arXiv:1507.05994v1 [cs.IT] 21 Jul 2015

Massive MIMO in Real Propagation Environments:

Do All Antennas Contribute Equally?

Xiang Gao^∗, Ove Edfors^∗, Fredrik Tufvesson^∗, Erik G. Larsson^† ∗Department of Electrical Information and Technology, Lund University, Sweden †Department of Electrical Engineering (ISY), Linköping University, Sweden

Abstract—Massive MIMO can greatly increase both spectral and transmit-energy efficiency. This is achieved by allowing the number of antennas and RF chains to grow very large. However, the challenges include high system complexity and hardware energy consumption. Here we investigate the possibilities to reduce the required number of RF chains, by performing antenna selection. While this approach is not a very effective strategy for theoretical independent Rayleigh fading channels, a substantial reduction in the number of RF chains can be achieved for real massive MIMO channels, without significant performance loss. We evaluate antenna selection performance on measured channels at 2.6 GHz, using a linear and a cylindrical array, both having 128 elements. Sum-rate maximization is used as the criterion for antenna selection. A selection scheme based on convex optimization is nearly optimal and used as a benchmark. The achieved sum-rate is compared with that of a very simple scheme that selects the antennas with the highest received power. The power-based scheme gives performance close to the convex optimization scheme, for the measured channels. This observation indicates a potential for significant reductions of massive MIMO implementation complexity, by reducing the number of RF chains and performing antenna selection using simple algorithms.

Index Terms—Massive MIMO, antenna selection, spatial diversity, large-scale fading, channel measurements

I. INTRODUCTION Massive MIMO [1]–[5] is an emerging technology in wireless access. By using a large number (tens to hundreds) of antennas at the base station, and serving many users in the same time-frequency resource, massive MIMO can improve the spectral and transmit-energy efficiency of conventional MIMO by orders of magnitude [6]–[9], and simple signal processing schemes are expected to achieve near-optimal performance [10]–[12]. The basic premise of massive MIMO is that, as confirmed by several experiments [13]–[16], the propagation channel has a large number of spatial degrees of freedom. Massive MIMO is currently considered a leading 5G technology candidate [17]–[21]. Real-time massive MIMO testbeds are being implemented and demonstrations are also reported [22]–[25]. However, with a large number of antennas and associated transceiver chains, the challenges of massive MIMO include high system complexity and hardware power consumption [26]–[29].

This paper investigates whether all antennas in a massive MIMO system contribute equally to the overall performance or not. Experimental data from measurement campaigns at the 2.6 GHz band are used to demonstrate that in many cases, the antennas do not contribute equally. This observation paves the way for antenna selection algorithms and for hardware architectures where the number of activated radio-frequency (RF) transceiver chains is less than the actual number of antennas. Antenna selection algorithms for such architectures are then proposed and their performance is analyzed. The practical impact of the proposed techniques is that the overall energy efficiency of massive MIMO systems can be substantially improved, and the hardware complexity can be reduced.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we discuss the general background, and introduce the antenna selection concept. Sec. III outlines the approach we have chosen for the study. In Sec. IV we describe the system model and present two antenna selection schemes. In Sec. V we describe the channel measurement setup used to obtain the experimental results. Then in Sec. VI we present performance results with antenna selection, and discuss the effectiveness of the proposed algorithms and how many transceiver chains that are needed under different operating conditions. Conclusions are given in Sec. VII.

II. BACKGROUND In “ideal” independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.)

Rayleigh fading channels, all the antennas can be expected to contribute equally to the system performance. To see why, consider a multi-user MIMO-OFDM system with L subcarriers and suppose the base station has an array with M antennas that serves K users. Denote the M × 1 channel vector for a given user k and a given subcarrier ℓ by g_k(ℓ). In i.i.d. Rayleigh fading channels, all antennas are equally good in the sense that 1 K K∑ k=1 1 L L∑ ℓ=1 | |g_{k,m}(ℓ) | |^2 ≈constant for all m, (1)

where the constant is independent of the antenna index m. This means that provided the bandwidth is relatively large and the number of users is large, no antenna outperforms the others.

In real propagation channels, however, the situation is different. Here, all the antennas contribute, but some antennas contribute more than others. In the study based on measured channels at the 2.6 GHz band, using a linear array of omnidirectional antennas and a cylindrical array of patch antennas, both having 128 elements, we have observed that over the measured 50 MHz bandwidth the average power variations across the two arrays can be significant [30]–[32]. As an example, the angular power spectrum (APS) and power variation over the 7.4 m linear array are shown in Fig. 1, for a line-of-sight (LOS) scenario and a non-line-of-sight (NLOS) scenario,

Fig. 1. Angular power spectrum and power variation over a 7.4 m linear array, in the measured channels as reported in [30] and [32]. The four plots show: (a) angular power spectrum in a LOS scenario, (b) angular power spectrum in a NLOS scenario, (c) average power variation in the LOS scenario, (d) average power variation in the NLOS scenario.

respectively. Unlike in conventional MIMO (thought of here as up to 8 antennas as in LTE [33]), the characteristics of the propagation channel across the linear array vary significantly. In Fig. 1(a) and Fig. 1(b), some scatterers are not visible over the whole array, and for scatterers that are visible over the whole array, the power contributions vary considerably. Consequently, in Fig. 1(c) and Fig. 1(d), we observe large power variations over the array, about 7 dB in the LOS scenario and 4 dB in the NLOS scenario. Thus, large-scale fading is experienced over the array. The compact cylindrical array, which is smaller in size, experiences a similar effect of power variation over the array. This is, however, due to its circular structure and patch antenna arrangement, rather than large-scale fading. In contrast to i.i.d. Rayleigh fading channels, in real massive MIMO channels the large power variation makes some antennas more “useful” than others, and this power variation persists when averaging over frequency provided that the system is moderately wideband.

Since all antennas are not equally good in real propagation channels, it is possible to reduce the number of active antennas and transceivers, by selecting those that contribute the most and discarding the rest. Such antenna selection could simplify the design of a massive MIMO base station and lead to energy and cost savings. One possible implementation is to deploy a large number of antennas but fewer RF transceivers, exploiting the fact that antennas are relatively cheap while RF chains are expensive and energy consuming. In this case, we need an RF switch, which can be highly complex to implement and introduces losses in signal quality, especially when there are many antennas and transceivers. Another implementation option is to deploy an equal number of transceivers and antennas, and then simply turn on the transceivers corresponding to the selected antennas while turning off the rest. This implementation is illustrated in Fig. 2 and is more flexible as the number of active antennas can be variable. With power switches, the reduction in system complexity relies on simpler implementation of the baseband signal processing due to a reduced number of active antennas and RF chains. However, with a variable number of active antennas, the antenna selection algorithms will add extra complexity, e.g., in making a decision on the optimal number of antennas.

Antenna selection has been widely studied for conventional MIMO, see for example [34]–[42]. However, to the best of our knowledge, there are only few studies on antenna selection for massive MIMO available. In [43], antenna selection in massive MIMO was addressed for short-range wireless communications at 60 GHz. In [44], a simulation study using the Kronecker channel model [45] showed that significantly higher performance can be achieved with antenna selection than without. In [46], antenna selection for maximizing signalto-noise ratio (SNR) was studied, and [47] considered antenna selection jointly with user scheduling for massive MIMO. The authors in [48] evaluated the characteristics of interference rejection with antenna sector selection in massive MIMO, based on measured channels in the 2 GHz band with 96 antenna elements. In the conference paper [49], we presented preliminary results on antenna selection in measured massive MIMO channels. The current paper extends [49] by studying in more depth how many RF chains that can be switched off while achieving a required performance, by considering more scenarios and propagation conditions, and by performing comparisons with suboptimal precoding schemes.

III. APPROACH

The aim of this paper is to obtain a deeper insight into how antenna selection in massive MIMO performs in real propagation channels. Specifically, we focus on how the number of users, the separation of users, and propagation conditions like LOS and NLOS affect the performance of antenna selection. Although the large power variation across antennas remains when averaging over frequencies, the effectiveness of the antenna selection can be reduced if the user channels to the base station are very distinct. This happens when users are located far apart and when many users are served. It is demonstrated that in the “worst case”, adaptive antenna selection does not perform significantly better than random selection, but in many cases adaptive selection substantially improves over random selection. All investigations use the measured channel data at 2.6 GHz described above, obtained with linear and cylindrical arrays.

In terms of algorithms, we select the set of active antennas that maximizes the downlink capacity. To find the optimal set, an exhaustive search can be used; however this is infeasible for massive MIMO in practice due to the huge number of possible selection alternatives. A number of antenna selection algorithms with lower complexity, notably greedy selection, have been proposed for conventional MIMO, and many of them can be applied to massive MIMO. We first examine a near-optimal scheme that uses convex optimization [49]–[51]. We then consider a very simple selection scheme that is based

Fig. 2. Multi-user MIMO system with transmit antenna selection. The base station has M available antennas and N active RF chains, and serves K single-antenna users in the same time-frequency resource. The switches indicate that entire RF chains are being switched on or off.

only on measurements of the received power at each antenna. Generally, this power-based selection scheme underperforms the convex-optimization based scheme that considers not only the received power but also the correlation between antenna channels. Yet, experiments with measured data show that the power-based scheme performs fairly well. This is so because the power variations over the array can be considerable in massive MIMO.

IV. SYSTEM DESCRIPTION AND ANTENNA SELECTION SCHEMES We first establish the system model that will be used in the rest of the paper. We also formally state the problem of antenna selection for downlink capacity maximization, and introduce the two selection schemes: a near-optimal scheme relying on convex optimization, and a simple scheme using only received signal power measurements.

A. System Model and Sum-Capacity

We consider a single-cell multi-user MIMO-OFDM system with L subcarriers in the downlink. As shown in Fig. 2, the base station has M antennas, and each antenna has an associated transceiver chain. With N antennas being selected, the N corresponding transceivers are switched on, while the other M−N are switched off. This base station with N active antennas and transceivers serves K single-antenna users in the same time-frequency resource. With massive MIMO, we assume M ≫ K and allow N to be in the range from K to M. The model for the downlink channel is

y_ℓ = √ ρKH^{(N)}_ℓ z_ℓ + n_ℓ, (2)

where H^{(N)}_ℓ is a K ×N channel matrix at subcarrier ℓ, and the superscript (N) indicates that antenna selection has been performed, i.e., the N columns of H^{(N)}_ℓ are selected from the K ×M full channel matrix H_ℓ. Normalization is performed such that the elements of H^{(N)}_ℓ have unit energy, averaged over all L subcarriers, M antennas and K users, see [14] for more details. Then z_ℓ is the N ×1 transmit vector across the N selected antennas, and satisfies E { ‖z_ℓ‖^2 } = 1, y_ℓ is the received vector at the K users, and n_ℓ is a noise vector with i.i.d. complex Gaussian, CN(0, 1), elements. The factor ρK represents the transmit power. With the conventions used in this paper, the transmit power per user is fixed. Hence, the total transmit power increases with K but is independent of N. The parameter ρ represents the normalized transmit SNR per user. With random antenna selection, the average per-user received SNR would be ρN,^1 which increases with the number of selected antennas N due to the increased array gain. When the number of users K varies, the average peruser received SNR is constant, and so is the average peruser rate (disregarding interference), if a fixed number N of RF transceivers are switched on. With adaptive antenna selection, the received SNRs are expected to be higher than those with random antenna selection, since the “best” antennas are selected.

To avoid favoring users that have a better average channel, we normalize the channel matrix to remove the effects of the pathloss and the large-scale fading while retaining the effects of the small-scale fading. Specifically, when the users are far apart, we normalize the channel matrix according to Normalization 1 in [14], and when the users are closely located, Normalization 2 in [14] is applied. However, importantly, we do not normalize the channel variations per base station antenna, since these variations are critical for the antenna selection.

With the defined signal model, the downlink sum-capacity at subcarrier ℓ is given by [53]:

C_{DPC,ℓ} = max_{P ℓ} log_2 det ( I + ρK ( H^{(N)}_ℓ )_H P_ℓH^{(N)}_ℓ ) , (3) which is achieved using dirty-paper coding (DPC) [54]. In (3), P_ℓ is a diagonal power allocation matrix with P_{ℓ,i}, i = 1, 2, ..., K on its diagonal. Also, in (3), the optimization is performed subject to the total power constraint that ∑_K i=1 P_{ℓ,i} =1.

This optimization problem is convex and can be solved, for example, by using the sum-power iterative waterfilling algorithm in [55].

DPC is highly complex to implement in practice. However, there are suboptimal linear precoding schemes, such as zeroforcing (ZF) precoding that is much less complex and performs fairly well for massive MIMO [13], [56]. The sum-rate achieved by ZF precoding is [57]

C_{ZF,ℓ} = max_{Qℓ} K∑ i=1 log_2 (1 + ρKQ_{ℓ,i}), (4)

where Q_{ℓ,i} represent received SNRs of the different users and the maximization is performed subject to the total power

1The received SNRs at the users in general depend on precoding scheme and the channel conditions. For example, in the single-user case, the received SNR is ρN. In the multi-user case with zero-forcing precoding, the per-

user received SNR is ρK/ Tr {( H^{(N)}_ℓ ( H^{(N)}_ℓ )_H )−1} , where Tr {·}

represents the trace of a matrix. When the user channels are orthogonal, H^{(N)}_ℓ ( H^{(N)}_ℓ )_H is diagonal, and the average per-user received SNR reaches the upper bound given by the single-user case, i.e., ρN. Under “favorable” propagation conditions [52], the user channels becomes orthogonal when the number of base station antennas grows, thus the average received SNR approaches this upper bound.

constraint K∑ i=1 Q_{ℓ,i} [( H^{(N)}_ℓ ( H^{(N)}_ℓ )_H )−1 ] i,i = 1. (5)

In (4) and (5), Q_ℓ is a diagonal matrix with Q_{ℓ,i}, i=1, 2, ..., K on its diagonal, and [·]_{i,i} indicates the i-th diagonal element

of a matrix. The diagonal elements of ( H^{(N)}_ℓ ( H^{(N)}_ℓ )_H )−1 represent the power penalty of nulling out interference. The optimization in (4) can be solved using the standard waterfilling algorithm [58].

We choose to base the antenna selection algorithms on the DPC sum-capacity. However, performance of the resulting selection will be evaluated in terms of ZF sum-rate too, in relevant cases. Note that different antenna combinations can be optimal on different subcarriers. However, in a practical MIMO-OFDM system, the same antennas need be selected for all subcarriers. Therefore, our algorithms will find a set of N antennas that maximizes the DPC capacity averaged over all L subcarriers.

To select the N columns from the full MIMO matrix H_ℓ, we introduce an M × M diagonal matrix Δ, with binary diagonal elements

Δ_i = { 1, selected 0, otherwise, (6) indicating whether the ith antenna is selected, and satisfy- ing ∑_M i=1 Δ_i = N. Using Sylvester’s determinant identity, det (I +AB) = det (I +BA), we can write the DPC sumcapacity in (3) in terms of Δ as

C_{DPC,ℓ} = max_{P ℓ} log_2 det ( I + ρKP_ℓH^{(N)}_ℓ ( H^{(N)}_ℓ )_H )

= max_{P ℓ} log_2 det ( I + ρKP_ℓH_ℓΔH^H_ℓ ) , (7)

subject to ∑_K i=1 P_{ℓ,i} = 1. The optimal Δ (common to all subcarriers) is found by maximizing the average DPC capacity,

Δ_{opt} =arg max_Δ 1 L L∑ ℓ=1 { log_2 det ( I +ρKP_ℓH_ℓΔH^H_ℓ )} . (8) With the resulting antenna selection, we have the corresponding ZF sum-rate

C_{ZF,ℓ} = max_{Qℓ} K∑ i=1 log_2 (1 + ρKQ_{ℓ,i}), (9)

subject to K∑ i=1 Q_{ℓ,i} [( H_ℓΔ_{opt}H^H_ℓ )_{−1}] i,i = 1. (10)

Note that Δ_{opt} may not be optimal for ZF. Despite this, the ZF sum-rate indicates the antenna selection performance when using a more practical precoding scheme than DPC.

As discussed in Sec. I, exhaustive search of all possible combinations of N antennas will certainly give us the optimal Δ, however, it is extremely complex and infeasible for massive

MIMO. We next introduce two practical selection schemes that will be used in our performance study in Sec. IV-B and Sec. IV-C.

B. Antenna Selection Using Convex Optimization Here we assume that the base station has perfect channel state information (CSI). The near-optimal selection scheme using convex optimization was introduced and used in [49]. We give a brief description in the following. As can be seen in (8), to maximize the average DPC capacity over subcarriers, we need to optimize over both Δ and P_ℓ. This is a difficult task and we therefore divide the optimization into two steps: 1) we assume equal power allocation among the users, i.e., P_{ℓ,i} = 1/K, and select the N antennas that maximize the average capacity; 2) with the selected N antennas, we optimize over P_ℓ on each subcarrier, and thus obtain the maximum average capacity for the case of N antennas. Although this simplification does not ensure that we find the global optimum, it gives us a lower bound on the performance we can achieve by using adaptive antenna selection.

In Step 1, the optimization problem of antenna selection can be formulated as

maximize 1 L L∑ ℓ=1 { log_2 det ( I + ρH_ℓΔH^H_ℓ )} , subject to Δ_i ∈ {0, 1} M∑ i=1 Δ_i = N.

(11)

The objective function is concave in Δ [59]. However, the variables Δ_i are binary integer variables, which makes the optimization problem NP-hard. In order to solve this optimization problem, as in [50], [51], we relax the constraint that each Δ_i must be binary integer to the weaker constraint that 0≤Δ_i ≤1. The original problem thus becomes a convex optimization problem solvable in polynomial time. This relaxation yields a solution with non-integral values of Δ_i. From the relaxed solution, the N largest Δ_i are selected, and their indices represent the selected antennas. As discussed in [49]–[51], the relaxation gives near-optimal results, except for when we select a very small number of antennas, i.e., N ≪ M. In a massive MIMO system, N should be relatively large and therefore we believe that the relaxation method is technically sound.

C. Antenna Selection Based on Received Power

Using only the received power per antenna as the basis for antenna selection results in a very simple scheme. We select the N antennas that have the highest received power from all K users, averaged over all L subcarriers. As compared to the convex-optimization based scheme, the power-based scheme has very low complexity. By only measuring the received power at each antenna branch in the uplink (exploiting channel reciprocity), we can make a decision on the antenna selection for the downlink before any CSI estimation is performed and without complex signal processing. As discussed in Sec. I, this

Fig. 3. Two large antenna arrays at the base station side: a) a cylindrical array with 64 dual-polarized patch antenna elements, giving 128 ports in total, and b) a virtual linear array with 128 vertically-polarized omni-directional antennas.

simple selection scheme generally shows worse performance than the convex-optimization scheme. However, in situations when all antenna channels have relatively low correlation, e.g., in NLOS scenarios with rich scattering, the power-based selection scheme may become near-optimal. We compare the performance obtained through the two selection schemes with measured channels, for different propagation scenarios, in Sec. VI.

V. MEASURED CHANNELS

The channel measurements used in this paper were first reported in [13], [14]. Here, we give a brief summary.

Measurements were taken over bandwidth of 50 MHz on the 2.6 GHz band, using two different large antenna arrays (cylindrical and linear) at the base station. Both arrays contain 128 antenna elements and have an adjacent element spacing of half a wavelength. Fig. 3(a) shows the cylindrical array, comprising 16 dual-polarized directional patch antennas in each circle with 4 such circles stacked on top of each other, giving a total of 128 antenna ports. This array is physically compact with physical dimensions (both diameter and height) of about 30 cm. Fig. 3(b) shows the virtual linear array with a vertically-polarized omni-directional antenna moving between 128 equidistant positions, along a rail. The linear array is 7.4 m long, which is more than 20 times the size of the cylindrical array. In both measurement campaigns, an omni-directional antenna with vertical polarization was used at the user side.

All measurements were carried out outdoors at the Ebuilding of the Faculty of Engineering (LTH) of Lund University in Sweden. Fig. 4 shows an overview of the semi-urban measurement area. The two base station antenna arrays were placed on the same roof of the E-building during their respective measurement campaigns. More precisely, the cylindrical array was positioned on the same line as the linear array, near its beginning, and was for practical reasons mounted about 25 cm higher than the linear array. At the user side, the omnidirectional antenna was moved between eight measurement sites (MS 1-8) around the E-building, emulating single-antenna users. Among these eight sites, three (MS 1-3) have LOS conditions, and four (MS 5-8) have NLOS conditions, while one (MS 4) has LOS for the cylindrical array, whereas the LOS

Fig. 4. Overview of the measurement area at the Faculty of Engineering (LTH) campus at Lund University in Sweden. The two base station antenna arrays were placed on the same roof of the E-building. At the user side, eight sites (MS 1-8) around the E-building were measured.

component is blocked by the roof edge for the linear array. Despite this, MS 4 still has LOS characteristic for the linear array, where one or two dominating multipath components due to diffraction at the roof edge cause a relatively high Ricean K-factor [60].

The investigations in [13] and [14] showed that the linear array achieves higher average sum-rates than the cylindrical array, if we randomly select the same number of antennas on both arrays. The reason is that the linear array has very high angular resolution due to its large aperture, which helps to spatially separate the users, especially when users are closely located at the same measurement site. The cylindrical array has smaller aperture thus lower angular resolution, and due to its circular arrangement some antennas may face the “wrong” directions and contribute little. With a vertically-polarized antenna at the user side, the dual-polarization arrangement at the base station also degrades the performance of the cylindrical array, but only to a certain extent. In the measured channels, the received power ratios of the vertically-polarized and horizontally-polarized antenna ports are approximately log-normal distributed, with a mean value of 2.2 dB and a standard deviation of 8 dB in the dB domain. Note that the above investigations and comparisons are based on the spatial structure of the two arrays, when the two arrays have equal average channel gain due to the performed normalization, as discussed in Sec. IV. In reality, however, the cylindrical array may perform better than what we have seen, when the antenna gains of the patch elements are taken into account. Also, antennas at the user side are usually dual-polarized in reality, making both polarizations at the base station useful for user separation [16]. However, it is not a priori clear which array that performs better, if we adaptively select antennas. We investigate this matter in the next section.

VI. PERFORMANCE RESULTS IN MEASURED CHANNELS With the obtained channel data, we apply antenna selection, as described in Sec. IV, for both arrays, in different propagation scenarios and for different number of users. Note that all results are obtained from the measured channels. First we focus on the convex-optimization scheme, since it gives us near-optimal results. We investigate how much we can gain by performing antenna selection, as compared to random selection, and how many RF transceivers we can switch off while maintaining 90% of full MIMO performance. Then we move to the simple selection scheme based on only received power measurements, and compare the corresponding performance with that of the convex-optimization scheme.

The parameter setting for evaluating antenna selection performance is as follows. We have M = 128 antennas at the base station, among which we select the N that works “best” across all L = 161 subcarriers, depending on which antenna selection scheme is used. We perform antenna selection for N growing from K to 128. When N = 128, we have the full MIMO performance. We study cases where the number of users, K, is 4, 16 and 40, respectively. In all cases, we set ρ = −5 dB, so that in the interference-free case and with random antenna selection the average per-user rate is in the range of 1.2-5.4 bps/Hz, as N grows to 128 and the array gain increases accordingly. The range of the per-user rate does not depend on the number of users, since we maintain the same transmit power per user, as discussed in Sec. IV. Next, we present and discuss the results.

A. Performance of Convex-Optimization Selection Scheme To investigate the effectiveness of antenna selection in different propagation scenarios, we first focus on the case of four users (K =4), which is the number of simultaneous users supported in multi-user MIMO transmission in LTE [33]. Then we increase the number of users to sixteen (K =16) and forty (K = 40), and investigate the corresponding performance, as massive MIMO is capable of serving more users.

1) Four users, K = 4: Combining user separation and LOS/NLOS condition, here we choose two reference scenarios to study, in which the four users are

• close to each other (1.5-2 m spacing), all at MS 2, having LOS conditions to the base station, • well separated (larger than 10 m spacing), at MS 5- 8, respectively, all having NLOS conditions to the base station.

We expect more effective use of antenna selection in the first scenario, since the channels are less frequency-selective and less distinct to different users. In the second scenario, there is higher frequency selectivity due to the NLOS conditions. Also, the users are more widely separated. Hence, it is expected that the combination of antennas that are optimal for a given user on a given subcarrier differs between the users and the subcarriers. Antenna selection, where the same antennas are used for all subcarriers and all users, will therefore be less effective in this scenario.

The resulting DPC capacities and ZF sum-rates by performing antenna selection are shown in Fig. 5 and Fig. 6, for

Fig. 5. Performance of adaptive antenna selection using the convexoptimization scheme, as compared to performance of random selection, in the LOS scenario where four users are closely located at MS 2. “ULA” and “UCA” stand for uniform linear array and uniform cylindrical array, respectively.

the two scenarios, respectively. As a reference, we also show the antenna selection performance in i.i.d. Rayleigh channels. We can see that in i.i.d. Rayleigh channels the performance gain by applying adaptive antenna selection is very small, both in DPC capacity and ZF sum-rate, as compared to the average performance obtained from random selection of antenna combinations. This indicates that antenna selection is quite ineffective in i.i.d. Rayleigh channels, since all antennas are equally good, as discussed in Sec. II.

In Fig. 5 where the four users are closely located with LOS, the measured channels provide significantly larger gain when performing antenna selection, for both arrays. With 40 RF transceivers, i.e., 10 times the number of users, for the linear array with antenna selection, the DPC capacity and ZF sum-rate increase by 11% and 18%, as compared to the performance of random selection. For the cylindrical array the gain is even higher, more than 30%, both in DPC capacity and ZF sum-rate. We can also see the performance loss when switching off RF transceivers. For the linear array, about 70 RF transceivers can achieve 90% of the full MIMO performance, with both DPC and ZF precoding. For the cylindrical array, only about 50 and 60 are needed, with DPC and ZF, respectively, thus more than half of the RF transceivers can be switched off. This can be explained that in this particular scenario many antennas on the cylindrical array do not “see” the users.

We next consider the scenario where the four users have NLOS conditions and are well separated. As shown in Fig. 6, the performance gain when performing adaptive antenna selection drops in the measured channels, compared to the previous scenario. The higher frequency selectivity due to NLOS conditions and the wider separation of users indeed reduce the effectiveness of antenna selection to some extent. Despite this, we still observe some gains in the measured channels, as compared to i.i.d. Rayleigh channels. At 40 RF transceivers, using adaptive antenna selection, we increase both the DPC capacity and ZF sum-rate by 10% for the linear array, and 20% for the cylindrical array, as compared to random selection. Correspondingly, to achieve 90% of the full MIMO performance, a slightly higher number of RF transceivers are needed in this scenario. For the linear array, we need 80 RF transceivers, while for the cylindrical array, we need around 60, with both DPC and ZF. Still, a large number of RF transceivers can be switched off in this scenario.

From Fig. 6, another important observation in this scenario is that by using adaptive antenna selection, the measured channels with both arrays achieve higher performance than i.i.d. Rayleigh channels, except for when nearly all transceivers are active. With random selection, i.i.d. Rayleigh channels give better average performance than the measured channels, also reported in [14]. However, by exploiting the large number of spatial degrees of freedom in the measured channels through adaptive antenna selection, the transmit energy is fed to those “best” antennas with relatively high channel gains and relatively low correlation between each other, thus performance increases. Compare with the LOS scenario in Fig. 5; there the measured channels cannot outperform i.i.d. Rayleigh channels. The reason is that the spatial separation is particularly difficult for the closely-spaced users under LOS, therefore, even with adaptive antenna selection, the performance in the measured channels cannot surpass that of i.i.d. channels. In the NLOS scenario, however, the channel correlation between the wellseparated users is relatively low, as in i.i.d. Rayleigh channels, hence, by selecting the antennas with relatively high channel gains, the measured channels outperform i.i.d. Rayleigh channels. Especially for the cylindrical array, the performance is significantly improved, and is higher than that of the linear array, for a large range of active transceiver numbers. Thus, adaptive antenna selection provides an opportunity for the cylindrical array to achieve higher performance. Taking practical deployments into consideration, this small and compact array is preferable to the physically large linear array.

From the above evaluation, adaptive antenna selection is effective in both scenarios. We gain significantly not only in DPC sum-capacity, which is our antenna selection criterion, but also in the sum-rate obtained by more practical ZF precoding. With four users, we can switch off 50-60 RF transceivers for the linear array, and 70-80 RF transceivers for the cylindrical array, while only losing 10% of full MIMO performance. However, if more users are served, more antennas and transceivers are required to spatially separate users. In this case, since more antennas are contributing, can we still switch off many RF transceivers? Next we increase the number of users to sixteen (K = 16) and forty (K = 40), and investigate the corresponding antenna selection performance.

2) Sixteen and forty users, K = 16 and K = 40: Here we have sixteen or forty users distributed at MS 1-8. When K = 16, two users are at the same site with 5 m spacing. When K = 40, five users placed at each site with 0.5-2 m spacing. Users at different sites are spaced more than 10 m apart. Among these users, half have LOS conditions and half have NLOS conditions.

The antenna selection performance is shown in Fig. 7. The case of four users from Fig. 6 is also included for

Fig. 6. Performance of adaptive antenna selection using the convexoptimization scheme, as compared to performance of random selection, in the NLOS scenario where four users are well separated at MS 5-8. “ULA” and “UCA” stand for uniform linear array and uniform cylindrical array, respectively.

comparison. When the number of users increases, the DPC capacity increases. With ZF precoding, however, the sum-rate for more users can be lower, i.e., when the number of active transceivers is close to the number of users. For example, with 16 antennas, the sum-rate with 16 users is lower than with four users and with 40 antennas, the sum-rate for 40 users is also lower than with four users. This is due to high interuser interference when the number of active antennas is not large enough to spatially separate the users. In this case, ZF has to waste a large amount of power on nulling the user interference. With more transceivers being switched on, user interference reduces and ZF sum-rate increases.

We now investigate how much we gain by adaptive antenna selection, as compared to random selection. If we draw a vertical line at 60 RF transceivers, we can see that for sixteen users and the linear array, we gain 6% with both DPC and ZF, while for the cylindrical array, we gain 14% and 17% with DPC and ZF, respectively. For forty users and the linear array, we gain 4% with both DPC and ZF, while for the cylindrical array, we gain 16% and 50% with DPC and ZF, respectively. With more users, we do not gain much by doing adaptive antenna selection for the linear array, however, for the cylindrical array, antenna selection helps significantly in improving the performance. With sixteen users, to reach 90% of full MIMO performance, the linear array needs more than 80 RF transceivers, while the cylindrical array needs more than 70. With forty users, 90 and 80 RF transceivers are needed for the linear and cylindrical arrays, respectively. Therefore, in the worst case, i.e., the linear array serving forty users, we can still switch off up to 40 RF transceivers.

In Fig. 7, we also observe that with adaptive antenna selection, the cylindrical array outperforms the linear array marginally for relatively small numbers of active RF transceivers, although linear array has better average performance in the case of random selection. With sixteen users, the cylindrical array achieves higher DPC capacity when

Fig. 7. Performance of adaptive antenna selection using the convexoptimization scheme, as compared to performance of random selection, when four users are distributed at MS 5-8, and sixteen and forty users are distributed at MS 1-8. “ULA” and “UCA” stand for uniform linear array and uniform cylindrical array, respectively.

less than 80 RF transceivers are switched on, while with forty users, the cylindrical array performs better with 40-60 active transceivers. Then, as the number of active transceivers increases, the linear array becomes more and more superior. The linear array can significantly gain from its high angular resolution, while the cylindrical array cannot. This can be clearly seen in the case of 40 users, where the linear array has much higher DPC capacity and ZF sum-rate than the cylindrical array. These observations indicate that the compact cylindrical array can perform better for relatively small number of users, while for larger number of users, a physically large array is preferable. The explanation is that for relatively small numbers of well-separated users and active antennas, the received SNRs at the users are more important for the performance than user channel decorrelation. Hence, we gain by selecting the antennas with high channel gains on the cylindrical array, pointing in the “right” directions. This effect is even more pronounced at very low SNRs. However, for relatively large numbers of users and active antennas, or at high SNRs, decorrelation of user channels becomes more important for the performance than the received SNRs. In this case, we need the high angular resolution provided by the linear array to spatially separate the users.

From the above investigations for different propagation conditions and different number of users, we see that quite many RF transceivers can be switched off to save energy consumption and simplify massive MIMO systems, even when serving a relatively large number of users. Table I and Table II summarize the performance gain of adaptive antenna selection and the required number of RF transceivers to achieve 90% of full MIMO performance. Next, we use these antenna selection results based on convex optimization as a benchmark, and evaluate how well the simple power-based selection scheme performs.

TABLE I THE PERFORMANCE GAIN BY PERFORMING ANTENNA SELECTION, AS

COMPARED TO RANDOM SELECTION.

No. of users Scenario Performance gain^1 Linear array Cylindrical array 4 Co-located, LOS 11-18% >30% Far apart, NLOS 10% 20% 16 Mixed^2 6% 14-17% 40 Mixed^2 4% 16-50%

1 The performance gain in terms of DPC and ZF sum-rates are at 40 RF transceivers for 4 users, and at 60 transceivers for 16 and 40 users. 2 “Mixed” means that among the 16 or 40 users some are co-located at the same site, while users at different sites have large spacing. Half of the users are in LOS and half are in NLOS.

TABLE II THE REQUIRED NUMBER OF RF TRANSCEIVERS TO ACHIEVE 90% OF

FULL MIMO PERFORMANCE, WITH THE CONVEX-OPTIMIZATION SELECTION SCHEME.

No. of users Scenario No. of RF transceivers Linear array Cylindrical array 4 Co-located, LOS 70 50-60 Far apart, NLOS 80 60 16 Mixed^1 80 70 40 Mixed^1 90 80

1 “Mixed” means that among the 16 or 40 users some are co-located at the same site, while users at different sites have large spacing. Half of the users are in LOS and half are in NLOS.

B. Performance of Power-Based Antenna Selection For spatial multiplexing in multi-user MIMO systems, the goal is to have separated data streams to different users, it is thus not optimal to use the signals from two highly-correlated antennas, even if both have high SNRs. To obtain optimal antenna combinations, there is a trade off between antenna channel correlation and SNR, as what is done in the nearoptimal convex-optimization selection scheme. In the powerbased selection scheme, antenna correlation is not considered. The performance of this simple scheme thus depends on whether the antenna channels are highly correlated or not. In the scenario where users are co-located with LOS, the correlation between antenna channels are higher, as compared to the NLOS scenario with well-separated users. We therefore expect the power-based scheme to work better in the latter case.

In Fig. 8, we show the performance loss by using the power-based selection scheme, relative to the performance of the convex-optimization scheme, in the two scenarios with four users, respectively. In the figure the vertical axis is the performance loss in DPC capacity or ZF sum-rate, and 100% loss means that the power-based scheme gives zero capacity/sum-rate, while a small loss, e.g., below 1%, indicates that the power-based scheme performs very close to the convex-optimization scheme. For co-located users with LOS, the performance losses in both DPC capacity and ZF sum-rate are quite high, when the number of RF transceivers is relatively small. However, the performance losses decrease as more RF transceivers are switched on. At around 70 RF transceivers, for both the linear and cylindrical arrays, the loss in DPC capacity goes below 1%. More RF transceivers, i.e., 90 have to be switched on to reduce the ZF sum-rate loss below 1%, for both arrays. For well-separated users with NLOS, as expected,

Fig. 8. Performance loss of the power-based antenna selection scheme, relative to the near-optimal convex-optimization scheme, in the scenarios where four users are closely located at MS 2 with LOS conditions, and four users are well separated at MS 5-8 with NLOS conditions.

Fig. 9. Comparison of the selected antenna indices using the convexoptimization selection scheme and the power-based selection scheme, as the number of active RF transceivers grows from 4 to 128. Four users are closely located at MS 2 and all have LOS conditions.

the performance loss by using power-based scheme is much smaller, compared with the previous scenario. Already at 20 RF transceivers, the loss is below 1% in both DPC capacity and ZF sum-rate.

To better understand how the power-based scheme compares to the convex-optimization scheme, we compare the selected antenna indices when using the two schemes. Note that the selected antenna indices are presented for a single coherence interval, and the indices may change over time due to fading. The comparison is shown in Fig. 9 for both arrays, in the more “difficult” scenario where the four users are co-located with LOS. We can see why the power-based scheme performs worse for smaller number of active transceivers. With less than 60 RF transceivers, the antenna indices selected by the two schemes are quite distinct, for both arrays. With more RF transceivers, the difference becomes smaller and smaller, and eventually vanishes when all antennas are used.

We first focus on the differences on the linear array. Note that the shape of the selected antenna indices by the powerbased scheme is similar to the power variation over the array shown in Fig. 1(c) where one user is at MS 2. The antennas at indices about 1-10, 40-50 and 80-110 are favored by the power-based scheme, due to the power contribution from the LOS component and the significant scatterers, as shown in Fig. 1(a). With about 20 to 60 active transceivers, the power-based scheme selects the neighboring antennas at index about 80-110 that have relatively high channel gain, while the convex-optimization scheme avoids selecting those neighboring ones at the same time due to their highly correlated channels. The convex-optimization scheme trades off between antenna correlation and channel gain, and selects the antennas at index around 40 and 120 instead. Considering the influence on capacity from the two selections, capacity increases logarithmically with SNR and linearly with the number of orthogonal spatial dimensions. At a relatively high SNR, it is preferable to select uncorrelated channels, which contribute to all spatial dimensions. This effect can be observed in the performance loss of the power-based scheme with the linear array in Fig. 8. Above 30 RF transceivers the performance loss starts to decrease rapidly. This is because the power-based scheme starts to select antennas with index around 40 that have lower correlation with those at index 80-110, and the performance of the power-based scheme is boosted. We can also explain why ZF precoding needs more active transceivers to have a performance loss below 1%. The ZF precoding is more sensitive to user interference than the DPC, and the power-based scheme first selects antennas with high channel gain but high correlation, which is not preferable for reducing the user interference.

The antenna indices on the cylindrical array are ordered from the bottom circle (the 1st circle) to the top circle (the 4th circle) on the array. In each circle, the first antenna is pointing north (up in Fig. 4), and the antenna indices are ordered counter-clockwise. In Fig. 9, the selected antenna indices clearly show the four-circle structure, as well as the dual polarization since every other antennas are selected first. On each circle, the antennas pointing in the direction of MS 2, where the users are located, are selected first by the powerbased scheme. This is clearly seen when there are about 20- 50 RF chains. However, these antennas are closely-spaced in elevation and thus experience higher channel correlation. This effect can be observed in Fig. 8 with the cylindrical array, where the performance loss decreases slowly between 20 and 50 RF transceivers. Above 50 RF transceivers, the antennas pointing in other directions and with lower correlations start to be selected, therefore, the performance loss drops quickly.

We move on to the cases of more users, shown in Fig. 10. For sixteen users and both arrays, we need to switch on 60 transceivers to make the performance loss below 1%, with DPC. With ZF, more than 80 transceivers are needed. The fluctuations in the performance loss for the linear array can be explained by the fact that above 60 RF chains the power-based scheme starts to select antennas with lower correlations, thus the performance loss drops quickly then. Moving up to forty

Fig. 10. Performance loss of the power-based antenna selection scheme, relative to the near-optimal convex-optimization scheme, in the cases of sixteen and forty users.

users, an even larger number of transceivers has to be switched on. With the linear array, about 70 and 90 transceivers can make the performance loss below 1% in DPC capacity and ZF sum-rate, respectively. With the cylindrical array, up to 100 transceivers are needed with DPC, while 120 are needed with ZF precoding. This indicates that we need almost all the transceivers with the cylindrical array, for forty users, when using ZF. If we accept a bit lower sum-rate by the power-based selection scheme, e.g., allowing 5% loss, we can reduce the required number of transceivers to 100.

In Fig. 11, we show the difference in antenna indices selected by the two schemes, when there are 40 users. Again, the selected antenna indices are presented for a single coherence interval. For the linear array, the power-based scheme selects the antennas at index 1-60 due to high channel gain, while the convex-optimization scheme selects some antennas at index around 100 instead so that high antenna correlation can be avoided. When more than 70 transceivers are switched on, the power-based scheme starts to select antennas at index around 100, the performance gap between the two schemes drops below 1%, as shown in Fig. 10.

For the cylindrical array, the difference in the selected antenna indices is significant. The power-based scheme first selects antennas facing the user directions on each circle, however, those antennas have high correlation due to their small separation in both azimuth and elevation. The convexoptimization scheme tries to split them and selects antennas on the 1st and 4th circles instead, although some of the antennas are not pointing in the user directions. Due to the large number of users in this case, the power-based scheme needs more antennas to spatially separate the users and achieve performance close to the convex-optimization scheme, especially with ZF.

From all above observations, the power-based selection scheme gives very competitive results. Only in those “difficult” scenarios, such as closely spaced users with LOS, and a relatively high number of users served by the cylindrical array, we need more antennas and transceivers to achieve perfor-

Fig. 11. Comparison of the selected antenna indices using the convexoptimization selection scheme and the power-based selection scheme, as the number of active RF transceivers grows from 40 to 128. Forty users are distributed at MS 1-8.

TABLE III THE REQUIRED NUMBER OF RF TRANSCEIVERS, WITH THE SIMPLE

POWER-BASED SELECTION SCHEME AND PRACTICAL ZF PRECODING.

No. of users Scenario No. of RF transceivers Linear array Cylindrical array 4 Co-located, LOS 90 90 Far apart, NLOS 80 60 16 Mixed^1 80 80 40 Mixed^1 90 120

1 “Mixed” means that among the 16 or 40 users some are co-located at the same site, while users at different sites have large spacing. Half of the users are in LOS and half are in NLOS.

mance close to the convex-optimization scheme. To summarize, Table III lists the number of required RF transceivers that achieves 90% of full MIMO performance, when using the simple power-based selection scheme and practical ZF precoding. From there, we see that generally a large number of RF transceivers can be switched off. This opens up an opportunity to apply this simple antenna selection scheme in massive MIMO.

The impact of SNR on antenna selection should be mentioned here. At very low SNRs, it is more preferable to select antennas with high channel gains so that array gain can be achieved to boost the capacity, while at high SNRs, better user separation is more important for spatial multiplexing. Therefore, more RF transceivers should be switched on at very low SNRs than at higher SNRs. However, considering hardware power consumption, more active transceivers may decrease the overall energy efficiency of massive MIMO. It would be interesting to measure hardware power consumption at the base station, and investigate optimal amount of transmit power and optimal number of active transceivers that maximizes energy efficiency; however this has to be left for future work.

VII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS Unlike the situation in i.i.d. Rayleigh channels, where all antennas contribute equally, in real propagation channels, large-scale fading over the arrays or differences in antenna patterns, makes some antennas contribute more than others. Using channels measured at 2.6 GHz with a linear array with omni-directional elements and a cylindrical array with patch elements, we have illustrated that a significant performance gain can be achieved by performing adaptive antenna selection, as compared to random selection. A substantial number of RF transceiver chains can be turned off without a significant performance loss. Antenna selection based on a convex-optimization scheme gives near-optimal performance, however, a very simple selection scheme that is only based on received signal power measurements at each antenna also gives very competitive results.

The overall conclusion from our work is that antenna selection may be effectively used to reduce the implementation complexity, cost and hardware energy consumption of massive MIMO systems. The difference in characteristics between theoretical i.i.d. Rayleigh and real propagation channels also underlines the importance of developing new channel models for massive MIMO.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

The authors would like to acknowledge the support from ELLIIT - an Excellence Center at Linköping-Lund in Information Technology, the Swedish Research Council (VR), and the Swedish Foundation for Strategic Research (SSF). The research leading to these results has received funding from the European Union Seventh Framework Programme (FP7/2007- 2013) under grant agreement n^∘ 619086 (MAMMOET).

REFERENCES

[1] T. L. Marzetta, “Noncooperative cellular wireless with unlimited numbers of base station antennas,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 9, no. 11, pp. 3590–3600, Nov. 2010.

[2] F. Rusek, D. Persson, B. K. Lau, E. G. Larsson, T. L. Marzetta, O. Edfors, and F. Tufvesson, “Scaling up MIMO: Opportunities and challenges with very large arrays,” IEEE Signal Processing Magazine, vol. 30, no. 1, pp. 40–60, Jan. 2013.

[3] E. Larsson, O. Edfors, F. Tufvesson, and T. Marzetta, “Massive MIMO for next generation wireless systems,” IEEE Communications Magazine, vol. 52, no. 2, pp. 186–195, Feb. 2014.

[4] L. Lu, G. Li, A. Swindlehurst, A. Ashikhmin, and R. Zhang, “An overview of massive MIMO: Benefits and challenges,” IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Signal Processing, vol. 8, no. 5, pp. 742–758, Oct. 2014.

[5] T. Marzetta, “Massive MIMO: An introduction,” Bell Labs Technical Journal, vol. 20, pp. 11–22, 2015.

[6] H. Q. Ngo, E. G. Larsson, and T. L. Marzetta, “Energy and spectral efficiency of very large multiuser mimo systems,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 61, no. 4, pp. 1436–1449, Apr. 2013.

[7] H. Huh, G. Caire, H. Papadopoulos, and S. Ramprashad, “Achieving ”massive MIMO” spectral efficiency with a not-so-large number of antennas,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 11, no. 9, pp. 3226–3239, Sept. 2012.

[8] C. Guthy, W. Utschick, and M. Honig, “Large system analysis of sum capacity in the gaussian MIMO broadcast channel,” IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, vol. 31, no. 2, pp. 149–159, Feb. 2013.

[9] E. Björnson, M. Kountouris, and M. Debbah, “Massive MIMO and small cells: Improving energy efficiency by optimal soft-cell coordination,” in 2013 20th International Conference on Telecommunications (ICT), May 2013, pp. 1–5.

[10] X. Gao, O. Edfors, F. Rusek, and F. Tufvesson, “Linear pre-coding performance in measured very-large MIMO channels,” in 2011 IEEE Vehicular Technology Conference (VTC Fall), Sept. 2011, pp. 1–5.

[11] H. Yang and T. Marzetta, “Performance of conjugate and zero-forcing beamforming in large-scale antenna systems,” IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, vol. 31, no. 2, pp. 172–179, Feb. 2013.

[12] J. Hoydis, S. ten Brink, and M. Debbah, “Massive MIMO in the UL/DL of cellular networks: How many antennas do we need?” IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, vol. 31, no. 2, pp. 160–171, Feb. 2013.

[13] X. Gao, F. Tufvesson, O. Edfors, and F. Rusek, “Measured propagation characteristics for very-large MIMO at 2.6 GHz,” in 2012 46th Asilomar Conference on Signals, Systems and Computers (ASILOMAR), Nov. 2012, pp. 295–299.

[14] X. Gao, O. Edfors, F. Rusek, and F. Tufvesson, “Massive MIMO performance evaluation based on measured propagation data,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 14, no. 7, pp. 3899– 3911, July 2015.

[15] J. Hoydis, C. Hoek, T. Wild, and S. ten Brink, “Channel measurements for large antenna arrays,” in 2012 International Symposium on Wireless Communication Systems (ISWCS), Aug. 2012, pp. 811–815.

[16] J. Flordelis, X. Gao, G. Dahman, F. Rusek, O. Edfors, and F. Tufvesson, “Spatial separation of closely-spaced users in measured multi-user massive MIMO channels,” in 2015 IEEE International Conference on Communications (ICC), June 2015.

[17] J. Andrews, S. Buzzi, W. Choi, S. Hanly, A. Lozano, A. Soong, and J. Zhang, “What will 5G be?” IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, vol. 32, no. 6, pp. 1065–1082, June 2014.

[18] C.-X. Wang, F. Haider, X. Gao, X.-H. You, Y. Yang, D. Yuan, H. Aggoune, H. Haas, S. Fletcher, and E. Hepsaydir, “Cellular architecture and key technologies for 5G wireless communication networks,” IEEE Communications Magazine, vol. 52, no. 2, pp. 122–130, Feb. 2014.

[19] F. Boccardi, R. Heath, A. Lozano, T. Marzetta, and P. Popovski, “Five disruptive technology directions for 5G,” IEEE Communications Magazine, vol. 52, no. 2, pp. 74–80, Feb. 2014.

[20] A. Osseiran, F. Boccardi, V. Braun, K. Kusume, P. Marsch, M. Maternia, O. Queseth, M. Schellmann, H. Schotten, H. Taoka, H. Tullberg, M. Uusitalo, B. Timus, and M. Fallgren, “Scenarios for 5G mobile and wireless communications: the vision of the METIS project,” IEEE Communications Magazine, vol. 52, no. 5, pp. 26–35, May 2014.

[21] V. Jungnickel, K. Manolakis, W. Zirwas, B. Panzner, V. Braun, M. Lossow, M. Sternad, R. Apelfröjd, and T. Svensson, “The role of small cells, coordinated multipoint, and massive MIMO in 5G,” IEEE Communications Magazine, vol. 52, no. 5, pp. 44–51, May 2014.

[22] J. Vieira, S. Malkowsky, K. Nieman, Z. Miers, N. Kundargi, L. Liu, I. Wong, V. Owall, O. Edfors, and F. Tufvesson, “A flexible 100-antenna testbed for massive MIMO,” in Globecom Workshops (GC Wkshps), 2014, Dec. 2014, pp. 287–293.

[23] C. Shepard, H. Yu, N. Anand, E. Li, T. Marzetta, R. Yang, and L. Zhong, “Argos: Practical many-antenna base stations,” in Proceedings of the 18th Annual International Conference on Mobile Computing and Networking (MobiCom). New York, USA: ACM, 2012, pp. 53–64.

[24] C. Shepard, H. Yu, and L. Zhong, “ArgosV2: A flexible many-antenna research platform,” in Proceedings of the 19th Annual International Conference on Mobile Computing and Networking (MobiCom). New York, USA: ACM, 2013, pp. 163–166.

[25] H. Suzuki, R. Kendall, K. Anderson, A. Grancea, D. Humphrey, J. Pathikulangara, K. Bengston, J. Matthews, and C. Russell, “Highly spectrally efficient Ngara rural wireless broadband access demonstrator,” in 2012 International Symposium on Communications and Information Technologies (ISCIT), Oct. 2012, pp. 914–919.

[26] E. Björnson, J. Hoydis, M. Kountouris, and M. Debbah, “Massive MIMO systems with non-ideal hardware: Energy efficiency, estimation, and capacity limits,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 60, no. 11, pp. 7112–7139, Nov. 2014.

[27] S. Mohammed, “Impact of transceiver power consumption on the energy efficiency of zero-forcing detector in massive MIMO systems,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 62, no. 11, pp. 3874–3890, Nov. 2014.

[28] E. Björnson, L. Sanguinetti, J. Hoydis, and M. Debbah, “Optimal design of energy-efficient multi-user MIMO systems: Is massive MIMO the answer?” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 14, no. 6, pp. 3059–3075, June 2015.

[29] W. Liu, S. Han, and C. Yang, “Is massive MIMO energy efficient?” May 2015, arXiv:1505.07187.

[30] X. Gao, F. Tufvesson, and O. Edfors, “Massive MIMO channels - measurements and models,” in 2013 47th Asilomar Conference on Signals, Systems and Computers (ASILOMAR), Nov. 2013.

[31] X. Gao, M. Zhu, F. Rusek, F. Tufvesson, and O. Edfors, “Large antenna array and propagation environment interaction,” in 2014 48th Asilomar

Conference on Signals, Systems and Computers (ASILOMAR), Nov. 2014.

[32] X. Gao, F. Tufvesson, O. Edfors, and F. Rusek, “Channel behavior for very-large MIMO systems - initial characterization,” in COST IC1004, Bristol, UK, Sept. 2012.

[33] Requirements for Further Advancements for Evolved Universal Terrestrial Radio Access (EUTRA) (LTE-Advanced), Mar. 2009.

[34] A. Molisch and M. Win, “MIMO systems with antenna selection,” IEEE Microwave Magazine, vol. 5, no. 1, pp. 46–56, Mar. 2004.

[35] A. Molisch, M. Win, Yang-seok. Choi, and J. Winters, “Capacity of MIMO systems with antenna selection,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 4, no. 4, pp. 1759–1772, July 2005.

[36] S. Sanayei and A. Nosratinia, “Antenna selection in MIMO systems,” IEEE Communications Magazine, vol. 42, no. 10, pp. 68–73, Oct. 2004.

[37] ——, “Capacity of MIMO channels with antenna selection,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 53, no. 11, pp. 4356–4362, Nov. 2007.

[38] T. Gucluoglu and T. Duman, “Performance analysis of transmit and receive antenna selection over flat fading channels,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 7, no. 8, pp. 3056–3065, Aug. 2008.

[39] M. Sadek, A. Tarighat, and A. Sayed, “Active antenna selection in multiuser MIMO communications,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 55, no. 4, pp. 1498–1510, Apr. 2007.

[40] R. Chen, J. Andrews, and R. Heath, “Efficient transmit antenna selection for multiuser MIMO systems with block diagonalization,” in 2007 IEEE Global Telecommunications Conference., Nov. 2007, pp. 3499–3503.

[41] M. Mohaisen and K. Chang, “On transmit antenna selection for multiuser MIMO systems with dirty paper coding,” in 2009 IEEE 20th International Symposium on Personal, Indoor and Mobile Radio Communications, Sept. 2009, pp. 3074–3078.

[42] P.-H. Lin and S.-H. Tsai, “Performance analysis and algorithm designs for transmit antenna selection in linearly precoded multiuser MIMO systems,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 61, no. 4, pp. 1698–1708, May 2012.

[43] K. Dong, N. Prasad, X. Wang, and S. Zhu, “Adaptive antenna selection and Tx/Rx beamforming for large-scale MIMO systems in 60 GHz channels,” EURASIP Journal on Wireless Communications and Networking, vol. 2011, no. 1, p. 59, 2011. [Online]. Available: http://jwcn.eurasipjournals.com/content/2011/1/59 [44] T. W. Ban and B. C. Jung, “A practical antenna selection technique in multiuser massive MIMO networks,” IEICE TRANSACTIONS on Communications, vol. Vol.E96-B No.11, pp. 2901–2905, 2013.

[45] J. Kermoal, L. Schumacher, K. Pedersen, P. Mogensen, and F. Frederiksen, “A stochastic MIMO radio channel model with experimental validation,” IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, vol. 20, no. 6, pp. 1211–1226, Aug. 2002.

[46] M. Gkizeli and G. Karystinos, “Maximum-SNR antenna selection among a large number of transmit antennas,” IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Signal Processing, vol. 8, no. 5, pp. 891–901, Oct. 2014.

[47] M. Benmimoune, E. Driouch, W. Ajib, and D. Massicotte, “Joint transmit antenna selection and user scheduling for massive MIMO systems,” in 2015 IEEE Wireless Communications and Networking Conference (WCNC), Mar. 2015, pp. 381–386.

[48] R. Kataoka, K. Nishimori, N. Tran, and T. Imai, “Performance evaluation by antenna selection using real propagation channel on massive MIMO,” in 2014 IEEE International Workshop on Electromagnetics (iWEM), Aug. 2014, pp. 227–228.

[49] X. Gao, O. Edfors, J. Liu, and F. Tufvesson, “Antenna selection in measured massive MIMO channels using convex optimization,” in 2013 IEEE Global Telecommunications Conference (GLOBECOM) Workshop on Emerging Technologies for LTE-Advanced and Beyond-4G, Dec. 2013.

[50] A. Dua, K. Medepalli, and A. Paulraj, “Receive antenna selection in MIMO systems using convex optimization,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 5, no. 9, pp. 2353–2357, Sept. 2006.

[51] S. Mahboob, R. Ruby, and V. Leung, “Transmit antenna selection for downlink transmission in a massively distributed antenna system using convex optimization,” in 2012 7th International Conference on Broadband, Wireless Computing, Communication and Applications (BWCCA), Nov, 2012, pp. 228–233.

[52] H. Q. Ngo, E. Larsson, and T. Marzetta, “Aspects of favorable propagation in massive MIMO,” in 2014 22nd European Signal Processing Conference (EUSIPCO), Sept. 2014, pp. 76–80.

[53] S. Vishwanath, N. Jindal, and A. Goldsmith, “Duality, achievable rates, and sum-rate capacity of Gaussian MIMO broadcast channels,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 49, no. 10, pp. 2658–2668, Oct. 2003.

[54] M. Costa, “Writing on dirty paper,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 29, no. 3, pp. 439–441, May 1983.

[55] N. Jindal, W. Rhee, S. Vishwanath, S. Jafar, and A. Goldsmith, “Sum power iterative water-filling for multi-antenna Gaussian broadcast channels,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 51, no. 4, pp. 1570–1580, Apr. 2005.

[56] E. Björnson, E. G. Larsson, and T. L. Marzetta, “Massive MIMO: 10 myths and one grand question,” Mar. 2015, arXiv:1503.06854.

[57] A. Wiesel, Y. Eldar, and S. Shamai, “Zero-forcing precoding and generalized inverses,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 56, no. 9, pp. 4409–4418, Sept. 2008.

[58] T. Cover and J. Thomas, Elements of Information Theory. Wiley, New York, 1991.

[59] S. Boyd and L. Vandenberghe, Convex Optimization. Cambridge University Press, 2004.

[60] A. Molisch, Wireless Communications. Wiley-IEEE Press, 2005.