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Joint Source/Relay Precoder Design in
Nonregenerative Cooperative Systems Using an MMSE Criterion
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Abstract—This paper considers transmitter precoding in an
amplify-and-forward cooperative system where multiple anten-
nas are equipped at the source, the relay, and the destination.
Existing methods for the problem only consider the design of the
relay precoder. To further improve the performance, we include
the source precoder into the design. Using a minimum-mean-
square-error (MMSE) criterion, we propose a joint source/relay
precoder design method, taking both the direct and relay links
into account. It is shown that the MMSE is a highly nonlinear
function of the precoding matrices, and a direct minimization
is not feasible. To facilitate analysis, we propose to design the
precoders toward first diagonalizing the MSE matrix of the
relay link. This imposes certain structural constraints on both
precoders that allow us to derive an analytically tractable MSE
upper bound. By conducting minimization with respect to this
bound, the solution can be obtained by an iterative water-filling
technique.

Index Terms—Precoder, amplify-and-forward (AF), cooper-
ative transmission schemes, channel state information (CSI),
multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO), mean-square-error
(MSE).

I. INTRODUCTION

COOPERATIVE communications can realize spatial di-
versity in a distributed manner and has attracted con-

siderable attention in the past few years [2]-[11]. Most of
the existing works focused on devising, and analyzing, dif-
ferent cooperative transmission protocols such as amplify-
and-forward (AF) and decode-and-forward (DF) [2]. Also,
there have been many proposals which leverage the traditional
MIMO processing techniques, e.g., beamforming and space-
time block coding, and develop the corresponding distributed
realizations for enhancing the link quality [3]-[10]. In the
study of conventional cooperative systems, each user terminal
is commonly assumed to be equipped with a single antenna.
To further increase the spatial degrees-of-freedom, one simple
approach is to place multiple antennas at each node [11]-[14].
Current research on such MIMO cooperative networks mainly
focuses on precoder designs under the AF protocol, either for
boosting capacity [12],[13], or for improving link reliability
[14]. All of these proposals, however, consider precoders only
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Fig. 1. Three-node AF MIMO relay system.

at the relays. Some of them even neglect the direct (source-
to-destination) link in the problem formulation so as to ease
the relay precoder design [12], [14]. Hence, the available link
resources are not yet fully exploited in the existing schemes.

As far as we know, the joint source-relay precoder design
for AF MIMO relay networks which take both the direct
and relay links into account has not been studied before.
This work aims to provide a solution to this problem in
the typical three-node system scenario [12]-[14]. Using the
minimum-mean-square-error (MMSE) criterion and individual
power constraints at the source and the relay, we formulate
the design as a joint optimization problem. However, it is
found that the MMSE is a complicated function of precoding
matrices. Direct minimization with the cost function is not
feasible. To overcome the difficulty, we propose to design the
precoders toward first diagonalizing the MSE matrix of the
relay link. This imposes certain structural constraints on the
precoding matrices that allow us to derive a tractable MSE
upper bound. Minimization with this upper bound, instead of
the original MMSE, then becomes feasible and a suboptimal
closed-form solution is then obtained. The proposed precoders
can be computed via an iterative water-filling technique. The
rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces
the system model and problem formulation. The main results
are given in Section 3. Finally, Section 4 concludes this paper.

II. PROPOSED SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM

FORMULATION

A. System Model

We consider a three-node precoded AF system over flat
fading channels as depicted in Figure 1, in which the source,
the relay, and the destination are equipped with 𝑁 , 𝑅, 𝑀
antennas. Using the typical two-phase transmission scheme

1536-1276/09$25.00 c⃝ 2009 IEEE



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS, VOL. 8, NO. 10, OCTOBER 2009 4929

[12], [13], we can express the received signal at the destination
in a vector form as

y𝐷 :=

[
H𝑆𝐷F𝑆

H𝑅𝐷F𝑅H𝑆𝑅F𝑆

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=H

s+

[
n𝐷,1

H𝑅𝐷F𝑅n𝑅 + n𝐷,2

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=w

.

(1)
In (1) s ∈ ℂ𝐿 is the transmitted signal vector with zero mean
and 𝐸

[
ss𝐻

]
= 𝜎2

𝑠I; y𝐷 ∈ ℂ2𝑀×1 is the received signal
vector at the destination; F𝑆 ∈ ℂ𝑁×𝐿 and F𝑅 ∈ ℂ𝑅×𝑅 are
the precoding matrices at the source and the relay, respec-
tively; H𝑆𝑅 ∈ ℂ𝑅×𝑁 , H𝑆𝐷 ∈ ℂ𝑀×𝑁 and H𝑅𝐷 ∈ ℂ𝑀×𝑅

are the channel matrices of the source-to-relay, the source-
to-destination, and the relay-to-destination links, respectively;
n𝐷,1 ∈ ℂ𝑀×1, n𝑅 ∈ ℂ𝑅×1, and n𝐷,2 ∈ ℂ𝑀×1 are the
received noise vectors at the destination in the first-phase, at
the relay, and at the destination in the second-phase. Here,
we assume 𝐿 ≤ {𝑁,𝑅,𝑀} to provide sufficient degrees of
freedom for transmission.

To recover the source signal, a linear equalizer is adopted
at the destination. The equalizer, specified with a matrix G ∈
ℂ𝑀×𝑀 , is designed by minimizing the MSE

𝐽 = 𝐸
{∥Gy𝐷 − s∥2} . (2)

The optimal solution is easily shown to be [1]

G𝑜𝑝𝑡 = 𝜎2
𝑠H

𝐻
(
𝜎2
𝑠HH𝐻 +R𝑤

)−1
, (3)

where R𝑤 = 𝐸
[
ww𝐻

]
is the covariance matrix of the com-

bined noise vector w. At the equalizer output, the detection
process is done by a symbol-by-symbol based method. Denote
the variance of the noise components at the destination as 𝜎2

𝑛,𝑑,
and that at the relay as 𝜎2

𝑛,𝑟. Based on (1), (2), and (3), we
can have the MMSE as

𝐽𝑚𝑖𝑛 = 𝑡𝑟{(𝜎−2
𝑠 I𝐿 +E𝑆 +E𝑅

)−1

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=E

}, (4)

with

E𝑆 = 𝜎−2
𝑛,𝑑F

𝐻
𝑆 H𝐻

𝑆𝐷H𝑆𝐷F𝑆 (5)

and

E𝑅 = F𝐻
𝑆 H𝐻

𝑆𝑅F
𝐻
𝑅H𝐻

𝑅𝐷 ⋅(
𝜎2
𝑛,𝑟H𝑅𝐷F𝑅F

𝐻
𝑅H𝐻

𝑅𝐷 + 𝜎2
𝑛,𝑑I𝑀

)−1
H𝑅𝐷F𝑅H𝑆𝑅F𝑆 .

(6)

We note that E𝑅 and E𝑆 account for the MSE components
which arise due to the relay and the direct communication
links, respectively.

Note that in the considered system the source and the
destination need to know all link channel matrices for the pre-
coder design and the MMSE receiver implementation. While
each point-to-point link channel can be estimated via the
conventional training scheme, the acquisition of the "far-end"
channel, e.g., the estimation of the source-to-relay channel at
the destination, can be done by using the technique reported
in [15].

B. Problem Formulation

As we can see from (4), the MMSE is a function of the
precoder matrices F𝑆 and F𝑅. Hence the optimal precoders
can be obtained as the solution to the following optimization
problem:

min
F𝑆 ,F𝑅

𝑡𝑟
{(

𝜎−2
𝑠 I𝐿 +E𝑆 +E𝑅

)−1
}

𝑠.𝑡.

𝑡𝑟
{
𝐸
[
F𝑅y𝑅y

𝐻
𝑅F𝐻

𝑅

]}
=

𝑡𝑟
{
F𝑅

(
𝜎2
𝑛,𝑟I𝑅 + 𝜎2

𝑠H𝑆𝑅F𝑆F
𝐻
𝑆 H𝐻

𝑆𝑅

)
F𝐻

𝑅

} ≤ 𝑃𝑅,𝑇

𝑡𝑟
{
F𝑆𝐸

[
ss𝐻

]
F𝐻

𝑆

}
= 𝜎2

𝑠𝑡𝑟
{
F𝑆F

𝐻
𝑆

} ≤ 𝑃𝑆,𝑇 (7)

where 𝑃𝑆,𝑇 and 𝑃𝑅,𝑇 are the maximal available powers at the
source and the relay, respectively. By ignoring the direct link
and simultaneously adopting a precoder only at the relay, the
MMSE design criterion was also considered in [14] for the
AF MIMO system. In this paper, we further incorporate the
precoder at the source and consider both the direct and relay
link signals to enhance the performance of the AF MIMO
system.

III. JOINT SOURCE/RELAY PRECODER DESIGN

Taking a closer look at (4), we readily find that the minimum
MSE involves a series of matrix multiplications and inversions
and is thus a complicated function of F𝑆 and F𝑅. Exact
solution to (4), therefore, is difficult to derive. In this section,
we propose an effective method for finding a suboptimal
solution. The main idea is to use a constrained precoder
structure, derive an MMSE upper bound having a simple
expression, and conduct minimization with this upper bound.
The resultant optimization problem can be solved by using the
standard Lagrange technique followed by an iterative water-
filling procedure.

A. Proposed Approach

For the special case that the direct link is absent and only
a relay precoder is used, the optimal MMSE precoder can
be analytically obtained through MSE matrix diagonalization
[14]. Motivated by this fact and toward an analytical procedure
for the joint source/relay precoder design, we propose to
find a solution via a similar matrix diagonalization technique.
Indeed, if the error matrix E in (4) can be diagonalized,
the trace operation can be easily conducted, and the whole
problem can be greatly simplified. To do that, we firstly
consider singular value decomposition (SVD) for channel
matrices in all links as:

H𝑆𝐷 = U𝑠𝑑Σ𝑠𝑑V
𝐻
𝑠𝑑;

H𝑆𝑅 = U𝑠𝑟Σ𝑠𝑟V
𝐻
𝑠𝑟;

H𝑅𝐷 = U𝑟𝑑Σ𝑟𝑑V
𝐻
𝑟𝑑. (8)

For later use, we define 𝜎𝑠𝑑,𝑖, 𝜎𝑠𝑟,𝑖, and 𝜎𝑟𝑑,𝑖 as the 𝑖th
diagonal element of Σ𝑠𝑑 ∈ ℝ𝑀×𝑁 , Σ𝑠𝑟 ∈ ℝ𝑅×𝑁 , and
Σ𝑟𝑑 ∈ ℝ𝑀×𝑅, respectively.

From (4), it is seen that the error matrix E can be diagonal-
ized if F𝑆 and F𝑅 can be chosen to simultaneously diagonal-
ize E𝑆 and E𝑅. Such a task, however, appears quite difficult
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to achieve mainly because E𝑅 depends on the relay precoder
F𝑅 through the matrix inversion (𝜎2

𝑛,𝑟H𝑅𝐷F𝑅F
𝐻
𝑅H𝐻

𝑅𝐷 +
𝜎2
𝑛,𝑑I𝑀 )−1. This thus motivates us to first choose F𝑅 to di-

agonalize 𝜎2
𝑛,𝑟H𝑅𝐷F𝑅F

𝐻
𝑅H𝐻

𝑅𝐷 + 𝜎2
𝑛,𝑑I𝑀 so that the inverse

can be easily tackled. Such an approach, though suboptimal,
will considerably simplify the analysis; more importantly, it
allows us to derive a tractable MSE upper bound which leads
to a water-filling based solution. With the aid of the SVD of
the channel matrix H𝑅𝐷 in (8), an immediate choice for F𝑅

to diagonalize 𝜎2
𝑛,𝑟H𝑅𝐷F𝑅F

𝐻
𝑅H𝐻

𝑅𝐷 + 𝜎2
𝑛,𝑑I𝑀 is

F𝑅 = V𝑟𝑑Σ𝑟U𝑟 , (9)

where the diagonal Σ𝑟 ∈ ℝ𝑅×𝑅 and the unitary U𝑟 ∈ ℂ𝑅×𝑅

are to be determined. With (9) we have

(
𝜎2
𝑛,𝑟H𝑅𝐷F𝑅F

𝐻
𝑅H𝐻

𝑅𝐷 + 𝜎2
𝑛,𝑑I𝑀

)−1

= U𝑟𝑑

(
𝜎2
𝑛,𝑟Σ𝑟𝑑Σ

2
𝑟Σ

𝐻
𝑟𝑑 + 𝜎2

𝑛,𝑑I𝑀
)−1

U𝐻
𝑟𝑑 (10)

and the matrix E𝑅 can be rearranged into

E𝑅 = F𝐻
𝑆 H𝐻

𝑆𝑅U
𝐻
𝑟 Σ𝐻

𝑟 Σ𝐻
𝑟𝑑 ⋅(

𝜎2
𝑛,𝑟Σ𝑟𝑑Σ

2
𝑟Σ

𝐻
𝑟𝑑 + 𝜎2

𝑛,𝑑I𝑀
)−1

Σ𝑟𝑑Σ𝑟U𝑟H𝑆𝑅F𝑆 .

(11)

Equation (11) allows us to simplify the expression for E𝑅 even
further. In particular, E𝑅 can be diagonalized if U𝑟 and the
source precoder F𝑆 are chosen so that U𝑟H𝑆𝑅F𝑆 is diagonal.
Again with SVD of the H𝑆𝑅 in (8), this can be done by setting

U𝑟 = U𝐻
𝑠𝑟 , (12)

and

F𝑆 = V𝑠𝑟Σ𝑠, (13)

where Σ𝑠 ∈ ℝ
𝑁×𝐿 is a diagonal matrix yet to be specified.

Combining (9) and (13), the diagonalization of E𝑅 imposes
the following structural constraint on the relay precoder

F𝑅 = V𝑟𝑑Σ𝑟U
𝐻
𝑠𝑟. (14)

With (13) and (14), and after some straightforward manip-
ulations, the MSE cost function in (4) can be expressed as
(15), in which V = V𝐻

𝑠𝑑V𝑠𝑟 is a constant matrix depending
on the channels. We make the following key observations
regarding the alternative MSE expression (15): i) Since (15)
is obtained based on the particular precoding matrices F𝑆

in (13) and F𝑅 in (14), it serves as an upper bound of
the true minimal MSE; ii) Compared with the original MSE
formula (4), the expression (15) is more appealing because
the unknowns involved are Σ𝑟 and Σ𝑠, which are diagonal
matrices and are more amenable to handle; iii) The matrix
E𝑆 cannot be diagonized. However, starting from (15) and
exploiting the diagonal nature of E𝑅, we can further derive
a more tractable MSE upper bound that will be used as the
design cost function, as shown next.

To proceed, let us use the matrix inversion lemma [16] to
rewrite (15) as

𝑡𝑟(E) =

𝑡𝑟

⎛
⎜⎜⎝
⎡
⎢⎢⎣(𝜎−2

𝑠 I𝐿 +E𝑅

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=A

+Σ𝐻
𝑠

(
𝜎−2
𝑛,𝑑V

𝐻Σ𝐻
𝑠𝑑Σ𝑠𝑑V

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=B

Σ𝑠

⎤
⎥⎥⎦

−1⎞
⎟⎟⎠

= 𝑡𝑟
(
A−1

)−
𝑡𝑟

(
A−1Σ𝐻

𝑠

(
B−1 +Σ𝑠A

−1Σ𝐻
𝑠

)−1

Σ𝑠A
−1

)
.

(16)

Based on (16), the MSE upper bound can be obtained with
the aid of the next lemma.

Lemma: Let Z is a positive definite matrix, then we have

(Z)
−1

(𝑖, 𝑖) ≥ 1

Z(𝑖, 𝑖)
. (17)

Proof: Considering eigen-decomposition of Z := UΣU𝐻 , we
have

Z = UΣU𝐻 = UΣ1/2U𝐻︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=Z1/2

UΣ1/2U𝐻︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=Z1/2

;

Z−1 = UΣ−1U𝐻 = UΣ−1/2U𝐻︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=Z−1/2

UΣ−1/2U𝐻︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=Z−1/2

. (18)

Since 1 = e𝑇𝑖 Ie𝑖 = e𝑇𝑖 Z
1/2Z−1/2e𝑖, where e𝑖 is the 𝑖th unit

standard vector, we have

1 = ∥e𝑇𝑖 Z1/2Z−1/2e𝑖∥22 ≤ ∥e𝑇𝑖 Z1/2∥22︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=Z(𝑖,𝑖)

∥Z−1/2e𝑖∥22︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=Z−1(𝑖,𝑖)

,

equivalently Z−1(𝑖, 𝑖) ≥ 1

Z(𝑖, 𝑖)
, (19)

where the inequality in (19) follows from the sub-
multiplicative property of the matrix norm [16]. QED.

By setting Z = B−1+Σ𝑠A
−1Σ𝐻

𝑠 and applying the lemma
to (16), we can obtain the following key result

𝑡𝑟(E) ≤
𝐿∑

𝑖=1

1

𝜎−2
𝑠 +

𝜎2
𝑠,𝑖𝜎

2
𝑟,𝑖𝜎

2
𝑠𝑟,𝑖𝜎

2
𝑟𝑑,𝑖

𝜎2
𝑛,𝑟𝜎

2
𝑟,𝑖𝜎

2
𝑟𝑑,𝑖+𝜎2

𝑛,𝑑
+ 𝜎−2

𝑛,𝑑

𝜎2
𝑠,𝑖

B−1(𝑖,𝑖)

(20)

Compared with the original MSE function (4), the upper
bound (20) admits a simple rational form and is analytically
tractable. Hence, we propose to design the precoders by mini-
mizing the MSE upper bound (20). By setting 𝑝𝑠,𝑖 = 𝜎2

𝑠,𝑖 and
𝑝𝑟,𝑖 = 𝜎2

𝑟,𝑖 in (20), the optimization problem is reformulated
as

min
𝑝𝑠,𝑖,𝑝𝑟,𝑖,

𝑖=1,⋅⋅⋅ ,𝐿

𝐿∑
𝑖=1

1

𝜎−2
𝑠 +

𝑝𝑠,𝑖𝑝𝑟,𝑖𝜎2
𝑠𝑟,𝑖𝜎

2
𝑟𝑑,𝑖

𝜎2
𝑛,𝑟𝑝𝑟,𝑖𝜎2

𝑟𝑑,𝑖+𝜎2
𝑛,𝑑

+ 𝜎−2
𝑛,𝑑

𝑝𝑠,𝑖

B−1(𝑖,𝑖)

𝑠.𝑡.

𝑡𝑟
{
Σ𝑟

(
𝜎2
𝑛,𝑟I𝑅 + 𝜎2

𝑠Σ𝑠𝑟Σ𝑠Σ
𝐻
𝑠 Σ𝐻

𝑠𝑟

)
Σ𝐻

𝑟

}
=

𝐿∑
𝑖=1

𝑝𝑟,𝑖
(
𝜎2
𝑛,𝑟 + 𝜎2

𝑠𝑝𝑠,𝑖𝜎
2
𝑠𝑟,𝑖

) ≤ 𝑃𝑅,𝑇

𝜎2
𝑠𝑡𝑟{Σ𝑠Σ

𝐻
𝑠 } = 𝜎2

𝑠

𝐿∑
𝑖=1

𝑝𝑠,𝑖 ≤ 𝑃𝑆,𝑇 ,

𝑝𝑠,𝑖 ≥ 0, 𝑝𝑟,𝑖 ≥ 0, ∀𝑖.
(21)
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𝑡𝑟{E} =

𝑡𝑟

⎧⎨
⎩
⎛
⎜⎝𝜎−2

𝑠 I𝐿 +Σ𝐻
𝑠 Σ𝐻

𝑠𝑟Σ
𝐻
𝑟 Σ𝐻

𝑟𝑑

(
𝜎2
𝑛,𝑟Σ𝑟𝑑Σ

2
𝑟Σ

𝐻
𝑟𝑑 + 𝜎2

𝑛,𝑑I𝑀
)−1

Σ𝑟𝑑Σ𝑟Σ𝑠𝑟Σ𝑠︸ ︷︷ ︸
=E𝑅

+ 𝜎−2
𝑛,𝑑Σ

𝐻
𝑠 V𝐻Σ𝐻

𝑠𝑑Σ𝑠𝑑VΣ𝑠︸ ︷︷ ︸
=E𝑆

⎞
⎟⎠

−1⎫⎬
⎭ ,

(15)

𝑝𝑟,𝑖 =
1(

𝜎2
𝑠𝑝𝑠,𝑖𝜎

2
𝑠𝑟,𝑖 + 𝜎2

𝑛,𝑟

) ×
⎡
⎣𝜇𝑟𝜎𝑛,𝑑

√
𝑝𝑠,𝑖𝜎𝑠𝑟,𝑖𝜎𝑟𝑑,𝑖

(
𝜎2
𝑠𝑝𝑠,𝑖𝜎

2
𝑠𝑟,𝑖 + 𝜎2

𝑛,𝑟

)1/2 − (
𝜎2
𝑠𝑝𝑠,𝑖𝜎

2
𝑠𝑟,𝑖 + 𝜎2

𝑛,𝑟

)
𝜎2
𝑛,𝑟

(
𝜎−2
𝑠 + 𝜎−2

𝑛,𝑑𝑝𝑠,𝑖(B
−1(𝑖, 𝑖))−1

)
𝜎2
𝑟𝑑,𝑖

(
𝜎2
𝑛,𝑟

(
𝜎−2
𝑠 + 𝜎−2

𝑛,𝑑𝑝𝑠,𝑖(B
−1(𝑖, 𝑖))−1

)
+ 𝑝𝑠,𝑖𝜎2

𝑠𝑟,𝑖

)
⎤
⎦
+

(22)

𝑝𝑠,𝑖 =

⎡
⎣ 𝜇𝑠

√
𝛽𝑖 − 𝜎−2

𝑠 (𝜎2
𝑛,𝑑 + 𝑝𝑟,𝑖𝜎

2
𝑛,𝑟𝜎

2
𝑟𝑑,𝑖)(

𝜎−2
𝑛,𝑑(B

−1(𝑖, 𝑖))−1(𝜎2
𝑛,𝑑 + 𝑝𝑟,𝑖𝜎2

𝑛,𝑟𝜎
2
𝑟𝑑,𝑖) + 𝑝𝑟,𝑖𝜎2

𝑠𝑟,𝑖𝜎
2
𝑟𝑑,𝑖

)
⎤
⎦
+

(23)

The problem (21) can be resolved by using the standard
Lagrange technique followed by an iterative water-filling pro-
cedure [18]. After some manipulations, the resultant solution
is expressed as (22), in which [𝑦]+ = 𝑚𝑎𝑥[0, 𝑦], and
𝜇𝑟 = 𝜆

−1/2
𝑟 is the water level which should be chosen to

satisfy the power constraint at the relay. Similarly, we can
obtain 𝑝𝑠,𝑖 as (23), where 𝜇𝑠 is the water level which is chosen
to meet the total power constraint

∑𝐿
𝑖=1 𝑝𝑠,𝑖 = 𝑃𝑆,𝑇 at the

source node, and

𝛽𝑖 =
(
𝜎2
𝑛,𝑑 + 𝑝𝑟,𝑖𝜎

2
𝑛,𝑟𝜎

2
𝑟𝑑,𝑖

)×(
𝜎−2
𝑛,𝑑(B

−1(𝑖, 𝑖))−1
(
𝜎2
𝑛,𝑑 + 𝑝𝑟,𝑖𝜎

2
𝑛,𝑟𝜎

2
𝑟𝑑,𝑖

)
+ 𝑝𝑟,𝑖𝜎

2
𝑠𝑟,𝑖𝜎

2
𝑟𝑑,𝑖

)
.

(24)

The computation of the proposed precoders mainly involves
the SVD of the link channel matrices in (8) and inversion of
the matrix B in (16). The computational complexity of the
proposed algorithm measured in terms of flop point operations
is summarized in Table I.

B. Simulation Results

We consider an AF MIMO relay system with 𝐿 = 𝑀 =
𝑅 = 𝑁 = 4. The elements of each channel matrix are assumed
to be i.i.d. complex Gaussian random variables with zero mean
and unity variance. Let SNR𝑠𝑟 , SNR𝑟𝑑, and SNR𝑠𝑑 denote,
respectively, the signal-to-noise ratio per receive antenna of the
source-to-relay, relay-to-destination, and source-to-destination
links. Here, we let SNR = SNR𝑠𝑟 = SNR𝑟𝑑, SNR𝑠𝑑 = 5 dB.
Also, we assume that the transmit symbols are drawn from
QPSK constellation. We compare the performance of one un-
precoded and two precoded systems. For precoded systems,
one uses the optimal relay precoder in [14], and the other uses
the proposed source/relay precoders. To further understand
the behavior of the proposed precoders, we also consider the
scenarios where the zero forcing (ZF) and the maximum likeli-
hood (ML) receivers, instead of MMSE receivers, are adopted
at the destination. Figure 2 shows the bit-error-rate (BER)
versus SNR result. From the figure we can see that: (i) The
proposed precoded system does outperform the un-precoded
one; (ii) The proposed method also outperforms that in [14];

TABLE I
COMPUTATIONAL COMPLEXITY OF PROPOSED PRECODED SCHEME.

Operation SVD (8) B−1 (16) 𝑝𝑠,𝑖 and 𝑝𝑟,𝑖 (22), (23) F𝑆 and F𝑅 (13), (14)
Flops (14𝑀𝑁2 + 8𝑁3) +

(14𝑅𝑁2 + 8𝑁3) +
(14𝑀𝑅2 + 8𝑅3)

2𝑀𝑁2+2𝑀𝑁+2𝑁3+
13/4𝑁2 +𝑁2

(21𝐿𝐼𝑟 + 14𝐿𝐼𝑠)𝐼𝑖 2𝑅𝐿+ 2𝑅2𝐿+ 2𝑁𝐿

Total (14𝑀𝑁2+8𝑁3)+(14𝑅𝑁2 +8𝑁3)+(14𝑀𝑅2 +8𝑅3) + 2𝑀𝑁2+2𝑀𝑁+2𝑁3+13/4𝑁2 +𝑁2

+ (21𝐿𝐼𝑟 + 14𝐿𝐼𝑠)𝐼𝑖 + 2𝑅𝐿+ 2𝑅2𝐿+ 2𝑁𝐿
𝑁 : number of transmit antennas
𝑅: number of relay antennas
𝑀 : number of receive antennas
𝐿: number of transmitted symbol streams
𝐼𝑟: number of iteration for computing 𝑝𝑟,𝑖
𝐼𝑠: number of iteration for computing 𝑝𝑠,𝑖
𝐼𝑖: number of iteration of the water-filling process
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Fig. 2. BER performance comparison for non-precoded and proposed
precoded in MIMO relay systems (with different receivers).
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Fig. 3. BER performance comparison for precoded MIMO [1] and proposed
precoded MIMO relay systems.

this is because the proposed method takes both the source
and relay link resources into consideration, simultaneously;
(iii) The proposed precoders combined with the ML receiver
yields slight performance improvement over the linear MMSE
receiver; this is because the proposed precoders are specifically
designed for the MMSE equalizer, not for the ML receiver.
We further compare the proposed cooperative system with
the conventional (non-cooperative) MIMO system in which
the MMSE precoder [1] is used at the transmitter. For fair
comparison (the same spectral efficiency), the former uses the
16-QAM whereas the latter uses 4-QAM modulation schemes.
For two different relay link conditions SNR𝑠𝑟 = SNR𝑟𝑑=5 dB
and SNR𝑠𝑟 = SNR𝑟𝑑=20 dB, Figure 3 depicts the resultant
BER curves when the direct-link SNR, denoted by SNR𝑠𝑑,
varies from 0 dB to 24 dB. As we can see, the cooperative
scheme outperforms the non-cooperative one when the relay
link SNR is high. However, for low relay link SNR the non-
cooperative system yields a better performance. With SNR𝑠𝑑

= SNR𝑟𝑑 = 20 dB, Figure 4 further compares the precoded
MIMO system with the proposed cooperative scheme when
channel estimation error occurs (the system parameters are
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Fig. 4. BER comparison of precoded MIMO [1], un-precoded MIMO relay,
and proposed precoded MIMO relay systems (SNR𝑠𝑟 = SNR𝑟𝑑 = SNR𝑠𝑑 =
20 dB).

likewise set as those in Figure 3). As in previous works (e.g.,
[19]) the estimated channel Ĥ is related to the true channel
H via the equation Ĥ =

√
(1− 𝜌)H +

√
𝜌ΔH, where ΔH

models the channel mismatch with elements being i.i.d. Gaus-
sian distributed with zero mean and same variance, and the
coefficient 𝜌 (0 ≤ 𝜌 ≤ 1) characterizes the channel estimation
quality. The figure shows that the cooperative systems yield
a better performance when 𝜌 is small (say, 𝜌 ≤ 0.04). As 𝜌
increases, the performance of all system degrades; however,
the performance of the cooperative systems, either precoded
or un-precoded, degrades faster than that of the precoded
MIMO system. This is because, for the cooperative systems,
signal distortion due to the severe channel mismatch effect will
further deteriorate by the amplify-and-forward transmission
mechanism.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we propose a joint source/relay precoder
design method for an AF MIMO cooperative system. With
a linear equalizer adopted at the receiver, the procoders are
designed to minimize the MSE. It is seen that the MSE is
a complicated function of precoding matrices, and a direct
minimization is not feasible. To solve the problem, we propose
an MSE-matrix-diagonalization-based approach, and this leads
to a constrained precoder structure, which then facilitates the
derivation of a tractable MSE upper bound. By conducting
minimization with respect to this upper bound, a suboptimal
solution can be obtained via the standard Lagrange technique
followed by an iterative water-filling procedure. The proposed
approach exploits all the available link resources, and can
outperform the existing relay precoding scheme.

REFERENCES

[1] H. Sampath, P. Stoica, and A. Paulraj, “Generalized linear precoder
and decoder design for MIMO channels using the weighted MMSE
criterion," IEEE Trans. Commun., vol. 49, no. 12, pp. 2198–2206, Dec.
2001.

[2] J. N. Laneman, D. N. C. Tse, and G. W. Wornell, “Cooperative diversity
in wireless networks: efficient protocols and outage behavior," IEEE
Trans. Inform. Theory, vol. 50, no. 12, pp. 3062–3080, Dec. 2004.



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS, VOL. 8, NO. 10, OCTOBER 2009 4933

[3] Y. Jing and H. Jafarkhani, “Network beamforming with channel mean
and covariance at relays," 2008 IEEE International Conf. Commun.
(ICC’08), Beijing, China, May 2008.

[4] Y. Jing and H. Jafarkhani, “Beamforming in wireless relay networks,"
2008 Inform. Theory Application Workshop (ITA’08), La Jolla, CA, Jan.
2008 (invited).

[5] Y. Jing and H. Jafarkhani, “Network beamforming using relays with
perfect channel information," 2007 IEEE International Conf. Acoustics,
Speech, Signal Processing (ICASSP’07), Honolulu, HI, Apr. 2007.

[6] Z. Yi and I. M. Kim, “Joint optimization of relay-precoders and decoders
with partial channel side information in cooperative networks," IEEE
Trans. Select. Areas Commun., vol. 25, no. 2, pp. 447–458, Feb. 2007.

[7] E. Koyuncu, Y. Jing, and H. Jafarkhani, “Distributed beamforming in
wireless relay networks with quantized feedback," IEEE Trans. Select.
Areas Commun., vol. 26, no. 8, pp. 1429–1493, Oct. 2008.

[8] Y. Jing and B. Hassibi, “Distributed space-time coding in wireless relay
networks," IEEE Trans. Wireless Commun., vol. 5, no. 12, pp. 1524–
1536, Dec. 2006.

[9] Y. Ding, J. K. Zhang, and K. M. Wong, “The amplify-and-forward
half-duplex cooperative system: pairwise error probability and precoder
design," IEEE Trans. Signal Processing, vol. 55, no. 2, pp. 605–617,
Feb. 2007.

[10] G. Scutari and S. Barbarossa, “Distributed space-time coding for regen-
erative relay networks," IEEE Trans. Wireless Commun., vol. 4, no. 5,
pp. 2387–2399, Sept. 2005.

[11] B. Wang, J. Zhang, and A. Host-Madsen, “On the capacity of MIMO
relay channels," IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, vol. 51, no. 1, pp. 29–43,
Jan. 2005.

[12] X. Tang and Y. Hua, “Optimal design of non-regenerative MIMO
wireless relays," IEEE Trans. Wireless Commun., vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 1398–
1407, Apr. 2007.

[13] O. Munoz-Medina, J. Vidal, and A. Agustin, “Linear transceiver design
in nonregenerative relays with channel state information," IEEE Trans.
Signal Processing, vol. 55, no. 6, pp. 2593–2604, June 2007.

[14] W. Guan and H. Luo, “Joint MMSE transceiver design in non-
regenerative MIMO relay systems," IEEE Trans. Commun. Lett., vol.
12, no. 7, pp. 517–519, July 2008.

[15] H. Yomo and E. Carvalho, “A CSI estimation method for wireless relay
network," IEEE Trans. Commun. Lett., vol. 11, no. 6, pp. 480–482, June
2007.

[16] D. S. Bernstein, Matrix Mathematics. Princeton University Press, 2005.
[17] S. Boyd and L. Vandenberghe, Convex Optimization. Cambridge Uni-

versity Press, 2004.
[18] D. P. Palomar and J. R. Fonollosa, “Practical algorithms for a family of

waterfilling solutions," IEEE Trans. Signal Processing, vol. 53, no. 2,
pp. 686–695, Feb. 2005.

[19] F. Rey, M. Lamarca, and G. Vazquez, “Robust power allocation algo-
rithms for MIMO OFDM systems with imperfect CSI," IEEE Trans.
Signal Processing, vol. 53, no. 3, pp. 1070–1085, Mar. 2005.


