (η1, η2) = (

√
K, 1).

• (Type-II precoder) Assuming that T ≥ K(K − 1)M , let

UUUk =
[
η1[eee1 . . . eee(k−1)(K−1)M eeek(K−1)M+1

. . . eeeK(K−1)M ] η2[eeeK(K−1)M+1 . . . eeeT ]
]

for k ∈ [K], where (η1, η2) =
(√

K
K−1 , 1

)
.
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We shall make use of the following lemma.
Lemma 4: Consider three distinct T -dimensional unit vectors

aaa, bbb, ccc, ρ > 0, a variable θ ≥ 0, and two functions δ1(θ) :=
ρaaaH(IIIT + ρbbbbbbH + ρθccccccH)−1aaa and δ2(θ) := ρθaaaH(IIIT + ρbbbbbbH +
ρθccccccH)−1aaa. Then, δ1(θ) is monotonically decreasing in θ while
δ2(θ) is strictly increasing in θ.

Proof: After some simple manipulations, we obtain

∂δ1
∂θ

= − ρ2|ρaaaHbbbbbbHccc− (1 + ρ)aaaHccc|2

(1 + ρ+ ρ(1 + ρ(1− |bbbHccc|2))θ)2
,

9In this way, the users’ signals are orthogonal in the first KM channel
uses. This is in the same spirit as the pilot-based scheme where orthogonal
pilots are sent in the first KM channel users.
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∂δ2
∂θ

=
1

ρ+ ρ2(1− |bbbHccc|2)

·
[
ρ2(1− |aaaHccc|2)

+ ρ3
[
(1− |aaaHbbb|2)(1− |bbbHccc|2)− |aaaHbbbbbbHccc− aaaHccc|2

]
+

(1 + ρ)|ρaaaHbbbbbbHccc− (1 + ρ)aaaHccc|2

(1 + ρ+ ρ(1 + ρ(1− |bbbHccc|2))θ)2

]
.

It is obvious that ∂δ1
∂θ ≤ 0,∀θ ≥ 0. Let {b̄bbi}T−1

i=1 form an
orthogonal complement of bbb, i.e., bbbbbbH +

∑T−1
i=1 b̄bbib̄bb

H

i = IIIT , we
have that

(1− |aaaHbbb|2)(1− |bbbHccc|2)− |aaaHbbbbbbHccc− aaaHccc|2

= aaaH(IIIT − bbbbbbH)aaacccH(IIIT − bbbbbbH)ccc− |aaaH(IIIT − bbbbbbH)ccc|2

=

(
T−1∑
i=1

|aaaHb̄bbi|2
)(

T−1∑
i=1

|cccHb̄bbi|2
)
−

∣∣∣∣∣
T−1∑
i=1

aaaHb̄bbib̄bb
H

iccc

∣∣∣∣∣
2

≥ 0,

where the last inequality is due to the Cauchy–Schwarz
inequality. This and |aaaHccc|2 < 1 (since aaa 6= ccc) imply that
∂δ2
∂θ > 0,∀θ ≥ 0.

In the remainder of the proof, the symbols xxx1, xxx′1, x̂xx1, xxx2, x̂xx2,
and x̂xx′2 implicitly satisfy {xxx1,xxx

′
1, x̂xx1} ⊂ X̄1, {xxx2, x̂xx2, x̂xx

′
2} ⊂

X̄2, xxx1 6= xxx′1 and x̂xx2 6= x̂xx′2. For notational simplicity, we write
δ1(θ,xxx1,xxx

′
1,xxx2) as δ1(θ) and δ2(θ, x̂xx1, x̂xx2, x̂xx

′
2) as δ2(θ).

1) From Lemma 4, we have that δ1(θ) is monotonically
decreasing in θ for any xxx1,xxx

′
1,xxx2, so d1(X θ) =

min
xxx1,xxx′1,xxx2

δ1(θ) (see (25)) is also monotonically decreasing

in θ. Also from Lemma 4, δ2(θ) is strictly increasing in
θ for any x̂xx1, x̂xx2, x̂xx

′
2, and so is d2(X θ) = min

x̂xx2,x̂xx
′
2,x̂xx1

δ2(θ)

(see (26)). Furthermore, δ1(0) = P1T − P 2
1 T

2|xxxH
1xxx
′
1|

2

1+P1T
>

P1T
1+P1T

> 0 = δ2(0) for any xxx1, xxx′1, x̂xx1, xxx2, x̂xx2, x̂xx′2, so
d1(X θ) > d2(X θ) at θ = 0. Therefore, there exists a
unique θ∗ > 0 such that d1(X θ∗) = d2(X θ∗), and thus
θ∗ maximizes min{d1(X θ), d2(X θ)}.
Let θ̃ = arg maxθ dmin(X θ). Then dmin(X θ∗) ≤
dmin(X θ̃). Also, we have that

dmin(X θ̃) ≤ min{d1(X θ̃), d2(X θ̃)}+ 1 (59)

≤ min{d1(X θ
∗
), d2(X θ

∗
)}+ 1 (60)

≤ dmin(X θ
∗
) + 1, (61)

where (59) and (61) follow from (24), and (60) holds
because θ∗ maximizes the term min{d1(X θ), d2(X θ)}.
Therefore, dmin(X θ∗) ≤ maxθ dmin(X θ) ≤ dmin(X θ∗) +
1, implying that θ∗ is approximately the solution to
maxθ dmin(X θ).

2) Since δ1(θ) is decreasing in θ and δ2(θ) is in-
creasing in θ while δ1(0) > δ(0), for any 6-tuple
{xxx1,xxx

′
1, x̂xx1,xxx2, x̂xx2, x̂xx

′
2}, there exists a unique θ̂ > 0

such that δ1(θ̂) = δ2(θ̂). Note that θ̂ is a function of
{xxx1,xxx

′
1, x̂xx1,xxx2, x̂xx2, x̂xx

′
2}. The condition δ1(θ̂) = δ2(θ̂) can

be written as a cubic equation aθ̂3 + bθ̂2 + cθ̂ + d = 0
where a, b, c, d are given in (2). Note that a > 0. Then,
(39) follows by solving this equation for a positive root.

Recall that we denote the set of values of θ̂ for all
possible values of {xxx1,xxx

′
1, x̂xx1,xxx2, x̂xx2, x̂xx

′
2} by ΘΘΘ. Then

ΘΘΘ is also the set of θ such that δ1(θ) = δ2(θ) for some
{xxx1,xxx

′
1, x̂xx1,xxx2, x̂xx2, x̂xx

′
2}.

Since d1(X θ∗) = d2(X θ∗) =: δ(θ∗), it is straightforward
that θ∗ ∈ ΘΘΘ. Let θ̆ := arg min

θ̂∈ΘΘΘ
δ(θ̂) and δ̆k(θ) be the

function δk(θ) with xxx1, xxx′1, x̂xx1, xxx2, x̂xx2, x̂xx′2 satisfying
δ̆1(θ̆) = δ̆2(θ̆) = δ(θ̆). We have δ̆1(θ∗) ≥ d1(X θ∗) =
δ(θ∗) ≥ δ(θ̆) = δ̆1(θ̆) where the first equality follows
from the min in d1(X θ∗) and the second inequality holds
because θ∗ ∈ ΘΘΘ and due to the definition of θ̆. As a
consequence, θ∗ ≤ θ̆ because δ̆1(θ) is decreasing in θ.
Similarly, we have that δ̆2(θ∗) ≥ d2(X θ∗) = δ(θ∗) ≥
δ(θ̆) = δ̆2(θ̆), so θ∗ ≥ θ̆ because δ̆1(θ) is increasing in θ.
We conclude that θ∗ = θ̆.

APPENDIX L
THE RIEMANNIAN GRADIENT OF g(X )

The n-th constellation symbol of user k can be written as√
ρkSSSk,n where ρk := PkT

M . Here, the matrix SSSk,n ∈ CT×M
has unit-norm columns and represents a point in the Grass-
mann manifold G(CT ,M). The joint constellation X can be
equivalently represented by a collection of K2B of those
matrices denoted by S = {SSSk,n}k∈[K],n∈[2B ]. Therefore, we
interchangeably write g(X ) as g(S). To optimize X for a
fixed set of powers {Pk}, we optimize S following (41) by
gradient descent on the Grassmann manifold. To this end, we
need to compute the Riemannian gradient ∇Rg(S). According
to [39, Sec. 3.6], the Riemannian gradient can be computed
by projection as

∇Rg(S) =

{
(IIIT −SSSk,nSSSH

k,n)
∂g(S)

∂SSSk,n

}
k∈[K],n∈[2B ]

,

where ∂g(S)
∂SSSk,n

is the Euclidean derivative of g(S) with respect
to SSSk,n given by

∂g(S)

∂SSS
(n)
k,n

= −

( ∑
XXX 6=XXX′∈X

exp

(
− f(XXX,XXX ′)

ε

))−1

·
∑

XXX=
[√

ρ1SSS1,i1
...
√
ρKSSSK,iK

]
6=XXX′=

[√
ρ1SSS1,j1

...
√
ρKSSSK,jK

]
,

{(1,i1),...,(K,iK),(1,j1),...,(K,jK)}3(k,n)

· exp

(
− f(XXX,XXX ′)

ε

)
∂f(XXX,XXX ′)

∂SSSk,n
.

We present next the expression of the derivative ∂f(XXX,XXX′)
∂SSSk,n

.
For the Max-J1/2,min, Max-emin, Max-dmin, and Min-m1

criteria, f(XXX,XXX ′) is given by J1/2(XXX,XXX ′), 1
NE
[
L(XXX →

XXX ′)
]
, d(XXX →XXX ′), and −tr

(
XXXXXXHXXX ′XXX ′

H
)

, respectively. For

J1/2(XXX,XXX ′) and −tr
(
XXXXXXHXXX ′XXX ′

H
)

, which are symmetric in
XXX and XXX ′, we consider w.l.o.g. (k, n) = (1, i1). After some
manipulations, we have that

∂J1/2(XXX,XXX ′)

∂SSS1,i1

=
ρ1

2
(ΨΨΨ + ΨΨΨH)SSS1,i1 ,
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where

ΨΨΨ := ΩΩΩ−1(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
)−1

− (IIIT +XXXXXXH)−1(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
)ΩΩΩ−1(IIIT +XXXXXXH)−1

with

ΩΩΩ := 2IIIT + (IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
)−1(IIIT +XXXXXXH)

+ (IIIT +XXXXXXH)−1(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
).

Furthermore,

∂(−tr
(
XXXXXXHXXX ′XXX ′

H
)

)

∂SSS1,i1

= −2ρ1XXX
′XXX ′

H
SSS1,i1 .

On the other hand, for 1
NE
[
L(XXX → XXX ′)

]
and d(XXX → XXX ′),

which are asymmetric in XXX and XXX ′, we consider w.l.o.g.
(k, n) ∈ {(1, i1), (1, j1)}. After some manipulations, we have
that

∂ 1
NE
[
L(XXX →XXX ′)

]
∂SSS1,i1

= 2ρ1

[
(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′

H
)−1 − (IIIT +XXXXXXH)−1

]
SSS1,i1 ,

∂ 1
NE
[
L(XXX →XXX ′)

]
∂SSS1,j1

= 2ρ1(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
)−1

· [IIIT − (IIIT +XXXXXXH)(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
)−1]SSS1,j1 ,

and that

∂d(XXX →XXX ′)

∂SSS1,i1

= 2ρ1(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
)−1SSS1,i1 ,

∂d(XXX →XXX ′)

∂SSS1,j1

= −2ρ1(IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
)−1XXXXXXH

· (IIIT +XXX ′XXX ′
H
)−1SSS1,j1 .

For the Min-m2(X ) criterion, g(X ) is replaced by
m2(X ) = ln

∑
XXX 6=XXX′∈X det−N

(
IIIT − ωXXXXXXHXXX ′XXX ′

H
)

with

ω =
M2

tot

‖XXX‖2F‖XXX
′‖2F

=
(

Mtot

T
∑K
k=1 Pk

)2

. As for g(X ), we write
interchangeably m2(X ) as m2(S) and compute the Riemannian
gradient of m2(S) as

∇Rm2(S) =

{
(IIIT −SSSk,nSSSH

k,n)
∂m2(S)

∂SSSk,n

}
k∈[K],n∈[2B ]

.

Here, the Euclidean derivative ∂m2(S)
∂SSSk,n

is given by

∂m2(S)

∂SSS
(n)
k,n

= −N

( ∑
XXX 6=XXX′∈X

det−N
(
IIIT − ωXXXXXXHXXX ′XXX ′

H
))−1

·
∑

XXX=
[√

ρ1SSS1,i1
...
√
ρKSSSK,iK

]
6=XXX′=

[√
ρ1SSS1,j1 ...

√
ρKSSSK,jK

]
,

{(1,i1),...,(K,iK),(1,j1),...,(K,jK)}3(k,n)

· det−N−1
(
IIIT − ωXXXXXXHXXX ′XXX ′

H
)

· ∂det(IIIT − ωXXXXXXHXXX ′XXX ′
H
)

∂SSSk,n
.

We obtain after some manipulations that

∂det(IIIT − ωXXXXXXHXXX ′XXX ′
H
)

∂SSSk,n

= −ωdet
(
IIIT − ωXXXXXXHXXX ′XXX ′

H)
·
[
XXXXXXHXXX ′XXX ′

H
+XXX ′XXX ′

H
XXXXXXH

]
SSSk,n,

for all (k, n) ∈ {(1, i1), . . . , (K, iK), (1, j1), . . . , (K, jK)}.
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