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Abstract: A minimax duality for a Gaussian mutual information expression was introduced by Yu.
An interesting observation is the relationship between cost constraints on the transmit covariances
and noise covariances in the dual problem via Lagrangian multipliers. We introduce a minimax
duality for general MIMO interference networks, where noise and transmit covariances are
optimized subject to linear conic constraints. We observe a fully symmetric relationship between the
solutions of both networks, where the roles of the optimization variables and Lagrangian multipliers
are inverted. The least favorable noise covariance itself provides a Lagrangian multiplier for the
linear conic constraint on the transmit covariance in the dual network, while the transmit covariance
provides a Lagrangian multiplier for the constraint on the interference plus noise covariance in
the dual network. The degrees of freedom available for optimization are constituted by linear
subspaces, where the orthogonal subspaces induce the constraints in the dual network. For the
proof of our duality we make use of the existing polite water-filling network duality and as a
by-product we are able to show that maximization problems in MIMO interference networks have
a zero-duality gap for a special formulation of the dual function. Our minimax duality unifies and
extends several results, including the original minimax duality and other known network dualities.
New results and applications are MIMO transmission strategies that manage and handle uncertainty
due to unknown inter-cell interference and information theoretic proofs concerning cooperation in
networks and optimality of proper signaling.
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1. Introduction

From the literature, we know network dualities of the following three types:
signal-to-interference-and-noise-ratio (SINR) dualities [1-4], mean-square-error (MSE) dualities [5-7],
and rate dualities [4,8-12]. The dualities show that the region of achievable SINRs, MSEs, and rates,
respectively, are the same for two networks. The most prominent and important application of
network dualities is the duality of the broadcast channel (BC) and the multiple access channel (MAC)
with interference (pre-)subtraction, where the dualities show that SINR, MSE, and achievable rate
region are identical for Gaussian signalling. The main benefit for converting the BC problem
(downlink) into the MAC (uplink) domain is that for the optimal decoding order of the users, the
problem formulation obtained for the uplink can be reformulated as a convex optimization problem.

The network dualities for the BC-MAC scenario with interference (pre-)subtraction and a
sum-power constraint have been extended along several directions. A more general BC-MAC
duality, which also holds for linear signal processing, i.e., without non-linear interference cancellation,
is introduced in [11]. In [12,13], dualities for general interference networks are considered.
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Furthermore, the solutions are characterized by polite-waterfilling, a result we use in the proof of
our duality. While most network dualities only hold for a sum-power constraint, there are some
network dualities that extended to more general constraints. Dualities for scenarios with multiple
linear constraints, or per antenna power constraint as a special case, can be found in [13-16].
In [10], a worst-case noise optimization is considered by a minimax duality and the connection
of network duality and Lagrangian duality is revealed. Worst-case noise optimization for MIMO
communications is also considered in [17,18]. Minimax expressions also appear when considering the
compound capacity of a MIMO channel [19,20], where the uncertainty is in the channel knowledge
instead of the noise.

SINR dualities and conic optimization, for example, semidefinite programming and second
order cone programming, are frequently used in the context of power minimization problems under
SINR constraints, or the related max-min SINR optimization [1,21,22]. Usually, transmit filters are
reparameterized as rank-one matrices and relaxation of the rank-one constraint reveals a convex
reformulation of the problem, where the SINR constraints become conic constraints. Note that
this is very different to the linear conic constraints we use. Our result generalizes the original
minimax duality by Yu [10] to a larger class of constraints and to interference networks, which contain
broadcast and multiple access channels (with and without non-linear interference cancellation) as
special cases.

Yu [10] introduced a minimax duality for the MIMO channel. For a channel matrix H, noise
symbol covariance R, and transmit symbol covariance Q, he considers a saddle point problem of the
mutual information W(R, Q) under linear constraints:

i : ) < : ) <
rlgl;g{rggg{w(& Q) :tr(QQOY") < An} : tr(RX*) < Az} 1)

The dual saddle point problem with flipped channel matrix H!, noise symbol covariance 0, and
transmit symbol covariance X is given by

1 . * . *
r(r)l;r(}{rgg())({W(Q,Z) (tr(ER*) < Agr}: tr(QQ*) < /\Q} 2)
where the constraint matrices Q*, R* are a solution of Equation (1) with Ag,Ar as Lagrangian
multipliers. The other way round, the constraint matrices £*, Q* of Equation (1) are solution for
Equation (2) with Lagrangian multipliers Ay = Agr,Aq = Ag. By Lagrangian duality, Yu reveals
the relationship between the cost constraints in one problem, the optimization variables in the dual
problem, and the Lagrangian multipliers.

We consider a minimax optimization of a weighted sum of the mutual informations of the
links in a network, where the minimization is over the noise covariances and the maximization
is with respect to the transmit covariances. The feasible sets of the covariances are modeled by
linear conic constraints, i.e., the covariance matrix has to be smaller than a constraint matrix in
the sense of positive-semidefiniteness. The use of the linear conic constraints is not motivated by
a specific application, instead we will see that they are general enough to model a large class of
constraints, including sum-power constraints, per antenna power constraints, or shaping constraints.
Shaping constraints for the optimization of transmit covariances in MIMO systems are for example
considered in [23-27].

The contributions of this paper are as follows. We introduce the downlink and uplink minimax
problems under linear conic constraints and show that they not only exhibit an equal optimal
value, but share a fully symmetric system of optimality conditions with inverted roles of the
optimization variables and Lagrangian multipliers. The least favorable noise covariance itself
provides a Lagrangian multiplier for the linear conic constraint on the transmit covariance in the
dual network, while the transmit covariance provides a Lagrangian multiplier for the constraint on
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the interference plus noise covariance in the dual network (The idea to include the interference plus
noise covariances as an optimization variable, which then appears in the optimality conditions, was
independently developed in [28]. Unfortunately, the current version of [28] available at arXiv contains
several flaws, the most significant one being the following: The authors claim that max-min equals
min-max for problem Equations (7)—(9) and the solution is a saddle point. This is wrong—here is a
counter example: Consider a interference network with square channels that are full rank. For the
min-max version, the outer minimization over Q results in ); = I VI which leads to £; = 0 and a
shut-down of the network. This is certainly not the result of the max-min optimization). Further, we
reveal the connection of noise covariance constraint in one problem and transmit covariance in the
other via linear subspaces and their orthogonal complements. Unlike existing work, we directly
include scenarios where the noise covariance is non-invertible by using the rather general Lagrangian
Multiplier Rule to formulate the optimality conditions. Computing the full subdifferential of the utility
allows us to parameterize the complete solution set. The direct connection of downlink and uplink
solutions via the optimality conditions renders explicit transformation rules, as discussed in [9,11],
obsolete. The novel minimax duality unifies and extends several existing results, for example the least
favorable noise capacity [17,18] and optimization of the transmit covariances under a per antenna
power constraint [14,16].

Our work extends the traditional BC-MAC duality in two dimensions: from the BC-MAC
scenario to arbitrary interference networks and from simple linear power constraints to a more
general type of constraints. Many optimization problems in interference networks are proven to
be NP-hard, so our duality can not help to solve those efficiently. Usually, efficient solvability is tied
to the BC-MAC. By modelling this scenario as a specially structured interference network we are
able to state conditions for efficient solvability by the network structure and the constraints imposed.
This enables future use for other scenarios, for example relay channels where interference is removed
by other means or cooperative transmission of multiple transmitters (with individual constraints),
single frequency broadcast networks, or network MIMO. Concerning practical applications, there
are several applications and problems that are intractable without our duality for example
MIMO transmission strategies that manage and handle uncertainty by inter-cell interference.
Numerically computing the worst-case noise covariances was previously not possible for more
general networks. The worst-case noise approach can be used to handle the otherwise complicated
coupling of interference networks, for example in cognitive radio networks [29] or device-to-device
networks [30]. Optimizing the BC channel for shaping constraints was not possible without the
extension to the more general constraints by our duality. The shaping constraints reduce the
uncertainty in interference networks. In [31] the duality is extended to multiple linear constraints
and practical algorithms for numerical computation are presented in [32]. Combining the worst case
noise approach and the shaping constraints facilitates a very general cognitive radio concept that also
holds for receivers with multiple receive antennas and enables efficient solvability of the underlying
problems, see [29] for details. Further, our duality enables information theoretic proofs concerning
cooperation in networks [33] and optimality of proper signaling [26,34].

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we discuss our system model and introduce
our idea of linear conic constraints. In Section 3, we present our main contribution: the minimax
duality with linear conic constraints is stated in Theorem 1. Applications of the minimax duality
are discussed in Section 4. In Section 4.1, we relate our work to existing results and show how they
can be reproduced by reformulating them for our minimax duality, and in Section 4.2 we discuss
novel results enabled by our minimax duality. In Section 5, we discuss conditions for existence of a
solution to the minimax problem, we state and investigate the optimality conditions, and prove the
minimax duality.

The following notations are used. Vectors are denoted by lower case bold and matrices by
upper case bold letters. Additionally, we use upper case bold letters for tuples of matrices, such as
A = (Aj,...,Ak). The operator - stands for Hermitian transpose, tr(-) is the trace of a matrix,
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and |-| is the determinant of a matrix. The order relationships > and < are understood in the
positive-semidefinite sense for matrices. For matrix tuples, A = B means Ay = By Vkand A < B
means Ay =< By Vk. We use I for the identity matrix, or a tuple of identity matrices, and 0 for the all
zero matrix, or a tuple of all zero matrices. The dimensions of I and 0 are either clear form the context
or explicitly mentioned. We denote sets by upper case calligraphic letters. The linear subspace of
N x N Hermitian matrices is denoted as SN*N and the subspace of tuples of Hermitian matrices,
where the k—th element is Ny x N, is denoted as [Trc SNe*Nk. For linear subspaces, the operator
@ denotes the direct sum. Given S, let T, T+ such that [T Tﬂ unitary and full rank, THST » 0, and
THHSTL = 0, then we say that T, T+ provide a full unitary basis for the fundamental subspaces of S.
By this we can parameterize S as

THST 0

S:[TTL] 0 O[TTL]H

and the pseudo inverse, denoted as S*, is given by §T = T(THST) ! TH.

2. System Model

We consider a MIMO interference network with a set of data links K, with K = |K]|.
The transmitter of the link k has Nj antennas and the receiver has M receive antennas. The fixed
and flat-fading channel between the transmitter of link i and the receiver of link k is Hy; € CMexNi,
The zero-mean proper Gaussian input symbol of link k is y, € CMr with covariance Q; = E[y,yt],
and the output symbol is x; € CM. The input and output of a link k are related by

X = Hgy, + ) Hiy, +m (3)
icK\k

where n; € CMk is additive noise that is zero mean circularly symmetric Gaussian with covariance
Ry = E[mn}l]. Assuming all transmit and noise signals to be independent, the interference plus
noise covariance at the receiver of link k is

Sy = Re+ Y HuQH 4)
iekC\k

The dual network has the same set of links with roles of receiver and transmitter inverted and
flipped channels, meaning the channel between the uplink transmitter of link i and the uplink receiver
of link k is HYl € CNexMi. We refer to the original problem as the downlink and the dual network
as the uplink. In the uplink, the zero-mean proper Gaussian input symbol of link k is & € CM with
covariance I, = E [gkgﬂ and the output symbol is p, € CNr. The input and output of a link k are
related by

P = Higdi+ ) Higsi+ (5)
iek\k
where 7, € CM is additive noise with covariance O = E[n;#l]. The interference plus noise

covariance at the receiver of link k is

Y, =Qr+ ZHII-;(IZI‘HZ']{ (6)
iekC\k

Choosing the channel matrices accordingly, this model is general enough to cover various
forms of interference networks including interfering broadcast and multiple access channels as
well as mixtures thereof, see [12] for details. In Section 4.1.5, we discuss in more detail how
to model a broadcast channel and the corresponding multiple access channel with non-linear
interference cancellation.
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For the downlink, the mutual information between x; and y,, denoted as I(xy;y,), can be
expressed as a function of the noise covariance Ry and the transmit covariances Q = (Qy,..., Qk)-
For the uplink, the mutual information between p; and ¢}, denoted as Ix(p;; {), can be expressed as a
function of the noise covariance ) and the transmit covariances £ = (X4, ..., Xg). For the considered
network optimization problems the utilities are weighted sums of the mutual informations of
the links:

W(R,Q) = ) wili(x; ;) )
kel

W(Q,E) = Y wili(pi; &) 8)
kel

where wy, ..., wx are non-negative weights, which can be used to prioritize links or to explore
boundary points of the achievable rate region. We assume that interference is treated as
additional noise, which allows us to express the utility by the interference plus noise covariances
S=(S1,...,Sk) and Q = (Qy, ..., Q) defined by Equations (4) and (6):

W(R, Q) = {U(S, Q) : Sy =Ry + Y_Hy,QHL Vk € /c} )
ieK\k

W(Q,X) = {u(‘r,z) ¥, = O + Y HYEHy VE € ic} (10)
ieK\k

where in case the mutual information is finite

ues, Q) =Y w log‘I i s,ijkaH{;( (11)
kel

U(t,z) =Y w log‘I 4 T;H{,ﬂzkak‘ (12)
kel

The conditions for finite mutual information and a derivation of Equations (11) and (12) can be
found in Appendix A.

2.1. Linear Conic Constraints

The transmit and noise covariances are constrained by linear conic constraints:

Q=<C+2Z227ZcZ (13)
R=<B+Y'Yteyt (14)
L<B+Y,YEY (15)
O=<C+2z+ztezt (16)

where B = (By,...,Bg) and C = (Cy,...,Ck) are fixed, and the degrees of freedom available for
optimization of Z = (Zy,...,Zx), Z* = (Z{,...,Z%), Y = (Y1,...,Yx), and Y= = (Y{,...,Y%)
are given by Z,Z+,Y, Y+, which are linear subspaces of tuples of appropriately sized Hermitian
matrices, in particular Z C [[iex SNNk, 2+ C [Teep SNN, Y C TTiee SMMe, y+ C
[Teee SM M.

The prototype for the linear conic constraints Equations (13)—(16) is

W=A+X,XeX (17)

The choices for X € X that allow for positive semidefinite W are given by A + X = 0. If A and
X are matrices (instead of tuples of matrices), this is a linear matrix inequality (LMI), the intersection
of a affine subspace with the cone of positive semidefinite matrices. The constant nullspace of a LMI
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is the set of vectors A for which A™(A + X)A = 0 VX € X where A+ X > 0, see [35] for details.
In this work, we additionally regard tuples of matrices, where the positive semidefinite constraint
has to hold for every element of the tuple, while the subspace is defined for the tuple. Hence, we
define a set that is similar to the constant null-space, but is defined in the matrix tuple space instead
of the vector tuple space:

N(AX) = {(AlA{*, N .,AKAE) AH(Ap + X()Ag = 0, Vk, VX € X where A + X = o} (18)

Additionally, we define a set that contains all the directions where all elements of the tuple are
positive semidefinite:
PX)={XeX:X >0} (19)

Lemma 1. Let A = {AA : A € R} and X' the orthogonal complement of A & X with respect to the
appropriately sized Hermitian matrices, then P(X+) C N'(A, X).

Proof. See Appendix B. [

Note that in general N'(A,X) ¢ P(X1) (Take the following example: A = (1) 8 X =
01
XLy =
1 O‘| £P(x)

0 0] o (.o 1] 0 1
{A[o 1].)\€R},X —{/\ll Ol.AER}where ll O]EN(A,X),but
0
0

8 }). If A~ 0then N (A, X) =P(xt) = {0}.

2.1.1. Relationship to Linear Constraints

There exist several network dualities, where the transmit covariances are constrained by one
or multiple linear constraints [13-16]. So how do the linear conic constraints relate to the linear
constraints? As known from semidefinite programming, a LMI can always be expressed in primal
form with a finite set of linear constraints and one positive-semidefinite constraint. In principle,
this can be done for Equation (17), but this does not result in linear constraints on the covariance.
The following Lemma states a condition under which Equation (17) can be replaced by multiple
linear constraints on W, which then can be handled by the existing dualities [13-16].

Lemma 2. Let A = {AA : A € R} and X' be two subspaces such that A & X is the orthogonal
complement of X. If the set £ = {E :E-0,Ec A X L} is polyhedral, then the linear conic
constraint W < A+ X, X € &, can be formulated by a finite number of linear constraints on W, i.e.,

Y tr((Wy — A)E;) <0Vee{1,...,E} (20)
kel

where E!, ..., EE are the extreme directions of £.
Proof. See Appendix C. O

For the inverse direction: a single linear constraint can always be replaced by a linear conic
constraint, see for example Section 2.1.2. So multiple linear constraints can be transformed to
multiple conic constraints, a case which is not regarded in this work but suggested as an extension
a future work in Section 6. For special cases, such as in Section 2.1.2, multiple linear constraints
can be represented by a single conic constraint. Linear conic constraints allow to model a variety
of constraints on the covariances such as sum power constraints, per-antenna power constraints, or
shaping constraints. The constraints can be joint constraints on all links, groups of links, or individual
constraints per link. In the following, we present some examples how several relevant constraints can
be modeled by linear conic constraint.
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2.1.2. Examples

Network Sum-Power Constraint

Consider a constraint on the downlink transmit covariances that constrains the sum-power
output of the network by

Y tr(AQy) <P (21)

kel

By Lemma 2, we identify the linear conic version of the constraint as
C= #A,Z ={Z:) tr(AxZy) =0 , 24t = {0} (22)
Ykek tr(AgAy) P
Per Link Sum-Power Constraint

If the power per link is constrained individually, i.e.,

Y tr(Qy) <P VkeK (23)
kex

then by Lemma 2 we identify the linear conic version of the constraint as

_(h P
C(Nll,...,NKI) (24)
Z={Z:tr(Z) =0Vk € K} (25)
zt = {zl 2 = (M. AKD), Y Pedy = o} (26)
keK

Shaping Constraint

A shaping constraint, that is Q < C, is already given in the form of a linear conic constraint
where, Z = {0} and Z+ = {ZL : Y keic tr(CrZy) = 0}. A shaping constraint cannot be formulated
by a finite number of linear constraints, as the set £ is the cone of positive semidefinite matrices, or
the tuple version thereof, which is not polyhedral and has infinitely many extreme directions.

3. Minimax Duality with Linear Conic Constraints

Theorem 1. Given is a MIMO interference network (downlink) with data links XC and the dual network
(uplink) with the same set of data links but roles of receiver and transmitter inverted and flipped
channels. Consider minimax problems with a weighted-sum of the links” mutual information as
utility and linear conic constraints on the transmit and noise covariance matrices:

Cp= inf ¢ sup {W(R,Q):Q=<C+ZZcZ}:R<B+Y,ylecyt
R-0,Y't | Q-0,z

Cu= inf { sup {W(L,Q):Z<B+Y,YeV}:Q<C+Z,7Z ezt
0-0z1 | zro0yY

The subspaces that define the constraint sets are B = {AB : A € R},), Y+ and C = {AC :
A eR},Z, Z+, where Yker tr(BiBy) = Ykex tr(CiCy). The subspace triples B, Y, Ytand(C, Z, 24,
respectively, are mutually orthogonal and their direct sum is the space of all K-tuples [cx SMe*Me
and [T SNeNk, respectively. If

(C1) HyA,=0Vk € K,VA € N(C,Z)
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(C2) HyAr =0Vk € K,VA € N(C, Z1)
(C3) AHy =0Vk € K,YA' € N(B,))
(C4) AjHy =0Vk € K,VA' € N (B, Y1),

both problems have a solution and it holds Cp = Cy.
Furthermore, there exists a solution of the downlink problem

(R=B+¥",0=C+Z-N8),(O=7C+Z" £=7B+¥-L¥,K)
that is connected to a solution for the uplink problem

(¢

by inverting the roles of the optimization variables and Lagrangian multipliers, that is

=C+Z 5=B+¥Y-LY¥),(R=9B+7V Q0= 7,8, N

o

where v = § = 4 (We introduce additional optimization variables § and ¥, which are defined by
Equations (4) and (6). The connection of Lagrangian multipliers to the constraints can be found in
Table 1).

Table 1. Uplink and Downlink Optimality Conditions.

Downlink Uplink

Lagrangian | Constraint Lagrangian | Constraint

multiplier multiplier

i Sy = Ry + Y_Hy, Q;HE Vk @7) | Qk ¥y = O + ) HYZHy Vk (45)

ielC\k iek\k
Q Q=xXaC+2Z (28) | R L=XBB+Y (46)
vC+Z*+ ZecZ (29) | B+ Yt Ye)y (47)
K Q-0 G0 | M >0 (48)
X R=aB+Y" @G | W Q=pC+2z+ (49)
uB+Y yt eyt (32) | 1C+2Z zt ezt (50)
L R>0 33) | N Q-0 (51)
Subsitutions and constraints on dual variables
Q>0K>0L>0 B34) | R-0M>0,N>0 (52)
zteztyey @G5 | Yteytzez (53)
¥y = O + Y HYZHy Vk (36) | S = Ry + Y HyQ;HE Vk (54)
ielC\k ielC\k
Complimentary slackness
tr(Q (Qr — aCy — Zy)) = 0 Vk (37) | tr(Re(Zx — BB — Yy)) = 0Vk (55)
tr(Kg Q) = 0 Vk (38) tr(MXy) = 0Vk (56)
tr(LgRy) = 0 Vk (39) tr(N Q) = 0Vk (57)
Stationarity

Q=vCc+2zt (40) | R=vB+Y" (58)
X=uB+Y 41) | W=1C+2Z (59)
r=X-1L 42| Q=W-N (60)
¥ = weH (S + HuQeHjg) " Hy + Ky Vk 43) | Sk = weHy (¥, + HigZeHuo) " Hig + Mk (61)
L€ {Zkizk = —wi(Sk + HeQHg) "+ Q€ {Qk : Q= —wi(Fi + H L Hy) T+

+ ST+ wEp R € 5,?}\7k (44) + ot +w QR QP € QkA}Vk (62)
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Remark 1. The Theorem holds for arbitrary channel matrix sizes and there are no assumptions on the
rank of the channel matrices. Whether the minimax problems have a solution does not solely depend
on the channel matrices, instead we need to jointly consider the constraints and channel matrices.
In general, this can not be done by analyzing individual links as the tuple subspaces can couple all
links of the network. The derivation of the joint conditions on channels and constraints for existence
of a solution (C1)—(C4) can be found in Section 5.1.

Remark 2. The mutual information of a link is independent of the noise covariances of the other links
and the utility is non-increasing in the noise covariance, thus we can always find a solution where the
noise covariance constraint holds with equality.

Remark 3. If the feasible set for the downlink covariances is given by

{RZ Ztr(BkRk) :P,REB@JJL} (63)
ke

this is mathematically equivalent to
{R:R:B+Yi,yieyl} (64)

if Y ycic tr(BgBy) = P. This formulation was used in work based on earlier versions of the duality, see
for example [36].

The Theorem requires ) ycx tr(BxBy) = Y rex tr(CxCk), which is not always the case for the
problems considered in the following. By scaling of the channel matrices and optimization variables
we can artificially enforce the condition for the downlink. By reverting this scaling of the channel in
the uplink we obtain an asymmetric version of the minimax duality, which is formally stated by the
following lemma:

Lemma 3. Letb = Yycx tr(ByBy) and ¢ = Yy tr(CiCy), if p and n such that £ = £ then

inf sup {W(R,Q):Q=<C+Z,ZcZ}:R=<B+Y+ytcyt (65)
R-0Yt (Q=0z

= inf { sup {W(Z,Q):Z<pB+Y, YV} :Q=<nC+2Z+, 2 czt (66)
-0zt |0y

Proof. See Appendix D. [

4. Applications

We directly proceed with applications of the minimax duality and present the rather technical
proof in Section 5.

4.1. Relationship to Existing Work

4.1.1. Original Minimax Duality

As our result is an extension and generalization of the result in [10], we are able to reestablish the
original minimax duality as a special case. Specifically, we reproduce the proof of the Sato bound to
be tight for the sum-rate in the broadcast with non-linear interference presubtraction. The Sato upper
bound on the sum-capacity of the multi-user downlink is established by assuming full cooperation of
the receivers [37], which makes the scenario equivalent to the optimization of a point-to-point link,
where the minimization is with respect to the joint noise covariance, where the user noise covariances
are fixed blocks on the diagonal and the off-diagonal blocks can be freely chosen.
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The set of users is U, with U = |U|, where M, is the number of receive antennas of user u.
The transmitter has N transmit antennas and M = ), o, M,, the number of total receive antennas.
The channel of user u is H, € CN*M« and the composite channel of the point-to-point channel
where all receivers cooperate is H = [H],...,HJj]T € CN*M. The receive symbol covariance in
the downlink, and therefore the transmit symbol covariance in the uplink, is block partitioned such
that block i, is the covariance of the symbols received by user i and j and the k-th block on the
diagonal is the marginal covariance of user k. We assume the downlink noise to be the identity matrix
scaled by o2 for every user. The appropriate model for subspaces 5, ), Y+, which are subspaces of
SM*M is B = ¢2I. )" is the subspace of Hermitian matrices that have all zero matrices as blocks
on the diagonal and allow for an arbitrary choice of the other blocks, which implies ) is the set of all
blockdiagonal matrices with trace equal to zero. Let the structure of * and ** be as follows

*1 0 ... 0 0 = . *1,M
e | O ®22 N R (e 0 . : (67)
: ’ ’ 0 : *M_1,M
0 0 *M,M *M,1 *M,M—1 0
then
oI ... 0
B=|: - ,yL:{yL:*L},y:{y:y:*,tr(Y):0} (68)
0 ... oI

According to Section 2.1.2, the linear conic version of the sum-power constraint on the downlink
transmit covariances is p
C=5L2={z:1u(2)= 0}, 2+ = {0} (69)

where C, Z, Z+ are subspaces of S NN The downlink problem is

: . p _ . 2 L
R‘;}},& {Q“i%?} {W(R, Q):Q= N1+Z,tr(Z) = o} ‘R =< c*I+ * } (70)

With B > 0 and C > 0 conditions (C1)—(C4) hold true, and using the asymmetric minimax
duality by Lemma 3 the uplink problem is

min { max {W(Q,X):Z<pc’I+Y,YEY :anEHZL,ZLeZL (71
{w,z):z=p =

0-0,z+ |Z=z0Y
P
— mi W(Q,E):E < po?l + #t :0}:Q< 1 72
23 {mg: (WO Dz 24wt~ o) 2} 7
Withf = tr(BB) = Mc*,c = tr(CC) = %2, and ; = % we can select p = ﬁ and n = ‘TZTN,
as % = W = 5, and we obtain

min { max { W(Q,X):Z =< 31—4— ,tr(x) =03 :Q < 01 (73)

Q-0 | Z-0x Y| ’ R

With Z+ = {0}, Q = ¢?I is a solution for the uplink noise, see Remark 2. For the constraint
on the uplink transmit covariance, we observe that B and all elements of ) are blockdiagonal. Thus,
X will be blockdiagonal, and the users do not cooperate in the uplink. Furthermore, Z = %I +
*,tr(*) = 0 implies a sum-power constraint of P of the uplink transmit covariances. Let X1, ..., Xy
be the blocks on the blockdiagonal Z, then the uplink problem is
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1 1 . .
%gg{log I+ UZH ZH‘ (tr(X) < P, Xis blockdlagonal} (74)
—max{log I+ iz Y Hilz,H,| : Y tr(Z) < P} (75)
z=0 " weu uel

We can see that the value of the uplink problem is equal to the sum-capacity of a multiple access
channel with a sum-power constraint. It is well known that for the same sum-power constraint the
same sum-rate can be achieved in the broadcast channel [4,8,9], which proves the Sato bound to be
tight for the sum-rate.

4.1.2. Structure of the Worst Case Noise Covariance

In [9] it is shown that Equation (80) is a solution to the worst case downlink noise covariance
problem Equation (70) if R is non-singular. Further, it is conjectured that it is also a solution for the
singular case, but a proof is missing. By Lemma 4 we restate this result and provide an alternative
proof that also holds for the singular case. The uplink problem Equation (74) can be reformulated as
(For simplicity, but without loss of generality, we set o> = 1)

. — H < . .
[r)l}:ago{log|D| :D=I1+H"XZH,tr(X) <P, Lis blockdlagonal} (76)

Let A, A, F, and M be Lagrangian multipliers for the constraints D = I + HYx>H, tr(X) < P, X
is blockdiagonal, and X > 0.

Lemma 4. Given a solution D, to the uplink problem with Lagrangian multipliers A’, A/, the
remaining Lagrangian multipliers can be selected as

H,AHY ... 0
F =HA'HY - : : (77)
0 ... HyA'H}
Moo 0 H,AH ... 0
M=|: - |- : : (78)
0 ... M 0 ... HyA'HY

and a solution to the worst case downlink noise covariance problem Equation (70) is given by

1 1 1
R=1+ WF’ = WHA’HH + WM’ (79)
I HA'HY HA'HY
o . 7
H,A'HY! I H,A'HY
B 7 e 7
= : . ; (80)
HyA'H!  HyA'HY I
A A

Proof. See AppendixE. [

4.1.3. Worst Case Noise Capacity

(CMXN

The capacity of a point-to-point link with channel H ¢ under a worst case noise

assumption is given by

rélgz)( {Iﬁl}i]ﬁ(}{log‘1+ RTHQHY|: tr(R) < 0'2} 1tr(Q) < P} (81)
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In [17], it is shown that this worst case noise capacity is equivalent to the capacity without
channel knowledge and white noise.

P oy
log I+pH H‘ (82)

While in [17] this is proven by matrix majorization theory, it can alternatively be reproduced
by the minimax duality. Computation of Equation (81) means to solve a convex-concave game with
individual convex constraint sets, for which max and min can be exchanged and we can instead use

%gr(} {ragz)({log‘l+ R+HQHH‘ (tr(Q) < P} (tr(R) < (72} (83)

The sum-power constraints are modelled according to Section 2.1.2:

2
B= ‘Tﬁl,yL - {1/L (YY) = 0},3/ — {0} (84)
and p
C=ylZ2=1{Z:u(2) = 0}, 2+ = {0} (85)

With B > 0and C > 0 conditions (C1)—-(C4) hold true and using the asymmetric minimax duality
by Lemma 3 the uplink problem is

2
; +yH -y < Ui . ~ E
Igér&{lgga({log’I—i-Q H ZH’.Z_pMI}.Q_nNI (86)

With b = tr(BB) = %,c = tr(CC) = PWZ, and ; = AI\/]I—(I;Z we can select p = % and n = NT”Z, as
2 .
B = % = j,and we obtain

min{maX{IOg‘I n Q*HHZH‘ X< PI} 0= (721} — log
Q-0 £>0

p H
I+ H H‘ (87)

4.1.4. Network Duality under (Generalized) Sum-Power Constraints

Here we regard the special case, where the noise covariances are fixed and appear as a
generalized sum-power constraint in the dual network. Let

Sp(R, Q) = max {W(R, Q): ) tr(,Qy) = P} (88)
Q=0 kek
and
Su(Q,R) = max {W(Q,Z) : kgc tr(RyZy) = P} (89)

where we assume R, (), and the channels such that the maxima exist. This scenario is for example
considered in [12], where by using an SINR duality it is proven that Sp(R, Q) = Sy(Q, R) and the
polite waterfilling result is established. In the following, we show how the network maximization
problems under generalized sum-power constraints, Equations (88) and (89), can be formulated
in our minimax framework. It can be verified that the conditions for existence of the maxima of
Equations (88) and (89) imply conditions (C1)-(C4). For the downlink, the absence of a minimization
over the noise covariance can be modelled, by selecting

B=R, V' ={0},y= {Y DY tr(ReYy) = 0} (90)

kel



Information 2016, 7, 19 13 of 42

which means that R is a solution for the downlink noise covariances, see Remark 2. The conic version
of the generalized sum-power constraint is introduced in Section 2.1.2:

c Z: Y tr(yZy) = 0},2L = {0} (91)

P
- ' 0 z=
Lkek tr(Q ) { e

Using the asymmetric mini-max duality by Lemma 3, the uplink problem is

P
min { max {W(E,Q):Z<pR+Y,YeP : Q' <n— QO+ 27Z',7Z+ € zi} (92)
0'-0,z+ {EHLY i ) P J ek tr( Q)

2

With b = Yie tr(BeBr) = Lier tr(RkRy), ¢ = Yyex 1(CkCx) = w—qany, and § =
p2 Lkek tr[gnknk)

_ P _
Trer T(ReRy) Drey m(0y,0) WE can select p = Yrek tr(ReRy) and n = as
p_ P2 _ .
T Tre w(ReRe) Lek tr( Q) — §- and we obtain
P
min {max {W(L,Q):Z<———  R+Y,Ye y} 0 <0+27257t € zl} (93)
a'-0z" {EtﬂrY { (= a) Ykek tr(ReRy)

which is the minimax version of Equation (89).

4.1.5. Duality of Broadcast and Multiple Access Channel

As in Section 4.1.1, the set of users is U, with U = |U|, and the channel of user u with M,
receive antennas is H, € CN*Mu where N is the number of antennas at the broadcast transmitter.
Broadcast and multiple access channels are modelled by considering one link per user and first setting
H;=Hp,=...=H,;x = H,Vu € Kand N, = N Vk € K. Second, if interference between
a user u and user v is removed by non-linear interference cancellation, we set Hy, = 0 instead.
This leads to the well known connection: given some ordering of the users, removing interference in
the downlink such that a user does not interfere with a user of higher order matches the uplink model
where interference is successively canceled in the inverse order. Thus, our minimax duality provides a
minimax BC-MAC duality for any type of constraints that can be modeled as linear conic constraints.
It holds for linear precoding as well as non-linear interference cancellation in an arbitrary order.

A particularly interesting case is where the decoding order of the uplink is matched to the
weights of the users. If the decoding order is equal to the ascending order of the weights and
additionally the noise covariance is the same for every user in the uplink, then the inner maximization
of the uplink problem can be reformulated as a convex optimization problem. This renders the
uplink problem a convex-concave game, for which efficient algorithms to find a solution are available.
The following lemma describes the structure of the linear conic constraints and the subspaces that
imply an equal uplink noise covariance for all users.

Lemma 5. Let the subspaces C' = {AC’ : A € R}, Z’, Z'* such that they are mutually orthogonal and
their direct sum is SN*N_ If the constraint on the downlink transmit covariances is a constraint that
solely acts on the sum of the transmit covariances, i.e.,

Y o=xC+Z72,2¢Z (94)
ke

then the constraint on the uplink noise covariances is
O, =C+7Z+,72 e ztvkek (95)

which allows for a solution where all noise covariances are equal.
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Proof. See AppendixF. [

Lemma 6. Consider a broadcast problem. If the encoding order is equal to the descending order of
the user weights, the constraint on the downlink transmit covariances solely acts on the sum of the
transmit covariances, and conditions (C1)—(C4) hold true, then every point that fulfills the optimality
conditions is a solution.

Proof. The uplink problem can be reformulated as convex-concave game, where every point that
fulfills the optimality conditions is a solution. By Lemma 11 every point that fulfills the downlink
optimality condition also fulfills the uplink optimality conditions and therefore is a solution. [

Thus, for these scenarios we have the freedom to either solve for the uplink or downlink
optimality conditions, whatever is more convenient.

Lemma 7. Consider a broadcast problem. If the encoding order is equal to the descending order of
the user weights, the constraint on the downlink transmit covariances solely acts on the sum of the
transmit covariances, and conditions (C1)-(C4) hold true, then

min {max {W(R,Q): Y ijC’—i—Z’,Z’EZ’}:RjBnLYL,YL eyi} (96)

R=0Y+ | Q=0,Z kek

— max { min {W(R, Q):R=<B+Y.y!e yL}: Y Qu=C+27,7 ¢z (97)
Q-0Z" | R-0,Y* kek

Proof. By Lemma 6 every point that fulfills the optimality conditions of Equation (96) is a solution.
The optimality conditions are the same for Equations (96) and (97) and therefore both problems have
an equal optimal value. O

4.2. Novel Results

4.2.1. Interference Robust Multi-User MIMO

Our multi-user minimax duality enables new results concerning robustness to interference in
MIMO networks, where uncertainty in the spatial signature of interfering signals is a major source of
performance degradation. In the companion work [36], two possible techniques to provide robustness
for interfering broadcast channels are discussed. Both decouple the optimization of the network
into individual problems per basestation, one by considering the interference of the other cells by
a worst-case approximation and the other method enforces fixed sum-transmit covariances at each
transmitter, which removes the uncertainty in the interference.

For the worst-case approximation, the minimization of the noise plus other-cell interference
covariance in the downlink is constrained by a noise power constraint for every user individually,
which translates to scaled identity matrices as transmit covariances in the uplink, see Section 2.1.2.
The sum-power constraint on the downlink transmit covariances leads to fixed uplink noise
covariances, see Section 2.1.2. Thus, the uplink problem is a maximization of the scaling coefficients
of the uplink transmit covariances under a constraint on the sum of the coefficients. For details
see Appendix G. This result provides a generalization of the worst-case noise capacity from
point-to-point channels [17] or sum-rate in the broadcast channel [18] to the complete capacity region
of the MIMO broadcast channel.

The second approach constrains the sum of the downlink transmit covariances by a shaping
constraint, which can be fulfilled with equality for some solution (If the shaping constraint is fulfilled
with equality depends on the number of receive antennas and the rank of the channels. Equality can
be artificially enforced by adding a virtual user whose interference to the other users is canceled by
non-linear interference pre-subtraction. Whether the gain by increased robustness outweighs the pain
by additional interference to the other cells depends on the scenario). Assuming the channels to be
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static (for some time period) the constant transmit covariances lead to a constant inter-cell interference
covariance at the users, which removes the uncertainty. The fixed noise covariances in the downlink
translate to a sum power constraint on the uplink transmit covariances. The shaping constraint on
the sum of the transmit covariances leads to equal uplink noise covariances for all users in the uplink,
where the minimization is under a noise power constraint, see Section 4.1.5.

Both approaches can be modelled by using our minimax duality, see [36] for details. As for both
approaches the constraints on the downlink transmit covariance are constraints that act solely on
the sum of the transmit covariance, i.e. a sum-power constraint and a sum shaping constraint, the
uplink problem has a convex-concave game reformulation and can be solved efficiently for non-linear
interference (pre-)subtraction.

4.2.2. Information Theoretic Proofs

Cooperation in Wireless Networks

The connection of uplink and downlink via orthogonal subspaces allows to model cooperation
in wireless networks, as for example the cooperation of the receivers to compute the Sato bound.
Reconsider the result of Section 4.1.1: By letting the receivers cooperate, the correlations among
the noise symbols of different users are included into the optimization and can be freely chosen
by allowing all degrees of freedom on the off-diagonal blocks of the joint noise covariance, which
induces a linear subspace. As a result, the joint uplink covariances are in the orthogonal subspace,
which results in a block-diagonal matrix and thus no cooperation of the transmitters. Without this
cooperation, the uplink is equivalent to a multiple access channel and by the BC-MAC duality
translates to a broadcast channel without cooperation. Thus, whenever the additional degrees of
freedom introduced by cooperation can be modeled as a linear subspace, we can use the minimax
duality to transfer the problem into the uplink, which then might reveal whether cooperation
is beneficial. An example can be found in [33], where carrier-cooperation is modelled in our
minimax duality.

Optimality of Proper Signaling

Results from information theory show that improper signals are beneficial for some
communication scenarios. Recent results use our minimax duality to proof the optimality of proper
signaling for the MIMO broadcast channel under a shaping constraint [26] and for the MIMO relay
channel with partial decode-and-forward [34]. A key ingredient for the proof is the observation that in
a composite real representation a covariance matrix can be partitioned in a power shaping component
and an impropriety component, such that the components are elements of linear subspaces that are
orthogonal complements. Using such a formulation in our minimax duality, the problem can be
transfered to an uplink problem, where the worst case noise is proper. For the considered scenarios, it
can be shown that there exist solutions for the uplink with proper transmit symbols. The translation
back into a downlink solution preserves this property.

5. Proof of the Theorem

5.1. Conditions for Existence of a Solution

To derive conditions (C1)—(C4), we use the generalization of the constant nullspace Equation (18),
and the positive semidefinite directions of a subspace Equation (19). For the downlink, the following
conditions ensure that those directions where noise or transmit covariance can become arbitrarily
large have no influence on the utility
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Hy A, =0Vk e KC,VA € P(Z) (98)
AHy = 0Vk € K, YA € P(Y1) (99)

The constraints on the transmit covariance can be used to prohibit certain spatial directions of
the transmit signal, resulting in a non-trivial constant nullspace N'(C, Z) # {0}. By a projection of
the channel matrix we can artificially enforce

Hyuy A, =0Vk € C,VA € N(C,Z) (100)

without changing the solutions. By imposing this condition we are able to formulate the conditions
for the inner optimization to have a finite value as a condition on the channels and independent of
the constraints on the transmit covariance:

ArHy = 0Vk € K,YA € N (B, Y1) (101)

Assume the condition does not hold, then there exists a A € N (B, Y1) with Ay = AAH Vk
and AEH vk 7 0 for some k’. Condition Equation (100) implies that for any Ay where /\EH w = 0
there exists a feasible Q' where AEH KK Q,’d HEkIAk’ > 0. The inequality of the transmit covariance
constraint allows us to remove any interference to k’ by setting all other transmit covariances to zero
and we have Sy = Ryr. As AERk/\k/ = 0 for all feasible R}, we can use /\,Ij as a receive filter to obtain
a noise free communication channel, and the inner optimization does not have a finite value. For the
uplink, the equivalent conditions are

AHy = 0Vk € K,VYA € P(Y) (102)
HyAr=0VYk € K,VA € P(21) (103)
AHy = 0Vk € K,YA € N (B,)) (104)
HyA =0Vk € K,YA € N(C, 21) (105)

Combining the conditions for downlink Equations (98)—(101) with the conditions for the uplink
Equations (102)-(105) we can see that by Lemma 1 the conditions Equations (98), (99), (102) and (103)
are superfluous. The remaining are conditions (C1)—-(C4) stated in the Theorem. For B > 0 and C > 0
we have P(Y) = N(B,Y) = {0} and P(Z1) = N(C, 2+) = {0} and the conditions (C1)~(C4) hold
true. Throughout the paper we assume (C1)-(C4) to hold true.

5.2. Properties of the Solutions — Optimality Conditions

Before we present the proof of the Theorem 1 in Section 5.4, we investigate some properties of
the solutions and necessary optimality conditions of the minimax problems. A good candidate for
optimality conditions are the KKT conditions, but as the utility fails to be differentiable everywhere
we use the more general Lagrange Multiplier Rule, see for example [38, Th. 6.1.1]. The conditions are
necessary, but not sufficient, for optimality.

By Remark 2, there is always a solution for the noise covariances where the linear conic constraint
holds with equality. This allows us to actively enforce equality, which may reduce the set of solutions
but does not affect the optimal value. For the proof, we will introduce N = 0 and L > 0 as slack
variables for the constraints Q < C+ZandX X B+Y,suchthat N =C+Z—-QandL=B+Y —X.
Additionally, we will use scaled versions of the optimization problems, and we explicitly include the
interference plus noise covariances into the optimization:
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Cp(a) :%ng{)l max § U(S,Q): S, = Rk—i—EHkiQiHE Vk,Q<aC+ZY:R=aB+Y"-} (106)
vizy| oo ieK\k
Zez

Cu(B) = min § max {U(‘I’,Z) ¥ = O + Y HZHy Yk I < /3B+Y} Q=pC+Z-} (107)

¥ ,
>0 ieK\k
ztezt Yoy
Apart from the obvious equalities Cp = Cp(«a) and Cy = CU(,B)‘ , the relationship

a=1 B=1
between the original problem and the scaled problem is expressed by the following lemma:

Lemma 8.

(@) Given a > 0 and a point which fulfills the optimality conditions for Cp(«), a point with
equal utility, which fulfills the optimality conditions for « = 1, can be found by scaling the

optimization variables by % and the Lagrangian multipliers by «. 5
(b) Given B > 0 and a point which fulfills the optimality conditions for Cy(p), a point with

equal utility, which fulfills the optimality conditions for f§ = 1, can be found by scaling the
optimization variables by % and the Lagrangian multipliers by .

Proof. We introduce Lagrangian multipliers as shown in Table 1. The Lagrangian multiplier for
a subspace constraint is element of the orthogonal complement of the subspace. Therefore, the
Lagrangian multiplier for Z € Z is element of C @ 2, which we parameterize by vC 4 Z+,Z+ ¢ Z+
in order to explicitly highlight the component in the direction of C. The same explanation holds for
the Lagrangian multiplier uB +Y,Y € Z* for the constraint Y € J*. The Lagrangian function for
Cp(«) can be written as

Lp =) wy 10g‘1 + S;ijkaHka‘ + ) tr (Zk(sk — Ry — ZHkiQiHllji)) -

kek kek i€R\k

= Y (O (Qr —aCr— Zp)) — Y tr((vCx + Z1)Zy) + Y tr(KpQp) +
kek kek kek

+ Y (X (R — aB — Y )) + Y tr((uBe + Y)Yy ) — Y tr(LRy) (108)
kel kel ke

where the signs are selected such that (2, K, L are positive semi-definite. As
H) _ H
tr (ZkaiQini) = tr(HkiZkaiQi> (109)
and by introducing the auxiliary variable ¥, where

Y=+ Y HyZHy, Vkek (110)
iek\k

the Lagrangian function can be written as

Lp=) wklog‘I‘F S]—:HkakHIIc{k“"

ke

+ ) tr(ZeSe) + ) tr((Ke — ¥i) Qp)+
kel ke

+y tr((ﬂk Gy — Z,})zk) -y tr((Xk — uBy — Yk)y,f) — Y tr((Zg + Ly — X Re)+
ke ke kek

+ 2 tr(ﬂkoch) — 2 tr(thka)
ke kek

(111)
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The optimality conditions for Cp(«) are shown in Table 1. Equations (27)—(33) are the constraints
on the optimization variables, Equations (34) and (35) are the properties of the Lagrangian multipliers
due to the chosen parameterization, Equation (36) is the substitution introduced by Equation (110),
Equations (37)-(39) are the complimentary slackness conditions for the inequality constraints, and
Equations (40)—(44) are the stationarity conditions. The Lagrangian function is differentiable with
respectto Z, Y1 R, Q, which in this order gives us Equations (40)—(43). The utility is not differentiable
with respect to S at a point where S is not invertible and we have to compute and parameterize
the complete subdifferential to obtain Equation (44). This can be done by using [38, Th. 2.5.1], see
Appendix H for details and the definition of the set £>. As a remark, £ = {0} if Sy invertible.

Let

R=aB+Y:,Q=aC+Z—-N,S),(Q=vC+2Z+-,T=uB+Y—-L YK (112)
p

be a solution of the scaled downlink, and substitute (
(Z,0,v,Z5 KX, 1,Y,LY) by 1(£,0,7, 2", K X, i
everywhere and

R, YL, Q,Z N,S)bya(R, Y, 0,7 N,35) and

Y, I:,‘i’). Thus, the scaling factor « cancels out

((R —B+Y 0= c+z_fv,§),(():ﬁc+z{i:ﬁs+f_t,‘i/,f<)) (113)

provides a point that fulfills the optimality conditions of the unscaled problem, where & = 1.
The utility Equation (11) is not changed by an equal scaling of interference-plus-noise covariance
and transmit covariance. This proves (a).

The conversion between scaled and unscaled problem is

(i(R =aB+YHLQ=aC+Z—-N,S),a(Q=vC+2Z" L= yB+Y—L,‘I’,K)>

€

:((R —B+Y,0=C+Z-N,8),(QA=9C+Z ,i:ﬁBJrY—i,‘i’,k)) (114)

For the uplink, we use the substitution

Sy =Ri+ Y HuQH} VkeK (115)
iekC\k

and the Lagrangian function can be written as

Ly = Z wklog’I—i—‘I’;Hi{kZ‘.kak‘—f—
ke

+ ) tr(Q¥) + ) tr((My — Sp)Zk)+
kel ke

+ ¥ t((Re—oBe=YE)¥e) = ¥ tr((We—7Ce = Z0)ZE ) = 1 tr((Qi+ N = W) y)+
keK ke ke

+ ) tr(RipBi) — ) tr(WiBCy)
ke ke
(116)

The explanation of the optimality conditions of the uplink, the definition of Q2, and the proof of
(b) follows by symmetry. The conversion between scaled and unscaled problem is
1

<ﬁ(0 =pC+2Z+x _,BB—l—Y—L,‘Y),,B(R—(TB+YL,Q—TC+Z—N,S,M)>

:((():chZL,)i:BjLY—IZ,

E>

), (R=6B+ LY Q0=%C+2-N,53, M)) (117)
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The characterization of the solutions to optimization problems for MIMO interference networks
by polite waterfilling is introduced in [12]. The next lemma states the polite waterfilling result for the
special case of an isolated point-to-point link. Although a proof can be found in the original work [12],
we decided to include an alternative proof that especially highlights scenarios with non-invertible
noise covariances and the conditions for which these have a solution. Further, we present the proof
in a way that is directly connected to our problem, which allows us to introduce an additional result
as a corollary to the proof.

Lemma 9. Consider a MIMO link with channel matrix H and non-zero noise covariance S and a link
with flipped channel H and non-zero noise covariance ¥. The matrices T, T+ and ®, ®~ provide a
full unitary basis for the fundamental subspaces of S and ¥ respectively.

If H®L = 0 and T H = 0, then the mutual information of both links is finite, the problems

sup{wlog‘I n S*HQHH’ - tr(‘I’Q)} (118)
Q>0

and
sup{wlog‘l + ¥ HYEH]| - tr(SE) | (119)
>0

have a solution, and the following equalities hold for any pair of solutions:

(a) ®"H"STHQ® = o"H T HY " ®

) THSTHQHMT = THZH‘Y+HH+T
© Zef{z:x= —w(s+HQHH) +wSt — x5, T8 € &8
Hy ) " +_ b Ob e o

d) Qef{Q:Q= —w(‘I’+H ZH) Fw¥t - Q8 Q% € 0}
@) log‘I n S*HQHH‘ - log‘I + ‘I’*HH}:H‘
(f) tr(¥Q) = tr(SX)

where the definition of £2 and Q is in Lemma 12, presented in Appendix H.
We say that Q,X,S,¥ are connected by polite waterfilling if they fulfill the equalities of
the Lemma.

Proof. The condition for the downlink mutual information to be finite is T*"'H = 0, see Lemma 12

in Appendix A. If H® # 0, there exists a ¢ with Hg # 0 and tr(®gq') = 0 and for Q = agq™ the

utility becomes arbitrarily large for increasing a. So, if H®» # 0, then Equation (118) does not have a

solution. Conversely, H® = 0 implies tr('¥Q) > 0 whenever HQ # 0, and as the logarithm grows

slower than any linear function, the supremum is finite. By symmetry, the condition for a finite uplink

mutual information is H®* = 0 and the condition for Equation (119) to have a solution is THH = 0.
Assume the conditions of the lemma hold true and consider the problem

Isr}il?{rggg{wlog‘l + S’*HQHH’ o) } } (120)

which has the same solutions as Equation (118).

As the utility fails to be differentiable everywhere, the popular KKT conditions cannot be
applied, and we use the more general Lagrange Multiplier Rule, see for example [38, Th. 6.1.1]. Let &
and K be the Lagrangian multipliers for ' = S and Q = 0, the optimality conditions are

+
Le{z:z= —w(s + HQHH) +wSt +wIb, b e £} (121)

¥ — wHH <S+HQHH)+H+K (122)
r(KQ) = 0,K = 0,Q = 0 (123)
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where £2 is given by Lemma 13 in Appendix H. Furthermore, consider the following problem

+gH _
‘rl,gaé{%;ag{wlogll—k‘l’ H ZH‘ tr(SZ)}} (124)

which has the same solutions as Equation (119). Let Q and M be the Lagrangian multipliers for
¥’ =¥ and I > 0. The optimality conditions are

Q¢ {Q:Q:—w(‘I’+HHZH)++w‘I’++wQA,QA€ oMy (125)
S =wH (‘I’ + HHZH) THY M (126)
tr(ME) = 0,M = 0, = 0 (127)

where Q2 is defined analogously to £2 given by Lemma 13 in Appendix H. By standard calculus, it
can be shown that every solution to Equations (121)—(123) is a solution to Equations (125)-(127) and
vice versa, and that these solutions fulfil the equalities of the Lemma. See Appendix I for details. [

Corollary 1. For both Cp(«) and Cy(B), if a point fulfills the optimality conditions, then for every link
k € K, Qx, Lk, Sk, ¥y are connected by polite waterfilling.

Proof. Consider the downlink and notice that Equations (121)-(123) are fulfilled by
Equations (30), (34), (38), (43), and (44), meaning that Q,, Xy, Sy, ¥x are connected by polite
waterfilling if the conditions for the Lemma, these are H kaD,f = 0and T,ﬁ- Hy. = 0, hold. Consider
the downlink. By conditions (C1)-(C4) we know that unless TkLH w = 0 the mutual information is
infinite, and this point does not fulfill the optimality conditions. By multiplying Equation (43) with
@' from the left and @ from the right we obtain

0 =@ "HI (S, + HyQuH}L) THy @ + @3 K @ (128)

= & HHL T (THS Ty + THHi Q HEL Ty) ' THHy @ + @ K @ (129)

As both summands are positive-semidefinite matrices, they must both be equal to 0, and with

(TH STk + THH QuHL Tie) ™! = 0 we must have THH®; = 0. As Ty Hy, = 0 and [T Ty]

full rank, we have [TkaL]HH kaDIﬂ‘ =0, and H kaD,ﬂ‘ = 0 follows. The proof for the uplink follows
by symmetry. O

Lemma 10. Independent of the scaling factors a and g, the following holds:

(a) for every point that fulfills the downlink optimality conditions, we have

u ) tr(ByBy) =v Y tr(CrCy) (130)
ke ke

(b) for every point that fulfills the uplink optimality conditions, we have

o ) tr(BiBy) =T ) tr(CyCy) (131)
kel ke

Proof. The mutual orthogonality of the linear subspace triples 5,),Y+ and C,Z,Z*t,
respectively, implies

Yo tr(BiYy) = Y tr(BeYg) = Y tr(YiYi) =0 (132)
kel kek ke

and
Yo tr(CeZy) = Y tr(CeZip) = Y tr(Zp G ) =0 (133)

keK ke ke



Information 2016, 7, 19 21 of 42

respectively. Consider the downlink. By combining Equations (37) and (40), we have

Yo tr( 4 Qy) = a ) tr(Q4Cy) (134)
kek kek

e Y Q) =a Y tr((vCy + Z¢ ) Cy) (135)
kek ke

& Y tr(0Qp) = av ) tr(CrCy) (136)
kek kek

Multiplying Equation (31) with B from the right, applying the trace operator on both sides, and
summing over all links, we obtain

Y tr(ReBy) = Y tr(BxBy) + Y_ tr(Y{By) (137)
kek kel keK
= ) tr(BiBy) (138)
kel

Further, combining Equations (41) and (42) we have Z = uB + Y — L and multiplying with R
from the left, applying the trace operator operator on both sides, and summing over all links gives us

Y tr(RiZg) = p ) tr(ReBy) + ) tr(RyYi) — ) tr(ReLy) (139)
kel kel kel kel
=u ), tr(RiBy) (140)
kekC

where we used tr(RxL;) = 0 from Equation (39). By combining Equations (140) and (138) it holds:

Z tr(Rka) =apu 2 tI'(BkBk) (141)
ke kek

Multiplying Equation (27) by Zj from the right and Equation (43) by Q from the right, applying
the trace operator on both sides, and summing over all links gives us

Z tr(Ska) = Z tr(Rka) + 2 Ztr(HkiQngz‘k> (142)
ke ke keKieK\k

Yo r(FQ) = ) tr(Qp) + ) Etr(Hzl‘;(IZiHika) (143)
keK kel keKiek\k

With the trace property Equation (109) and the equivalence of the penalty terms from the polite
waterfilling property Lemma 9 Equation (9), we obtain

Yo tr(ReZy) = ) (04 Qy) (144)

ke ke

Combining this with Equations (136) and (141), we have

ap Y tr(BeBy) = av ) tr(CiCy) (145)
keK keK

The proof for the uplink follows by symmetry. [J
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Lemma 11. If Yy cxc tr(BgBy) = Yiei tr(CiCx), then downlink and uplink problem share the following
optimality conditions:

Sk = R+ Y HuQ;Hy Vk (146)

ieK\k
¥ = O+ Y HXHy vk (147)

ieK\k
Q=aC+Z—-N (148)
L=pB+Y-L (149)
R=aB+Y" (150)
Q=pC+2z" (151)
tr(KQ;) = 0 Vk (152)
tr(LiRy) = 0 Vk (153)
tr(Mka) =0Vk (154)
tr(Nka) =0Vk (155)

H T oH
Sk = wkak (Yk + Hkakak> Hkk + Mk Yk (156)
H T
¥ = weHL(Se + HyQuHJ ) Hig + K Wk (157)
+
Q€ {Qu: Q= —we(¥x + HUZHi ) +wc¥ —weQf, Qf € Qf} vk (158)
+

Zk € {Zk (X = — Wy (Sk + HkakH};lI() + ZUkS;r — wkZ,é, Ele < gkA} Vk (159)
R>00>0Q>0X>0S>0¥Y>0K>0M>=0,L>0,N>0 (160)
ZecZYeYYteytzt ezt (161)

where Ty, Tkl and &y, <I>]ﬂ- provide a full unitary basis for the fundamental subspaces of Sy and ¥y,
respectively. Specifically, the following relationships hold:

(@) given &« > 0,8 > 0, and a point that fulfills the shared conditions, this point fulfills
Equations (27)—-(44) for v = p = B, and Equations (45)—(62) for T = 0 = a.

(b) given a scaling factor « > 0 any point that fulfils the downlink optimality conditions
Equations (27)-(44) also fulfills the shared conditions with f = v = p,

(c) given a scaling factor B > 0, any point that fulfils the uplink optimality conditions
Equations (45)-(62) also fulfills the shared conditions witha = 7 = o.

Proof. First, note that if Yy tr(BgBx) = Yiex tr(CxCy), then Lemma 10 implies ¢ = v and 0 = 7.
To prove (a) for the downlink, we show that all conditions in Equations (27)—(44) that are not explicitly
stated in the shared conditions hold for any point that fulfills the shared conditions. For the downlink
this is condition Equation (37), which holds by combining Equations (148) and (155), and conditions
Equations (41) and (42), which are equivalent to Equation (149) by eliminating the superfluous
variable X. The proof for the uplink follows by symmetry.

To prove (b), we show that all shared conditions that are not explicitly stated in
Equations (27)-(44) hold for any point that fulfills Equations (27)-(44). Conditions Equations (148)
and (155) hold by Equation (37) and N = aC + Z — Q as N is the slack variable for Equation (148).
N = 0 in Equation (160) is by definition of N. The conditions Equations (154), (156), and (158), hold
true by the polite waterfilling connection due to Corollary 1. The proof for (c) follows from the proof
for (b) by symmetry. O



Information 2016, 7, 19 23 of 42

5.3. Proof of the Network Duality for Fixed Noise and (Generalized) Sum-Power Constraint

Before we prove Cp = Cy for the general minimax problems, we discuss the special case
where the noise covariances are fixed and appear as a generalized sum-power constraint in the dual
network. This is the scenario from [12] introduced in Section 4.1.4, where the functions Sp(R, Q)
and Sy(Q, R) are defined by Equations (88) and (89) respectively. As we have used the polite
waterfilling result from [12] to prove Lemma 11, it is not surprising that we can in turn use Lemma 11
to prove Sp(R, Q) = Sy(Q, R). To do so, we have to reformulate Sp(R, }) and Sy(Q, R) in the
minimax framework, see Section 4.1.4 for details. By Lemma 11 combined with Corollary 1, every
solution to Equation (88) provides a point with equal utility that fulfills the optimality conditions
of Equation (89) and vice versa. Assume there is a solution to Equation (88) and the point is not a
solution to Equation (89), then there exists a point with higher utility in Equation (89). As this point
needs to fulfill the optimality conditions, there must be a point with equal utility in Equation (88),
this contradicts with the original point being a solution, and therefore Sp(R, Q) = Sy(Q, R).

5.4. Proof of the Minimax Duality

Unfortunately, the argumentation of the previous section cannot be extended to minimax
problems, which might have multiple points fulfilling the optimality conditions with different
utilities. In addition to the solutions, there might exist points which fulfill the optimality conditions
with higher or lower utility than the optimal value. To prove Cp = Cy for general minimax problems,
we first show that both problems share an upper bound, and second, we show that this upper bound
is tight. Consider a reformulation of the downlink problem as

Cp = min { max {W(R,Q):Q=<C+ZZcZ}:R=<B+Y',Yltc yi} (162)
R-0Yl |Q=0Z
= min {F(R):R=<B+YL vyt et} (163)
R-0,Y+
where
et . ‘<
Fp(R) 0B . {WR,Q):Q=xC+Z} (164)

We upper bound the inner, potentially non-convex, maximization from above with a Lagrangian
dual problem:

Fo(R) < inf sup {W(R,Q>—Ztrmk(Qk—ck—zk))} (165)

020 0y-0,zcz kek

where we assumed R such that the maximum of Equation (164) exists.

The infimum does not change if we remove those () where the inner problem does not have
a solution. As Z is only constrained by Z € Z, the inner problem of Equation (165) does not
have a solution unless ) is in the orthogonal complement of Z, which we can parameterize by
Q=vC+2Z",2" e Z+.

Thus, we can formulate the upper bound as

v,0-0,2+ | Q-0 kek kek

Fp(R) < inf {sup {W(R, Q) — Y tr(:%Qp)+ Y. tr(Qka)} Q=vC+2z47" ¢ zi}
(166)

Furthermore, by Corollary 1, we know there exists a solution to Cp where optimization variables
and Lagrangian multipliers are connected by polite waterfilling. Using such a solution for Q to
evaluate the inner problem of Equation (166), Q and Y i tr(QxCy) are constants for the inner
problem. As we assumed that R is such that the mutual information of all links is finite for finite
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transmit symbols, the inner problem has a solution. This implies that the infimum and supremum of
Equation (166) are attained.

For every minimizing dual variable, the following conditions can be obtained from the
complementary slackness conditions:

Yo tr(O(Qu— Cr = Z)) =0 (167)
kek

=N Y (4 Qp) = Y tr(Q4Cy) (168)

ke ke

since Yy tr(vCy + Zi-) Z;) = 0. The upper bound can be reformulated as

Fp(R) < min {max {W(R, Q): Y tr(}Q) =) tr(Qka)} Q=vC+2,72 ¢ Zi}

- o-ozt | Q=0 kex kek
(169)

The value of the inner problem is the same if () is scaled (leading to an inverse scaling of the
optimization variables). This allows us to fix the scaling by picking a P with

P=Y_ tr(CcCy) (170)
ke
and scale ) such that
Yo tr(uQp) = ) tr(Cy) =P (171)
ke ke

Combining Equations (170), (171), and Q@ = vC + 7+ 7+t € Z1, weobtainv = 1, and the upper
bound is

Fp(R) < min {max{W(R,Q): Y tr(4Qy) =P} :Q=C+2",2z2+ e 2+ (172)
Qroz* ( Q=0 kek
~ min {SD(R,Q):Q:chZL,ZL ezL} (173)
a-0,Z+

where Sp (R, Q) is defined by Equation (88). Thus, we can formulate an upper bound on Cp, by

Cp < min { min {SD(R,Q) Q=C+2z+7t ¢ zi} ‘R=B+Y5HYteyt (174)
R-0,YL | Q-0zt

—  min {SD(R,Q):Q:CJFZL,ZL ez R=B+Y.Y! eyl} (175)
R>0,Y+,0-02z+

Now consider the uplink problem. By using R = tB + Y, Y+ € Y as Lagrangian multiplier
to relax the constraint on the uplink transmit covariances and selecting

P=Y tr(BBy) = ) tr(RyZy) = ) _ tr(RyBy) (176)
kel keK kel

we can formulate an upper bound for the uplink as

Cu<  min {SU(Q,R):Q:CJFZL,ZL cZL,R=B+YL vt eyi} (177)
R=0,Y1,0>0Z*

where Sy(Q, R) is defined by Equation (89). We have P = Y ;i tr(BxBy) = Y rex tr(CxCy) and as

Sp(R, Q) = Sy(Q, R), see Section 5.3, the bounds Equations (175) and (177) have the same value,

and the problems Cp and Cy share an upper bound.
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We can prove Cp = Cy by showing that the upper bound is tight. The bound by the
Lagrangian dual problem on the inner problem of the downlink can be reformulated as an uplink
minimax problem:

R) = W(R,Q):Q<C+Z 178
Fp(R) Q?&%’éz{ (R,Q):Q=C+Z} (178)
< min {SD(R,Q) Q=Cc+zt,zt e ZL} (179)
-0zt
— min {SU(Q,R) Q=Cc+2z-zt e Zl} (180)
-0zt
= min (max { W(Q,E): ¥ tr(REy) =P :Q=C+2 2" €2t (181)
a-0,z- | -0 kex
= min {max {(WOQ,£):Z=<B+Y,Ye)V}: Q= C+2z+,z+ e ZL} (182)
0-0z+ LE£-0Y

= min {max {(W(Q,2):Z<BB+Y,YeV}:Q=<BC+2",2" ¢ ZL} (183)
0Y
where we used Sp(R,Q) = Sy(Q,R) and replaced the generalized sum-power constraint
Y rek tr(RiZy) by a conic constraint with

_ P

B=—— R (184)

Yker tr(ReRy)

and
V= {Y : tI‘(BkYk) = O} (185)

which implies Y+ = {0}, see Section 2.1.2 for an explanation. Equivalence of Equations (182) and
(183) is given by Lemma 8.

By Lemma 11, every solution of Equation (183) fulfills the conditions Equations (45)—(62) and
provides Lagrangian multipliers S, R, Q, Z, N, T with

Q=17C+Z—-N,Zc Z,Q>=0,N>0 (186)
= Q=X17C+2,Z€2,Q~0 (187)
and as Y- = {0}, we have
S = Re+ Y HuQHj; Vk (188)
ieK\k
R=0B (189)

Lemma 10 holds true even if Y ¢ tr(ByBy) # Yiek tr(CxCy), and by Equation (131), we have

1

O =T CCr)=——==— 190
7 T,(;Ctr( ¢ k)Zkeich(BkBk) (150)
_ T__ZkGK tI;RkRk) (192)

- = 2
where we used ) jcx tr(BgBy) m'

Combined with Equation (189), we obtain

which can be derived from Equation (184).
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_ P

R=0— R =TR. 193
Yrex tr(RkRy) 193)

By Lemma 8(b), T scales inversely with B without affecting the utility, so we are free to pick B
such that T = 1. Given such a solution to Equation (183), the Lagrangian multipliers S, Q, Z fulfill
Equations (187) and (188). By using T = 1 and R = R, Equations (187) and (188) can be written as

Q=<C+2,7ZcZ2Q=0 (194)
S =Ry + Y HQHj; Vk (195)
ick\k

Directly including the explicit parameterization of the interference plus noise covariance in
Equation (178), we have

p(R) = Us,Q):S«=R H..0.HY Vk ZCiz 106
o(R) Qﬁsﬁiz{ (5,Q) : 5 ktE%klez ke, Q=C+ } (196)

and we can see that Q, Z are a feasible solution to Equation (178) and have the same utility by the
polite waterfilling connection, Lemma 9(e). Thus, Equation (165) holds with equality and the upper
bound Equation (175) is tight for the downlink. Tightness of the upper bound for the uplink follows
by symmetry and we have proven Cp = Cy.

By Lemma 10, we have & = %, and by introducing 4 = ¢ = £, a solution to the unscaled uplink
problem can be stated as

2~

((ﬂ :C+ZL,)§,=B+?—L,‘i’),(R:'?B+lA/L,Q:ﬁrC—i—Z—N,S)) (197)

For any B and the conversion rule Equation (117), introduced with Lemma 8, a solution to Cy ()
is given by

LS _B4T 1),

A~

(ﬁ(f)_C+Z (R=4B+Y ,Q_'?C+Z—N,§)> (198)
Inverting the roles of Lagrangian multipliers and optimization variables we obtain a solution to
Cp(a) for some « as

Introducing ¥ = ¥ = i and comparing the solution obtained from the uplink problem to the
prototype of the downlink solution

v ~

((R:B+Y{Q —C+Z-K,8),(Q=

v

C+ZL,>:=ryB+Y—L‘?,f<)) (201)

L

we identify ﬁ = land af = §. Introducing v = § = ¥ = af, we can see that uplink and downlink
solution are connected by inverting the roles optimization variables and Lagrangian multipliers and
a scaling by 7, respectively %, which proves the last part of the Theorem.
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5.5. Zero Duality Gap

The upper bound Equation (165) by a Lagrangian dual problem was shown to be tight.
Therefore, maximization problems in interference networks with linear conic constraints have a
zero-duality gap for this special choice of the dual function. The zero duality gap result does not
hold in general. For example it does not hold if the dual function is selected as optimization of the
Lagrangian function given by Equation (108). Although we have Lp = Cp for every solution, the
duality gap does not disappear as

s;lp{wk log’I + S,‘:HkakHE{‘ + tr(ZkSk)} =00 (202)
k

Here, the linear penalty term is not powerful enough to prevent the exponential growth of the
utility for decreasing Sy.

A Zero-Duality gap can be observed for the optimization of linear precoders for power
minimization under SINR constraints [14,22], which allows to transfer the apparently non-convex
problem into a convex problem that can be solved efficiently. For our scenario, the dual problem is
always convex in the dual variables, but evaluating the dual function Sp (R, Q) still requires to solve
a non-convex problem Equation (88). So, the zero duality gap is a property worth mentioning, but it
is completely useless for the design of efficient algorithms.

5.6. Uplink-Downlink Transformation Rules

Several network dualities include some transformation rule for the solution of one network to
the dual network. In our approach, the complete characterization of the uplink-downlink duality
by a shared system of optimality condition reveals such a transformation as a connection between
optimization variables and Lagrangian multipliers. For example, the transformation of the transmit
covariances from one problem to the other is given by Equations (44) and (62). If the noise covariance
of a user k has full rank, the only valid choice for Q, respectively £, is the zero matrix and the
transformations are identical to those in [12]. Otherwise, Q? and Zf, describe the additional degrees
of freedom: this is where the conic constraint is not binding but the choice of has no influence on the
utility. To describe the full dependencies, we start by the slack variables L, N being the Lagrangian
multipliers for the positive semi-definiteness constraint of the noise covariances. So L and N indicate
if and how the interference plus noise can be rank deficient, which sets the degrees of freedom for Q2
and Z2 and therefore the degrees of freedom in the linear conic constraint on Q and Z, implying the
set of possible slack variables.

5.7. Possible Extensions

Another direction for future work is to investigate if other types of constraints can be included
in the duality. This is straight forward for the noise covariance. Let R be an arbitrary constraint set
for the noise covariance R. We restate the downlink problem as

inf { sup {W(R’,Q):Q-<C+Z,Z€Z}} (203)
R'>0ReR | Q-02

= inf inf { sup {W(R,Q):Q-<C—|—Z,ZEZ}:R—R’} (204)
R'>0 RZ0 | 9~0,z

= inf inf { sup {W(R,Q):Q=<C+ZZcZ}:R=B+Y+,ytecyt (205)
R'>0,RER R>0,Y' | Q=02
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where B = R’ and Y+ = {0}. Now, we can apply the minimax duality to the inner problem
and obtain

inf inf ¢ sup {W(QLX): Y tr(ZR)<Pp:Q=C+2Z+-2z2 ezt (206)
R'-0,R'eR O-0,Zz" |z>0Y kek

= inf inf ¢ sup {W(QLX): Y tr(LR)<Pp:Q=C+2Z+2z2 ezt (207)
R'-0R'€R 0-0Z- | -0,y kek

where the formulation by the network sum-power constraint is explained in Section 2.1.2. Concerning
the generalization of constraints on the transmit covariances, we suggest to first extend the duality
to multiple conic constraints for each link. Furthermore, an especially interesting direction is to
include more general (convex) constraints on the transmit covariance into our duality. In [16] convex
constraints are handled by replacing them with a single linear constraint, where the parameter needs
to be found algorithmically. If the multiple linear constraints can be combined into a single linear
conic constraint this is inherently done by our model. The general case is an open issue and suggested
as future work.

6. Conclusions and Future Work

We presented a minimax duality for MIMO interference networks, where noise and transmit
covariances are optimized subject to linear conic constraints. We illustrated how they are general
enough to not only model typically used constraints such as the network sum-power constraint,
the per link sum-power constraint, and shaping constraints, but also constraints on cooperation
within the network or the propriety of signals. The interconnection of the downlink and uplink
problems is by the flipped channel matrices, the common constraint matrices, and orthogonal
subspaces. We showed that every solution has a polite water-filling structure and the downlink
and uplink problem share a system of optimality conditions, where the solutions are connected by
inverting the roles of the optimization variables and Lagrangian multipliers. We proof our minimax
duality by using an upper bound from Lagrangian duality, which can be shown to be tight, thus
revealing a zero-duality gap of maximization problems in MIMO interference networks under linear
conic constraints.

Especially interesting is the BC-MAC duality, which can also be modeled in our framework.
We were able to extend the existing BC-MAC dualities in two directions. First, we allow for more
general constraints (for example shaping constraints) on the downlink transmit covariance and
investigate the conditions under which the uplink problem has a convex-concave game structure.
Second, we extended the worst case noise capacity from the sum-rate to the complete capacity
region of the MIMO broadcast with non-linear interference pre-subtraction. New applications that
are enabled by our duality are discussed in Section 4.2. These are the design of interference robust
multi-user MIMO transmission strategies for interfering broadcast channels and information theoretic
proofs concerning cooperation in networks and optimality of proper signals.

Concerning the generalization of constraints on the transmit covariances, we suggest to first
extend the duality to multiple conic constraints for each link. Furthermore, an especially interesting
direction is to include more general (convex) constraints on the transmit covariance into our duality.
In [16], convex constraints are handled by replacing them with a single linear constraint, where the
parameter needs to be found algorithmically. Furthermore, we believe that our result can serve as
the theoretical basis for further research in the fields of robust transmission strategies, cognitive radio
networks, and secrecy capacity, where conic constraints and minimax problems appear naturally in
the proofs and numerical computations.
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with the proof; Wolfgang Utschick contributed his expertise in interference networks and network dualities.
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Appendix A Mutual Information For Non-Invertible Noise Covariances

Lemma 12. Consider a MIMO link with channel matrix H and noise covariance S. The transmit
covariance Q is constrained by Q € Q, but can be freely chosen into all directions of the channel.
Let T, T* provide a full unitary basis for the fundamental subspaces of S. If T*H'H = 0, then the
mutual information is finite and is given by

maxlog|I + STHQH™ Al
maxog Q (A1)

Proof. The mutual information is infinite unless we have T™HH = 0, as otherwise there exists a Q
for which we obtain a noise free communication channel by using T+ as a receive filter. For finite
mutual information, we can compute the mutual information for any Q by taking a limit:

lim log|1 + (S + eTTiH)*HQHH‘ (A2)
€E—>
H —1
o 1| (T7ST) 0 1 H
= lim log|I + [TT } . 1 [TT } HQH (A3)
= limlog|I + H [TT"| (TsT)~1 0 [TTL]HHQ (A4)
e—0 & 0 €_1I
H -1 H
. u (THST) o |[THH
o+ [mr ol |50 T Mo (89)
zlog‘I+HHT(THST)_1THHQ‘ (A6)
- log’I + S*HQHH’ (A7)

O

Appendix B Proof of Lemma 1

For every A€ P(x L), we have A = 0, which implies every element of the tuple is Hermitian.
If A+ X = 0, then tr(A(A; + X)) > 0 Vk € K. Further, by the orthogonal subspaces we have

Y tr(A(A+ X)) =0 VX eX (B1)
ke
and therefore
tr(Ap(Ax+Xi)) =0 Vke KVXEX,A+X =0 (B2)

For Ay € CNexNelet Ay = Zf\ﬁl 'ykiAkiAE such that ; > 0,Vk,i. Thenit follows Vk € I,VX € &,
A+X =0

tr(Ax(Ax + Xy)) =0 (B3)
Ni
& tr (v Tk (A + Xi)Akiv/ ki) = 0 (B4)
i=1
Ni
& Y VM (A + XAk =0 (B5)
i=1
=N AN AL+ XA =0 (B6)

and it follows that for Ay = AyAH Vk € K wehave A € N (A4, X).
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Appendix C Proof of Lemma 2

W = 0 fulfills the linear conic constraint if

IXecX - W=<A+X (C1)

& IX e X twr(Ex(Wp— Ay —X;)) <0,VE>=0,Vke K (C2)

& IXeX: ) tr(E(Wp—Ar— X)) <OVE =0 (C3)
kel

& IXeX: ) tr(E(Wr—Ar—Xy)) <O,VE€& (C4)
kek

& Y tr(Ex(Wy— Ay)) <O,VE€ & (C5)
ke

Equivalence of Equations (C1) and (C2) is clear by Equations (B3)—(B5). By summing over all
links, Equation (C3) follows from Equation (C2). For the inverse direction, as Equation (C3) holds for
any E we can select an arbitrary Ej and set all other elements of the tuple to the all zero matrix and
Equation (C2) follows. As Equation (C3) holds for all E it obviously holds for those where E € &, this
is Equation (C4). For the inverse direction, if E ¢ £ then } ;i tr(ExXy) # 0 and as X can be scaled
arbitrarily and there exists a X, that fulfills the inequality. Equivalence of Equations (C4) and (C5)
holds as Y} yc tr(ExXy) = 0 for any X € X, E € & by definition. If £ is polyhedral, every point can
be expressed by a positive combination of the finite extreme points and Equation (C5) is equivalent
to Equation (20).

Appendix D Proof of Lemma 3

Consider the downlink. By a scaling of the constraint matrices and channels by scaling factors 6
and 7 such that

g, - Vg p-lp -1
Hy; \@H,ﬂ, B= B C= 17C (D1)
and substituting
----- O (Rl otz iyt
(R/S/Q/Z/Y )_ (QR/GSIHQ/WZIGY ) (Dz)

we obtain the following equivalences:

inf ¢sup ¢ Y wy log’I + S+HkakaHk‘ :
R0 S kek
eyt a-o
ZcZ

Sk—Rk‘FZHkiQiHEVk/QjC‘i‘Z}ZR—B“‘YL} (D3)
ieK\k
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=inf { sup { Y wy log‘1+ S Hkakak‘

R=0 5 lkek
Yheyt|Q>o ©
ZeZ
St = Ry + Y HyQ;Hy; vk, 1Q < ’7C+’72} 39R:91—3+9Y¢} (D4)
i€k \k

. 1\ ", 1§
=inf { sup { z wy log|I + <95) Hkk?Qkak :

R-0 |

vieyt| oo kel
ZcZ
1 1 1 h _ N
oSk = o R+ Y Hy- Qf vk, Q < T +Z}:R = 0B +Y" | (D5)
0 0" ek
:Rigf) sup {Zwklog I—|—S+\fHkk\r UHka\/é‘:
YLEJJL Q>‘0 ke
VASY A
S = Re+ Y VeH,—Q, - HUVE vk, Q< yC+2Z}:R —91‘3+YL} (D6)
i€k \k \f Vi
=inf ¢ sup { Y wy 108‘1+ S+Hkakak‘
YLEQ))L ng kel
yASYA
sk:Rk+ZHkiQ,-H}g\1k,Q5c+z};R:B+yl} (D7)
iekC\k

Let the functions W(R, Q;s) and W(Q,X%;s) follow the definition of W(R, Q) and W((Q, L)
respectively, these are Equations (9) and (10), but all channels are scaled by s. Let B, = %B and

Cn = LC,where b = Y tr(BiBy) and ¢ = Yy tr(CiCy), then

NG
inf { sup {W(R,Q):Q=<C+ZZcZ}:R=<B+Y+,ytecyt (D8)
R-0Y!t | Q=0,z
. Ve 1 Lyl 1
= inf su R, Q; Q= 7C+ZZ€Z R —B+Y-,Y €}y (D9)
R=-0,Y* {QHEZ { ( Vb Ve Vb
— inf sup { W R,Q;Vﬁ :Q=<Cn+2Z,2ZcZy:R=<By+Y-,Yteyt (D10)
R-0Y* | 0-0.z Vb
For the uplink, we have
inf {sup {W(Z,Q):ZjBJrY,YEy}:Qjc+zL,zlezl} (D11)
Q-0,z+ | z=o0Y
= inf { sup {W(Z, ,-“/B z<iB+YYey ic+zi,ziezi (D12)
0-0z" (z=0Y Ve Vb NG

= inf sup ¢ W ):,0;7“/5 L<Ba4+Y,YEY:Q<Ch+2Zt,2t ezt (D13)
0-0z- | z-0Y v
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Combining the reformulations, we can prove the asymmetric minimax duality:

mirolfyL {qupZ{W(R,Q):QjC+Z,ZGZ};RjB+yi,yieyi} (D14)

=0, =0

:Rirolfw {qupz{ ( ,Q; F“f;):QjCﬁZ,Zez}:Rjanl,yieyi} (D15)
=0, =0

= infl{sup{ <ZQrff):ZjBn+Y,Y€y}:Qan+ZL’ZLezi} (D16)
0-0z+ | zx0,Y b

:Qif,‘le {Zsupy{W O): z<ﬁ3n+y,y6y}:n<\/5cn+zi,ziezi} (D17)
=0, =0
: \ﬁ } \/E 1 1 1

= inf { su w E<Y_B4+Y,YeYV Q=< ~-C+Z",2 eZ2 D18
0r0,z+ {)}opy 0): Vb Ve B8

= inf { sup {W( Q): >:<ﬁ*[13+1fYey}:nj/ﬂ\/ngi,#ezL (D19)
-0z |z~0Y Vb Ve

From Equations (D14) to Equation (D15) is by the equivalence of Equations (D8) and (D10).
With Y icic tr(BakBuk) = Yrer tr(CoxCnk) = 1, we can apply the minimax duality by Theorem 1
to show the equivalence of Equations (D15) and (D16). We obtain Equation (D17) by inverting
Equation (D11) to Equation (D12). For Equation (D18) we applied the definition of By and C, and
equivalence of Equations (D18) and (D19) isby Lemma 8. Let p = ,B% and n = ,B N By choosing 8,

we can select any p and n as long as £ ,B% % %

Appendix E Proof of Lemma 4

The optimality conditions of Equation (76) are

Dl=A (E1)
NI+F =HA'HY + M (E2)
[0 *
Fr=|t (E3)
| * 0
) ... 0
= o (E4)
L0 s
M =0 (E5)
r(M'L') =0 (E6)
tr(Z') =P (E7)
>0 (E8)

First, we show that Equations (77) and (78) provide valid Lagrangian multipliers, by showing
they fulfill Equations (E2), (E3), (E5), and (E6). It is straight-forward to verify condition Equations (E2)
and (E3). Condition (E2) combined with Equation (E3) implies

NI = H,A'H! vu (E9)
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as otherwise there would be no M’ such that M’ > 0. Comparing Equation (E9) to definition of M’
implies M’ = 0, this is Equation (E5). From Equations (E3) and (E4) follows tr(F'L’) = 0 and from
Equation (E2) we obtain

AN tr(L)) + tr(F'Y) = tr(HA'HUE') 4 tr(M'T) (E10)
= AP = tr(HA'HUY) (E11)

where we used Equations (E6) and (E7). Finally, we combine Equations (78) and (E6). As the
offdiagonal blocks do not contribute to the trace we have

tr(M'L)) = M tr(L') — tr(HA’HTL') (E12)

and by Equations (E7) and (E11) we have tr(M'E’) = 0, which is Equation (E6). Second, we show
that Equation (80) fulfills the optimality conditions of Equation (70). Introducing X as a Lagrangian
multiplier for the structure of R and R > 0, which implies X is blockdiagonal and X = 0, and yu for
tr(Q) < P and K for Q > 0, these optimality conditions are

+
I (R + HQHH) +RT+x8 (E13)
+
ul = HY (R + HQHH) H+K (E14)
tr(KQ) =0,K = 0,Q =0 (E15)
We now introduce ¥/ = I and
Q =(® +HTYH)" +¥ (E16)
= (I+H"ZH) ' +1 (E17)
S'=H(Y +HYH)"HY + M’ (E18)
= HA'HY + M’ (E19)

By the proof of Lemma 9 in Appendix I, we know that Equations (E16), (E18), (E5), (E6), and (ES),
imply there exist %, K’ that fulfill the following set of equations:

+
= (s’ + HQ’HH) 18t 4z (E20)
+
1= H" (s’ + HQ’HH) H+K (E21)
tr(K'Q')=0,K' =0,Q" =0 (E22)
Comparing Equations (E20)—(E22) to Equations (E13)-(E15), we can see that u = A/,

R=45,Q=+Q, % =AL, K= NK fulfill the optimality conditions for the downlink problem.
AsR = %S’ matches Equation (80) the proof is complete.

Appendix F BC-MAC Duality — Conditions for a Convex Reformulation of the MAC Problem
Let C= (C',...,C") € [Trex SV*N and Z+ C [Trexe SVN with €' € SN*N and
zt= {zl L ZF=27"vke K,z € z’l} (F1)

where Z't is a subspace of SN*N that is orthogonal to C' = {AC’ : A € R}. Then the uplink noise
constraint is

1
O < Kc’ +27',7" e 2 vke K (F2)
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and there exists an uplink solution where all noise covariances are equal, see Remark 2 in Section 3.
For this special choice, the subspace Z is given by

Z = {z DY t(C'zy) =0, Y tr(Z+z) =0vZt € Z’i} (F3)
kel kek

In the following, we show that Equation (94) can be expressed by this model. The constraint on
the downlink transmit covariance is

ij%CW—Zk,ZGZVkEIC (F4)
which implies
1
ZijEZC/JFZZk (F5)
kel kel kek
& Q=xCc+7 (F6)

where Q" = Ycx Qr and Z' = Yk Zg. In the following, we show that not only Equation (F4)
implies Equation (F6), but both are equivalent. We do so by showing that if given Q = (Qy,..., Qk),
Q' = Yrex Qp and Z' that fulfill Equation (F6) we can constructa Z = (Zy, ..., Zg) with Y e Zy =
Z’ such that Equation (F4) holds. For the first K — 1 users, we select Z; as Z; = Q; — %C’ , so that
Equation (F4) is fulfilled for k = 1,...,K — 1, and we have

Y Q=(K-1xC+ ¥ 7 (¥7)

kek\{K} keK\ (K}

By subtracting Equation (F7) from Equation (F6), we obtain

!/ l / ! _
Q- ) Q=g C+2Z Y Z (F8)
kelC\K kelC\K
1
= Qx = Ec’ + Zx (F9)
By Equation (F3) we have
Y tr(C'Zy) =0 = tr(C'Z')=0 (F10)
kel
and
Y tr(Z+z)=0 = w(z+Z)=0 (F11)
ke

and therefore Z' € Z’, where 2’ is the orthogonal complement to C’ @ Z'+. Thus, if the constraint
on the downlink transmit covariance is a constraint that solely acts on the sum of the transmit
covariances, i.e.,
Y =z +72,7 ¢z (F12)
kek

then the uplink has a solution where all noise covariances are equal.

Appendix G Details of the Worst Case Noise Approximation in the Broadcast

The optimization under a worst-case noise approximation is given by

sup {inf {W(R,Q) (tr(Ry) < 0']3 Vk} : Z tr(Qy) < P} (G1)

Q-0 (R=0 kek
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According to Section 2.1.2, the conic versions of the downlink constraint sets are

L={y!t u(Y{) =0Vk}

V= {y: (ML, AxD), Y Mo = 0}

kek
p
C= KNI
= {Z: Y tr(Zy) = 0}
kek
t={o0}

35 of 42

(G2)
(G3)
(G4)
(G5)
(Go6)

(G7)

Assuming the optimal encoding order and considering that the constraint on the downlink
transmit covariance is a constraint on the sum covariance Lemma 7, allows us to exchange infimum

and supremum. The asymmetric mini-max duality by Lemma 3 translates the downlink problem to

the following uplink constraints

2 2
>:<p< 1,. Mf;1> + (ML AT, Y Mo =0

ke
P
O<n—7I1
= "KN
By substituting
Dy of
— =p— + A
0,]3 pMk k
S A= Pk 0’3
k — 0_]% pMk
We have
Z )\kO']% =0
ke

& 02 =0
k&(‘fk M) ¢
< Zpk pZM

kek keK

. of
With b = Yy tr(BiBi) = Liek 31, ¢ = Likek tr(CeCr) = Fyand § =

implies n = XN The uplink problem becomes

inf sup{ (£,0):5 < kIvk, Y p=P }:051

Q0 | x-0
Py, Pk

‘7k kek

= sup {W(Z,I):ijPgIVk,ZPk:P}

-0 Ok kek
Py,...,.Px

%, selecting p =

(G8)

(G9)

(G10)

(G11)

(G12)

(G13)

(G14)

p

oA

Yikek /\/Tkk

(G15)

(G16)
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Assuming users sorted matched to the encoding order we introduce ay = wy — wyyq,
Vk=1,...,K—1and ax = wg, and the uplink problem can be rewritten as

P,
sup { Y alog|I+ Y HIEHj| : Ep < —SIVk, Y P = P} (G17)
-0 (kek j<k T kek
Py,...,Px
P4
= sup {Zaklog I—i—Z%H]I;IH]] : Zpk:P} (G18)
Py,...Px L kek j<k 9 kek

where we have used that the reformulated utility is non-decreasing in the transmit covariances and
therefore X = %I .
k

Appendix H Subdifferential of the Mutual Information at Points where the Noise Covariances
are not Invertible

Lemma 13. Consider a MIMO channel H with given noise covariance S and transmit covariance Q,
such that the mutual information is finite and given by

£(8) = log’I + S*HQHH' (H1)

Let T, T+ provide a full unitary basis for the fundamental subspaces of S. The subdifferential of
f at S is given by

af(s)_{Z:Z_—(S+HQHH)++S++ZA,ZAESA} (H2)
where

g —

coInV({ZA EA — LTt - i HTHL T THL T T L — (S + HQHH)+ + S+}> (H3)

and THZAT = 0 vEA € &5,

Proof. According to [38, Th. 2.5.1], the subdifferential of a function f at x is the convex hull of the
of (x;)

axi

limit points of the sequence where the limit x; — x exists and x; avoids points where f is not

differentiable. We introduce

3= [T Ti} [THOST g] [T Ti} +e[T Ti} ];?{ g [T Ti]H (H4)
where C > 0 and
A=A—-BC 'Bi >0 (H5)

We use S to parameterize S; by the choice of € and S; — S for e — 0. As § = 0 for every € > 0,
we have

£(8) = log‘I + S*HQHH‘ (H6)

— log‘S—i-HQHH’ — log|$] (H7)



Information 2016, 7, 19 37 of 42

and

aff) (§+ HQHM)1 -5 (H8)

Using T H = 0 and substituting

X = THsT + THHQHMT (H9)
We obtain
[T TL]H%(S)[T T+ (H10)
X+eA eB|  |[THST+eA eB|
— H11
eBH eC eBH eC ( )
(X +eA)™! —(X +eA)1BC! (H12)
—C 'BH(X+eA)"! 1+ 'BH(X+eA)IBCT!
B (THST +eA)~! —(THST +eA)'BC! (H13)
—Cc B (THST +eA)! lc'—Cc'BY(THST +eA)"1BC!
- (X +eA)™ — (THST +eA)! —[(X+eA)™' — (THST —eA)~'|BC™!
| —CT'BR[(X+eA)t — (THST +eA)" Y] +C'BH[(X +eA)™t — (THST +eA)~1]BC™!
(H14)
and
3 X1 —(THsT)! — X1 —(THsT)"'|BC!
€0 —cBH[x 1 - (THsT)"Y| 1B X1 - (1¥sT) 1| BC!
(H15)
- T[X L_(THsT)~ }
- T[X’l - (THST)’l} BClTHH_
—rtc1BH [X‘l — (THST)~ }
+Ttc 1B [X*l — (THsT)~ }BC lpLH (H16)

- T[(THST + THHQHYT) ! — (THST)’l} TH_
- T[(THST+ THHQHUT) ! - (THST)—l] THTBC- 1T H-
—rtclBHTHT [(THST +THHQHYT) 1 - (THST)_l} TH4
+ TLC*lBHTHT[(THST +THHQHMT) ! - (THST)*] THrec 'TH  (H1Y)
= (s +HQHH)+ — st
. [(s + HQHH)+ - s*} TBC T H_
1BHTH[ s + HQHH — s*] +

+T+C 1BHTH[ S—|—HQHH — s*]TBclTiH (H18)
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We observe that the limit is independent of A, and when considering all possible choices for limit
points, we can freely select B, C > 0 as we can always select A such that § > 0. If C is not strictly
positive, S is not strictly positive and f is not differentiable. Therefore, the limit point of this sequence
is not relevant. We conclude that Equation (H4) allows to parameterize all relevant limit points.

We introduce the following substitutions

22 =L -y — AR 4 TR LTy T (H19)
L= [(s 4 HQHH)+ - sﬂ (H20)
J=BC! (H21)

As C > 0,B can have arbitrary values, J can take any value, and we can parameterize the
subdifferential, given by the convex hull of the limit points, as

9f(S) _
oS
+
co;w({L — Loy — T RTHL T ETHLT T, L = (s + HQHH) — s*}) (H22)
+
:{Z:Z:—(S+HQHH) +s+—>:A,>:AegA} (H23)
where
E5 =

+
co;w({ZA A =yt —riATHL - TR LT T L = (s + HQHH) — s+}>
(H24)
With THTL = 0 we have THEAT =0 VEA € £2. O

Appendix I Details of the Proof for the Polite Waterfilling Lemma 9

In the following, we show that every solution to Equations (121)-(123) is a solution to
Equation (125)—(127) and vice versa and that these solutions fullfil the equalities of Lemma 9.
There are several implications of the conditions of the lemma that we use in the following:

[TT+] unitary and full rank = THT =1 (I1)
[®®~] unitary and full rank = ®"® =1 (12)
THST - 0, T*HSTH = 0= " = T(THST) " 'T" and § = TTHSTTH (13)
o'YP - 0,0 Y0 = 0= ¥ = &(®'YD) '®and ¥ = YO D! (14)
H®'=0= H = HOo®'! (15)

T'H=0= H=TT"H (16)

H® =0,0"Q*® =0= HQ*H" =0 17)
T'H =0Tz T =0= H'Z*H =0 (18)

With HHZAH = 0 and Equation (121), we have

H"LH = —wHY(S+ HQH")"H + wH"STH (19)
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and by adding it to Equation (122), we obtain
¥ + H'LH = wH"STH + K (110)

Furthermore, tr(KQ) = 0,K = 0, Q > 0 implies KQ = 0. Multiplying Equation (122) with o+
from the left and @+ from the right and using H®* = 0 and ®H¥®+ = 0 yields ®"K®! = 0,
which implies K = ®®"K®®. Combined with KQ = 0 and ®"® = I we have @' K®d"Q = 0.

Now we are prepared to show that any solution of Equations (121)-(123) also fulfills
Equation (125). As Q” is only constrained by ®1Q*® = 0 and can be freely chosen otherwise,
as long as Q > 0, it is sufficient to verify

o"Q® = —we(¥Y + H'ZH) @ 4+ w(o" YT @) (111)
& Qe = —w(@ (Y + HizH)®) ' + w(@H¥Y®)! (112
& o(¥ + H'zH)0o" Qoo 'Y = —wo'Yd + we' (Y + HIZH)® (113)
& oY (wHUSTH 4+ K)o Qoo Yo = wo'H TH® (I14)
& o (HUsTH)po ' Qoo 'Y = o HIZH® (115)

where we used Equation (122) and ®HK®®MQ = 0. The left side of Equation (I15) is

o (HisTH)po Qoo Y
= o' (H st H)oo Qoo (wHY (S + HQHY)*H + K)® (116)
= wd(HisTH)p® Qoo HY (S + HQHT) " H® (117)
= wdHAT(THST) ' THHO @ Qo HIIT(THST + T"HO®" Qoo H'T) "I THH®
(118)
- wA"SAQA" (5 + AQAY) B 119)

where we substituted H = TPH®, § = THST, and Q = ®"Q®. By Equation (19), the right side of
Equation (I15) can be reformulated as

o"H'TtH®
= —wdHY (S + HQHY)"H® + wdH s H® (120)
= —wd HAT(THST + T"HO® Qe HIT) 'THH® + weHET(THST) ' THH® (121)
= —wH'(S+ HQA"Y) 'H+wH"'S 'H (122)

Now, combining Equations (I16) and (120) we can rewrite Equation (I15) as

a5 'aQA" (s + HQHH) A=-A"G+a0A" 'H+A"S 'H (123)
& (B's'AQ+ DAY (S + HQA") “a-A's ' (124)
o A" (s + AQA™) “H = (A" 'HQ + 1) 'AMS 'H (125)
which holds true by the matrix inversion lemma.
Any solution of Equations (121)—(123) will satisfy Equation (126) by selecting M as
M=S—wH (‘I’ + HHZH) e (126)

which leaves us to show that this choice is consistent with Equation (127).
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By HQ®*H" = 0 and multiplying Equation (125) with H from the left and with H from the
right, we have

+
— wH (‘I’ + HHZH) HY = HQHY — wHYHH (127)

and combined with Equation (I126), we have

M =S+ HQH" —wHY"H" (128)
= IM =XxS+XHQH" —wzHYtHY (129)
= tr(ZM) = tr(ZS) + tr(EHQH") — wir(ZHY" HY) (130)

From Equation (121) we have

THET = —w(THST + TRHQHUT) ™! + w(THST)™! (131)

& T™HsTTHET + THHQHUTTHET = 0w THHQHYT(THST) ! (132)
= tr(THSTTHET) + tr(T"HQHUTTHET) = w tr(TMHQHY T(THST) 1) (133)
& t(TTHSTTHE) + tr(TTHHQHYTTHY) = wtr(HQHE T(THST) 1 TH) (134)
& tr(SL) + tr(HQHL) = wir(HQHYS™) (135)

Combining Equations (I30) and (I35) we have
tr(EM) = wir(STHQHY) — wir(ZHY T H') (136)
Thus, tr(ZM) = 0 holds if
o"HUSTHQ® = ®"H'THY @ (137)

and
o HHMsTHQo! = o HH EHY T+ (138)

As ®'HH = 0and ¥+ @ = 0, it is sufficient to verify

o"HUSTHQ® = ®"H'ZHY @ (139)
& o"HYSTHQ® = o' H'zH® (oMY D) ! (140)
& o'HUsTHoo'Qoo"'Yd = dH'ZH® (141)

which is Equation (I15) and was shown to hold true.

We have shown that every solution to Equations (121)—(123) is a solution to Equations (125)—(127)
and the inverse direction follows by symmetry. It remains to show that Equations (121)—(123) and
(125)-(127) imply the equalities of the Lemma. Equality (a) is Equation (I37) and a proof for (b) follows
by symmetry. Equalities (c) and (d) are Equations (121) and (125). Equality (e) follows from (a) or (b).
By symmetry, the same way we derived Equation (I35) we derive

tr(YQ) + tr(HIZHQ) = wtr(HHZHY ™) (142)
and combining this with Equation (I35) and (a) implies (f).
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