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Opportunistic Scheduling Using Statistical
Information of Wireless Channels

Zhouyou Gu, Wibowo Hardjawana, Branka Vucetic

Abstract—This paper considers opportunistic scheduler (OS)
design using statistical channel state information (CSI). We apply
max-weight schedulers (MWSs) to maximize a utility function
of users’ average data rates. MWSs schedule the user with the
highest weighted instantaneous data rate every time slot. Existing
methods require hundreds of time slots to adjust the MWS’s
weights according to the instantaneous CSI before finding the
optimal weights that maximize the utility function. In contrast,
our MWS design requires few slots for estimating the statistical
CSI. Specifically, we formulate a weight optimization problem
using the mean and variance of users’ signal-to-noise ratios
(SNRs) to construct constraints bounding users’ feasible average
rates. Here, the utility function is the formulated objective, and
the MWS’s weights are optimization variables. We develop an
iterative solver for the problem and prove that it finds the optimal
weights. We also design an online architecture where the solver
adaptively generates optimal weights for networks with varying
mean and variance of the SNRs. Simulations show that our
methods effectively require 4 ∼ 10 times fewer slots to find the
optimal weights and achieve 5 ∼ 15% better average rates than
the existing methods.

Index Terms—Opportunistic Scheduling, max-weight sched-
ulers, optimization.

I. INTRODUCTION

Time-varying channels limit the performance of multi-
user wireless networks [1]. Scheduling strategies for users’
transmissions according to the stochastic variation of channel
states is the key to optimizing the long-term system objectives
of wireless networks. These objectives are framed as utility
functions specifically designed to track networks’ performance
metrics [2], such as fairness or maximization of data rates.
Such scheduling strategies are referred to as opportunistic
schedulers (OSs). OSs schedule users with good channels
and do not schedule those users when their channel qualities
are bad. Thus, OSs can achieve higher spectrum efficiency
than other schedulers considering no channel variation, e.g.,
random and round-robin schedulers [3], [4]. Two OS classes
have been reported in the open literature [2], [5], Markov
decision process (MDP)-based OSs [3], [6]–[11] and max-
weight schedulers (MWSs) [12]–[17].
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MDP-based OSs maximize the long-term utility function
by calculating the optimal selection of users to be scheduled
in each channel state, assuming the full prior knowledge
of the statistical channel state information (CSI), e.g., the
transition probabilities of the channel states [3], [6]–[8]. The
calculated optimal user selections are saved in a lookup table
that is referred to for the channel state in each time slot [18].
Alternative to the above tabular approach, the MDP-based OS
also uses a neural network (NN) to map the channel state into
the optimal user selection in each slot. The NN’s parameters
can then be stochastically optimized by deep reinforcement
learning (DRL) based on the channel states, user selections and
well-designed reward signals in every slot [9]–[11] without
any knowledge of the statistical CSI. As the NN contains many
parameters that require optimization, DRL methods take a long
time to find the optimal MDP-based OS [11].

The second OS class, namely MWSs [12]–[17], schedules
a user with the highest weighted instantaneous utility, e.g.,
the highest weighted instantaneous rate, in each time slot.
These methods continuously adjust the MWS weights in each
slot based on every past channel state and user selection
to maximize the long-term utility function. This approach
requires no prior knowledge of the statistical CSI. Since
MWSs only need to optimize a vector of weights, they have a
much lower implementation complexity than the lookup table
or the NN of MDP-based OSs mentioned above. Unfortu-
nately, these MWS approaches still require hundreds of time
slots in trials of adjusting weights before they find optimal
ones, leading to suboptimal system performance during the
weight adjustment. Applying the statistical CSI in the MWS
design can save time slots in the online weights adjustment
[5], [19]. For example, an online algorithm is developed in
[19] to measure the full probability distribution of discrete
channel states. This algorithm calculates the optimal MWS
weights to maximize the expected utility function based on
the measured distribution. Therefore, it quickly converges to
the optimal weights, particularly when the number of possible
channel states is limited. However, in practice, the channel
states are measured as continuous numbers [20]. Estimating
their distributions requires discretization and numerous time
slots to ensure all states are sufficiently counted. It requires
further investigation of the MWS design that leverages the
prior statistical information of continuous channel states to
reduce the time cost.

In this paper, we propose a new method that uses the limited
prior knowledge of the statistical CSI to effectively reduce the
number of time slots required in the MWS design. We find the
optimal MWS weights to maximize the utility function as the
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sum of the logs of users’ average scheduled bit rates in the
multi-user wireless network [2], [5], [12], [13]. In this work,
users’ signal-to-noise ratios (SNRs) are considered as the CSI,
which can be measured as continuous variables from radio
signals, e.g., 5G networks’ CSI reference signals [20], [21]. We
first derive each user’s average rate for given MWS weights
from the full prior knowledge of the statistical CSI, namely the
probability density functions (PDFs) of users’ SNRs [22]–[24].
However, the full distribution of SNRs requires a significant
amount of time to measure, and the computation of users’
rates is difficult because it needs to compute the integral
of the distributions. To use the limited prior knowledge of
the statistical CSI instead, we re-derive the computation of
users’ average rates for given MWS weights as an optimization
problem only based on the mean and variance (i.e., the first
and second moment of the PDF [25]) of users’ SNRs, referred
to as a rate estimation problem. Here, we use the mean
and variance of SNRs to construct constraints that bound
users’ feasible average data rates. Next, we formulate mean-
variance-based weight optimization (MVWO) that maximizes
the above utility function. We construct this problem as a bi-
level optimization problem (BLOP) [26], [27] with the MWS
weights as optimization variables. The rate estimation problem
is embedded in the BLOP to specify the average rates at
given weights. We design an iterative solver for the BLOP and
mathematically prove that it returns the optimal MWS weights
in MVWO. Furthermore, since real-world networks have time-
varying mean and variance of SNRs, e.g., due to the mobility
of users, we study how to use the proposed MVWO method to
adjust the MWS weights based on online SNR measurements.

We summarize the main contributions of this paper to the
literature as follows,

• To the best of our knowledge, this work is the first that
proposes to design MWSs based on the limited prior
knowledge of the statistical CSI, namely the mean and
variance of users’ SNRs, which costs a few samples
to estimate. Our methods can be applied to continuous
channel states by estimating their mean and variance.
This is unlike the existing channel-statistics-based method
[19] that estimates the whole distribution of the channel
states, requiring a much larger number of samples (or
time slots) for the estimation. Also, the proposed method
reduces the time complexity (i.e., the number of time
slots required) in optimizing the MWS weights 4 ∼ 10
times compared to the stochastic methods [12], [13] that
use no prior knowledge of the statistical CSI, as shown
by simulations.

• We design a new iterative solver to solve the BLOP in
MVWO, which has less computational complexity than
existing iterative BLOP solvers [26]–[29]. Specifically,
the designed solver updates weights in each iteration via
normalization and linear combinations of vectors rather
than solving an optimization problem in each iteration
as the existing iterative BLOP solvers do. It reduces
the complexity of weight updates from a polynomial
computational complexity in the existing solvers to a
linear one in our solver.

• We mathematically prove that the solution of the BLOP
solver converges to the optimal weights with a conver-
gence error ϵ̂ in O( 1

ϵ̂2K logK) iterations, where K is the
number of users and ϵ̂ describes how close the solution
satisfies the optimality condition of weights. Note that
the optimal weights maximize the utility function in the
BLOP. The simulation results show that the designed
iterative solver converges to the optimal weights in tens
of iterations at a high probability, e.g., 90 ∼ 100%, when
there are up to ten users.

• We design an online architecture where the proposed
solver continuously adjusts the MWS weights based on
the mean and variance of the SNRs measured online.
The simulation results show that the designed architecture
achieves 5 ∼ 15% better performance than the existing
MWS approaches [12], [13] in terms of the geometrical
mean of users’ average rates (an equivalent expression of
the studied utility function).

A. Notations
⟨x,y⟩ denotes the inner product of x and y. ∥x∥2 denotes

the ℓ2-norm of x. x⊙y and x⊘y are element-wise multipli-
cation and division between x and y, respectively. For a K-
dimensional non-negative/positive vector x, we write x > 0
when xk > 0 ∀k = 1, . . . ,K, and x ≥ 0 when xk ≥ 0
∀k = 1, . . . ,K. We write a tuple as (x(1), . . . ,x(i), . . . ) where
x(i) is the i-th element in the tuple. We obtain the x(i) from
the tuple as x(i) = proji[(x

(1), . . . ,x(i), . . . )]. The geometric
mean of elements in a K-dimensional vector, x, is expressed
as GM(x) = (

∏K
k=1 xk)

1
K , where xk is the k-th element of x.

A K×K positive semidefinite matrix X is denoted as X ⪰ 0,
where positive semidefiniteness implies zTXz ≥ 0, ∀z ∈ RK .
We also summarize the frequently used symbols in Table I.

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION OF
OPPORTUNISTIC SCHEDULING

This section presents the system model of the multi-user
wireless network and formulates the MWS design problem. It
also studies the issues of using PDFs of users’ SNRs to design
MWSs.

A. System Model
We consider a wireless link of the base station (BS) shared

by K users in time slots to download data from data sources,
as shown in Fig. 1a. We assume that each user is using the
enhanced mobile broadband service [30] to download a large
file or video, which requires the BS to transmit a significant
amount of data over time, as shown in Fig. 1b. In such
scenarios, we can assume that users have infinite backlogs
at the base station [31]. This means the BS always has data
ready to be transmitted for each user. Also, we do not consider
any queuing states (e.g., queuing delay). The duration of each
slot in the system is ∆0 in seconds. The bandwidth of the
link is B in Hertz. A binary indicator of the user selection
decision, xk(t), represents whether the BS transmits user k’s
data, k = 1, . . . ,K, in the t-th slot or not, t = 1, 2, . . . , i.e.,

xk(t) ∈ {0, 1} , ∀t, k . (1)
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TABLE I: Summary of Symbols

K number of users
∆0 duration of a time slot
B bandwidth of the channel
x(t) user scheduling actions in the t-th slot
xk(t) user k’s scheduling action in the t-th slot
s(t) users’ channel states (or SNRs) in the t-th slot
ϕk(t) user k’s SNR in the t-th slot
µ(·|w) MWS with weights w

r∼µ(·|w) users’ data rates achieved by the MWS µ(·|w)

r
∼µ(·|w)
k user k’s data rate achieved by the MWS µ(·|w)
f(·) utility function of users’ rates
F feasible rate region of users
mϕ

k mean of user k’s SNR
vϕk variance of user k’s SNR
r users’ rates achieved by any valid scheduler
p expected value of x(t) over time
y expected value of users’ SNRs in scheduled slots
H covariance between x(t) and s(t)
G estimated feasible rate region of users

r
∼µ(·|w)
G estimated rates r∼µ(·|w) achieved by µ(·|w)
r∗ optimal r in G that maximizes f(r)

w∗ optimal w that maximizes f(r
∼µ(·|w)
G )

w(i) MWS’s weights in the i-th iteration of the solver
r(i) estimated rates r∼µ(·|w(i)) achieved by µ(·|w(i))

u(i) intermediary vector to compute w(i+1)

a(i), b(i) scaling factors of w(i) when constructing w(i+1)

ϵ̂ convergence error of the solver
R̂ maximum distance between any two vectors in G

Wireless 
Channels

…

Users

…

Sources

(a)

…

…

UsersBase stationFiles on cloud
(b)

Fig. 1: (a) Illustration of a wireless scheduler, (b) illustration
of the application scenarios.

For example, xk(t) = 1, if user k occupies the t-th slot and
the BS transmits this user’s data, otherwise xk(t) = 0. We
assume that only one user can access the channel in each slot
as

K∑
k=1

xk(t) ≤ 1 , ∀t . (2)

The user scheduling actions for all users in the t-th slot are
defined as

x(t) ≜ [x1(t), . . . , xK(t)]T . (3)

We assume that all users’ channels have stationary SNRs that
are continuous random variables. User k’s SNR in the t-th slot
is denoted as ϕk(t) and is assumed to be i.i.d. in each slot,
∀k. The channel state of each slot is defined as

s(t) ≜ [ϕ1(t), . . . , ϕK(t)]T ,∀t . (4)

SNRs of different users are assumed to be independent. The
spectrum efficiency of user k in the t-th slot is calculated by
using Shannon capacity as log2

(
1 + ϕk(t)

)
. The amount of

instantaneous bits scheduled for user k in the t-th slot is then
given as xk(t)∆0B log2

(
1 + ϕk(t)

)
.

B. MWS Design Problem Formulation

We use MWSs as OSs to schedule users and decide x(t) at
each time slot. We first define w ≜ [w1, . . . , wK ]T as weights
of the MWS for K users, which are fixed over T slots, and
we assume the weights are normalized and positive as

∥w∥2 = 1 , w > 0. (5)

The MWS µ(·|w) with weights w decides the user scheduling
action x(t) based on the channel state s(t) at the t-th slot as

∀t, x(t) = [x1(t), . . . , xK(t)]T = µ
(
s(t)|w

)
≜ argmax

x′(t)

K∑
k=1

x′k(t)wk∆0B log2
(
1 + ϕk(t)

)
s.t. (1) (2) .

(6)
In each slot, the MWS in (6) schedules user k with the highest
weighted instantaneous bit rate wk∆0B log2

(
1 + ϕk(t)

)
than

other users, and it sets the scheduling actions as xk(t) = 1
and xk′(t) = 0, ∀k′ ̸= k. Here, w defines the MWS’s
criterion of selecting the user in each slot. The average
rates achieved by MWSs for users 1, . . . ,K, r∼µ(·|w) ≜
[r

∼µ(·|w)
1 , . . . , r

∼µ(·|w)
K ]T, can then be written as

r
∼µ(·|w)
k = lim

T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

xk(t)∆0B log2
(
1 + ϕk(t)

)
=E[xk(t)∆0B log2

(
1 + ϕk(t)

)
|x(t) = µ

(
s(t)

∣∣w),∀t], (7)

where µ
(
s(t)

∣∣w) is defined in (6). The utility function of the
system is the sum of the logs (or proportional fairness [32],
[33]) of users’ average rates expressed as 1

f(r∼µ(·|w)) ≜
K∑

k=1

ln r
∼µ(·|w)
k , (8)

and it is strictly increasing and concave. The problem of
finding the optimal MWS weights that maximize (8) is

max
w

f(r∼µ(·|w)) , s.t. (5), (7) . (P1)

1Note that this work considers proportional fairness of users’ data rates as
the objective, while our methods designed later can also be applied to other
general concave objective functions of users’ rate (assuming maximization of
the objective function), e.g., max-min fairness and α-fairness [34].
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To solve (P1), it needs the numerical value of r∼µ(·|w) at given
w in (7), which can be calculated based on the full knowledge
of statistical CSI, i.e., PDFs of the SNRs [22]–[24], as follows.

C. Rate Estimation Using Full Knowledge of Statistical CSI

We note that the values of the MWS weights control
the probability that users are selected for every time slot.
Specifically, user k’s average rate achieved by the MWS,
r
∼µ(·|w)
k , k = 1, . . . ,K, in (7) can be calculated as

r
∼µ(·|w)
k

=E[∆0Bxk(t) log2
(
1 + ϕk(t)

)
|x(t) = µ

(
s(t)

∣∣w),∀t]
(a)
=∆0B E[xk(t)]E[log2

(
1 + ϕk(t)

)
|xk(t) = 1]

=∆0B Pr[xk(t) = 1]

∫
ϕ

qk(ϕ|xk(t) = 1) log2(1 + ϕ)dϕ

(b)
=∆0B

∫
ϕ

qk(ϕ) Pr[xk(t) = 1|ϕk(t) = ϕ] log2(1 + ϕ)dϕ, ∀k,

(9)
where (a) is because xk(t) is binary and (b) uses Bayes’
theorem [22]. Here, qk(ϕ) and qk(ϕ|xk(t) = 1) in (9)
are the PDF of user k’s SNRs in all T time slots and in
those time slots where this user is scheduled, respectively.
Pr[xk(t) = 1|ϕk(t) = ϕ] in (9) is the probability that user
k is scheduled for a given SNR value ϕ in the t-th slot, which
is calculated for the MWS µ(·|w) as

Pr[xk(t) = 1|ϕk(t) = ϕ]
(a)
=
∏
j ̸=k

Pr[wj log2
(
1 + ϕj(t)

)
< wk log2

(
1 + ϕ

)
]

=
∏
j ̸=k

Pr[ϕj(t) < (1 + ϕ)
wk
wj − 1]

=
∏
j ̸=k

∫ (1+ϕ)

wk
wj −1

0

qj(ψ)dψ , ∀k , t ,w ,

(10)

where (a) uses the definition of the MWS in (6) that a user
occupies a slot when it has the highest weighted spectrum
efficiency than other users in this slot. By substituting (10)
into (9), the average rates of MWSs can be rewritten as

r
∼µ(·|w)
k =∆0B

∫
ϕ

qk(ϕ)
(∏

j ̸=k

∫ (1+ϕ)

wk
wj −1

0

qj(ψ)dψ
)

· log2(1 + ϕ)dϕ, ∀k, w .

(11)

Here, r∼µ(·|w)
k can be calculated if PDFs of all users’ SNRs

are known. Such an approach for the calculation of r∼µ(·|w)

suffers from two issues. First, estimating PDFs of the SNRs
has a high time complexity, or in other words, it requires a
large number of time slots to collect samples of channel states
such that each state is counted sufficient times. Second, even
though the PDFs are obtained, it is difficult to numerically
calculate the integrals in (11), and additional estimators of the
integrals are required [22]. These issues in PDF-based rate
estimation can hardly be addressed. Thus, we propose a new
method to estimate the average rates in the sequel.

III. RATE ESTIMATION
USING MEAN AND VARIANCE OF SNRS

This section proposes a new method for calculating the
average rates r∼µ(·|w) in (7) achieved by the MWS µ(·|w)
in order to solve (P1). To estimate the average rates achieved
by the MWS, we need the information on how good is each
user’s channel, which can be expressed by the mean of the
SNRs. Further, since the MWS is an opportunistic scheduler,
it schedules the user when the user’s channel is relatively
better than other users (e.g., the user has the highest weighted
instantaneous bit rate), as shown in (6). Note that channel
states (or SNRs) are random numbers. Therefore, to accurately
estimate the rates, we need to characterize the randomness of
the channel states, e.g., using the variance of SNRs. Here, we
denote the mean and the variance of user k’ SNR ϕk(t) as

mϕ
k ≜ E[ϕk(t)] , vϕk ≜ V[ϕk(t)] ,∀k . (12)

The feasible rate region F contains all possible average rates
r = [r1, . . . , rK ]T achieved by any valid schedulers as

F ≜
{
r|∀k , rk = lim

T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

xk(t)∆0B log2
(
1 + ϕk(t)

)
,

s.t. (1), (2)
}
,

(13)
which is a compact convex set based on justification in [13].
Note that r∼µ(·|w) are feasible rates that belong to F . As
we cannot use (11) directly, we formulate a rate estimation
problem that calculates r∼µ(·|w) based on the feasible rate
region F as

Corollary 1. For any MWS µ(·|w) defined in (6), its achieved
average rates in (7) satisfy

r∼µ(·|w) = argmax
r
⟨w, r⟩ , s.t. r ∈ F . (14)

Proof. The proof is in the appendix.

We aim to use the mean and variance of the SNRs, defined
in (12), to construct a convex set G that represents F . In this
way, we can find an estimation of r∼µ(·|w) via solving the
optimization problem at the right-hand side (RHS) of (14),
in which G replaces F . To achieve this, we will construct
convex expressions2 as constraints based on the mean and
variance of the SNRs to govern randomness of x(t), s(t) and
the correlation between them, which also specify the range of
the value of users’ feasible average rates in F .

A. Bounding the Feasible Rate Region F
First, let us consider any feasible values of the average

rate of user k, rk, k = 1, . . . ,K, including the average rates
achieved by any MWS in (7). We note that the average rates
of users are non-negative, which is expressed in a constraint
as

rk ≥ 0, ∀k . (C1)

2We will focus on explaining our methods without the explicit proof of the
claim on the convexity of inequalities, equalities and optimization problems.
If interested, readers can use the checker implemented in [35] to validate the
claimed convexity.
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An upper bound on any feasible values of user k’s rate, rk,
k = 1, . . . ,K, is obtained as 3

rk =∆0B E[xk(t) log2
(
1 + ϕk(t)

)
]

=∆0B E[xk(t)]E[log2
(
1 + ϕk(t)

)
|xk(t) = 1]

(a)
≤∆0B E[xk(t)] log2

(
1 + E[ϕk(t)|xk(t) = 1]

)
, ∀k ,

(15)
where (a) uses Jensen’s inequality on the expected value of
the concave function, log2

(
1+(·)

)
. Here, E[ϕk(t)|xk(t) = 1]

in (15) is each user’s average SNR in their scheduled slots,
which can be calculated by

E[ϕk(t)|xk(t) = 1] =
E[xk(t)ϕk(t)]

E[xk(t)]
=
yk
pk

, ∀k , (16)

where yk and pk are defined as

yk ≜ E[xk(t)ϕk(t)] , pk ≜ E[xk(t)] , ∀k . (17)

Then, we substitute (16) and (17) into (15) as

rk ≤ ∆0B · pk · log2
(
1 +

yk
pk

)
, ∀k . (C2)

Note that pk is the expected value of a binary number xk(t)
defined in (1), which implies

0 ≤ pk ≤ 1 , ∀k . (C3)

The summation of xk(t) for k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} is less than 1 at
each slot, as stated in (2), leading to a constraint on pk as

K∑
k=1

pk ≤ 1 . (C4)

Next, we study the relationship between yk and pk, k =
1, . . . ,K, in the covariance matrix of binary indicators of
user selection decisions xk(t), and SNRs of users ϕk(t),
k = 1, . . . ,K, as

H ≜

[
Hxx Hxϕ

(Hxϕ)T Hϕϕ

]
. (18)

H is a 2K×2K matrix, and each submatrix in H has K×K
dimension. (·)T here is the transpose of a matrix. Elements
in the diagonal of Hxϕ are the covariance between xk(t) and
ϕk(t) and are calculated based on yk and pk as

Hxϕ
k,k = yk − pkmϕ

k ,∀k , (C5)

where mϕ
k is the mean of ϕk(t), as defined in (12).

3When the channel bandwidth is wide, e.g., typically in high-frequency
bands such as sub-6GHz band, millimeter band and THz band, frequency
selective fading can happen due to multipath propagation of the radio signals
[36], [37]. Specifically, assuming the system uses orthogonal frequency-
division multiplexing, we need to consider the fading gain on each subcarrier
when computing the instantaneous bit rate in the t-th slot for user k, whose
expression is xk(t)∆0B E[log2(1+|hk|2ϕk(t))], ∀k, t [38]. Here, hk is the
random normalized fading gain in different subcarriers. Note that the above
expectation is computed with respect to the random variable hk . Regardless
of the fading model, the amount of instantaneous bits scheduled for the k-
th user can be upper-bounded as xk(t)∆0B E[log2(1 + |hk|2ϕk(t))] ≤
xk(t)∆0B log2(1 + E[|hk|2]ϕk(t)) = xk(t)∆0B log2(1 + ϕk(t)), using
Jensen’s inequality. This derivation will lead to the same upper bound of users’
data rates. Thus, the proposed methods still apply, while how tight the rate
estimations for different channel models are requires further investigation.

The lower-right part of H, Hϕϕ, is the covariance matrix
of ϕi(t) and ϕj(t), i, j ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, whose elements are

Hϕϕ
i,j =

{
vϕk , if i = j,

0 , if i ̸= j,
∀i , j ∈ {1, . . . ,K} , (C6)

where vϕk is the variance of of ϕk(t), as defined in (12). Note
that the SNRs of users are assumed to be independent. Thus,
all off-diagonal elements in Hϕϕ are 0 in (C6).

Hxx is the covariance matrix of xi(t) and xj(t), i, j ∈
{1, . . . ,K}. Note that xi(t) and xj(t) are binaries. The
covariance of two binary random numbers is calculated as

Hxx
i,j = cov(xi(t), xj(t)) = E[xi(t)xj(t)]− E[xi(t)]E[xj(t)]

= Pr[xi(t) = 1, xj(t) = 1]− E[xi(t)]E[xj(t)] ,
∀i , j ∈ {1, . . . ,K} .

(19)
As stated in (2), if i ̸= j, xi(t) and xj(t) cannot be
simultaneously equal to 1 in a given slot t, implying that
Pr[xi(t) = 1, xj(t) = 1] = 0 if i ̸= j. Also, when i = j,
we have Pr[xi(t) = 1, xj(t) = 1] = Pr[xi(t) = 1] = pi.
Therefore, the elements in Hxx in (19) can be written as

Hxx
i,j =

{
pi − p2i , if i = j,

−pipj , if i ̸= j,
∀i , j ∈ {1, . . . ,K} . (20)

Note that the above equalities are not convex constraints. In
order to construct convex constraints for G, we can relax the
above constraints in (20) as convex ones as

Hxx
k,k ≤ pk − p2k , ∀k , (C7)

where constraints on the elements in the main diagonal and the
off-diagonal of Hxx are changed to inequalities and removed,
respectively. Also, we observe that the summation of all
elements in Hxx in (20) is

K∑
i=1

K∑
j=1

Hxx
i,j =

K∑
i=1

pi −

(
K∑
i=1

pi

)2

, (21)

which can be relaxed as a convex constraint as
K∑
i=1

K∑
j=1

Hxx
i,j ≤

K∑
i=1

pi −

(
K∑
i=1

pi

)2

. (C8)

The positive semidefiniteness of covariance matrices is the
constraint on all elements in H as

H ⪰ 0 . (C9)

We note that (C1), (C2), . . . , (C9) are all convex constraints.
Finally, the collection of (C1)-(C9) defines a convex set E

that contains all possible values of the tuple (r,p,y,H) as

E ≜ {(r,p,y,H)|(C1)-(C9)} , (22)

where tuples’ elements are defined as r = {r1, . . . , rK}, p =
{p1, . . . , pK}, y = {y1, . . . , yK} and H in (18). Also, we
define the set of all possible values of r in all tuples of E as

G ≜ {r|r = proj1[(r,p,y,H)],∀(r,p,y,H) ∈ E} , (23)

which can be interpreted as a projection of tuples in E at their
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coordinates of r. Note that (C1)-(C9) are all convex, which
implies the set E in (22) is convex and further implies the
projection of E , G defined in (23), is also convex [39].

B. The Proposed Rate Estimation for MWSs

By using G as an approximation of F , we can then rewrite
the rate estimation problem in (14) that estimates the average
rates of a MWS with weights w as

r∼µ(·|w) ≈ r
∼µ(·|w)
G ≜ argmax

r
⟨w, r⟩ , s.t. r ∈ G , (24)

where r
∼µ(·|w)
G is the estimated value of r∼µ(·|w) in (7). As G

can be represented by (C1)-(C9) according to (22) and (23),
we can further rewrite the problem in the RHS of (24) as

max
r,p,y,H

⟨w, r⟩ , s.t. (C1)-(C9) . (25)

Note that the optimal r from (25) is equal to the optimal r

from the RHS of (24), i.e., r∼µ(·|w)
G in (24). Since (C1)-(C9)

are all convex constraints and the objective function in (25),
⟨w, r⟩, is affine, the optimization problem in (25) is a convex
optimization problem [39]. Note that G must be a bounded
set so that the estimated rates in (24) or (25) have meaningful
values, or otherwise, they will be infinity and meaningless. We
prove the boundedness of G in the appendix. We refer to G as
the bounding set of F .

IV. PROPOSED MVWO FOR MWS DESIGN

By replacing (7) with (25) as the constraint in (P1), we can
then rewrite the optimization of the utility function in (P1) as

max
w,r,p,y,H

f(r), s.t. (5) ,

r,p,y,H = arg max
r′,p′,y′,H′

⟨w, r′⟩,

s.t. (C1)-(C9).
(P2)

We use the optimal w of the above problem to approximate
the optimal MWS weights. Note that (25) is embedded in
(P2), resulting in that (P2) has a standard form of BLOPs
with known iterative solvers [26]. We refer to the embedded
(25) as the lower-level problem (LLP) of (P2) and (P2) as the
upper-level problem (ULP) of the embedded (25), respectively.
We refer to (P2) as the MVWO since its formulation only uses
the mean and variance of users’ SNRs.

A. Issue of Existing Iterative Solvers for the BLOP

We study how to solve (P2) using iterative solvers. We first
briefly explain the process of iterative solvers for BLOPs [26],
[27]. Let w(i), i = 1, 2, . . . , denote the weights in the i-th
iteration of an iterative solver. In each iteration, the LLP is
first solved when the weights in its objective ⟨w, r′⟩ is w(i).
Next, the process calculates the weights in the next iteration,
w(i+1). In the existing iterative solvers [26], the calculation of
w(i+1) is done by solving an additional optimization problem
formulated based on the Lagrangian of the LLP, the utility
function and the solution of the LLP (i.e., the value of r,
p, y and H when weights in the LLP is w(i)) in the i-
th iteration. This optimization problem is typically solved by

branch and bound algorithms [26], [40] whose complexity is
at least polynomial in terms of the problem size (e.g., the
number of users in our case) [41]. Such methods have a high
computational complexity. Thus, a low-complexity method is
required to update the weights.

V. PROPOSED ITERATIVE SOLVER FOR MVWO

In this section, we design an iterative solver to solve the
MVWO problem in (P2). We first define the optimal rates r∗

in the bounding set G that maximize the objective of (P2),
f(r), as

r∗ ≜ argmax
r′

f(r′) , s.t. r′ ∈ G . (26)

Based on the above definition, the optimal weights that max-
imize f(r) in (P2) have the following property.

Corollary 2. Suppose r
∼µ(·|w)
G are the estimated rates

for given weights w when solving the LLP in (P2). if
|⟨w, r∼µ(·|w)

G − r∗⟩| = 0, then w are the optimal weights that
maximize f(r) in (P2). In other words, |⟨w, r∼µ(·|w)

G −r∗⟩| = 0
is the sufficient condition for the optimality of w.

Proof. Note that r∼µ(·|w)
G in the above are the optimal rates

that maximize the objective ⟨w, r⟩ in the LLP of (P2). Thus,
|⟨w, r − r∗⟩| = 0 implies that r∗ also maximize ⟨w, r⟩
in the LLP of (P2), i.e., r∗ = argmaxr′∈G⟨w, r′⟩. Also,
according to the definition of r∗ in (26), no other rates r
can achieve a higher objective value, i.e., f(r) ≤ f(r∗),
∀r ∈ G. This implies w are the optimal weights as we cannot
further optimize weights to achieve better rates (with a higher
objective value f(r)) in G.

Using the statement, we design the iteration of weights w(i),
i = 1, 2, . . . , to minimize |⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩|. We write esti-
mated rates in the i-th iteration as r(i) ≜ r

∼µ(·|w(i))
G for sim-

plicity. In the remaining of this section, Section V-A computes
r∗ in the optimality condition, e.g., |⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩| = 0,
and initializes the first iteration’s weights w(1). Section V-B
computes r(i) in |⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩| and the next iteration’s
weights w(i+1) in each iteration. Section V-C checks the
optimality condition, i.e., whether |⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩| is close
enough to 0 in each iteration.

A. Initialization of the Proposed Iterative Process

The designed solver first finds the optimal rates r∗ in the
bounding set G that maximize the objective f(r) of (P2) by
solving the following problem,

r∗,p∗,y∗,H∗ = arg max
r′,p′,y′,H′

f(r′) , s.t. (C1)-(C9) . (27)

Here, (C1)-(C9) in (27) are used to represent G in (26), as
defined in (22) and (23). Also, (27) is a convex optimization
problem because its constraints are convex, and its objective
function is to maximize a concave function f(·). Note that
(27) is only solved once before the following iterative process
starts. Then, we initialize the weights in the first iteration,
w(1), as

w(1) ≜ [
1√
K
, . . . ,

1√
K

]T . (28)
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B. Low-Complexity Iterative Updates of Weights

Next, the LLP for the given weights in the i-th iteration,
w(i), is solved as

r(i),p(i),y(i),H(i) = arg max
r′,p′,y′,H′

⟨w(i), r′⟩ s.t. (C1)-(C9).

(29)
We construct u(i) as the weights and normalize u(i) to get
the next iteration’s weights w(i+1), ensuring the normal-
ization requirement in (5). u(i) consists of two parts. The
first part is a(i)w(i) + (r∗ − r(i)), which is designed to
reduce |⟨w(i+1), r(i+1) − r∗⟩| in the next iteration. Specifi-
cally, we want to find the next iteration’s weights satisfying
|⟨w(i+1), r(i+1) − r∗⟩| = 0, i.e., satisfying the optimality
condition. However, r(i+1) is only computed in the next
iteration i+1 and is unknown in the current iteration i. Thus,
we assume that r(i) is around r(i+1) and set w(i+1) such
that |⟨w(i+1), r(i) − r∗⟩| ≈ 0. This is done by setting a(i)

to ∥r∗ − r(i)∥22/⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩, as such the inner product
between the first part and (r(i) − r∗) is 0, approximating the
optimality condition. The second part is b(i)w(i) ensuring that
u(i) is a positive vector (as we only allow the MWS weights
to be positive in (5)). We achieve this by setting b(i) as the
minimum ratio between (r∗k − r

(i)
k ) and w

(i)
k , k = 1, . . . ,K.

Consequently, (r∗−r(i))+b(i)w(i) is a positive vector and so
is a(i)w(i)+(r∗−r(i))+b(i)w(i) (as proved later in Corollary
3). In summary, u(i) and w(i+1) are constructed as

u(i) ≜ a(i)w(i) + (r∗ − r(i))︸ ︷︷ ︸
first part

+ b(i)w(i)︸ ︷︷ ︸
second part

; w(i+1) =
u(i)

∥u(i)∥2
.

(30)
In (30), r∗ and r(i) are from (27) and (29), respectively, and
a(i) and b(i) are configured as

a(i) ≜
∥r∗ − r(i)∥22
⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩

, b(i) ≜ −min{(r∗ − r(i))⊘w(i)},
(31)

as mentioned before. The update of weights in (30) has a linear
computational complexity that is lower than the polynomial
complexity of solving the additional optimization problem in
existing methods [26]. Furthermore, note that the weights in
each iteration follow

Corollary 3. If w(i) > 0 and ∥w(i)∥2 = 1, then w(i+1) > 0
and ∥w(i+1)∥2 = 1.

Proof. The proof is in the appendix.

Since the weights in the first iteration, as defined in (28),
satisfy the constraints on weights in (5), i.e., w(1) > 0 and
∥w(1)∥2 = 1, the weights in all following iterations satisfy
those constraints based on Corollary 3, i.e., all iterated weights
are feasible in the above process.

C. Termination of the Proposed Iterative Process

The solver should stop if the iterated weights w(i) satisfy the
optimality condition in Corollary 2, i.e., |⟨w(i), r(i)−r∗⟩| = 0.
In practice, if |⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩| is less than a small positive
number ϵ̂, then we stop the iteration and return w(i) as the
optimal weights of (P2). We refer to ϵ̂ as the convergence error

Algorithm 1 Proposed Iterative Solver for MVWO

1: Find r∗ via solving (27).
2: Initialize w(1) as (28).
3: for i = 1, 2, . . . do
4: Construct Problem (29) based on w(i).
5: Find the solution of Problem (29) as r(i).
6: if |⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩| < ϵ̂ then
7: break and terminate.
8: else
9: Calculate a(i) and b(i) as (31).

10: Calculate u(i) and w(i+1) as (30).
11: end if
12: end for
13: return w(i).

of the solver, which describes how close |⟨w(i), r(i)−r∗⟩| is to
0. Algorithm 1 summarizes the process of the iterative solver.
The analysis of the convergence of Algorithm 1 is presented
in the following section.

VI. CONVERGENCE OF PROPOSED ITERATIVE SOLVER

In this section, we prove that Algorithm 1 converges. Also,
we study the computational complexity of the proposed solver.

A. Convergence of Algorithm 1

We define the convergence of Algorithm 1 as that
|⟨w(i), r(i)−r∗⟩| converges to 0, i.e., for any positive number
ϵ̂, |⟨w(i), r(i)− r∗⟩| is less than ϵ̂ after a number of iterations.
Note that the above convergence defined for Algorithm 1
also implies that w(i) converges to the optimal weights that
maximize f(r) in (P2), as discussed in Corollary 2. To prove
the convergence of Algorithm 1, we study the relationship
between the iterated weights w(i) and the optimal weights of
(P2). We collect all optimal weights of (P2) as a set W , i.e.,

W ≜ {w
∣∣ |⟨w, r∼µ(·|w)

G − r∗⟩| = 0, s.t. (5)} , (32)

and we write w∗ as an arbitrary vector of weights from W ,
i.e., w∗ ∈ W are optimal weights satisfying the optimality
condition |⟨w∗, r

∼µ(·|w∗)
G − r∗⟩| = 0. The inner product

between w(i) and w∗ has the following properties.

Lemma 1. 1) If Algorithm 1 is not terminating in the i-th
iteration, then ∀w∗ ∈ W ,

⟨w(i+1),w∗⟩
⟨w(i),w∗⟩

>

[
1− (⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩)2

2R̂2

]− 1
2

> 1 . (33)

Here, R̂ in (33) is a finite number representing the maximum
Euclidean distance between any two vectors in G, defined as
R̂ ≜ maxra,rb∈G ∥ra− rb∥2. 2) 1√

K
≤ ⟨w(i),w∗⟩ ≤ 1, ∀i and

∀w∗ ∈ W .

Proof. The proof can be found in the appendix.

Lemma 1 shows that ⟨w(i),w∗⟩ is strictly increasing as
i increases. Using the above statements, we can derive the
convergence of Algorithm 1 as
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Theorem 1. Algorithm 1 converges, i.e., |⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩|
converges to 0 as the number of iterations i increases.

Proof. Define the supremum of ⟨w(i),w∗⟩ as o(w∗) ≜
supi⟨w(i),w∗⟩, ∀w∗ ∈ W , where o(w∗) is a finite number
less than or equal to 1 because ⟨w(i),w∗⟩ is less than or
equal to 1, ∀i, as shown in Lemma 1. We consider following
inequalities in the i-th iteration that use the definition of
o(w∗), ∀w∗ ∈ W ,

⟨w(i+1),w∗⟩ ≤ o(w∗)⇒ ⟨w
(i+1),w∗⟩
⟨w(i),w∗⟩

≤ o(w∗)

⟨w(i),w∗⟩
.

(34)
By applying (33) of Lemma 1 to (34), we obtain

1 <

[
1− (⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩)2

2R̂2

]− 1
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(a)

<
o(w∗)

⟨w(i),w∗⟩
,∀w∗ ∈ W .

(35)
Note that ⟨w(i),w∗⟩ converges to o(w∗) based on the mono-
tone convergence theorem of a sequence, which implies

o(w∗)
⟨w(i),w∗⟩ converges to 1. Thus, the value of (a) in (35) is
between 1 and a real number converging to 1. This implies
that (a) in (35) also converges to 1, where[
1− (⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩)2

2R̂2

]− 1
2 → 1,⇒ |⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩| → 0,

(36)
which proves the convergence of Algorithm 1.

B. Computational Complexity of the Proposed Iterative Solver

Next, we study the computational complexity of Algorithm
1, specifically regarding the number of iterations required in
Algorithm 1 before it converges.

Corollary 4. Algorithm 1 converges (i.e., |⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩|
converges to 0) with a convergence error ϵ̂ in O( 1

ϵ̂2K logK)
iterations.

Proof. Assuming that Algorithm 1 terminates at the I-th
iteration, i.e., |⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩| is less than ϵ̂ at the I-th
iteration, (for simplicity, we assume that I is greater than 1),
we obtain |⟨w(i), r(i)−r∗⟩| ≥ ϵ̂, ∀i < I , which can be applied
to (33) as

⟨w(i+1),w∗⟩
⟨w(i),w∗⟩

>

[
1− ϵ̂2

2R̂2

]− 1
2

, ∀i = 1, . . . , I − 1 . (37)

By multiplying both sides of the above inequalities for i =
1, . . . , I − 1, we obtain

⟨w(I),w∗⟩
⟨w(1),w∗⟩

>

[
1− ϵ̂2

2R̂2

]− 1
2 (I−1)

. (38)

Note that ⟨w(1),w∗⟩ is greater than or equal to 1√
K

and
⟨w(I),w∗⟩ is less than or equal to 1 according to Lemma
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Fig. 2: The proposed online MVWO architecture.

1. By applying the above facts to (38), we obtain[
1− ϵ̂2

2R̂2

]− 1
2 (I−1)

<
⟨w(I),w∗⟩
⟨w(1),w∗⟩

<
√
K ,

⇒I < logK

− log
[
1− ϵ̂2

2R̂2

] + 1 ≈ 2R̂2 logK

ϵ̂2
.

(39)

Since ϵ̂ is a small positive constant and R̂ is roughly propor-
tional to

√
K, the number of iterations of Algorithm 1 required

is O( 1
ϵ̂2K logK) (or O(K logK), assuming constant ϵ̂).

We note that this computational complexity describes the
number of iterations required for updating the weights in
Algorithm 1. Meanwhile, the computational complexity of
solving the LLP in (29) in each iteration depends on the
specific implementation of the convex optimization solver
that typically has a polynomial complexity [42]. Also, the
update of weights in each iteration has a linear computational
complexity, as mentioned in Section V-B.

VII. ONLINE MVWO ARCHITECTURE FOR VARYING
MEAN AND VARIANCE OF SNRS

In this section, we propose an online architecture to apply
our proposed MVWO method in networks with non-stationary
wireless channels, e.g., users have mobility and distances
between users and BSs change. In such cases, the statistics
of SNRs, i.e., the mean and variance of users’ SNRs change
over time. As shown in Fig. 2, the online MVWO architecture
includes the scheduler at the BS and an edge server.

In each time slot t, the scheduler at the BS observes the
channel state s(t) and generates a binary user scheduling
action x(t) according to the MWS defined in (6). In real-
world networks, e.g., 5G New Radio networks, SNRs can
be measured based on the CSI reference signals transmitted
with data signals in the wireless channel [21] and binary
user scheduling actions can be mapped into radio resource
configurations, including modulation-and-coding schemes and
resource block allocations in each transmission, as shown
in [11]. Meanwhile, the scheduler continuously estimates the
mean and variance of users’ SNRs by a moving average over
the observed values of the SNRs in the past slots in two
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following steps,

mϕ
k ←

1

β

β−1∑
τ=0

ϕk(t− τ) ,∀k ,

vϕk ←
1

β

β−1∑
τ=0

(
ϕk(t− τ)

)2 − (mϕ
k)

2 ,∀k ,

(40)

where β is the number of the past time slots used in averaging.
The measured mean and variance of the SNRs are uploaded
to the edge server that calculates the weights of the MWS.

The edge server first constructs the constraints in (C1)-
(C9) and constantly updates the constraints’ parameters based
on the latest sent mean and variance of the SNRs from the
scheduler. Then, the convex optimization problem in (27) is
constructed and solved to find r∗ defined in (26) based on
(C1)-(C9). Next, the iterations in lines 3-12 of Algorithm 1
are executed to solve (P2) based on (C1)-(C9) and r∗, whose
return value w is sent to the scheduler as the weights of the
MWS. The above process in the edge server is then repeated
until the BS terminates.

The above architecture can also be used in scenarios where
the number of users K varies over time. When a new user
joins the network, we need to keep measuring the mean and
variance of its SNRs, as shown in (40). Then, the architecture
includes the above mean and variance of the new user when
constructing the constraints and computing the rates/weights.
Meanwhile, when a user leaves the network, the architecture
removes the user’s weight, reconstructs the constraints, and
recomputes the rates/weights. Note that since this work focuses
on the scheduler design using channel statistics, we do not
evaluate the architecture for the varying number of users in
simulations in the following section.

VIII. EVALUATION OF PROPOSED METHODS

In this section, we provide the simulation results that
evaluate our proposed methods.

A. Simulation Configurations

We set ∆0 = 1 (second) and B = 1 (Hertz) for simplicity
in simulations as they linearly scale the average rates while
not affecting the performance of our methods. We vary the
number of users, K, for different cases. Unless specifically
stated, each user’s mean of the SNRs, mϕ

k , k = 1, . . . ,K,
(i.e., the large-scale fading gain) in decibel (dB) is normally
distributed with the mean of 10 dB and the standard deviation
of 5 dB for different episodes [43], [44] and it remains constant
within one episode. The variance of the SNRs depends on the
small-scale fading gains of users, which are i.i.d. in each slot
and follow the same normalized Rician distributions with the
ratio of the average power in the line-of-sight path to that
in the non-line-of-sight paths of 10 dB [43], [44]. With the
above configurations, SNRs of all users have the variance of
0.17(mϕ

k)
2 or 4.00 in decimal or in decibel representation,

respectively, where k = 1, . . . ,K.

B. Other OS Approaches Compared in Simulation

1) MWS using no prior knowledge of statistical CSI: We
compare our MVWO method with the MWS approaches in
[12], [13] that can find the optimal MWS’s weights to maxi-
mize the studied utility function, as defined in (8). Specifically,
the weights in these approaches are tuned in every slot as 4

λk ← (1− 1

γ
)λk +

1

γ
xk(t) log2

(
1 + ϕk(t)

)
, wk ←

1

λk
, ∀k,
(41)

where λk denotes an exponential average of the scheduled
instantaneous bit rate of user k (its initial value is set to a small
positive number, e.g., 10−5, to avoid division by zero). γ in
(41) denotes the size of the exponential average time window,
e.g., 100, 1000 or 10000. Note that the studied utility function
is maximized by the above methods when γ approaches
infinity and the MWS’s weights are tuned after sufficient time
[32]. Since these approaches use no statistical CSI, we refer to
them as statistics-unaware weight optimization (SUWO). We
denote the weights tuned after T̃ slots by using the SUWO
methods with γ as wSUWO∼γ

T̃
, where T̃ is varied for different

cases and wSUWO∼γ

T̃
is normalized after tuning. We denote

the average rates achieved by the MWS, µ(·|wSUWO∼γ

T̃
), as

r∼µ(·|wSUWO∼γ

T̃
).

2) MWS using prior knowledge of the mean of CSI: Also, a
heuristic MWS will be compared, whose weights are designed
based on only the mean of the CSI. Note that the studied utility
function is a throughput fairness criterion. We can provide fair
scheduling decisions for users by setting the weight of user k
as the inverse of the average spectrum efficiency, i.e.,

wk ←
1

E[log2(1 + ϕk(t))]
, ∀k , (42)

which prevents the MWS from starving those users with low
spectrum efficiency. We refer to the MWS defined by (42) as
a heuristic fairness scheduler (HFS). We denote the weights
in the HFS calculated using the T̃ -slot averaged spectrum
efficiency as wHFS

T̃
.

3) MDP-based OS using no prior knowledge of statistical
CSI: Additionally, we will compare our method with the
MDP-based OS optimized by DRL that uses no statistical CSI.
The reward signal for the studied utility function in every slot
is designed in [9] as

δk(t) = xk(t) log2(1 + ϕk(t))

·
[1
t

t∑
τ=1

xk(τ) log2(1 + ϕk(τ))
]−1

, ∀k.

(43)
The state and the action in the MDP are the channel state
and the user scheduling actions in every slot, s(t) and x(t),
defined in (4) and (3), respectively. We use the actor-critic
DRL algorithm [9], [11] to train the NN, π(·|θ), as the MDP-
based OS, where θ are the parameters of the NN. We denote
the NN trained after T̃ slots as π(·|θDRL

T̃
), and its initial values

are randomized.

4The weight update method in (41) is widely referred to as the proportional
fair scheduler [32].



10

(a) Sweeping w when K = 2.

(b) w = wSUWO∼γ

T̃
when K = 6 or 9.

Fig. 3: The average rates achieved by µ(·|w) and their
estimated values in (24) for different w.

C. Performance of the Proposed Rate Estimation Method

We first compare the estimated value of the average rates
scheduled by µ(·|w) in (24), r

∼µ(·|w)
G , and their measured

value, r∼µ(·|w), for two users, i.e., K = 2. Two users’ weights
are varied as w1 = sin(0.005i · π2 ) and w2 = cos(0.005i · π2 )
for i = 1, . . . , 199, which are all feasible weights, i.e., w > 0

and ∥w∥2 = 1 for all i. In each case of w, r
∼µ(·|w)
G is

calculated by solving the rate estimation problem in (24), and
r∼µ(·|w) is measured by averaging the scheduled instantaneous
rates in one episode with 105 slots. In Fig. 3a, the estimated
average rates scheduled by the MWS and their actual value
measured from the simulation with the same w (with the
legends “r∼µ(·|w)

G ” and “r∼µ(·|w)”, respectively) are connected
with a line (with the legend “Pair”). Two users have the mean
of the SNRs as mϕ

1 = 3.16 and mϕ
2 = 10 in decimal format

(or mϕ
1 = 5 and mϕ

2 = 10 in dB), or mϕ
1 = 5 dB and

mϕ
2 = 15 dB in Fig. 3a. The variance of the SNRs follows

the configuration in Section VIII-A. The results indicate that
the estimated and measured average rates at given weights are
close to each other. Also, note that they form two boundaries
of F and G, respectively, due to the structure of (14) and
(24) (e.g., maximization of the weighted sum of a vector that
belongs to a convex set) according to [45]. Since the two
boundaries show the same shape and are close to each other,

this implies that G is a close approximation of F . To further
illustrate the tightness of the approximation, we manually
design some SNR distributions and identify the scenarios
where the approximation is not close in the appendix.

Next, we use the optimal rates in the bounding set, r∗

defined in (26), to estimate the average rates of MWSs,
r∼µ(·|wSUWO∼γ

T̃
), which is designed by the SUWO methods

[12], [13]. We vary the number of users, K, as 6 and 9
and set γ = 10000 and T̃ = 1000K, which are suffi-
ciently large for the SUWO methods to find the weights
that achieve optimal rates. For each case of K, we run
1000 episodes where users’ SNRs are configured as stated
in Section VIII-A and r∼µ(·|wSUWO∼γ

T̃
) is measured in 105

slots of each episode. Note that the k-th element of r∗ and

r∼µ(·|wSUWO∼γ

T̃
), r∗k and r

∼µ(·|wSUWO∼γ

T̃
)

k , are the estimated
value and the measured value of user k’s average rate achieved
by µ(·|wSUWO∼γ

T̃
), respectively, k = 1, . . . ,K, and all users

are equivalent to each other. Thus, we only compare the
first user’s estimated and measured average rate, e.g., r∗1 and

r
∼µ(·|wSUWO∼γ

T̃
)

1 , in terms of the ratio of the difference in
the estimated and measured values to the measured value as
ν ≜ (r∗1−r

∼µ(·|wSUWO∼γ

T̃
)

1 )/r
∼µ(·|wSUWO∼γ

T̃
)

1 whose cumulative
distribution function (CDF) is shown in Fig. 3b. The results
indicate that over 90% of the estimated values of the average
rates of MWSs are overshoot, or in other words, are bigger
than the measured ones, e.g., ν > 0. The results also indicate
that the estimated average rates differ from the measured ones
by approximately 0 ∼ 20%, which implies that the estimated
average rates of MWSs in the proposed method are close to
their measured values.

D. Evaluation on the Convergence of Algorithm 1

Fig. 4a shows the value of |⟨w(i), r(i)−r∗⟩| in each iteration
of Algorithm 1, where the number of users are 5 and 10 (with
the legends “K = 5” and “K = 10”. respectively). User k’s
mean of the SNRs is configured as mϕ

k = k + 5 dB, k =
1, . . . ,K, and users’ variance of the SNRs follows the same
configuration as explained in Section VIII-A. We set ϵ̂ = 10−4.
With the above configurations, Algorithm 1 converges in 7
and 16 iterations, i.e., I = 7 and 16, for K = 5 and 10,
respectively, as shown in Fig. 4a. This validates the proof in
Section VI-A.

Additionally, we validate the monotone convergence of the
sequence, ⟨w(i),w∗⟩, in Fig. 4b. Specifically, we show the
values of this sequence when we take the weights in the last
iteration of the solver, w(I), as the optimal weights w∗ (with
the legend “w∗ = w(I)”), where I is 7 and 16 for K = 5
and 10, respectively, as mentioned before. We also show the
values of the sequence when the weights optimized by the
SUWO methods [12], [13], wSUWO∼γ

T̃
, are considered as the

optimal weights w∗ (with the legend “w∗ = wSUWO∼γ

T̃
”),

where γ and T̃ are set to sufficiently large values as 10000
and 1000K, respectively. The results indicate that the values
of ⟨w(i),w∗⟩ monotonically increase to 1 during iterations,
which is consistent with the proof in Lemma 1. This also im-
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(a) The convergence of |⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩|.

(b) The monotone convergence of ⟨w(i),w∗⟩.

Fig. 4: Evaluation of the convergence of Algorithm 1 when
K = 5 or 10 and ϵ̂ = 10−4.

plies that the Euclidean distance between w(i) and wSUWO∼γ

T̃

decreases to 0 because ∥w(i) −w∗∥22 = 2− 2⟨w(i),w∗⟩.
Next, we measure the probability that the convergence of

Algorithm 1 occurs within a given number of iterations. We
vary the number of users, K, as 3, 6 and 9. For each case
of K, we run Algorithm 1 for 200 times where the mean
and variance of users’ SNRs in each run are randomized,
as explained in Section VIII-A. Figs. 5a and 5b show the
probability that Algorithm 1 converges in 20 and 50 iterations,
respectively. The results indicate that the algorithm is less
likely to converge when K is larger, or ϵ̂ is smaller. When
the allowed number of iterations increases from 20 to 50,
the probability of convergence increases significantly. The
algorithm converges approximately 90 ∼ 100% in 50 iterations
when ϵ̂ is large. The above observation complies with the
computational complexity analysis in Section VI-B.

E. Performance and Time Complexity of the MVWO Method

Next, we compare the time complexity (i.e., the number of
time slots required) to optimize the weights in the proposed
MVWO method and the SUWO methods [12], [13]. We denote
the optimal weights found by solving the MVWO in (P2)
based on the mean and variance of the SNRs estimated with
T̃ slots as wMVWO

T̃
. Fig. 6 illustrates the difference in the

(a) Occurrence of convergence in 20 iterations.

(b) Occurrence of convergence in 50 iterations.

Fig. 5: The probability that the convergence of Algorithm 1
occurs in given iterations.

value of the utility function, f
(
r∼µ(·|w)), achieved by different

MWSs, µ(·|w), where the weights, w, are found either by the
SUWO methods [12], [13] and the proposed MVWO method,
(with the legends “w = wSUWO∼γ

T̃
” and “w = wMVWO

T̃
,

our method”, respectively). Here, γ are varied as 100, 1000
and 10000 in the SUWO methods. ϵ̂ is set to 10−4 in the
proposed MVWO method. The number of users, K, is set
as 3 and 6 in Figs. 6a and 6b. Each point in Fig. 6 is
plotted based on the average value of f

(
r∼µ(·|w)) in 100

episodes. We configure the mean and variance of users’ SNRs
in each episode as explained in Section VIII-A. The values of
r∼µ(·|w) are averaged over 105 slots for given weights in each
episode. The results in Fig. 6 indicate that more slots spent in
estimating the mean and variance of the SNRs help improve
the performance of the weights found by the proposed MVWO
method. This is because the estimated mean and variance are
more accurate when more slots are used. Results in Fig. 6 show
that the proposed MVWO method converges to the same utility
function value as the SUWO methods. Note that the SUWO
methods converge to the optimal weights that maximize the
utility function [32] when γ and T̃ are large enough, e.g.,
γ = 1000 and T̃ = 1000 in Fig. 6. This implies that our
method achieves a near-optimal performance with a negligible
performance loss. Also, we observe that the performance of
the proposed MVWO method reaches the highest value when
it uses approximately 80 slots, while the performance of the
SUWO methods reaches the same value for approximately
320 ∼ 640 slots. This indicates that the proposed MVWO
method costs 4 ∼ 8 times fewer system time slots to find the
optimal weights. Our method finds optimal weights because
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(a) K = 3.

(b) K = 6.

Fig. 6: Values of the utility function achieved by MWSs
optimized by the proposed MVWO method and the SUWO
methods when T̃ time slots are used.

the proposed rate approximation method closely estimates the
feasible rate region and the average rates for given weights.
This estimation accurately represents the system’s behaviors
and MWSs’ performance, and consequently, no online weight
adjustment is required.

We keep the same configuration as the above and fix the
number of time slots used to estimate the mean and variance of
SNRs in our MVWO method as T̃ ∗, while varying the number
of time slots spent in weight tuning in the SUWO methods
[12], [13] as T̃ , where γ is set to 1000. We measure the
difference between the averaged value of the utility function
for various ratios of T̃ to T̃ ∗ when T̃ ∗ is 20, 40 and 60. Figs.
7a and 7b indicate that the proposed MVWO method performs
better than the existing SUWO methods when the ratio, T̃ /T̃ ∗,
is less than 10 and otherwise when the ratio is larger than 10.
This implies that our methods spend 10 times fewer time slots
than the SUWO methods to reach the same performance, and
our method’s performance is better when the same number of
time slots are used in both methods (i.e., when T̃ /T̃ ∗ = 1).

Overall, the simulation results in Fig. 6 and Fig. 7 indicate
that our method has much lower time complexity than the
existing SUWO methods. This is because our method directly
uses the measured statistical CSI, while it does not depend

(a) K = 3.

(b) K = 6.

Fig. 7: Difference in the utility function achieved by MWSs
optimized by the proposed MVWO method and the SUWO
methods when T̃ ∗ and T̃ time slots are used, respectively.

Fig. 8: Values of the utility function achieved by the MWS
optimized by our MVWO method, the HFS in (42), and the
MDP-based OS optimized by DRL [9] when K = 3.

on user selection decisions of the MWS. In contrast, the
existing SUWO methods require a time average of scheduled
instantaneous bit rates, as shown in (41), which converges only
after each user is scheduled sufficient times.

In Fig. 8, we further use the same configuration when
K = 3 and compare the values of the utility function achieved
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Fig. 9: The difference in the performance of MWSs optimized
by the online MVWO architecture and the SUWO methods
[12], [13], where K = 5.

by the MWS optimized by our MVWO method (with the
legend “µ(·|wMVWO

T̃
)”), the HFS in (42) (with the legend

“µ(·|wHFS
T̃

)”), and the MDP-based OS optimized by the DRL
method [9] (with the legend “π(·|θDRL

T̃
)”). The results show

that the HFS has a close convergence speed to our method.
This is because both methods configure their weights based
on the estimation of the statistical CSI. However, the HFS
performs worse than our method when both methods converge.
This is because our MVWO method exploits the correlation
between scheduling actions and channel states based on their
first and second moments, which cannot be done by the HFS
that only uses the first moment of the channel’s statistics.
The results also show that the DRL method has much slower
convergence and performs worse than ours. This is because the
NN in the DRL method contains more parameters than MWSs,
which can hardly be trained within a short time (e.g., within
1000 time slots). This observation on the time complexity of
DRL is consistent with [9].

F. Performance of Online MVWO Architecture for Varying
Mean and Variance of SNRs

We then compare the performance of the MVWO method
in the proposed online architecture in Section VII to the
SUWO methods [12], [13] in the network where the SNRs’
mean and variance vary over time. Unlike in the previous
case, the scenario in this simulation is closer to real-world
networks as users have time-varying large-scale fading due to
their mobility. We assume the number of users, K, is 3, and
each user moves 5 meters per second backward and forward
between two points on the ray line from the BS, which are at
20 and 35 meters away from the BS. The initial position of
user k is at 20+7.5k meters away from the BS, k = 1, . . . ,K.
The BS’s transit power spectrum density is 0 dBm/Hz, and the
noise spectrum density is −90 dBm/Hz. The large-scale fading
follows a path loss model as 45 + 30 log10(l) dB, where l is
the distance between a user and the BS in meters. The small-
scale fading is the same as in Section VIII-A. We use a typical

periodicity of user’s feedback on SNRs as the duration of a
time slot, e.g., ∆0 is 10 milliseconds [21], and the bandwidth,
B, is set as 5 MHz. We measure users’ average rates every
1 second (or every 100 slots) during 20 seconds (or 2000
time slots). We denote the measured average rates achieved
by our method and the SUWO methods [12], [13] as rMVWO

and rSUWO, respectively. Since the users’ rates are averaged
every 100 slots, the exponential average window, γ of (41), in
the compared SUWO methods is set to the same time scale,
e.g., γ = 100 [32]. For our method, we set β = 20 in (40) and
ϵ̂ = 10−4 in Algorithm 1. The difference between the utility
function in the above two methods can be written as

f(rMVWO)− f(rSUWO) =

K∑
k=1

ln rMVWO
k −

K∑
k=1

ln rSUWO
k

= ln

∏K
k=1 r

MVWO
k∏K

k=1 r
SUWO
k

= K ln
GM(rMVWO)

GM(rSUWO)
,

(44)
where rMVWO

k and rSUWO
k represent user k’s rate in rMVWO

and rSUWO, respectively. We quantitatively compare the
performance of the two methods in terms of the ra-
tio between the geometric mean of users’ average rates,
GM(rMVWO)/GM(rSUWO), as shown in (44). Fig. 9a shows the
value of the utility function every second in our method and the
SUWO methods (with the legends “f(rMVWO), our method”
and “f(rSUWO), SUWO”, respectively), which indicates that
our method achieves a higher value of the utility function. Fig.
9b illustrates the ratio of the geometric mean of the average
rates in two methods, where our method has a 5 ∼ 15%
improvement in geometrically averaged rates of users. This is
because our MVWO method finds the optimal weights faster
than other methods when the channel’s statistics change as
users move.

IX. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed a method to design weights in
MWSs by using the limited prior knowledge of statistical CSI.
Specifically, we computed MWSs’ average rates by solving
the rate estimation problem based on the mean and variance of
users’ SNRs. We formulated the MVWO problem based on the
estimated MWSs’ rates and proposed an iterative solver, where
the iterated weights are proved to converge to the optimal
weights. Also, we designed an online architecture to apply our
MVWO method in networks with varying SNRs’ mean and
variance. We conducted simulations to validate the accuracy
of the rate estimation, the convergence of the proposed solver
and the optimality of the weights designed by our MVWO
method. Simulations show that our MVWO method consumes
4 ∼ 10 times fewer time slots in finding the optimal weights
and achieves 5 ∼ 15% better average data rates of users than
SUWO methods.
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APPENDIX: THE PROOF OF COROLLARY 1
Proof. By applying the linearity of the inner product, we
obtain

⟨w, r∼µ(·|w)⟩

= lim
T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

K∑
k=1

wkµk

(
s(t)|w

)
∆0B log2

(
1 + ϕk(t)

)
(a)
≥ lim

T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

K∑
k=1

wkxk(t)∆0B log2
(
1 + ϕk(t)

)
,

∀x(t) s.t. (1), (2) ,
(45)

where (a) uses the fact that µ(·|w) maximizes the weighted
sum of instantaneous data rates in each slot, as shown in (6).
By applying the definition of feasible rate region F from (13)
to the above, we have ⟨w, r∼µ(·|w)⟩ ≥ ⟨w, r⟩, ∀r ∈ F .

APPENDIX: PROOF OF THE BOUNDEDNESS OF THE
BOUNDING SET

Proof. For a given k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, let the elements of a
vector, z, be 0 except its k-th and (k+K)-th element, zk and
zk+K . Then, the positive semidefiniteness of H leads to

zTHz

=(zk)
2Hxx

k,k + 2zkzk+KH
xϕ
k,k + (zk+K)2Hϕϕ

k,k ≥ 0 ,

∀(zk, zk+K) ∈ R2 ,∀k ,
(46)

which implies Hxx
k,kH

ϕϕ
k,k ≥ (Hxϕ

k,k)
2, ∀k. By substituting

(C5)(C6)(C7) into the above, we obtain

pk(1− pk) · vϕk ≥ (yk − pkmϕ
k)

2 ,

⇒ yk ≤
√
pk(1− pk) · vϕk + pkm

ϕ
k ,∀k .

(47)

Consider the inequality in (C2), where we assume ∆0 = 1 and
B = 1 in order to simplify the notation without generality,

rk ≤ pk log2(1 +
yk
pk

)

(a)
≤ pk log2(1 +

[
√
pk(1− pk) · vϕk + pkm

ϕ
k ]

pk
)

(b)
≤ pk log2(1 +

√
vϕk +mϕ

k

pk
) ,

(48)

where (a) uses the inequality in (47) and (b) uses the fact that
pk ≤ 1 and 1 − pk ≤ 1 in the numerator of the fraction. We

write αk ≜
√
vϕk +mϕ

k to simplify the above notation as

rk ≤ pk log2(1 +
αk

pk
)

= (pk + αk) log2(pk + αk)

− αk log2(pk + αk)− pk log2(pk),∀k .
(49)

Because (pk + αk) log2(pk + αk) ≤ (1 + αk) log2(1 + αk),
αk log2(pk + αk) ≥ αk log2(αk) and pk log2(pk) ≥ 1

e log2
1
e ,

we obtain an upper bound on rk as

rk ≤ (1 + αk) log2(1 + αk)− αk log2(αk)−
1

e
log2

1

e
,∀k .

(50)

Also, rk ≥ 0, ∀k, as shown in (C1), which implies rk is
bounded ∀k. Since all dimensions of r are bounded, r is
bounded and so is G.

APPENDIX: PROOF OF COROLLARY 3
We first check the sign of a(i) and b(i). Note that r(i) is

the optimal solution of (29), which implies ⟨w(i), r(i)⟩ >
⟨w(i), r∗⟩. Based on this fact, we can determine that a(i) > 0.
Suppose b(i) ≤ 0, then min{(r∗ − r(i)) ⊘ w(i)} ≥ 0. This
implies (r∗ − r(i)) ≥ 0 and ⟨w(i), r∗ − r(i)⟩ ≥ 0, which is
contradictory to the optimality of r(i). Therefore, b(i) > 0.

Based on sign of a(i) and b(i), we can prove that u(i) > 0.
To achieve this, we first check the sign of the elements in
b(i)w(i) + (r∗ − r(i)), whose k-th element is

b(i)w
(i)
k + r∗k − r

(i)
k = w

(i)
k (b(i) +

r∗k − r
(i)
k

w
(i)
k

)

≥w(i)(b(i) +min{(r∗ − r(i))⊘w(i)}) = 0 , ∀k .
(51)

This implies b(i)w(i)+(r∗− r(i)) ≥ 0. By adding a(i)w(i) to
the above, we obtain that u(i) > 0. Also, w(i+1) is normalized
u(i), which implies w(i+1) > 0 and ∥w(i+1)∥2 = 1.

APPENDIX: PROOF OF LEMMA 1
Proof. To prove the first statement, we substitute (30) into
⟨w(i+1),w∗⟩ as

⟨w(i+1),w∗⟩ = ⟨a
(i) + b(i)

∥u(i)∥2
w(i) +

1

∥u(i)∥2
(r∗ − r(i)),w∗⟩

=
a(i) + b(i)

∥u(i)∥2
⟨w(i),w∗⟩+ 1

∥u(i)∥2
⟨r∗ − r(i),w∗⟩

(a)
>
a(i) + b(i)

∥u(i)∥2
⟨w(i),w∗⟩ ,

(52)
where (a) is because ⟨w∗, r∗⟩ > ⟨w∗, r(i)⟩. Also, we have

⟨u(i), r∗ − r(i)⟩ = ⟨(a(i) + b(i))w(i) + (r∗ − r(i)), r∗ − r(i)⟩

=
∥r∗ − r(i)∥22
⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩

⟨w(i), r∗ − r(i)⟩

+ ⟨b(i)w(i), r∗ − r(i)⟩+ ∥r∗ − r(i)∥22

= 0 + b(i)⟨w(i), r∗ − r(i)⟩
(a)
< 0 ,

(53)
where (a) uses the fact that ⟨w(i), r∗⟩ < ⟨w(i), r(i)⟩. The
square of ℓ2-norm of u(i) is

∥u(i)∥22 = ⟨u(i),u(i)⟩
=⟨(a(i) + b(i))w(i) + (r∗ − r(i)),u(i)⟩
(a)
<⟨(a(i) + b(i))w(i),u(i)⟩
=(a(i) + b(i))2 + (a(i) + b(i))⟨w(i), r∗ − r(i)⟩ ,

(54)

where (a) uses the inequality in (53). By dividing (a(i)+b(i))2

at each term in the last inequality, we obtain(
∥u(i)∥2
a(i) + b(i)

)2

< 1 +
⟨w(i), r∗ − r(i)⟩
a(i) + b(i)

⇒
(
∥u(i)∥2
a(i) + b(i)

)2

< 1− (⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩)2

(a(i) + b(i))⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩
,

(55)
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and substituting a(i) and b(i) of (31) into the denominator in
the RHS of the above

(a(i) + b(i))⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩

=∥r∗ − r(i)∥22 +
∑
k

b(i)w
(i)
k (r

(i)
k − r

∗
k)

<∥r∗ − r(i)∥22 +
∑

k:r
(i)
k −r∗k≤0

r
(i)
k − r∗k
w

(i)
k

w
(i)
k (r

(i)
k − r

∗
k)

+
∑

k:r
(i)
k −r∗k>0

b(i)w
(i)
k (r

(i)
k − r

∗
k)

≈∥r∗ − r(i)∥22 +
∑
k

r
(i)
k − r∗k
w

(i)
k

w
(i)
k (r

(i)
k − r

∗
k)

=2∥r∗ − r(i)∥22 ,

(56)

where we note that both r(i) and r∗ are vectors in G, which
implies ∥r∗ − r(i)∥2 ≤ R̂ based on the definition of R̂. By
applying (56) to (55), we can obtain(

∥u(i)∥2
a(i) + b(i)

)2

< 1− (⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩)2

2R̂2
< 1 ,

⇒ ∥u(i)∥2
a(i) + b(i)

<

[
1− (⟨w(i), r(i) − r∗⟩)2

2R̂2

] 1
2

< 1 .

(57)

Note that R̂ is finite because G is bounded. By substituting
(57) in (52), we obtain (33).

For the second statement, the inner product between w(i)

and w∗ is

⟨w(i),w∗⟩
(a)
≥ ⟨w(1),w∗⟩ = 1√

K

K∑
k=1

w∗
k

(b)
≥ 1√

K

K∑
k=1

(w∗
k)

2 =
1√
K

,

(58)

where (a) uses the fact that ⟨w(i),w∗⟩ is monotonic in-
creasing based on the first statement in Lemma 1 and (b)
is because wk is less than or equal to 1, k = 1, . . . ,K.
Further, by applying Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we obtain
that ⟨w(i),w∗⟩ = |⟨w(i),w∗⟩| ≤ ∥w(i)∥2∥w∗∥2 = 1.

ACCURACY OF RATE ESTIMATION WHEN
SNRS’ VARIANCE INCREASES

We identify that the proposed rate estimation method be-
comes less tight when the variance of the SNRs increases.
To illustrate this effect, we consider a two-user case where
both users have the same SNR distribution. To easily adjust
the variance, we assume that the SNRs follow a normalized
log-normal distribution with a mean of 1 and a variance of
exp(σ2)− 1 (σ is a parameter determining the variance). We
simulate the cases where σ is 0.25, 0.5 and 0.75 in Fig. 10.
The results show that when the variance of SNRs increases,
the gap between the measured rates and the estimated rates
increases. This is because Jenson’s equality in (15) becomes
less tight when the variance of SNRs increases. We note
that the simulations here only show the relation between the

Fig. 10: The average rates achieved by µ(·|w) and their
estimated values in (24) for sweeping w when the SNRs’
variance increases. The variance of SNRs is (a) exp(0.252)−1,
(b) exp(0.52)− 1 and (c) exp(0.752)− 1.

estimation accuracy and the variance of SNRs, while they do
not represent the practical scenarios.
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