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Abstract—This study proposes a symbol-level precoding algorithm based on the minimum mean squared error design
objective under a strict per antenna power constraint for PSK
modulation. The proposed design is then formulated in the
standard form of a second-order cone program, allowing for
an optimal solution via the interior point method. Numerical
results indicate that the proposed design is superior to the existing
approaches in terms of bit-error-rate for the low and intermediate
SNR regime.
Index Terms—MMSE, symbol-level precoding, strict per antenna power constraint, MIMO systems, second-order cone
programming.

I. I NTRODUCTION
Massive multiuser multiple-input multiple-output (MUMIMO) systems are considered as a promising technology
and are expected to be vital for future wireless communications networks [1]. For MU-MIMO systems a fundamental
problem is the design of low-complexity precoding algorithms
that attain the high reliability constraints of future wireless
communications networks.
Linear techniques such as zero forcing (ZF) and matched
filtering [2], [3] are known to be asymptotically optimal [4]
for massive MIMO systems due to the favorable propagation
effects that rise for infinitely large arrays. However, when
considering linear precoding, an established assumption in the
literature [5], [6] is that the transmit symbols are constrained
by an average total power constraint (TPC). This yields a
system that is easier to model, yet, according to [7], in a
realistic scenario each base station (BS) antenna is connected
to its own power amplifier (PA) and thus has to meet its
specific power constraints.
With this, several precoding techniques arose considering
per antenna power constraints (PAPC). Linear channel-level
precoding strategies considering an average PAPC are well
studied in the literature [8], [9], [10], [11]. However, according
to [12], the consideration of a strict PAPC (SPAPC) yields
a more realistic scenario since the transmit power at each
antenna is upper bounded by a threshold to avoid sever
distortion at the PA due to clipping. With this, different
linear precoding techniques have been developed considering
SPAPCs [12], [13]. More recently, the symbol-level precoding
(SLP) strategy has been receiving increasing attention since it
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allows for a higher degree of reliability. In [14] a SLP method
is devised considering a per antenna transmit power minimization under the condition of attaining QoS constraints for MPSK modulations. In [15] a SLP design is considered also for
the minimization of the per antenna transmit power under QoS
constraints in the context of satellite communications.
Besides the aforementioned concept, two other design objectives have become prominent in the literature of SLP,
the minimum mean squared error (MMSE) and maximum
minimum distance to the decision threshold (MMDDT). The
MMDDT objective (also known as constructive interference
(CI) [7] or maximum safety margin [16]) is used considering
a channel-level linear approach with a TPC in [17] and is wellestablished in the context of constant envelope precoding [7],
[18] and precoding under coarse quantization [16], [19], [20].
When considering the SPAPC the work from [21] proposes
two novel strategies based on the concept of strict and non
strict rotation for CI-based precoding, where the non strict
rotation criterion is equivalent to MMDDT.
The MMSE utilization ranges from the established channellevel linear precoding strategy presented in [5] to a SLP design
considering coarse quantization [22]. Although prominent in
the literature to the best of the authors’ knowledge the MMSE
objective has not been considered for SLP under a SPAPC.
In this study, we consider a SPAPC and propose a SLP
algorithm based on the MMSE design criterion for PSK modulation. The proposed approach is formulated in the standard
second-order cone programming (SOCPs) form which is readily solved with polynomial complexity using the interior points
method (IPM). Numerical results indicate that the proposed
method is superior to the existing techniques in terms of BER
for the low and medium SNR regime.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section II describes the system model. Section III revises the
state-of-the-art designs of SLP under a SPAPC. Section IV
exposes the MMSE optimization problem, formulates it as a
SOCP and provides the complexity analysis of the proposed
algorithm. Section V presents and discusses numerical results,
while Section VI gives the conclusions.
Regarding the notation, bold lower case and upper case
letters indicate vectors and matrices, respectively. Nonbold letters express scalars. The operators (·) ∗ and (·)𝑇
denote complex conjugation and transposition, respectively.
𝑆+𝑛 denotes the set of symmetric positive semidefinite
matrices of dimension 𝑛 × 𝑛. Real and imaginary part
operators are also applied to vectors and matrices, e.g.,
Re {𝒙} = [Re {[𝒙] 1 } , . . . , Re {[𝒙] 𝑀 }] 𝑇 . The operator 𝑅(·)
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based on which decision region it belongs, meaning that 𝑧 𝑘 is
detected as 𝑠𝑖 if 𝑧 𝑘 ∈ S𝑖 . In the case of PSK modulation
the decision regions are circle sectors with infinite radius
and angular aperture of 2𝜃, where 𝜃 is given by 𝜃 = 𝜋/𝛼𝑠 .
The hard detection operation is denoted by the operator 𝐷 (·),
such that the detected symbol from the 𝑘-th user is given by
𝑠ˆ 𝑘 = 𝐷 (𝑧 𝑘 ). Finally, the detected symbol vector is written as
𝒔ˆ = [ 𝑠ˆ1 , . . . , 𝑠ˆ𝐾 ].
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Fig. 1: Multiuser MIMO downlink with phase quantization and hard
detection

converts a complex-valued vector into the equivalent realvalued notation. For a given column vector 𝒂 ∈ C 𝑀 the
equivalent real-valued vector 𝒂 r = 𝑅(𝒂) reads as

𝑇
𝒂 r = Re {𝒂 1 } Im {𝒂 1 } · · · Re {𝒂 𝑀 } Im {𝒂 𝑀 } .
(1)

The inverse operation is denoted as 𝐶 (·) which converts
equivalent real-valued notation into complex-valued notation.
II. S YSTEM M ODEL
The system model, illustrated in Fig. 1, consists of a singlecell MU-MIMO scenario where the BS has perfect channel
state information (CSI) and is equipped with 𝑀 transmit
antennas serving 𝐾 single antenna users.
A symbol level transmission is considered where 𝑠 𝑘 represents the data symbol to be delivered for the 𝑘-th user. Each
symbol 𝑠 𝑘 is considered to belong to the set S that represents
all possible symbols of a 𝛼𝑠 -PSK modulation and is given by
o
n
𝑗 𝜋 (2𝑖+1)
(2)
S = 𝑠 : 𝑠 = 𝑒 𝛼𝑠 , for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝛼𝑠 .

The symbols of all users are described in a stacked vector
notation as 𝒔 = [𝑠1 , . . . , 𝑠 𝐾 ] 𝑇 ∈ S 𝐾 . Based on 𝒔 the precoder
computes the transmit vector 𝒙 = [𝑥1 , . . . , 𝑥 𝑀 ] 𝑇 . The entries
of 𝒙 are constrained to the set X which represents a SPAPC
and is given by

(3)
X = 𝑥 : |𝑥| 2 ≤ PA ,

where PA represents the maximum per antenna transmit power
for a given time slot. The vector 𝒙 is transmitted over a frequency flat fading channel described by the matrix 𝑯 ∈ C𝐾 ×𝑀
such that the received signal corresponding to the 𝑘-th user
reads as

In this section, we revise different state-of-the-art SLP
approaches developed under the SPAPC. The design objectives
considered are ZF and MMDDT which are briefly explained
in each subsection.
A. Zero Forcing Design
The ZF criterion is based on the idea of eliminating the
interference considered as harmful for detection. As proposed
in [21], the SLP ZF under a SPAPC can be designed by
imposing the ZF constraint and scaling it to satisfy the
SPAPC. With this the closed form solution for the ZF-SPAPC
precoding matrix is given as follows
√
PA 𝑯†
(6)
𝑷=
 † 
𝑯 𝒔 𝑚
max
𝑚∈{1,..., 𝑀 }

where 𝑯† is Moore Penrose pseudo-inverse of the matrix 𝑯.
After computing 𝑷 the vector 𝒙 is computed as 𝒙 = 𝑷𝒔.

B. MMDDT Design
The MMDDT criterion [7], [16], [19], [20], [21] consists of
maximizing the minimum distance to the decision’s threshold,
denoted by 𝜖, such that the noiseless received signal is
as inside as possible of the decision region of the symbol
of interest. In what follows 𝜖 is derived and an MMDDT
precoding SPAPC optimization problem is formulated.
To determine 𝜖 the first step is to apply a rotation by
arg{𝑠∗𝑖 } = −𝜙 𝑠𝑖 to the coordinate system such that the symbol
of interest is placed on the real axis. This can be done by
multiplying both the symbol of interest 𝑠𝑖 and the noiseless
received signal 𝑧𝑖 by 𝑒 − 𝑗 𝜙𝑠𝑖 = 𝑠∗𝑖 which yields
′

𝑧𝑘 = 𝑦 𝑘 + 𝑤 𝑘 = 𝒉𝑘 𝒙 + 𝑤 𝑘 ,

(4)

where 𝑦 𝑘 is the noiseless received signal from the 𝑘-th user,
𝒉 𝑘 is the 𝑘-th row of the channel matrix 𝑯 and the complex
2 ) represents additive white
random variable 𝑤 𝑘 ∼ CN (0, 𝜎𝑤
Gaussian noise (AWGN). Using stacked vector notation (4)
can be extended to
𝒛 = 𝒚 + 𝒘 = 𝑯 𝒙 + 𝒘,
𝑇

𝑠𝑖 = 𝑠𝑖 𝑠∗𝑖 = 1, 𝜔𝑖 = 𝑦 𝑖 𝑠∗𝑖 .

(5)

The distance of the rotated symbol 𝜔𝑖 to the rotated decision
threshold is then expressed as
𝜖𝑖 = Re {𝜔𝑖 } sin 𝜃 − |Im {𝜔𝑖 }| cos 𝜃.

(8)

With this, 𝜖 is defined as
𝜖=

𝑇

where 𝒛 = [𝑧1 . . . 𝑧 𝐾 ] , 𝒚 = [𝑦 1 . . . 𝑦 𝐾 ] and 𝒘 =
[𝑤 1 . . . 𝑤 𝐾 ] 𝑇 . Each received symbol 𝑧 𝑘 is, then, hard detected

(7)

=

min

𝜖𝑖

min

Re {𝜔𝑖 } sin 𝜃 − |Im {𝜔𝑖 }| cos 𝜃.

𝑖 ∈{1,...,𝐾 }
𝑖 ∈{1,...,𝐾 }

(9)
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By introducing a stacked vector notation for 𝜔𝑖 , in terms
of 𝝎 = diag(𝒔∗ ) 𝑯𝒙 = 𝑯 𝑠∗ 𝒙, one can write the equivalent
optimization problem as


𝒙 opt , 𝜖 opt = arg min −𝜖
(10)
𝒙, 𝜖

s.t. Re {𝑯 𝑠∗ 𝒙} sin 𝜃 − Im {𝑯 𝑠∗ 𝒙} cos 𝜃 ≥ 𝜖1
Re {𝑯 𝑠∗ 𝒙} sin 𝜃 + Im {𝑯 𝑠∗ 𝒙} cos 𝜃 ≥ 𝜖1
|𝑥 𝑚 | 2 ≤ PA , 𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑀 } .

The problem above can be reformulated as a real-valued
optimization problem
 𝑇  𝑇 by introducing the new optimization
variable 𝒖 = 𝜖, 𝒙 r , with 𝒙r = 𝑅(𝒙), and reformulating
the problem accordingly. With this, the equivalent real-valued
optimization problem reads as
𝒖 opt = arg min 𝒂𝑇 𝒖

(11)

detection. The problem can be rewritten by substituting 𝒛 in
the objective which yields
min E{k 𝛽𝑯 𝒙 + 𝛽𝒘 − 𝒔k 22 }

(17)

𝒙 ,𝛽

s.t. |𝑥 𝑚 | 2 ≤ PA , for 𝑚 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑀 } , 𝛽 ≥ 0.
Note that 𝒙 is a complex-valued vector and 𝛽 a real-valued
scaling factor. Rewriting the problem in a real-valued notation
yields
min E{k 𝛽𝑯r 𝒙 r + 𝛽𝒘 r − 𝒔 r k 22 }
𝒙 r ,𝛽

s.t. 𝛽 ≥ 0,
[𝒙 r ] 22𝑚−1 + [𝒙 r ] 22𝑚 ≤ PA ,
for 𝑚 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑀 } ,

(18)

where 𝒘 r = 𝑅(𝒘), 𝒔r = 𝑅(𝒔), with the operator 𝑅(·) introduced
in (1) and

𝒖

s.t. 𝑩𝒖 ≤ 0,
k𝑪 m 𝒖k 2 ≤
where

p

PA , for 𝑚 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑀 } ,



(12)
𝒂 = [−1, 0𝑇 ] 𝑇 , 𝑩 = 1, 𝚯r ,


𝚯r = 𝜸𝑇1 , 𝝀1𝑇 , · · · , 𝜸𝑇𝐾 , 𝝀𝑇𝐾 , 𝝍𝑇1 , 𝜹𝑇1 , · · · , 𝝍𝑇𝐾 , 𝜹𝑇𝐾 , (13)
#
"
0
0
, 𝑫 m = diag ( 𝒅 m ) ,
(14)
𝑪m = 𝑇
0
𝑫m
2𝑀 ×1

where 𝒅 m ∈ R
being a vector of zeros with ones at entries
2𝑚 − 1 and 2𝑚, and 𝜸 𝑘 , 𝝀 𝑘 , 𝝍 𝑘 and 𝜹 𝑘 are the 𝑘-th row of
the matrices 𝚪, 𝚲, 𝚿 and 𝚫, which are given by
𝚪=

Im {𝑯 𝑠∗ } cos(𝜃) − Re {𝑯 𝑠∗ } sin(𝜃)

𝚲=
Re {𝑯 } cos(𝜃) + Im {𝑯 } sin(𝜃)
𝚿 = −Im {𝑯 𝑠∗ } cos(𝜃) − Re {𝑯 𝑠∗ } sin(𝜃)
𝑠∗

𝚫=

𝑠∗

(15)

Im {𝑯 𝑠∗ } sin(𝜃) − Re {𝑯 𝑠∗ } cos(𝜃).

The problem described in (11) is a SOCP cf.[23, Sec. 4.4.2]
and can be readily solved with IPM. The optimal solution can
be converted back to complex valued notation by extracting
𝒙 r of 𝒖 opt and applying 𝒙 = 𝐶 (𝒙 r ). Although the objectives
are developed differently the MMDDT optimization problem
described in (11) is equivalent to the optimization problem
developed for the Non-Strict CI-based design from [21].
IV. P ROPOSED MMSE P RECODING D ESIGN UNDER A
S TRICT P ER A NTENNA P OWER C ONSTRAINT
In this section, we propose a SLP design based on the
MMSE objective under a SPAPC. The MMSE objective,
similar as proposed in [5], can be utilized under a SPAPC
with the following optimization problem

min E k 𝛽𝒛 − 𝒔k 22
(16)
𝒙,𝛽

s.t. |𝑥 𝑚 | 2 ≤ PA , for 𝑚 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑀 } , 𝛽 ≥ 0.

Note that, the real-valued factor 𝛽 represents a theoretical
automatic gain control which is part of the established MMSE
objective as proposed in [5]. Since, in this study, PSK modulation is considered, knowledge of 𝛽 is not required for hard

𝑯r =
 Re {ℎ11 }

 Im {ℎ11 }


..

.

Re {ℎ 𝐾 1 }

Im {ℎ 𝐾 1 }


−Im {ℎ11 }
Re {ℎ11 }

···
···
..
.

Re {ℎ1𝑀 }
Im {ℎ1𝑀 }

−Im {ℎ 𝐾 1 }
Re {ℎ 𝐾 1 }

···
···

Re {ℎ 𝐾 𝑀 }
Im {ℎ 𝐾 𝑀 }

−Im {ℎ1𝑀 } 
Re {ℎ1𝑀 } 

..
.
.

−Im {ℎ 𝐾 𝑀 } 
Re {ℎ 𝐾 𝑀 } 

The problem from (18) can be expressed as an equivalent
problem with
min 𝛽2 𝒙𝑇r 𝑯𝑇r 𝑯r 𝒙 r − 2𝛽𝒙𝑇r 𝑯𝑇r 𝒔r + 𝛽2 E{𝒘𝑇r 𝒘 r }
𝒙 r ,𝛽

s.t. 𝛽 ≥ 0,
[𝒙 r ] 22𝑚−1 + [𝒙 r ] 22𝑚 ≤ PA ,
for 𝑚 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑀 } ,

(19)

where the objective function relates to the MSE as follows

˜ (𝒙 r , 𝛽) = MSE (𝒙 r , 𝛽) − E 𝒔𝑇r 𝒔r
(20)
MSE
= 𝛽2 𝒙𝑇r 𝑯𝑇r 𝑯r 𝒙 r − 2𝛽𝒙𝑇r 𝑯𝑇r 𝒔r + 𝛽2 E{𝒘𝑇r 𝒘 r }.



Since E 𝒔𝑇r 𝒔 r is constant, it is not relevant for the optimization. If 𝛽 ≥ 0 would be constant, the objective would be a
convex quadratically constrained quadratic program (QCQP),
since 𝑯𝑇r 𝑯r ∈ 𝑆+2𝑀 , [23, Sec. 4.4]. Yet, the objective is
in general not jointly convex in 𝛽 and 𝒙 r [24, Appendix].
Nevertheless, it can be rewritten as an equivalent convex
function by substituting the optimization variable 𝒙 r . In this
context, we introduce a new optimization variable 𝒙 s = 𝛽𝒙 r ,
similar as done in [22], [25]. With this, the optimization
problem described in (19) can be rewritten as
min 𝒙𝑇s 𝑯𝑇r 𝑯r 𝒙 s − 2𝒙𝑇s 𝑯𝑇r 𝒔r + 𝛽2 E{𝒘𝑇r 𝒘 r }
𝒙 s ,𝛽




[𝒙 s ] 2𝑚 2
[𝒙 s ] 2𝑚−1 2
+
≤ PA ,
s.t.
𝛽
𝛽
for 𝑚 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑀 } , 𝛽 ≥ 0,

(21)

The first 𝑀 constraints can be reorganized by multiplying both
sides with 𝛽2 which yields
min 𝒙𝑇s 𝑯𝑇r 𝑯r 𝒙 s − 2𝒙𝑇s 𝑯𝑇r 𝒔r + 𝛽2 E{𝒘𝑇r 𝒘 r }
𝒙 s ,𝛽

s.t. ( [𝒙 s ] 2𝑚−1 ) 2 + ( [𝒙 s ] 2𝑚 ) 2 ≤ 𝛽2 PA ,
for 𝑚 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑀 } , 𝛽 ≥ 0.

(22)
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The problem can be written in matrix form as
min 𝒗𝑇 𝑼𝒗 + 𝒑𝑇 𝒗

(23)

𝒗

10−1

s.t. k𝑬 m 𝒗k 2 ≤ 𝒈𝑇 𝒗, for 𝑚 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑀 } ,
where

 
𝛽
𝒗=
,
𝒙s

BER

𝒂𝑇 𝒗 ≤ 0




E{𝒘𝑇r 𝒘 r }
0
0
,
𝑼=
, 𝒑=
−2𝑯𝑇r 𝒔r
0𝑇
𝑯𝑇r 𝑯r


√ 
0
0
PA
𝑬m = 𝑇
, 𝒈=
,
(24)
0
𝑫m
0


and 𝒂 and 𝑫 m are described in (12) and (14), respectively.
Note that, the problem described in (23) is convex. In what
follows it transformed into a SOCP in standard form, which
significantly facilitates implementation. By introducing the
additional variable 𝑡, cf. [23, Sec. 4.1.3], the problem can be
written with quadratic constraints as
min 𝒑𝑇 𝒗 + 2𝑡 + 1

(25)

𝑡 ,𝒗

s.t. k𝑬 m 𝒗k 2 ≤ 𝒈𝑇 𝒗, for 𝑚 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑀 } ,
𝒗𝑇 𝑼𝒗 ≤ 2𝑡 + 1

10−2

ZF-SPAPC [21]
CVX-CIO [7]
Strict CI SPAPC [21]
Non-Strict CI SPAPC [21]
Linear MMSE TPC [5]
Proposed MMSE SPAPC
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Fig. 2: BER versus SNR for 𝐾 = 15, 𝑀 = 15, 𝛼𝑠 = 4


𝑇
with 𝒒 = 0𝑇 , 1 . The problem described in (28) is a SOCP,
cf. [23, Sec. 4.4.2], and can be readily solved with IPM. The
solution can be converted back to complex valued notation
by
 
𝒙s
extracting 𝒙 s and 𝛽 from 𝒖 opt and applying 𝒙 = 𝐶 𝛽 .
A. About the Complexity of the Proposed Designs

𝒂𝑇 𝒗 ≤ 0.

Note that, since 𝑼 ∈ 𝑆+2𝑀 +1 , it can be written as 𝑼 = 𝑳𝑇 𝑳,
1
with 𝑳 = 𝑼 2 . By substituting 𝑼 = 𝑳𝑇 𝑳 and adding 𝑡 2 at both
sides of the quadratic constraint the problem is rewritten as
min 𝒑𝑇 𝒗 + 2𝑡

(26)

𝑡 ,𝒗

s.t. k𝑬 m 𝒗k 2 ≤ 𝒈𝑇 𝒗, for 𝑚 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑀 } ,
𝒖𝑇 𝑳𝑇 𝑳𝒖 + 𝑡 2 ≤ (𝑡 + 1) 2
𝒂𝑇 𝒗 ≤ 0.

By using stacked vector notation
 𝑇 in the form of the new
optimization variable 𝒖 = 𝒗𝑇 , 𝑡 and taking the square root
of the quadratic constraint the optimization problem can be
rewritten as
min 𝒉𝑇 𝒖

(27)

As mentioned the MMSE optimization problem is a SOCP
and thus can be solved via IPM. According to [26], the
number of iterations
of the primal-dual IPM can be upper
√
bounded by 𝑛 log ( 𝑛/𝜖tol ) where 𝑛 is the number of variables
and 𝜖tol is the predefined optimality tolerance. Note that, the
complexity of the iterations is dominated by solving a linear
system needed to compute the primal-dual search direction.
With this, considering that the linear systems can be solved
with complexity O 𝑛3 via Gauss-Jordan elimination, the total
complexity of the proposed
approach can be upper bounded

by O 𝑀 3.5 log ( 𝑀/𝜖tol ) . Note that, for large-scale MIMO
scenarios the complexity is dominated by the polynomial part.
With this, the proposed problem have similar complexity as
common optimization based precoders present in the literature
[7], [16], [21].

𝒖
𝑇

s.t. k𝑭 m 𝒖k 2 ≤ 𝒍 𝒖, for 𝑚 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑀 } ,
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||𝑮𝒖|| 2 ≤ |𝑡 + 1|

𝒍𝑇 𝒖 ≤ 0
where
𝒉=

 
𝒑
,
2

𝑭m =



𝑬m
0𝑇


0
,
0

𝒍=

 
𝒂
,
0

𝑮=



𝑳
0𝑇


0
.
1

Considering the quadratic constraint in (25) and that 𝑼 ∈
𝑆+2𝑀 +1 we have that 𝑡 ≥ − 12 , which then leads to 𝑡 + 1 ≥ 21 > 0.
With this, the problem described in (27) can be written in the
standard form of a SOCP by considering |𝑡 + 1| = 𝑡 + 1 and
rewriting the equivalent constraint in terms of the optimization
variable 𝒖. This, then, leads to
min 𝒉𝑇 𝒖

(28)

𝒖
𝑇

s.t. k𝑭 m 𝒖k 2 ≤ 𝒍 𝒖, for 𝑚 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑀 } ,
||𝑮𝒖|| 2 ≤ 𝒒𝑇 𝒖 + 1

𝒍 𝑇 𝒖 ≤ 0,

In this section, the proposed MMSE SPAPC precoder is
evaluated in terms of BER and compared with other stateof-the-art designs. To this end, the SNR is defined as SNR =
2 . The channel coefficients are considered as Rayleigh
( 𝑀 ·PA )/𝜎𝑤
fading [27] with large-scale fading coefficients equal to one.
The proposed method is evaluated against the following
state-of-the-art approaches: 1- The ZF SPAPC precoder [21];
2- The CVX-CIO precoder [7] designed for constant envelope;
3- The Strict CI SPAPC precoder [21]; 4- The Non-Strict CI
SPAPC precoder [21] and 5- The Linear MMSE precoder [5]
(average TPC). Two MIMO scenarios are evaluated. The first
scenario consists in a BS with 𝑀 = 15 antennas serving
𝐾 = 15 users with user symbols drawn from a QPSK
modulation, meaning that 𝛼𝑠 = 4. The second considers a
BS with 𝑀 = 30 antennas that serves 𝐾 = 10 users also with
𝛼𝑠 = 4. The results are depicted in Fig. 2 and Fig. 3.
As can be seen in Fig. 2, the proposed MMSE SPAPC
method outperforms the existing approaches in terms of BER

5

10−1

BER

10−2
10−3
10−4

ZF-PAPC [21]
CVX-CIO[7]
Strict CI PAPC [21]
Non Strict CI PAPC [21]
LMMSE TPC [5]
Proposed MMSE PAPC

10−5
−10

−5

0

5

10

SNR [dB]

Fig. 3: BER versus SNR for 𝐾 = 10, 𝑀 = 30, 𝛼𝑠 = 8

for the low and intermediate SNR regimes. For the high-SNR
range the proposed MMSE SPAPC precoder outperforms all
investigated approaches except of the Non-Strict CI based
precoder which is equivalent to MMDDT design. This is expected since it is known that the MMSE criterion is favourable
for low and intermediate SNR [22] while MMDDT is nearly
optimal for the high SNR regime [28]. Fig. 3 underlines the
suitability of the proposed MMSE SPAPC approach for the
intermediate SNR regime as it outperforms all state-of-the-art
SPAPC approaches for this SNR range.
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VI. C ONCLUSIONS
This study considers PSK modulation and a strict per
antenna power constraint and proposes a symbol-level precoding approach based on the MMSE criterion. The proposed
precoding design is formulated as a SOCP and is solved
using the IPM with polynomial computational complexity.
Numerical results confirm that the proposed design is superior
to the existing techniques in terms of BER for the low and
intermediate SNR regime.
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