arxiv:0909.0760v1 [cs.IT] 3 Sep 2009

1

Optimizing Orthogonal Multiple Access based on
Quantized Channel State Information

Antonio G. Marques, Georgios B. Giannakis, and Javier Ramos

Abstract

The performance of systems where multiple users commumnicaér wireless fading links benefits from
channel-adaptive allocation of the available resourcéief@nt from most existing approaches that allocate re-
sources based on perfect channel state information, thik eiimizes channel scheduling along with per user rate
and power loadings over orthogonal fading channels, whéim teominals and scheduler rely on quantized channel
state information. Channel-adaptive policies are desigioeoptimize an average transmit-performance criterion
subject to average quality of service requirements. Whigeresultant optimal policy per fading realization shows
that the individual rate and power loadings can be obtairgrhmately for each user, the optimal scheduling is
slightly more complicated. Specifically, per fading reatian each channel is allocated either to a single (winner)
user, or, to a small group of winner users whose percentagghafed resources is found by solving a linear
program. A single scheduling scheme combining both altemes becomes possible by smoothing the original
disjoint scheme. The smooth scheduling is asymptoticaiynwal and incurs reduced computational complexity.
Different alternatives to obtain the Lagrange multiplieeguired to implement the channel-adaptive policies are
proposed, including stochastic iterations that are prigvatnvergent and do not require knowledge of the channel
distribution. The development of the optimal channel-didegallocation is complemented with discussions on the
overhead required to implement the novel policies.

I. INTRODUCTION

The importance of channel-adaptive allocation of bandwidate, and power resources in wireless
multiuser access over fading links has been well documdnted both information theoretic and practical
communication perspectives [2]. Per fading realizatiarameters including rate, power and percentages
of time frames (or system subcarriers) are adjusted acsess to optimize utility measures of performance
guantified by bit error rate (BER), weighted sum-rate or pogféciency, under quality of service (QoS)
constraints such as prescribed BER, delay, maximum powerimimum rate requirements. To carry out
such constrained optimization tasks, most existing aghresassume that perfect CSI (P-CSI) is available
wherever needed [17], [6], [9], [10], [19], [21]. Howevet,i$ well appreciated that errors in estimating
the channel, feedback delay, and the asymmetry betweerafdrand reverse links render acquisition of
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deterministically perfect CSI at transmitters (P-CSIT)possible in most wireless scenarios [8]. For cases
where the scheduling takes place at the receiver, this hdiwatenl scheduling and resource allocation
schemes using perfect CSI at the receivers (P-CSIR) butguéytized CSI at the transmitters (Q-CSIT),
that can be pragmatically obtained through finite-rate lbeed from the receiver, see, e.g., [13], [18], and
also [11] for a recent review on finite-rate feedback systems

This work goes one step further to pursue optimal schedwdimg) resource allocation for orthogonal
multi-access transmissions over fading links when only &-6 available at the scheduler (as, e.g., [5] for
the non-orthogonal multiple input multiple output -MIMOase), while transmitters have either perfect
or quantized CSI. The unifying approach minimizes an awenagwer cost (or in a dual formulation
maximizes an average rate utility) subject to average QafStraints on rate (respectively power) related
constraints. This setup is particularly suited for systerhere the receiver does not have accurate channel
estimates (e.g., when differential (de-)modulation is Eygd or when the fading channel varies fast).
It is also pertinent in distributed set-ups (sensor netwak cellular downlink communications), where
the scheduler (fusion center, access point) is not thewecaind can only acquire Q-CSI sent by the
terminals. The distinct features of this paper are:

« Optimal resource allocation schemes that adapt rate, pandruser scheduling as a function of the
instantaneous Q-CSI.

« The optimal rate and power loadings per user terminal depenthe Q-CSI corresponding to its
own fading realization, its relative contribution to thenm cost (quantified through a user-dependent
priority weight), and its rate requirement.

« The optimal scheduling per channel boils down to one out af twodes: (i) a single user accessing
the channel; or, (i) a small set of users sharing the chariried channel access coefficients under
(ii) are obtained as the solution of a linear program. Thisdaal policy emerges not only in systems
that operate based on Q-CSI, but also in those that rely osIPbGt operate over channels whose
probability density function (pdf) contains deltas (e.discrete random channels or deterministic
channels).

« A novel asymptotically optimum scheduling scheme fadilitg convergence and reducing complexity.
This scheme combines the aforementioned cases (i) andr{d)only incurs am-loss relative to the
optimal solution (withe representing a small positive number).

« Stochastic allocation schemes that are provably convergethout requiring knowledge of the
channel distribution, while reducing the complexity of tbnxerall design.

« Operating conditions under which the system overhead cardeced are identified.

In addition, the approach here unifies notation at the rawgiand transmitting ends, and clarifies the
model when Q-CSl is available, yielding valuable insiglusimproved understanding of channel-adaptive
resource allocation and finite-rate feedback.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. After modeprgl/iminaries in Sectiofllll, the general
problem is formulated in Sectidn 1A, and the optimal sa@utis characterized in Sectignllll. Algorithms
to obtain the optimum Lagrange multipliers needed to imgetthe optimal policies are developed in
Section[1V. Those algorithms rely on a novel smooth schedupolicy that reduces complexity and
guarantees asymptotic optimality. Stochastic schedudilggrithms that do not require knowledge of
the channel distribution are also developed. Sedtibn V igesvexamples and insights on the practical



implementation of the novel channel-adaptive schemes.é¥igal tests corroborating the analytical claims
are described in Sectign VI, and concluding remarks areadfin Sectior VI

[I. PRELIMINARIES AND PROBLEM STATEMENT

Consider a wireless network with/ user terminals, indexed by, € {1,..., M}, transmitting over
K flat-fading orthogonal channels, indexed by {1,..., K}, to a common destination, e.g., a fusion
center or an access point. Zero-mean additive white Gauasige (AWGN) with unit variance is assumed
present at the receiver. Wi, .. denoting thekth channel’s instantaneous gain (magnitude square of the
fading coefficient) between theith user and the destination, the overall channel is destriyethe
M x K gain matrixG for which [G],,, » := ¢..x. The range of values eagl), , takes is divided into non-
overlapping regions; and instead @f ;. itself, destination and transmitters have available ohé/ltinary
codeword indexing the regiog,, ; falls into. With j,, , representing the corresponding region index, the
M x K matrix J with entries[J},, x := j.., constitutes the Q-CSI of the overall system. Singgg, is
random,j,, ;. iS also a discrete random variable; and likewdses random, taking matrix values from a
setJ with finite cardinality|J|.

As in [21], [13], [9] or [19], users at the outset can be scheduto access simultaneously but
orthogonally (in time or frequency) any of th€ channels. The channel scheduling policy is described
by an M x K matrix W whose nonnegative entryW|,, . corresponds to th@ercentageof the kth
channel scheduled for theth user. Clearly, it holds that"'_ [W],. € [0,1] Vk. The power and rate
resources of all terminal-channel pairs are collectedvin< K matricesP and R, respectively. Each
of the corresponding entrie®],, » and [R],,; represent, respectively, th@minal power and rate the
mth user terminal would be allocated if it were the only teratischeduled to transmit over thgh
channel. Note that such entries are lower bounded by zerapper bounded by the maximum nominal
power and rate that the hardware of the system is able to mgle Since scheduling and allocation
will be adapted based on Q-CSI, matridds, P andR will depend onJ and each can take at mgsf|
different values. Under prescribed BER or capacity coimgsarate and power variables are coupled. This
power-rate coupling will be represented by a functibr{respectivelyY ! for the rate-power coupling),
which relategP],, . to [R],,, over the same Q-CSI regigR([J],. ). (Wherever needed, we will write
TRr(3),.,) 10 exemplify this dependence.)

A. Problem Formulation

Given the Q-CSI matrixJ and prescribed QoS requirements, the goal is to WidJ), P(J) and
R(J) so that theoverall averageweightedperformance is optimized. (Overall here refers to perforcea
of all users and weighted refers to different user pricsitdfected through a preselected weight vector
o= [u1, ..., ua]’ with nonnegative entries.) Depending on desirable objestithe problem can be
formulated either as constrained utility maximization loé taverage weighted sum-rate subject to average

! Notation: Boldface upper (lower) case letters are used fdrimgcolumn vectors)y(-)” denotes transposé],; the (k, [)th entry of a
matrix, and[-]x the (k)th column (entry) of a matrix (vector)p stands for entrywise (Hadamard) matrix productenotes differentiation;
1 and0 are the all-one and all-zero matrices. Calligraphic Istte used for sets witl'| denoting cardinality of the set. For a random
scalar (matrix) variable: (X), the univariate (multivariate) probability density fuiom (pdf) is denoted byf.(z) (respectivelyfx (X)).
Finally, A (V) denotes the “and” (“or”) logic operator;” the optimal value of variable; and, 1., the indicator function [y, = 1 if =
is true and zero otherwise).



power constraints; or, as a constrained minimization ofaherage weighted power subject to average
rate constraints. The former fits the classical rate (c#paciaximization, while the latter is particularly
relevant in energy-limited scenarios (e.g., sensor ndsyowhere power savings is the main objective.
Although this paper will use the power minimization fornmida, the rate maximization problem can be
tackled readily by dual substitutions; namely, after iobemging the roles oR and Tz (y,, ) by P and

T i), Fespectively.

Specifically, the weighted average transmit-power will bimimized subject to individual minimum
average rate constraints collected in the vedtor [7y,...,7y|7. Per Q-CSI realizatiod, the overall
weighted transmit-power is given By " [u],, Sor [P (3)]n.k[W (3)]nx; While themth user’s transmit-
rate is "1 [R(J)],ni[W ()]s Using the probability mass functiofr{J}, these expressions can be
used to obtain the average transmit-power and transnai-Fair a given channel quantizer, i.e., with
fixed, and the fading pdf assumed knowk{J} can be obtained aBr{J} = fR(J) fa(G)dG, where
R(J) represents the region of ti@ domain such thaG < R(J) are quantized a$. SinceYr(,, ) links
R with P, it suffices to optimize only over one of them. Note also that binomialR(J)],. £ [W (J)]m.x
is not jointly convex with respect to (w.r.tB.(J) and W (J). For this reason, we will instead consider the
auxiliary variable[R(J)]m.x := [R(J)]m.s[W (J)]m, and seek allocation and scheduling matrices solving
the following optimization problem:

( i ﬁ"] m,k
iR 3 20 w20 D (Z%ﬂwm >t TR ([[vv(<J)>]1n;k> [W<J)]m,k> Pr{J}
vJeJg
stor ) (Ziil[ﬁ(J)]m,k) Pr{J} > [f|m, Vm 1)
vJeJg
\ Z%:I[W(J)]m,k S 1, Vk,VJ .

Appendix A shows that iff ., ,) iS @ convex function, then problerl (1) is convex. Througttbist

paper it will be assumed that:

(asl) the power-rate function(zy,, ) is increasing and strictly convex

This assumption holds generally true for orthogonal actessfor example, not when multiuser inter-
ference is present. Note also that (as1) implies that tleepatver functionX' ! is increasing and strictly
concave. To justify the adoption of (asl), consider theofeihg example ofY.

Example 1: For simplicity, the tractable case of outage capacity welicbnsider here, postponing the case
of ergodic capacity to Sectidn VID. Suppose that we want titage probability of thenth user over the
kth channel for a given Q-CSl to beé. Define thej-outage channel gain for tHer, k) pair in R([J],, x)

as g2, . ([I]m) so thatPr{gm i < g2, 1 ([Tmk) | gmk € R([I]mx)} = 6. Then using Shannon’s capacity
formula, the rate-power function can be written Aﬁ%mm,k)(@ = logy(1 + 290, 1 ([J]m.r)). Solving the
previous expression W.r.i;, yields the power-rate functiotfz (. ) () = (2° — 1)/¢2, 1 ([J]mx), Which

is certainly increasing and strictly convex as required dsy/l].

Before moving to the next section where the solution[of (1) & characterized, it is important to
stress that sinc® is involved in specifyingPr{J} and Ty, ,), the choice ofR affects the optimum
allocation. Selecting the quantization regions to optenik) is thus of interest but goes beyond the scope
of this paper. Near-optimal channel quantizers for timasitm multiple access (TDMA) and orthogonal
frequency-division multiple access (OFDMA) can be found18] and [13], respectively.



. OPTIMUM RESOURCEALLOCATION

In this section, the optimunwW, P and R matrices will be characterized as a functionJofind the
optimum multipliers of the constrained optimization prexol in (1).

Let A® denote thel/ x 1 vector whose entries are the non-negative Lagrange miatgphssociated with
the mth averagerate constraint; and"'(J) the K x 1 vector corresponding to theth channel-sharing
constraintper Q-CSImatri>@ J. Let alsoa®(J) anda"V'(J) denoteK x M matrices whose entries are,
correspondingly, the non-negative Lagrange multipliesoaiated with the constrain[té(.])]mvk >0 and
(W ()] > 0. The full Lagrangian of[(1) can be written as

L AY(T), a”(T),aV (J),R(J),W(J)) :=

> (Zwm S T (%) [W(J)]m,k> Pr(J}

vJeJ \m=1

S (Mm (z[ﬁwm,k) Pe(a} mm) LY S A (Z[wum _ 1)
vJeJg

vJeJ k=1

—

=3 2 (0 @ha R + [0 (D] s WD) - (@)

vJeJ m=1 k=1
Because[{1) is convex, the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) cdondi yield the following necessary and
sufficient conditions of optimality [1] (recalt denotes the derivative af):

(I S (%) Pr{I} = V@) Pr{d} — @ s = 0 @)

R D]mslad™ D]y = 0 (4)

R (3]s

(1) TR (3]0 0) (W) Pr{J} = [l TR(@10) (Hi;ifﬁ;ﬁi) [[Vf\{;*((?)]]:i Pr{J}

—[@" (D + NI =0 ()
(WDl (Dl = 0. (6)

Conditions [[(B){(6) can be used to characterize the optiatal and channel allocation as follows.
Proposition 1: The optimum rate allocation is given by: )

(i) [R* ()]s = 0, if ither [W*(J)],.x = 0 or [N, /[l < Trea,, o) (%) otherwise,
(ii) the optimum rate allocation is

R Do = Tl (T2 ) W s ™

where T (.,  denotes the inverse function @), ,)-

Proof: Consider first the claim in (i). The definition dR*(J)],,., implies that if [W*(J)],., = 0,
then [R*(J)],nx = 0. On the other hand, ifA®*],,,/[tt]m < TR([J]m,k)(-), then [3) can only be satisfied
if [a/(J)],me > 0. Using the slackness condition ifll (4), the latter impliBs(J)],., = 0. The proof
of part (ii) is simpler and consists of solvingl (3) after axdihg the two cases in (i); i.e. assuming that

2The dependence of the multipliers associated with instemtas constraints odi will be explicitly written throughout.
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[W*(J3)] s > 0 and[a?*(J)],.x = 0. Given the relationship betwedh andR, the optimum transmit-rate
for [(W*(J)]x # 0 is
* —1 [AR*]m
[R (J)]m,k - TR([JL”JC) [ll']m . (8)

In fact, (8) is also valid iffW*(J)],.x = 0. This is because wheiW*(J)],,.» = 0, any finite nominal rate
yields [R*(J)],..x = 0, which is the optimal solution. Equatiohl (8) shows that tiptiroal rate loading
depends on the ratio dfu],, over [Af*],,, where the first represents the “priority” terminal has to
minimize the total power cost, and the latter representsptiee corresponding its rate requirement.
According to (asl)X is monotonically increasing function and so¥s! in (8). This implies that users
with high [¢],, have high values ofA**],,, thus higher rate and power loadings per region. Conversely
for users whose power consumption is critical the optimutatsm sets high values dful,,, thus low
rate and power loadings per region. Part (i) of the propmsitilso dictates that there may be regions
for which the optimum rate and power loadings are zero. fintly, this will typically happen for the
region(s) whose channel conditions are so poor that the powst of activating the region may be too
high.

To find the optimum scheduling matrw, define first the functional

Cow (Dt = [ YA (B (D) = Ao [R (D]t 9)

which represents the cost of scheduling charintl userm when the Q-CSl isl. This cost of selecting
(W (J)],.x = 1 emerges also in the two first terms0fin (). Based or[{9), and with denoting the “and”
operator, we define th& x 1 vectorcj, (J, Af) with entries|c, (J, A®)]x := min,,{[Cw (J, A)],n 1M,
and the sets of “winner user(sf1(J, k) := {m : [Cyw (I, M|,k = [} (T, AB) ]k A ([e3 (T, AF)]r < 0)}.
Given the Q-CSI realizatiod, M(J, k) is the set of user(s) that incur the minimum cost if scheduled
to access channél while [c};,(J, Af)]; is the cost corresponding to those users. Using these oodhti
conventions, it can be shown that:

Proposition 2: The optimum schedulin®v*(J) satisfies the following:

@) If [W*(I)]nr > 0, thenm € M(J, k);

(i) If [M(J, k)| >0, thend_ \i54[W*(J)]me=1; and

(iii) If | M(J, k)| =0, then[W*(J)],,x = 0 Vm.

Proof: Appendix B.

In words, the optimal scheduler assigns the channel onlys&s(s) with minimum negative cost| (9),
which is in most cases (but not all) attained by a single uBeis is a greedy policy because only one
user with minimum cost is selected to transmit per Q-CSlizaibn, while others defer. Note that with
P-CSIR, the optimum scheduling over orthogonal fading oeémis also greedy, whether based on P-CSIT
[9], [19] or Q-CSIT [13].

Case 1 (Single winner useryVhen the minimum cost is attained by only one ud&t; in Proposition 2
can be written using the indicator function, as

(W (D]t = Limerm@r)} - (10)

Since [Cw (J)].nx IS @ function of different variables (namely, the quanimatregions, the fading real-
ization, the individual priority weight and the individurgrange multiplier), for most CSI realizations
the costs corresponding to different usetsare distinct, and the emerging winner is unique.




Case 2 (Multiple winners)The event of having different users attaining the minimunstowill be
henceforth referred to as a “tie”. The main difficulty withia is that Proposition Zi) does not specify
how the channel should be split among winner users (the lymdgrreason being that any arbitrary
allocation minimizesC). On the other hand, only a subset (for most realization3 ohthem is the actual
solution to the original primal problem. To find the optimughedule in this case, define first the matrix
of single-winner scheduling aWV ,.c(J)]mx = [W*(J)]mx in (@Q) for all (J, k) so that|M(J, k)| =

1, and [Wy,e(J)]m i := 0, otherwise. Define further the scheduling matrix with npl#i winners as
(Wiie(D]me = 0 if IM(J k)] < 1orif IMIJ, k)| > 1butm ¢ M(J, k), and [Wy(J)]mr € [0,1],
otherwise. And finally, let the set of multiple-winner schédg matrices béV,;. := {Wy,.(J) | VJ}; the
average single-winner transmit-rate vecfd..|,, = > ; (fo:l[R*(J)]m,k[Wone(J)]m,k) Pr{J}; and
Fie := T —Tone. Using these definitions, the optimum schedWe;.(J) for all (J, k) with |M(J, k)| > 1,
can be found as the solution of the following linear program:

minwtie('])ewtie ZVJ (Zlf:l ery{:l[y’]m TR([J}m,k) ([R*(J)]mvk) [Wtie(J)]m,k) PI‘{J}
s. to: ZVJ (Ef:l[R*(J)]mk[wtw('})]m,k) PI{J} = [f'tiE]mv vm (11)

S WeieDmr =1, V(I k) [MI k)] > 1.
Note that in the optimization process, only the matridefor which a tie occurs are considered and for
those only the non-zero entries W;.(J) are optimized.

The main idea behind_(11) is that among all schedules mimgithe Lagrangian when a tie occurs
(second constraint), the optimal one for the primal probiethe one for which the average rate constraints
are satisfied with equality. We stress that hBrg¢J) (thusP*(J)) are fixed and therefore only optimization
over the channel-sharing coefficients for which a tie ocquisich in general is a small set) is carried
out. To clarify this point, let us consider the following exgle.

Example 2: Consider a system witlk’ = 1 channel, M = 4 users andl0 regions per user. For such a
system, the number of channel realizations 4§ = 10%. Among those it is found that, e.g., ties occur
for 3 different fading realizations, namely: whan= J; users 1 and 2 tie; whed = J, users 1, 3
and 4 tie; and whed = J; users 2 and 4 tie. In this case, the optimization[in (11) haket@arried
out over[W(Jy)]11, (WJ1)]21, (WJ2)]11, [W(J2)]s1, [W(J2)]a1, [W(J3)]2,1, and [W (J3)]41. Once
W;..(J) is found, the overall optimal channel assignmentWé(J)™],...x := [WZ,.(J)] .k for (J, k) with
IM(J, k)| <1 and[W*(J)]mr = [W;i.(J)]mi Otherwise.

It is worth noticing that for every scenario where multiplgets access the channel orthogonally, the
optimum scheduling needs to satisfy](11). However, neif@g19] (P-CSIR and P-CSIT) nor [13], [18]
(P-CSIR and Q-CSIT) considdr (11). This is because if thanfadistributions are continuous and P-CSIR
is available, the set of fading realizatio@sfor which a tie occurs has Lebesgue measure zero. Therefore,
any arbitrary channel scheduling among tied users is ggoglfimum. Indeed, the contribution of any
specificG to the average performance when integrated over the chaaifies zero. But when dealing
with Q-CSI (or with deterministic fixed channels), neithie tprobability of a Q-CSI realizatiod nor
the contribution to the average cost are negligible. And fitecisely necessitates solvingl(11) to obtain
the optimum schedule. Intuitively, as the number of regiand channels increases sharing a channel
becomes less likely, which in turn brings the solution ctdsethe continuous fading P-CSIR case and the
effect of neglectingl{11) becomes less harmful. The oppdmhavior arises in systems that have P-CSIR



but further operate over deterministic (fixed) channelsthizse systems ties will represent the prevailing
channel allocation (e.g., for a deterministic TDMA systera have X' = 1 and | 7| = 1; since all the
users have to access the channel to satisfy their rate aonstrthe entries oA”* will self-adjust so
thata tie among all the usersccurs). Only in systems operating over deterministic oeénfor which
the number of channels is much higher than the number of eags an OFDMA system with many
subcarriers), the single-winner case will constitute tredpminant scheduling.

In the context of smooth optimization, a single scheduliogesne that can be implemented both for
cases 1 and 2, is asymptotically optimal, incurs reducedocational burden and facilitates computation
of the optimal Lagrange multipliers is developed in the nesdtion.

IV. OPTIMAL LAGRANGE MULTIPLIERS

To implement the optimum scheduling and rate allocationcjes presented in the previous section,
the optimum multiplier vectoA™* needs to be known. Since the rate constraint§lin (1) are alaetjve,
the KKT conditions imply that whel\ = X\#* those constraints are satisfied with equality. Sihée
cannot be obtained analytically from this condition, nuicedrsearch is required. This is possible using
dual methods. First, let us wiite simplified version of the Lagrangian

LR, W) = Y (Z[mmzrm]m,k) (%) [W<J>]m,k> Pr{J)

vJegJ \m=1

M K M
-3 (0 3 (SR et} + S, 2
m=1 vJeJ \k=1 m=1
where only the contribution of the average rate constraimtsonsidered [cf.[{2)]. Because all the
instantaneous constraints (i.e., channel-sharing anehegativity constraints) were already satisfied when
obtaining the solution of the previous section, the focusehis to find A# so that the average rate
constraints are satisfied. L&f(J) denote the feasible set of the rate and channel assignmeritesa
namelyF(J) := {(R(J),W(J)) | R(J) >0 A W(I) >0 A M [W(J)],nx < 1}. The dual function
is then defined as
D(A®):=  inf LAE RT), W(J))
R(J),W(I)eF(J)
= LT RA(J, AT 0 WH(I, M%), W*(J, AH) (13)
which is concave w.r.tA". Based on[{13), the dual problem 61 (1) is
R
;r}lza;éDO‘ ). (14)
Since the problem in[{1) is convex and strictly feasible, thellity gap between the primal and dual
problems is zero. Thus, the value df optimizing [14) can be used to find the optimum primal solutio
A standard approach to obtak{* is to implement a subgradient iteration (a gradient iterais impossible
here becaus® (A7) is non-differentiable w.r.t{A!],,). Let dD(A%) denote a subgradient vector 6f13)
whosemth entry iS[OD(A®)],, := [El;n—> vy Yove R (T, M) ]k [WH(J, M), Pr{J}; let also: denote

*Throughout this section, dependence Xf will be made explicit wherever it contributes to clarity.
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an iteration index, ang) a decreasing small stepsize such that, 87 = oo and -, (59)* < oo,
With these choices, the iterations

}\R(i) _ }\R(i_l) + 5(2)8D(>\R(Z_1)) (15)

converge toA®* asi — oo (cf. [1, Sec. 6.3.1]). A major challenge in obtaining™ using [I5) is that
[0D(A")],, is discontinuous becaus&*(J, A%) is not continuous for ever\ that gives rise to a tie.
This problem is critical, because in most cadés is one of the points wher@D(\%)],, is discontinuous.
Note that discontinuity of the primal solution Af** implies that obtaining a solution arbitrarily close to
the optimal in the dual domain, does not guarantee obtaiaisglution arbitrarily close to the optimal in
the primal domain. Specifically, after running a sufficigrttigh but finite number of iterations, we can
guarantee thaA®") is a very good approximation fok’*, but we cannot guarantee the*(J, AR(D)
is a good approximation oW *(J, A#*). In fact, it can be shown that such schedulings are significan
different for a subset of channel realizatiohsand that the schedulin§v*(J, AR(I)) is not a feasible
solution of [1) since it violates the average rate constsain

Our approach to solve this problem is to reinstate Lipscbdatinuity by smoothing the scheduling
function. Smoothing ensures continuity or differentidgpiand has been successfully applied to different
optimization problems; see e.g., [22] and [14]. Since sahieg discontinuities appear in the transition
from a tie to a single-winner (check (10), {11) and the lefd aight upper plots of Figurgl 1), the idea is
to relax the condition for scheduling in ti¢h channel only whem: € M(J, k). This is possible through
the setM*(J, k) := {m : ([Cw (I, A)]mr —lci (T, A < &) A ([cj (T, AF)]r. < 0)}, wheree is
a small positive number. Based owt*(J, k), consider the following suboptimal but smooth scheduling
matrix

(1 _ [cw(JAR)L,L,;C—[c;V(J,AR)]k)2

€

[Cow (AR, —[efy (AR \ 2
ZmEMS(J,k) <1_ = i n k)

Clearly,[W*(J, A®)],.» schedules channélnot only to usersn whose cost is minimum but also to those
whose cost ig-close to the minimum. This can be readily appreciated inlefftelower and right lower
plots of the example illustrated in Figur@ 1. According te thpper left plot, wherd\?], € (3.45,3.5)
the optimum allocation assigns the channel to user 1, mgahat its cost is the lowest in that interval.
However, according to the lower right plot, whéh”], € (3.45,3.5) the smooth allocation assigns a
portion of the channel also to user 2. This is because altindlog cost of user 1 is still smaller, within
that interval the difference of costs between the two uselsss tharr. Something similar happens when
[(A%], € (3.5,3.55), but in this case user 2 is the one with the smallest cost.

The scheduling in[{16) exhibits other relevant propertiext ire summarized in the next Proposition.
Proposition 3: The smooth schedul&V?(J, A% satisfies the following:
(@) If [W5(J, X)),k > 0, thenm € M*(J, k) and [Cw (I, AF)]r < [Cip (TAF)]1 + &
(i) If [M(T,B)] >0, 3 e g W (I A e = 1
(iii) If |M(J, k)| =0, then[W*(J, \F)],., = 0 ¥m; and
(iv) [W*(J, A®)],.x is a continuous function ok”.
Proof: The construction of the scheduling matrix(16) can be rgagsled to verify the claims (i)-(iv).
Propertieq(i)-(iii) of W* are similar to those oW * stated in Propositionl 2, whil@v) ensures continuity

[WS(J, )\R)]mJg = ]l{meMS(J,k:)} (16)
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Fig. 1. Optimal (top) and smooth (bottom) channel allogatior the kth channel agA™], varies. The simulated set-up 87 = 2,
e = 0.01, [AT]1 = \o is kept constant, anfilCy (I, A%)]1 1. = [Cw (I, AT)]2x when[AT]; = Ao and[AF]z = 3.5.

(check lower plots in Figurgl 1). Besides being continuolis,damooth scheduling also lowers complexity
relative to its discontinuous counterpart. In fact, whereatcurs, findingW*(J) requires solving a linear
program that involves channel realizations other thgnecall Examplé2), while findingV*(J) requires
only the computation of the closed form in{16) without hayio consider any channel realization other
thanJ.

Based on Propositidd 3, the following result can be estabds
Lemma 1 If D5(A%) = LR R*(J,AR) © W(J, A, We(J, Af) and [0°D(AR)],, == [F]m —
Soog o R (I, A n [WH(I, M), Pr{J} denote smooth versions of the dual function and its
subgradient, then:

(i) For all A%, it holds thatD(A®) < D*(A) < D(AT) + €', wheree’ := Ke; and
(ii) [0°D(AR)],, is a Lipschitz continuous and decreasing functiom&t
Proof: Appendix C.

Lemmall guarantees thaD*(A\%) is a Lipschitz continuous’-subgradient ofD(A) [1, pp. 625] and
will play a critical role in the convergence results presenlfater in Propositions| 4 amd 5. At this point,
we are ready to prove the following result.

Proposition 4: If 5 is a small constant stepsize, there eidt” so that;
(i) the iteration
AR® _ y\RO-D) i 588D<>\R(i—1)> (17)

converges, i.e AR — A% and
(ii) at the limit point it holds that:D(Af*) < Ds(Af) < D(AR*) + ¢,
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Proof: To prove parf(i), it suffices to show thaf (17) is a nonlinear contraction niagpwhich basically
requires: (a) existence o such thatd* D(A®) = 0 (this is trivial because the entries of the smooth
subgradient are continuous); and (b) the Jacobia®*d#(A\?) to be negative definite with bounded
eigenvalues. These two properties of the Jacobian are griovAppendix D. The proof of par€i) is
simpler and relies on Lemnid 1-(i) and on the fact that thereei® duality gap; see Appendix E for
details.

Proposition[# is of paramount importance. First, it guagastthat ifR*(J, Af) and W*(J, Af) are
implemented withA® = X\ then the average rate constraints are satisfied with eyu(aticall that
0°*D(A) = 0 only if this is the case). Second, it provides a systemagorithm to compute\”s. Third
and foremost, it guarantees that the overall weighted geeppwer penalty paid for implementing the
smooth policyR*(J, A%) and W*(J, A®*) instead of the optimum policRR*(J, A¥*) and W*(J, Af*)
is less tha& ¢’. The latter assertion is true because according to the tiefigiof D(A%) in (I3) and
D3(A®) in Lemmall, the values of the dual functions coincide withsthof the Lagrangian in(2) when
the optimum and the smooth policies are implemented, réspic Since whenD(Af*) and D*(\F#) are
evaluated vial[{2) all the constraints are satisfied with kyughe only remaining term in the Lagrangians
is the overall weighted average transmitted power. Thezetbe bounds on the dual values in Proposition
[4-(ii), directly translate to bounds on the overall weighterage power consumption.

An algorithm based on Propositidh 4 to fidd® is described next:

Algorithm 1: Calculation of the Lagrange multipliers

(S1.0) Initialization: set vectorsy;, d, to small positive values\*? = 61 and the iteration index= 1.

(S1.1) Resource allocation updatger Q -CSlI realizationd, use ARV to obtainR.(J)” and P(J)"”
based on[{8) and 1, ,); and W*(J)® usmg [E)

(S1.2) Dual update use (Sl 1) to find* D(A" ) Stop if [0°D(A Z'_1))| < &9; updateAR(i) as in
(@7), and set =i + 1; otherwise, go to (S1.1).

Due to the average formulation inl (1), Algorithm 1 entailsnputing the average rate and power per
user which require the knowledge of the joint channel distion. SpecificallyPr{J} needs to be known
vJ. It must be run during an initialization (off-line) phaseftw® the communication starts and it only
needs to be re-run if either the channel statistics or thesu§pS requirements change. Ona€& is
known, the £'-) optimum allocation ped is found online usindR*(J, A*), Ty, ), andW*(J, AFs).
Since expressions for those are available in closed form(@f and [16)], the computational burden
associated to the online phase is negligible.

A. Stochastic Estimation of the Lagrange Multipliers

As mentioned beforeA?* is obtained using Algorithm 1 off-line, and requires knosde of the
channel distribution. However, this computation cannotabeays efficiently carried out or may even
be infeasible. This is the case when: (a) the number of uskesnel statistics, and QoS requirements
change so frequently thax®* has to be continuously re-computed; (b) in limited-comjtlesystems
that cannot afford the off-line burden; or (c) when the jashannel distribution is unknown. For those

“In practice, the gap w.r.tD(A"*) is much smaller thas’. This is becausdV*(J, A\ # W*(J, A") only if |M*(J, k)| > 1, which
is a rare event; hence, on average, the bound in Lehiiaidvery loose; see also Appendix C.
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situations, stochastic approximation algorithms [7] @m@s an alternative solution to estimat&* [20].

Let n index the current block (whose duration corresponds to kfaeweel coherence interva),), and let

J[n] denote the fading state during bloek Our proposal amounts to replace the ensemble average
subgradient/o* D(A®)],, = [Flm — Dovg Doui BRI, A ]k [WE(T, AF)) ] Pr{J} with its stochastic
version [*D(AR, )], = [Flm — DRI, X)) ]k [WE(I[n], X)) k. Using this definitioE, the
original iterations ove\” in (I7) can be replaced by their estimates

Ain 4+ 1] = X¥[n] + * D(AF[n],n) (18)

where 3 is again aconstantstepsize. Capitalizing on the Lipschitz continuity @fD (A%, n), it can be
shown that for sufficiently smalb: (i) the trajectories of the iterations ih_(17) arid](18) avekied; and
(i) the stochastic iterates if_(]L8) converge to a neighbodhof A7, Specifically, we have:
Proposition 5: With initial conditions similar to[(17) and_(18) and given > 0, there existhy > 0 and
Br > 0 so that almost surely

max X% — 5 [n]|| < o (3)br (19)

1<n<T/B

where0 < 5 < fr ander () — 0 asf — 0.

Proof: The result in[(IB) can be shown by adopting the averagingoggprin [15, Chapter 9]. Following
the averaging method for approximating the difference ggndrajectory, the updates ifi_(18) and those
in (I7) can be seen as a pairmfimary and averaged systems. Under general conditions, it islgedsi
show the trajectory locking of these two systems via [15,0Fém 9.1]. The full proof of the proposition
is omitted due to space limitations, but the main idea hiragethe Lipschitz continuity 0* D (A n) to
prove that the most challenging conditions required in [[&Beorem 9.1] hold. Interestingly, as— oo

a similar approach can be used to show convergence in piitpalii (L8) to (I17), [15, Theorem 9.5].

Propositiorf b not only states that the trajectories of thineriterations remain locked to those of the
original ensemble (off-line) iterations, but also that tegp between those shrinks as the stepsize (that
is at our disposal) vanishes. The result holds for a congtant-zero)s, which allows the iterations in
(@8) to cope with channel non-stationarities and track gkarin the system set-up (e.g., users entering or
leaving the system). This type of convergence is differeminfthat exhibited by other relevant stochastic
resource allocation schemes [16], [20].

From an implementation perspective, it must be emphastzadterations in[(18) can be implemented
online without knowing the channel distribution. This elivates the need for implementing Algorithm 1
during an off-line phase, and greatly reduces the overatiptexity. However, they moderately increase
the complexity during the online (communication) phase.clarify these assertions, a description of
the system operation when the channel-adaptive schemeéspiemented based oh?* (non-stochastic
implementation) and when those schemes are implemented tnmsiR[n] (stochastic implementation)
is presented next.

« Systems implementing non-stochastic adaptive schemeastep@ two phases. During an off-line

(initialization) phase Algorithm 1 is executed and the me@d value of\?* is distributed to the
®Stochastic implementations & D(A™, n) different from the one proposed here are also possible. Fample, convergence to the

optimum value using arguments similar to those in Propmsff can be also proved for stochastic versions based on fimite window
averaging or sample averaging.
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transceivers. During the online phase, the valuel o§ updated every coherence interval, and the
powers, rates and scheduling are adapted with= A" andJ = J[n].

« Systems implementing stochastic adaptive schemes opauadéy online. During the online phase
two tasks are implemented per coherence interval. First, thes rates and scheduling are adapted
with A* = A%[n] andJ = J[n]. Second, the multipliers estimates for the next bldéKn + 1] are
updated according t@_(118).

The stochastic schemes also entails change in the place wherputations are implemented. For the

non-stochastic case, Algorithm 1 will likely be implemenhtat the access point and the value Xof®

will be transmitted once wherever needed. However, for toehastic caseA’™[n] is updated every
coherence interval, and therefore instantaneous brotagas the analog value ok**[n] is not feasible.
This implies that during the system operation, iteration$¢li8) will have to be implemented at different
locations. This way, a transmitter that wishes to implenmtnbptimal rate loading in({8) will need to
know its own entry ofXR[n], while an access point that wants to find the optimum schegduh (18)

will need to know the value of the entirk”[n]. As Propositior b states, to ensure consistency all the
transceivers will have to use identical initialization.

V. OVERHEAD ISSUES

Previous sections focused on the formulation of the chaadaptive schemes as well as on developing
systematic ways to obtain the variables involved in thesan@ schemes. The overhead involved in such
schemes is the main goal of this section which relates totipeghdmplementation issues. Specifically,
we try to answer questions as: What is the number of diffeogmiimum resource allocations? What is
the amount of feedback required to implement the developbdrses? How do the functions involved
in the optimal schemes look for practical modulations? Tdwerview not only will allow for more
efficient implementations of the novel adaptive schemesataat will provide insight to better understand
channel-adaptive resource allocation and finite-ratelfaekl

A. Exploiting the structure of the optimum solution

Two properties of the optimal resource allocation are Usefueduce the computational overhead.
Specifically, we observe that:

P1) Given A, the optimum rate matriR* in (8) satisfies the following: (i) for a given uset it does
not depend on the other users # m; and (ii) the optimum rate allocation for channelcan be
carried out separately from the allocation of the remainihgZ k£ channels. Since the power-rate
function depends on the specific regi®([J],.»), the previous properties imply that the optimal
rate (and thus power) allocation for user on channelt can be obtained separately from the rate
allocation in the remaining regiori®([J];, ;) # R([J],nx)- In other words, the rate allocation can
be written asR*(J)],.x = [R*([I]m.k) k-

P2) Given\™, the previous observations can be used to obtain the casaitodfunction asCyy (J)],,x =
[Cw ([J]mke)]mi V(J, m, k). Since the user scheduling for chankethat isfW*(J)],,..x Vm, is found
based ofCyy ([J]m.x)]m.x ¥m, information about channels + & is not needed [c.f[(16)]. Therefore,
the user-scheduling allocation can be written @& (J)],, x = [W*([J]x)]m.x-
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PropertiesP1) and P2) point out that for a given channel realizatidn vector \** encapsulates most of
the information the(m, k) user-channel pair needs from: channel realizations diffiethanJ, channels
different thank, and users different tham.

To appreciate the implications &f1) and P2), in the following we will consider that each individual
channel domain is divided intb quantization regions. Without loss of optimality the quzation regions
can be represented by a set of threshélgs;. ; },-; L+1713]. Hence, ifgm & € [@mkits Gmkit+1), thenJ], . =1
see e.g. [13]. (Note that singg, » € Ry, ¢m i1 = 0 and gp 141 = oo ¥(m, k).)

An immediate implication oP1)andP2)is that the average ovdrcan be decomposed into sub-averages
across channels. Specifically, with denoting the set of possible valuds, takes, each individual average
rate can be rewritten as

> <Z[R*([J])]m,k[W*( ), ) Pr{J} = Z (Z m k[ W (3)]mx Pr{(JI]i zj}> :

vJeJg VieTk

While the left hand side requirds| 7| = K LX™ summations, the right hand side only requifég7,| =
KLM,

Another possibility to reduce complexity is to cluster ditfnt channel realizations that give rise to the
same optimal resource allocation. For example, consideaare! realizatiod, for which usenn’ is found
to be the winner for théth channel, and a different channel realizatibnso that[J, ], » = [J2]./x and
ICw (J2)]mr > [Cw(J1)|mr Ym # m/. It is clear that usem’ will be again the winner and the resource
allocation over theith channel for bothJ; andJ, will be the same. This can be formalized as follows.
Proposition 6: Assume thafR*([J] .k + 1)]mr > [R*([J]mr)]mr (i-€., the better the channel the higher
the allocated rate), and defing™' := {j € J : [W*(j)]mvk 1 A [jlm =1}. It then holds that:

() 1Wijeg™ then{j € J: [{lw = lilw ¥ #m A [ln >[I} € T
(i) 1Wjeg™ then{j € Tt [§lw < [ilw ¥ #m A [{lm = [ilm} € T
iy If j¢ 7™ then{y € Ti: [l = il Y/ #m A ({0 = lm} € T

Proof: Appendix F. Under the reasonable assumption [Rat[J],..x + 1)]mx > [R*([J]mi)]ms (Which
is true for the examples 6f in this paper), the properties in Propositidn 6 allow onertaug the channel
realizations] in clusters, which yield the same optimum resource allocatClustering can be exploited
to reduce the calculations required to determine the optimesource allocation (Algorithm 1) as well
as to reduce the finite-rate feedback overhead as discusséd n

B. Finite-Rate Feedback

As it was mentioned in Sectidn I, for non-reciprocal chasrtble Q-CSI can be naturally obtained
at the transmitters through finite-rate feedback from tleeixer. Since7 has finite cardinality, clearly
a finite number of bitsB := [log,(|7|)| suffices to index the current realizatidn To ensure that the
Q-CSIT coincides with the Q-CSIR we will assume that:
(as2) the feedback channel is error-free, incurs negligible gieknd the channels remain invariant over
at least two consecutive symbols
Note that this is a pragmatic assumption for Q-CSI since eaemnel can vary from one symbol to the
next so long as the quantization region it falls into remamvariant. In addition, error-free feedback is
typically guaranteed with sufficiently strong error cohtcodes especially since rate in the reverse link
is low.
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Although in principle the resource allocation varies as acfion of J, it is important to note that
from an operational perspective the main objective is netlifeg back the current to the transmitters,
but identifying the optimal resource allocation the trartms have to implement. These tasks are not
equivalent because as it was stated in Proposifion 6, diffethannel realizations can be mapped to the
same resource allocation. In other words, although a receigtually realizes that the quantized value
of the channel has changed fram to J,, if the resource allocation is the same in both cases, for the
transmitters there is no difference betweknand J, and they do not need feedback from the receiver
notifying them that the channel has changed. This is a mgaulidifference because, as it was hinted by
P1) andP2), the cardinality of the optimal resource allocation is msataller than the cardinality of the
Q-CSI matrix. Therefore, in order to find the minimum amouhteedback the transmitters require, the
cardinality of the optimum resource allocatioR,"(J)],. x = [R*([J]m.x)]mr @nd[W?*(J)]x = [W*([J]x)]x,
has to be carefully examined.

Regarding the rate (power) allocation, it easy to see t&*([J],.x)|mx}tval = L. The cardinality
of the set of different user schedulings depends on whetieemtinner is unique or not. The cardi-
nality when the winner is unique is also easy to decipheheeit{ [ W*([J|x)]x}vs| = M if there is
always one user active, o [W?*([J]x)|x}va| = M + 1 if the additional case of “no-user-transmitting”
is considered (i.e., the possibility thaM (J, k)| = 0). For those channel realizations for which the
winner is non-unique the analysis is more complicated. Censgain the system described in Example
with K = 1 and M = 4, and suppose now that we have a channel realizalfon= [J']; so
that user 1 achieves the minimum cd€ty (J')];1, but the cost of user 2 is very close to it, e.g.,
[Cw(J)]21 = [Cw(J)]11 + /2. Substituting those costs intb(16), we had&*(J’)],; = 4/5 and
[W*(J")]1, = 1/5. This implies that the sefW?*(J)}v; not only contains the single-user allocations
{[1,0,0,0]%,0,1,0,0], 0,0, 1,0]",[0,0,0,1]7,[0,0,0,0]}, but also the additional elemefit/5,1/5, 0,

0]7. From a practical perspective, it is worth noticing that tiser-sharing policy can be implemented in
two different ways. Recalling thaf,;, denotes the coherence interval a first option is for user fiattstnit
during 7..,(4/5) seconds and user 2 during the remainifig/5 seconds. Alternatively, each time that
realizationJ occurs, user 1 can transmit with probability 4/5 and usea@dmits in the remaining cases.
Note that if scheduling is implemented following the firstiop, the number of different user schedulings
per channel is indeed higher thad + 1. However, if the system implements the second option the
cardinality of the different user-scheduling policiegd§W?*([J]:)|x }va| = M + 1, maintaining its original
value. Since the second implementation entails lower faekllmverhead, in the ensuing analysis it will
be assumed that the system implements channel sharing agingpabilistic access scheme.

Based on the previous observations, for the receiver tdynibie transmitters of the optimum resource
allocation, the following information has to be fed back pkeannel: the index of the winner user indeX (
possibilities) together with the index of the rate (and pwédocation for that userl{ possibilities), plus an
additional codeword corresponding to the event of no-us@smitting. This implies that the total feedback
required per channel idog,(M L+ 1)] bits. Since the resource allocation is not coupled acroasrais,
the total amount of feedback requiredBS = [ K log,(M L+1)] bits. This number is significantly smaller
than that required to identify the specific channel realimat[log,(|7])] = [K log,(L™)] bits. In other
words, the receiver does not have to index the quantizedoveo$ the channel, but the quantized version
of the channel statenformation.
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Finally, it is worth remarking that the assessment of ovatdheo far does not exploit the potential
correlation of the fading channel across users (|[F.],, and[J?],./), channels (i.e.[J], and[J]), or
time (i.e.,J[n] andJ[n']). If those were considered, the total amount of feedbackddoe further reduced.
Although exploiting the channel correlation to reduce tbedback overhead is certainly a topic of interest,
it goes beyond the scope of this work.

C. A simple channel model

In this section, several assumptions that allow one to nb¢aplicit expressions for the probability
mass function of the channel are made. Suppose first that:
(as3) the fading processes for different users are uncorrelat@adich implies that] has uncorrelated
columns; and
(as4) user channels are allowed to be correlated, and each is cexBhussian distributed; that is, gf,, ;.
denotes the average channel gafg, , (9m.x) = (1/G.1) €XP(—9mk/Tm,.) 1S the exponential pdf of,,, .
Note that (as3) is common when the users are scattered gtang,swhile (as4) corresponds to a Rayleigh
flat fading model.

Using (as3), (as4), and the fact that quantization regiongflividual channel gains are represented by
the set of threshold§g,,, »; },!, the probabilitiePr{[J],., = jmx} andPr{[J], = j} can be respectively
found as

Pr{[J]me = jme} = e Im,k —e I,k (20)
M _ Imoky[ilm _ Imak[ilm+1
Pr{[J]k = j} = H (6 §nL,k f— 6 g’,”,k ) X (21)
m=1

D. Examples of power-rate functions

Another issue affecting implementation aspects of the ldpeel schemes concerns the scenarios for
which the power-rate functiof'(z) satisfies (asl). Using Shannon’s capacity formula, exjmesgor
Y(x) andY~!(x) that for every region guarantee a specific outage capacitg gigen in Exampl&]l. If
instead of that definition, one considers the ergodic caypatiuserm over thekth channel for itgJ],, xth
region, it follows thatr,, , = fgm,ken(mn,k) 1085 (1 4 Pk Gmi) fom s (Gmk)dGm k- Using (as4),Y~'(z) and
implicitly Y(x) can be written as:

e_gm,k/gm,k

—1 qnb’k’[J]7rL,k+l
TR, () = / logy (1 + Tgm,k)

— dgm,k (22)
Tk, (3] Ym,k Pr{[J]m,k}

TR ) = {x — YT = T;a}mm’k) (y) = 0} : (23)
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If convenient, the exponential integral functiéh (x) := [° exp(—t)/tdt can be used to re-writ€ (22) in
closed form as:

— w 1 _|_ xqm k [J} 1
TR%[J}W,/C) (ZE’) - llog(l + xqmvk’y[-ﬂm,k)e Im.k ‘|‘ El ( ,I'gm B 7k) e rIm,k

ks 3 1+ 2G5 in 3
— log(1 +me7k,[J}m’k+1)€ Im,k — F; ( x§7 ’[k}”’” ) e%Im.k

(24)

q'nL,k,[J]"L’k q7rL,k,[J]"L7k+l -1
X 10g2<€) [e gm,k — e gm,k :|

Since Y~!(z) is monotonically increasing [cf[(22)], it readily followthat T (z) is also monotonically
increasing. The strict convexity of (z) is shown in Appendix G.

Besides the power-rate relationship given by the capacityntila, there are situations where trans-
missions are implemented using pre-specified coding andutatidn schemes. Since in those cases a
maximum BER is typically prescribed, it is possible to use BER requirement in order to relate power
and rate over a given region. To be more specific, suppose that
(asd) the symbols are drawn from coded modulations such that the Bction can be adequately
approximated By (g, Pin.k: ) = £1 XD (—Gon ePmitiz/ (2774 — 1)),
where k; and ko, are constants that depend on the specific modulation and ioguemented (e.g., for
the uncoded case we typically hawe= 1). In addition to being accurate for many practical modolagi
[2] and [3], (asb) yields tractable mathematical expressio

If QOS requirements impose a maximunstantaneouB8ER ¢, per user, (as5) can be used to obtain

T(z) in explicit form as

TR([J]m,k) (l’) _ (2:v - 1) ln(’%l/emax) ) (25)

K'quvkv[']]rn,k

Note that if a powerful coding scheme giving rise to a codia@n@f k2 = In(k1/€emax) IS implemented,
then [25) reduces to the one introduced in Exaniple 1 that wased from the formula of the outage
capacity fory = 0. The adoption of maximum instantaneous BER as a QoS regeireatso implies that
the first region will always represent an outage region wélozpower and rate since the power cost for
transmitting even minimal rate is infinite.

If QoS requirements dictate that for every region, channdl aser a maximumaverageBER € can be
tolerated, ther('(x) is an implicit function

- G k,[3] 1 ( ) e~ 9m.k/Gm.k y
R(Imi) = x—>y:€=/ €(Gmpy Y5 T) = Gm.k
([ ]""k) q"b,k,[-]]'m k R gm7k Pr{[J]m’k} "
524k, (3], o — Tk ®20m, &[], T ke
e () e 1 )
= Sz =y —= : (26)
R1

529m.k, [jlm —1 "29m, k,[§lm -
- T]rn. —_ - !77’". ygm’
(e I,k e k ) <1 + 21_f>
It can be shown thal'(x) can be written as an explicit function of tl@timumrate, [u],, and[A%],, as

(27 = D[N

20 (2) [ =7)

TR((),00) (¥) =
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Convexity of [25) and[(26) is established in Appendix G. @leaalternativeY () functions satisfying
(asl) can be derived for modulations whose BER does nofysédisb). For example, ar g, ., Pk, "'m.k)
that is increasing w.r.t:,,, , and decreasing w.r.b,,, , wWhile being jointly convex w.r.tp,, , andr,, ; will
give rise to a strictly conveX(z).

From an implementation perspective, not havifigy,, ,) in closed form (thus not havin@”;zhﬂmyk)
in closed form) does not necessarily incur a major penaltierms of computational complexity. Since
those expressions do not change with time, the computatimrden can be reduced by characterizing
those over the domain of interest only once, and using thbaeacterizations for each iteration.

VI. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

To test the algorithms developed, we simulated uncorrledenplex Gaussian fading channels per user
adhering to (as2) and (as3), and quantized each channef,gaito L,, , = L = 4 regions using the low-
complexity channel quantizer in [13, Sec. IV.B]. The powate function considered ¥x(, ,) (z) =
((2° = 1)/ g ([I]m,x), derived from the outage capacity formula in Exanigle 1. Rebat as discussed
in Section’V-D), a properly scaled version of this functioraiso valid for a maximum instantaneous BER
requirement [cf.[(25)].

Test Case 1 (Convergence of off-line iterations): A time-division ntiple access (TDMA) system was
simulated with X' = 16 uncorrelated channels to serié = 4 users with minimum rate requirements
I = [4,8,12,16] with an average SNR ofdB. Upper plots in Figur€l2 depict average individual rates
versus off-line iterations for: (i) the subgradient itévat based on the optimal policies ih{15) with
B = ki%t (left top); and (ii) the iterations based on the smooth petidn [17) withe = 0.05 and

3 = 1072 (right top). The trajectories confirm that while the iteoats based on the optimal scheduling
do not always satisfy the constraints and rate allocatiorefsoaround its optimum, the smooth policy
converges in a finite number of iterations. Behavior of tlagettories of transmit-powers shown in the
lower plots of Figurd 2 is similar to that for transmit-rates

To complement the analysis, we show in Figure 3 the trajet@f the Lagrange multipliers. According
to the analytical results, convergence occurs for bothnugdtiterations [cf. [(15)] and smooth iterations
[cf. (@7)]. As explained in Section 1V, the hovering obsatvie Figure[2 is due to the discontinuities
of the optimal policy w.r.t\%. While Figure[B corroborates that the iterations[in] (15) eactoser and
closer to the convergence point in the dual domaifi*}, Figure[2 illustrates that they fail to guarantee
the same in the primal domain. On the other hand, the Lipsduntinuity of the smooth scheduling
policy guarantees convergence in both dual and primal dwgnai

Based on both figures, it seems that in this specific case Asand 3 would have to share at least one
channel. However, when they implement the optimum winakes-all scheduling, they keep competing
to be the single winner of the channel. This competition esmly when theexactvalue of \** is found,
but this only can be guaranteed after an infinite number o&tiens.

The numerical tests reveal that the difference between ¥keage power consumed by the smooth
policy and the one by the optimum policy wa$)1. This amount is considerably smaller than the bound
¢/ = Ke = 0.8 given in Propositioml4. As explained in footnote 4, such arubis expected to be loose
since it is derived for the worst-case scenario.

Test Case 2 (Convergence of the stochastic schemes): The same setf@gto€ase 1 is used now to gauge
convergence of the smooth stochastic scheméds_in (18). Ttheldéin Figure[4 depicts the trajectories of
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Fig. 2. Trajectories of average transmit-rates (top) aadsimit powers (bottom) for off-line iterations. The itéoas based on the optimal
non-smooth policy are shown in the left while the iteratitmased on the smooth policy are shown in the right.

the sample average rafg,[n] :== n=* 3" S [R(I[q), A¥{q]) s [W*(I[q], A¥q])] s Vs. the time
index (online iterations) for every user, while the righotptiepicts the corresponding trajectories of the
sample average of the powgy,[n]. The figure illustrates not only that the stochastic scheanesable to
achieve the same performance as the optimum off-line schédudted line), but also that they converge
within a few hundreds of iterations.

To gain more insight about the behavior of the stochastieses, Figurél5 depicts the corresponding
trajectories of the Lagrange muItipIie[ﬁkR[n]]m for two different values of stepsizet = 10 - 1072 (left
column) ands = 2-1073 (right column). To facilitate visualization, trajectosief users 4 and 2 are shown
in a different plot (top) from those of users 3 and 1 (bottoRgr comparison purposes, the trajectories
of the off-line iterations (withi = n) are also plotted using dotted lines. As Proposifibn 5 dtafi¢ the
trajectories of the online iterations remain locked to tfagectories of the off-line iterations; and, (ii) the
smaller the step-size, the smaller the gap between onlideotidine iterations.
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Fig. 3. Trajectories of the Lagrange Multipliers for offié iterations. The iterations based on the optimal non-#maalicy (and decreasing
stepsize) are shown in the left while the iterations basethersmooth policy (and constant stepsize) are shown in gi. ri
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Fig. 4. Trajectories of the sample average rate (left) amdpsa average power (right) for online iterations. Ensemialieies achieved by
the off-line policy are represented as dotted lines.

Test Case 3 (Performance comparison): An OFDMA system was simulated haéth K = 64 subcarriers
to serveM = 3 users witht = [40, 70, 100]” transmitting over a multi-path fading channel with eight
taps and exponentially decaying gains. Figure 6 compagesvérall average transmit-power for different
SNR values. Results for five different resource allocati@A) policies are depicted: (i) the benchmark
allocation obtained when P-CSI is available (RA1) [19]) tine optimum Q-CSIT based policy with
the equally probable channel quantizer of [12, Sec. V-B] 2RAiii) the smooth policy developed with
the equally probable channel quantizer of [12, Sec. V-B] 3RAiv) this paper’s smooth policy with
a random quantizer (RA4); and (v) a policy based on Q-CSI whiptimally adaptsR but fixes the
channel scheduling matri¥Xv, and uses and on/off scheme for the power allocattorNot only the
power consumption difference between (RA2) is (RA3) negleg but their difference w.r.t. the optimum
P-CSIT in (RA1) is small even for a (sub)-optimum channelrgizer. This is corroborated by the results
for (RA4) that show that the power penalty for using a randamngizer is around 1dB. Finally, it is
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Fig. 5. Trajectories of estimated Lagrange multipli{é@"[n]]m for online iterations (solid lines). For comparison pumgstrajectories of

the off-line iterations are also plotted (dotted lines).

worth stressing the 6-8dB power savings of (RA3) relativa theuristic scheme (RA5).

Further numerical results assessing the performance of RAB and RA5 schemes over a wide range
of parameter values are summarized in Table |. These resufifirm our previous conclusions, namely:
(i) the near optimality of R3, and (ii) the performance logkibited by the heuristic schemes exemplified
by R5. Results also show that when a more demanding set-umidated, the power savings due to
the implementation of the optimum schemes are higher. This @xpected because for easier scenarios
(lower rate requirements, smaller number of users), “nealsie” heuristic policies can lead to a good

solution.

Test Case 4 (Sensitivity to the number of quantization regions): Tdlblksts the average transmit-power
versusL, for a set-up withA/ = 3 users and two different average rate requirements. Censistith
orthogonal multiuser access based on Q-CSIT [13], [18],rdsilts in this table demonstrate that they
lead to a power loss no greater than 24 w.r.t. the P-CSIT caself = oo) if L > 2. (Recall that for
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Fig. 6. Comparison of various resource allocation schemethe basis of average transmit-power [dB].

TABLE |
TOTAL AVERAGE WEIGHTED POWER FORRAL, RA3AND RA5 SCHEMES (REFERENCE CASE K = 64, M = 3, ¥ = [40, 70, 100]7,

SNR=6dB; OTHER CASES DESCRIBE VARIATIONS) W.R.T. THE REFERENCE CASE)

CASE RA5 | RA3 | RAlL

Reference Case 29.9 | 21.7 | 19.9

[F]rm = 50 22.6 | 18.3 | 16.2

[F]m =70 26.8 | 21.7 | 19.6

K =128 22.2 | 18.3 | 16.3

M =6, ¥ = [40,52,64,76,88,106 | 45.6 | 31.0 | 28.9
T as in [23) 27.8 | 20.8 | 19.9

the simulated scenario, the lowest region will be inactivence,I. = 2 implies one active region and
one zero-rate/zero-power region.) Moreover, the resglpower gap shrinks as the number of regions
increases reaching a power loss of approximately ontlyBlwith L. = 8 regions (3 feedback bits per
channel).

VIlI. CONCLUDING SUMMARY

This paper developed optimal scheduling and resourceaditot policies for orthogonal multi-access
transmissions over fading channels when both terminalssahdduler(s) have to rely only on quantized
CSI. Focus has been placed on minimization of average pavge to average rate (capacity) constraints,
but the results presented also when maximizing rate (cgpaibject to average power constraints.

TABLE Il
TOTAL AVERAGE WEIGHTED POWER FOR DIFFERENT VALUES OF THE NUMBR OF REGIONS PER CHANNEL(RA3WITH M = 3,

K = 64, AND SNR=6dB Vm IS IMPLEMENTED.)

| # of regions per channel | 2 | 3] 4] 5] 6] 8] |
Average Power [dB] if # = [50,50,50]" | 20.4 | 19.0| 18.3| 17.9 | 17.6 | 17.2 | 16.2
Average Power [dB] if # = [40,70,100]7 | 24.1 | 22.4 | 21.7 | 21.4 | 21.2 | 20.9 | 19.9
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Relative to systems with perfect CSI at the scheduler andrada with continuous fading, the main
differences of the optimal policies show up in channel sahied. It was shown that for most channel
realizations the optimum scheduling amounts to a singlerfes) user accessing the channel, while for
a smaller set of realizations a few users share the resoutgenal allocation in the sharing case is
obtained as the solution of a linear program. This disjadhiesiuling policy is also present in systems that
exploit perfect CSI but operate over channels that are météstic or have discrete fading distribution.

Having two different policies to schedule users not onlynschigher complexity relative to the winner-
takes-all case, but also complicates finding the optimunrdrage multipliers needed to implement the
optimal policies. To mitigate these challenges, a new sdiragl scheme that combines the two different
schedulers into a single one was developed. It was proveéthisasingle scheme offers reduced complexity,
facilitates finding the optimal Lagrange multipliers, anchibits asymptotically optimal performance.
Moreover, in order to facilitate practical implementati@tochastic schemes that do not need knowledge
of the channel distribution, keep track of channel nonistatrities, reduce complexity and converge to
the optimum solution were also developed. The last part@ptper was devoted to analyze the overhead
associated to the novel schemes and present practicalrissewhere the optimal policies derived can be
implementeﬁ

APPENDIX A: PROOF OFCONVEXITY OF EQ. ()

If x collects all the optimization variables inl (1), the convgxaf (d) can be ensurtzad if the cost function
and all the constraints satisfy/ := % >0, Vi, and T/ . = »rop | _of } > 0, Vi,j. Since

; 81:% Oz Ox;0x;
all constraints are linear functions, both conditions aasfed Y xi,ij, and only the objective cost
function, C', must be checked. As the entries Bf are decoupled irC' (the cross-derivatives are zero)

and the same happens with the entriesVWdf Hence, it suffices to consider three caSﬁ% g TS

~ [W]m,k,
and 7%, 5, . The second derivatives (after defining= [R(J)]nz, w := [W(J)], for notational
brevity) are:

0*C O ([T corry 1
o~ o TG =105 (28)
0*C O (/TN —T r o /TN T2
du? %(T@)U”(z))”(z)@ (29)
0*C O (/T . /T —T
gur — 0 (0(5)=T(0) o (30)
. S B . . .
Expressions[(28)-(30) y'6|w[é}7,L,k7[W}7,L,k = 0, while both T[R]m,k > 0, and T[W]W > 0 provided that

T > 0. Hence, the problem ifiX1) is convexf is a convex function.

APPENDIX B: PROOF OFPROPOSITIONZ]

Using [9) and the fact that the multipliers must be non-niega{3) and [(6) can be manipulated to
yield
([Cw (D] ge Pr{T} + N (I)]i) W (I)]ne = 0, Ym (31)

& (D)]r = (Cw (D] g Pr{I} + [AV*(D)]x) >0, Vm (32)

5The views and conclusions contained in this document arsetiod the authors and should not be interpreted as repregetht official
policies, either expressed or implied, of the Army Rese&mhoratory or the U. S. Government.
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AV (3)] > 0, V. (33)

Slackness KKT condition corresponding to the user-schiegludonstraint also implies that

A ()] (Z[W*(J)]m,k - 1) =0, Vk. (34)

m=1

Based on[(31):(34), we have that:

(i) Sincem € M(J, k) requires the cost to be negative and minimum, we have to plovevalidity
of both. First, supposéW*(J)l,,, > 0 for a userm’ whose cos{Cyy (J)],.x iS positive. Since
[AY*(I)]x > 0, both factors([Cy(J)]w 1 Pr{J} + [AV*(J)]x) and [W*(I)],vr > 0 in @) are
positive, which contradicts the equality required byl (3yppose nowW=*(J)],, » > 0 for a user
m’ such thaCyy (J)],.v & > [c}y (I, k)] Then, satisfaction of (31) for uset’ requires]A\"V*(J)];, =
—[Cw ()] Pr{J}. Substituting this value intd_(B2) to obtain the multipliar a userm, €
M(J, k) yields[a"* (D], = [C (T, K)]i Pr{I} — [Cw ()], x Pr{J}, which is a negative number
and hence contradicts the right hand side[of (32).

@iy If IM(J, k)| > 0, then [Cy (I)]mr < 0 for m € M(J, k). This requires]A"*(J)], > 0 in @32).
Substituting the latter intd (34), the statement follows.

(iii) By construction| M (J, k)| = 0 if and only if [Cy/ (J)]nx > 0 Vm. This implies that if M (J, k)| =
0, then [32) will be strictly positivé/m, and thus[(31) can be only hold [W*(J)],,x» = 0 Vm.

APPENDIX C: PROOF OFLEMMA [1]

To prove the first part of the lemma, re-write the Lagrangiaifli2) using the cost i {9) as

LRI, W(I) =) (Z > Cw (I Ak [W (I >mk]> Pr{J}+Z Al (35)

vJeJ \k=1m=1

The dual function can be written as

D)= <Z[C*W(J7>‘R)]k[W*( )l )PT{J}+Z>\R [E]om (36)

vJeJg
and the smooth version of the dual function as

DA =) (Z > [Cw (I, A" mk[WS<J>Jm,k) Pr{I}+ Y [Nu[ilm.  (37)

vIeT \ k=1 meM(J k)

Based on the definition o#1(J, k) and PropositioQl3, it follows thaWV* (J)],.- k. = 3, c p(a.4) [W* (I)]m
Vk. Using this equality, consider the difference

D*(AF) — ZZ(

vJeJ k=1

> <[CW(J7>‘R)]m,k - [C*W<J>)‘R)]k> [WS(J)]m,k) Pr{J}. (38)

meM(J k)

It holds by construction thadCyy (J, A%)],., 1. — [}y (I, AF)] > 0 and[Cyw (I, M)k — [C5 (T, AT <
e. Substituting these expressions iftal(38) yields, respdyt

D*(A%) — D(AF) > 0 (39)
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D (") — <Y Z > WD Pr{I} < > > ePr{J} = Ke (40)

VIET k=1 meM(J k) vIeT k=1

where in [39) we have used tHaV*(J)],,,, > 0 and in [40) we have used that, v, ) [W*(J)]mr < 1.
Equations[(39) and (40) prove part (i) of Lemfda 1.

To establish part (i), sinc®® D(A)],, can be written as a summation(®€* (J, A%)],, . [W*(J, A%)],.x
terms, we will show thafo® D(AF)],, is Lipschitz continuous w.r.tA® by arguing that botfW#(J, Aft)
andR*(J, A%) are Lipschitz continuous w.r.A%. On the one hand, continuity aV*(J, A®) is ensured
by Propositio B-(iii). Obtaining the Lipschitz constamt fthis case is trivial, becaug®s*(J, A%)],,, x
is differentiable by construction [cf(1L6)]. On the otheani, sincgR*(J, A*)],,, depends only on the
mth entry of A% [cf. Proposition[1], it suffices to consider haiR*(J)],,» varies with[Af],,. SinceT
is strictly convex, it is easy to deduce thétis a continuous monotonic one-to-one function, and so is
T-!. While continuity of Y~ implies continuity of[R*(J, M), W.r.t. [Af],, [cf. @)], its monotonicity
together with the fact that the rate is bounded, gives thadkijiz property.

APPENDIX D: PROPERTIES OF THEUPDATING MATRICES

This appendix analyzes the behavior of the smooth subgradie Lemmall. The main result is
summarized in Lemmal 2, which is critical for proving conwarge of both the off-line iterations in
Propositior # and the online iterations in Proposifibn 5.

Definef® andf as M x 1 vector valued functions/ith entries

[f(J, AR)]m = [f']m - Z[R*(J, )\R)]m,k[WS(Ja AR)]m,k (41)
Vk
E ) = [Fon = > Y [RAT A o [WH(I, A Pr{T} = Z (I AN, Pr{J}  (42)
vJ Vk

which coincide with the instantaneous and average smodugradlentsast(AR,n) (Section 1V-A) and
0° D(AE) (Section1V), respectively.

The Jacobianl/ x M matrices of those functions afA*(J)],., = 9[f(J, AT)],/0[AT],, and[A®],.,., =
> wylA%(I)],m Pr{J}, respectively. Since the entries bidepend orR* and W*, it follows that

A*(J) = —(ALJ)+ A5 (T)), where (43)
[ARD]gm = D _[W (I, A)] 4R (I, X /ON],,, and (44)

Vk
(A (D)]gm =R (T, A k0[W (T, )] /OA, (45)

vk
Lemma 2: Matrices A*(J) and A® are: (i) negative definite, and (ii) with bounded eigenvalue
Proof: Since A® is a weighted sum ofA*(J), it suffices to prove (i) and (ii) forA*(J). To simplify
notation, consider a single channel and drop the subikdéxxtension forK > 1 is straightforward).
To prove (i), we will show first thatA$,(J) is positive definite (PD), and then th&;, (J) is semi-PD
(SPD); thus, the sum of both is PD adxf(J) is negative definite.
Clearly, the derivative of the rate inl(8) is zerogit4 m; hence,A%,(J) is diagonal. Using the theorem
of the inverse function, the diagonal entries are
1 1

Ao = i ™ (46)
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Since T is assumed strictly convex and the rate is bounded, the d@geements in[(46) are finite,
positive and nonzero; thug\s(J) is PD.

To prove thatAj;, (J) is SPD, define firsDx(J) as alM x M diagonal matrix with entriefD z(J)],.m
= [R*(J,A%)],,, and A%(J) with entries [AL ()], = —O[W*(J,A®)], /O[Cw (I, A®)],.. Since
W+(J,A%) can be also written as a function @fy (J, A®) [cf. (I8)], A (J) represents the Jacobian
matrix of the vector functioffW*(J, %), ..., [W*(J, Af)],,] w.r.t. the vector variable-[[Cy, (I, A®)];,
o, [Cw(J, A)] /). Based on the previous definitiond;,(J) can be written as

Ajy(J) == Dr(J)AH(J)Dr(J). (47)

The multiplication from the left corresponds to the rateduat in the definition ofAj, (J) in (45), while
the multiplication from the right represents the derivatf —Cyy (J, A%) w.r.t. A® (chain rule). Since
the product of SPD matrices of the fork x Y x X is SPD if bothX andY are SPD, andg(J) is
PD (diagonal matrix with positive entries), it suffices tashthat AZ,(J) is SPD.

To find entries of A% (J) four different cases have to be considered:q(igf M*(J); (i) ¢ € M*(J)
and |[M*(J)| = 1; (i) ¢ € M*(J), IM*(T)| > 1 and [Cw (I, AB)],, > [c5, (T, AF)]; and (iv) ¢ €
ME(T), M) > 1 and [Cy (I, AB)],, = [}y (J, AB)]. For the two first casegW*(J*)],, is constant
and therefore its derivative is zero. The expressions fer darivatives of (iii) and (iv) are given in
@38) and [(49), respectively. Those have been obtained aftaripulating [(16) and defining,,, := 1 —
([Cw (I, Ay — [ciy (T, AM)]) e andd := 37, e pgo a0y M (recall thatn,, € [0,1] andn,,- = 1).

2
Tn D /€ M®(3) Ty

2 m’'#£m %
2n2n,, .
[ALDm = —Z== m#m (48h)

9 Em’EMS(J) Ny

ALDe e = S m=m’ (492)
5 Mg + Mg D mieMms(3) n:, — n§ D omleME(3) o
(AL D) =~ s EE—— m= (49D)

Matrix AZ(J) has several useful properties, namely: (i) it has zero colsom; (i) it has zero row
sum; (iii) all diagonal entries are positive; and (iv) forl@mns m # m*, all non-diagonal entries are
non-positive. Using[(48) and_(¥9) and these propertiesfdhewing result can be established to prove
that A5, (J) is SPD and thus conclude the proof of Lemimha 2-(i).

Lemma 3: It holds for A% (J) that: (i) it has one zero eigenvalue; and, (ii) it is SPD.

Proof: Proving Lemmd13-(i) only requires considering the producta\?,(J) and A (J)1, wherel is
the M x 1 all-ones vector. SincA¢, (J) has zero-column and zero-row sum$ A% (J) = AL (J)1 = 0.
This implies thatl is both a left and a right eigenvector &,(J) whose associated eigenvalue(is
The proof of (ii) relies on the structure @d? (J). According to [(48) and.(49), all rows and columns of
A} (J) exceptm* have a regular structure. Consider &hx A matrix U such thatU],,,, := 1 Vm,
(Ul := 1 Ym; and[U},,,.,v := 0, otherwise. It is clear thadt] has rank)/ and the range o7 is RM.
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Consider now the matri®% (J) := U x Ag(J) x UT. Due to the structure o8l and A%, (J), it follows
that [V (J)],.my = 0 if either m = m* or m’ = m*, while [V(J)],,.v = [AL(T)]imme. IN words, V(J)
is a copy of A% (J) were both then*th column and then*th row have been set to zero. Suppose now
that V(J) is SPD, meaning tha”V(J)x > 0 vx € RM or equivalentlyx”U x A% (J) x UTx > 0.
Settingx = U”x, we can conclude that” A¢,(J)x > 0, and thereforeA?,(J) is SPD. The next lemma
establishes thaV (J) is in fact SPD and hencA%(J) is SPD, as asserted by Lemia 3-(ii).
Lemma 4: It holds for V(J) that: (i) it has one zero eigenvalue; and, (ii) it is SPD.
Proof: Without loss of generality, assume that = M and defineQ(J) as the(M — 1) x (M — 1)
matrix whosemth column is formed by thel/ — 1 first entries of themth column of V(J); i.e., the
all-zero column and all-zero row corresponding to the optimuser have been dropped. It is clear that
the eigenvalues oV (J) are all the eigenvalues @(J) plus a zero eigenvalue. Hence, in order to prove
Lemmal4, it suffices to show th&(J) is PD.

To prove thatQ(J) is PD, letD(J)y denote aM —1) x (M — 1) diagonal matrix with positive entries
[D(J)N]m.m = nm and recall thaly,—; and1,,-; 5,1 denote the identity and all-on¢d/ —1) x (M —1)
matrices, respectively. Using this notation,](48) can bitevr in matrix form as

QU) = D@l 1 + Ax(3) (50)
where
Ax(3) = Te(Dy(I)Dx (I — Dy(3)1y—1ar—1Da (). (51)

Matrix Ay (J) is SPD because all its eigenvalues are nonnegative. In ifait,easy to see that the
eigenvalues oAy (J) are 0 andIr(Dy(J)Dy(J)), the latter one with multiplicity — 2. This property
implies that the factoll,;_; + Ay (J) in (B0) is PD. Since2/sd*> > 0 and D(J)y in (&0) is also PD
(diagonal with positive entries), it follows th&(J) is PD, concluding the proof of Lemnia 4.

Summarizing, we have proved thAr(J) is PD because it can be written &S (J) = A%, (J)+ A, (J),
whereA$,(J) is a PD andAj, (J) is SPD. MatrixA$,(J) is PD because it is diagonal with positive entries
[cf. @8)]. On the other handAj, (J) is SPD because it can be written Bg;(J)A%(J)Dg(J), where
Dx(J) is PD (diagonal with positive entries) am¢,(J) is SPD [cf. Lemma§]3 and 4].

To show Lemmal2-(ii) we only have to show that the eigenvabfeA®(J) are bounded. This follows
from the fact that the entries of bot%,(J) and Aj,(J) are bounded. Specifically, the strict convexity
of T guarantees that the non-zero entriesAgf(J) are finite [cf. the denominator ifi_(#6)]. In addition,
the absolute value of the entries Af,(J) in (484), [48b),[(49a), and _(4Bb) can be safely upper bounded
by 1/e, 1/e, 2(M —1)/e, and (M — 1) /e, respectively.

APPENDIX E: PROOF OFPROPOSITIONZ-(11)

Since Propositiofl4-(ii) provides upper and lower bounds#6(A%*), we will prove each separately.
Recall thatA”* denotes the limit of the’-subgradient iteration and?* the optimal solution of[(14).

To prove the upper bound, we rely on Lemfda 1-(i) which ensthiesD*(A%) < D(AE) + &’ VAL,
Substituting\® = A% into the last inequality yields

DS(A"*) < D(A®) + €. (52)



28

Moreover, since\® is the value maximizingD(A\%), it holds thatD(A?s) < D(A\F*). Substituting this
condition into [52) one can readily obtain

D*(AF) < D(AF*) + ¢ (53)

which is the upper bound given in Propositidn 4-(ii).
To establish the lower bound, define first the average weigptsver consumption as

PRI, W) =" [t > Yr(iatso) (BRI [W (3] Pr{T}. (54)
vJ =1 k=1

Since the problem irl{1) has zero duality gap, the optimumakiand dual values coincide; hence
P* = P(R*(J, ), W*(J, A®*)) = D(AT). (55)
On the other hand, it holds that
P(R*(J, M) W5(J, X)) = D*(A%). (56)

This is because the iterations in Propositldn 4-(i) onlyvesge whend®D(A?¢) = 0; the smooth
subgradient being zero requires all the average rate eomistrto be satisfied with equality; and the
latter implies that the only remaining term in the Lagrangia P(R*(J, A\%), W*(J, Af*)); cf. (54),
(12), and the definition oD*(Af*) in Lemmall. Finally, sinc&R*(J, Af*) and W*(J, Af*) are feasible
primal variables, it holds thaP* < P(R*(J, Af), W*(J, A#)). Using [55) and{36), the latter inequality
yields D(Af*) < D*(A%s), which corresponds to the lower bound given in Proposifie(ii) 4

At this point, it is worth clarifying a potentially misleaatj implication of Propositionl4. Once the exact
value of A#s is found after using iterations i (1L7), one can use Leming fo(show thatD(Af*) <
D3(X%#), This implies that the power cost tiie Lagrangianin (2) with primal variablesR*(J, A’*) and
W+(J, A% used as final solution will be lower than that with the smoBthJ, A%) and W*(J, A%).
NeverthelessR*(J, Af**) andW*(J, A#*) cannot be used as a better approximation to the optimalisolut
R*(J, ™) andW*(J, A®*) becaus@R*(J, AT*) andW*(J, Af**) may (and most likely will) fail to satisfy
the average rate constraints [ih (1), leading to infeagjtfilom a primal point of view. On the other hand,
the primal variableR*(J, A®) and W#(J, A®) give rise to a slightly higher dual objective (thus higher
power cost in the Lagrangian), but they are guaranteed te&slle and tightly satisfy the average rate
constraints.

APPENDIX F: PROOF OFPROPOSITIONE

Using (8) and[(B) we can writBCyy|,,, « ::TRm?k(J)([R*]mv,?) —TR([J]m?k)([R*]mv,ﬁ) [R*],.x. On the one
hand, the convexity o’ guaranteesd[Cyy|,,1/9[R]mr = —Tr(a1,..) (R ]mk) [R]mr< 0; on the other
hand, it is assumed th&@R.(j.,x +1)]mt> [R(Jmx)]mk- The combination of these two conditions implies
that [Cw (Jmk + 1)]mk < [Cw (Jm.k)]m.k, Which provedi). Based on this monotonicity property, we prove
next (i) and (iii) .

If a vector j’ belongs to the set itii), then [Cy ([i'l;)]mx = [Cw ([ilm)]me = [Cw ([ilm)]mi =
[Cw ([i']m)]mi ¥Ym/, and therefore(ii) follows. Observe that the first inequality is due the cowdiiti
' < [j]h, Ym/ in (i) and the decreasing behavior @ (j,,x + 1)]m % The second holds because
m € M(j, k) butm’ ¢ M(j, k), and the third is due to the conditidji],,, = [j].» in (ii).
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If a vectorj’ belongs to the set iiii), since(j’ ], > [§m, then[Cuw ([§]m)]mr i < [Cw ([§]me)] i (DETEET
the channel, lower the cost), and therefoten{[Cy (j')]} < min{[Cw (j)]x}. Furthermore, sincg ¢
J™, it holds thatmin{[Cy (j)]x} < [Cw ([j]m)]m.s- ON the other hand, using thgf],, = [j], it follows

that [Cy ([ilm)]mi = [Cw ([j']lm)]m.r- Based on these observations it is inferred that{[Cyy ()]} <
[Cw ([§']m)]m.k» Which provesiii) .

APPENDIX G: PROOF OFCONVEXITY OF EQs. (23), [25)AND (286)

To show the convexity ofl(23), recall that if = f~!(y) is the inverse function of) = f(z), then
“(y) = 1/( ‘[f~(y)]). Using the chain rule of differentiation it follows that'(y) = —f[f'(y)]/
f[f‘l( )]) Substitutingf = Y~! and f~! = T into the last equality yields

X))
(T @)

By the definition of T~ in (22), it can be readily checked th#t! > 0 andY-! < 0. These inequalities
imply that [57) is positive, and hencg is strictly convex.

The convexity of [(2Zb) is straightforward by readily confinmgipositivity of

T(z) = (57)

. 27 In(4) In(k1 /€max)
TR () = 1 :
RaGm k[ 3] 1 —1
Finally, to show the convexity of (26), define first

€ Imk,jlm  _Im.k Imk,{lm  _Im.k <1+y§27;,k1ﬂ2>
fe(z,y) = . e Tk dgm g — e Imk AGm.k (59)
1 Jmk [Jlm—1 dm,k,[j]

and re-write (), ) as

(58)

TR((3)0) = {fﬁ =y fe(z,y) = 0} ; (60)

wherey is uniquely determined by the equatigi(z,y) = 0. Sincedf. = %edz + %24z = 0, and
—8f. /0 N .
& = 8f]://8y , substituting from[{59) yields

Dk [j]m Y27 In(2)k2

gm,k( Y9m, kK2
ks [jlm—1  (25—1)2 Gm.k

e gm,k 2% -1

dy  —0f.)or g _ y27In(2)

B B 7 (61)
o~ 9f/oy s -
T (G P
and for the second derivative
Py Oy 2° 927 1n(2 27 1n(2
y_ 9% y n(2) _ y2"In(2) ©2)
Ox?  Or2*—1 7 (2 —1)2 2t _ 1

Sincer andy (rate and power) are positive, it follows readily thi#ty/0z* > 0.
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