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Abstract—Studying the capacity of wireless multi-hop net- of unbounded delay. Their worki[4] has sparked huge interest
WOI’kS. is an important problem and extensive resgarch has .bee in studying the capacity-delay tradeoffs in mobile netveork
done in the area. In this letter, we sift through various capaity- assuming various mobility models and the obtained results

impacting parameters and show that the capacity of both stat . . ) .
and mobile networks is fundamentally determined by the aveage often vary greatly with the mobility models being considgre

number of simultaneous transmissions, the link capacity ad S€e [5] for an example. Further, there is also a significant
the average number of transmissions required to deliver a amount of work studying the impact of infrastructure nodjs [
packet to its destination. We then use this result to explairand gnd multiple-access protocal [7] on capacity and the mastic
help to better understand existing results on the capacit® of  -ahacity [8]. We refer readers to [9] for a more comprehensiv
static networks, mobile networks and hybrid networks and the . f‘ lated K

multicast capacity. rewewq related wor " o )

In this letter, we sift through these capacity-impacting
parameters, e.g. routing protocols, traffic distributimopbility,
presence of infrastructure nodes, multiple-access pobtodd
I. INTRODUCTION scheduling algorithm, and find the fundamental relatiomshi

Wireless multi-hop networks, in various forms, e.g. wissle determining the capacity of both static and mobile networks

sensor networks, underwater networks, vehicular networidPecifically, considering a very generic network setting, w
mesh networks and unmanned aerial vehicle formations, aftPW that the network capacity is fundamentally determined

under various names, e.g. ad-hoc networks, hybrid networR¥ the link capacity, the average number of simultaneousstra
pekg,  Missions, and the average number of transmissions recired

delay tolerant networks and intermittently connected A > v e
are being increasingly used in military and civilian apatic deliver a packet tO.ItS destination. We then shqw_how to use
the result to explain and better understand existing capaci

tions.
Studying the capacity of these networks is an importafsults [1], [2], [4]-8].

problem. Since the seminal work of Gupta and Kumar [1],

gxtensive resgarch has l_Jeen done in the area. Particularly, ||. capPACITY OF STATIC AND MOBILE NETWORKS

it was shown in[[l] that in an ad-hoc network with a total _ _ _ _

of n nodes uniformly and.i.d. on an area of unit size and In this section, we establish the main result on the network
each node is capable of transmitting Jat bits/s and using capacity. Specifically, consider a total afnodes distributed

a fixed and identical transmission range, the achievable pi @ bounded areal. These nodes may be either mobile or
node throughput' when each node random'y and independeﬁ{@‘]onary. Packets are transmitted between a source snd it

chooses another node in the network as its destination,dgstination via multlple intermediate relay nodes. Eactieno
given by (n) = © g 19% . When the nodes are optimallycan be either a source, a relay, a destination or a mixtute. Le

and deterministically p|%.C(2‘d to maximize throughput, th%I be the node set. Lef € V' be a source node and lgt; be

ith i Cto i inati g
achievable per-node throughput becomés) = © (%) n the 54 bit transmitted fromw; to its destination. Letl (v;, j)

) g be the destination ob; ;. For unicast transmissiom (v;, j)
[2], Franceschettét al. considered the same random networ presents a single destination; for multicast transmissi

as that in[[1] except that nodes in the network are aIIow%

Index Terms—Capacity, mobile networks, wireless networks

. oo v;, j) represents the set of all destinationsbgf. Let h; ;
to use two different transmission ranges. They showed that <" humber of transmissions required to delier to its

by P‘W‘aylng each sou’rce-destlnatlon pair transmitting usin@qyination (or all destination nodes if(v;, j)). Let 7; ..

the hlghyvay system”, formed by nodes using the smallgr - ; _ h:; be the time required to transméi ; in the
transmission range, the per-node throughput can also rea@yansmission and assume that the transmitting node is
An) =© (%) even when nodes are randomly deployective during the entire; ;; interval. LetY; be the number of
The existence of such highway was established using téienultaneous transmissions in the network at timeet N,
percolation theory[[3]. In[[4] Grossglauser and Tse showgg the number of bits transmitted by and which reached
that in mobile networks, by leveraging on the nodes’ mogilittheir respective destination during a time interfalT’, with

a per-node throughput @ (1) can be achieved at the expense being a large but arbitrary number. The network capacity,

o ] ] » denoted byy (n), is defined as:
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Note that the routing protocol used in the network playsan be optimized and studied independently of each other.
an important role in determining (n) and other parametersFor example, an optimally designed routing algorithm can
like h; ; andY;. The validity of analytical results established irdistribute traffic evenly and avoid creating bottlenecksolh
this section however does not depend on the particularmgutihelps to significantly increask (Y') at the expense of slightly
protocol being used. Therefore we do not assume the useirafreased: (n), compared with shortest-path routing. Further,
a particular routing protocol in the network. observing that each transmission will “consume” a disk affea

The average number of transmissions required to deliveradius at Ieas@ in the sense that two simultaneous active
randomly chosen bit to its destination, denotedklgy ), equals transmitters must be separated by an Euclidean distance of a

n N leastCr (n), whereC' > 1 is a constant determined by the

k(n) — lim Zi:lnzjzl hisg (2) interference model[1], the problem of finding the maximum
T—oo Y Nir number of simultaneous transmissions, viz. an upper bound

When T is sufficiently large and the network ®able, the on £ (Y'), can be converted into one that finds the maximum
amount of traffic in transit is negligible compared with thé@umber of non-overlapping equal-radius circles that can be
amount of traffic that has already reached its destinatig®acked intoA and then studied as a densest circle packing

Therefore, the following relationship can be established: ~problem (seel[11] for an example}.(Y') can also be studied
as the transmission capacity of networks|[12]. For unicast

o Ner h:”' Tial transmission,k (n) becomes the average number of hops

. i=1 7j=1 =1 "'%7,

Th_I};O fT Vidt =1 () petween two randomly chosen source-destination pairs asid h
. o k . . been studied extensively [13]. As will also be shown in Setti

A network is called stable if for any fixed, assuming that [T} £ (Y') andk (n) can be optimized separately to maximize

each node has an infinite queue, the queue length in aRg network capacity.

intermediate relay node storing packets in transit doegrmt We also note an important special case [df (6): when the

towards infinity asl” — oo. _ _ total number of source-destination pairs equalsitand each
Assuming 1that each node transmits at a fixed capdgity source-destination pair equally shares the network cgpaci
thenT; ;; = 3. It can be shown that the throughput per source-destination pair, denoted by),
n Ni1 hij 1 n NiT is given by > (Y) W
Q2 2 T S 2 2 e @ ) = Ty @
Further, let The total number of possible spurce—destination pairs & th
R fT Y,dt network equals to: (n — 1) and if each node randomly and
E(Y)#£ lim = (5) independently chooses another node in the network as its

T,%OO . destination, as considered in [1]J [2], [4A][-H[7h = n.
where E (Y') has the meaning of being the average number

of simultaneous transmissions in the network. It then fe#lo

from (@), 2), [3), [4) and[{5) that

[1l. APPLICATIONS OF(B]) TO EXISTING RESULTS

In this section, we use the result on network capacity
=—_ 7 (6) established in[{6) and](7) to explain and better understand
k(n) existing results[[1],[12],[4]-+[B] in the area. Unless otivese

Remark 1. The techniques used in obtaining Equatiéh (3pecified, we consider a network with nodes uniformly
and subsequently Equatiofi] (6) is based on first considardi.i.d. on a unit squared and each node is capable of
ing transmissions in the network on the individual nodEansmitting at a fixed rate dfi’ bits/s. A node chooses its
level by aggre%ating the transmissions at different nodes, destination randomly and independently of other nodes and
> Z;V:f —1 7;.5; and then evaluating transmissions irthe total number of source-destination pairs equals,teiz.

the network on the network level by considering the number of = n. In some literature[[2],[[6],L[8], a different network
simultaneous transmissions in the entire network,ﬂJTzYtdt, area is considered and their results are converted intota uni
Equation [[) can also be obtained using Little’s formula iaquare and discussed.

gueueing theory [10].

Equation [(6) is obtained under a very generic setting andAs Satic ad-hoc networks

applicable for network of any size. It reveals that the nekwo | [1], Gupta and Kumar first considered the network
capacity is fundamentally determined by the average numkgifined above and that each node transmits using a fixed and
of simultaneous transmissiorts (Y'), the average number ofidentical transmission range(n). Given the above setting,
transmissions required for reaching the destinati¢gn) and it is straightforward to establish thak (V) — 9( 1
the link capacitylV. The two parameter& (Y) and k (n) : : . o\

) s pointed out in Sectioh]ll, each transmission consumes
are often related. For example, in a network where each node ) R
transmits using a fixed transmission rande), reducing- (n) & disk area of radiu® (r (n))) and k(n) = © (W)
(while keeping the network connected) will cause increasesUsing (@) and noting thatn = n, it can be shown that
both E (Y) and k (n) and the converse. On the other hand\(n) = © (%2 viz. a smaller transmission range will

E (Y) andk (n) also have their independent significance, angsult in a larger throughput. The minimum transmissiorgean



required for the network to be connected is well known to beode and its nearest neighbor @(ﬁ , it follows that
r(n) =© loﬂ) Accordingly, the per-node throughput® (Y) = © (n) [4]. As an easy consequence bf (6) ahdl (7),

") A(n) = ©(1) andn(n) = © (n). Capacity of mobile ad-
becomes\ (n) = © &%) By placing nodes optimally hoc networks assuming other mobility models and routing
(e.g. on grid points) however, the transmission range redui strategies[[5] can also be obtained analogously.

for a connected network reducesittn) = © (%) Thusthe  Given the insight revealed ifl(6) and (7), it can be readily
- " shown that in a network with a different traffic model thanttha
per-node throughput becomgsn) = © (ﬁ) - Therefore the i ], viz. each node has an infinite stream of packets foryeve
11 factor is the price in reduction of network capacity t@ther node in the network, a one-hop strategy can also azhiev
viogn . . . . .
pay for placing nodes randomly, instead of optimally. a network capacity of) (n) = © (n). Therefore the insight
In the networks considered by Francescheittal. [2], two revealed in[(b) and{7) helps to design the optimum routing
transmission ranges are allowed, viz. a smaller transamssktrategy for different scenarios of mobile ad-hoc networks

range ofo© (%) for nodes forming the highway and a larger

C. Multicast capacity

nodes. Most transmissions are through the highway usingNOV_v we co_nsider the m_ulticast c_apacity of a network using
the smaller transmission range while the larger transoissi® similar setting as that i [[8]. It is assumed that all nodes
range is only used for the last mile, i.e. between a sourgee the same transmission range:) = © < 10%) Each

(or destination) and its nearest highway node. Therefotk bo,,qe chooses a set bt 1 points randomly and indépendently
E(Y) andk(n) are dominated by the smaller transmissiofoy 4 and multicast its data to the nearest node of each point.

range and accordingly (V') = © (n) andk (n) = © (V). Further, it is assumed that the multicast transmission feaoh

It then readily follows thai\ (n) = © ( = ). source follows the path of the Euclidean minimum spanning
Observing that in a large network, a much smaller transmigee rooted at the source. Lét be the rate at which; send

sion range is required to connect most nodes in the netwatkta to its destination nodes. The multicast capacity of the

(i.e. forming a giant component) whereas the larger trassmnetwork is defined ag (n) = 9¥;, which is consistent

with the definition in [(1).

hard-to-reach nodes [14], a routing scheme can be designeda,‘CCOrOIIng 0 th_e a_naly3|s |r|_ [8], wheh= O logn )’ the
. . 1 number of transmissions required to reach/all 1 multicast
which achieves a per-node throughput ofrn) = © 7n destinations i () = 6( Vi E(v) is mainly determined
and does not have to use the highway system, such that a node =P\ rw ) y

uses smaller transmission ranges for most communicatimhs Qy the transm|§S|on range(n) and is little affected by the
only uses a larger transmission if the next-hop node carmot?pange to multicast. Therefore,

reached when using smaller transmission ranges.
10 (st <) o (1 22)

2 () YN T
B. Mobile ad-hoc networks r () Vi "
In the mobile ad-hoc networks considered[in [4], nodes ay@hen! = Q ( -2 ), the density of the multicast destination

. . .. . . . logn
mobile and the spatial distribution of nodes is stationaiyl a nodes becomes high enough such that the probability that a
ergodic with stationary distribution uniform a. Moreover, gjngle transmission will deliver the data to more than orstide

the trajectories of different nodes are i.i.d. A two-hopyghg nation nodes becomes high. Consequehtly) = © ( 2% ))

strategy IS adopted. In_ the first _stage, a source transmltsli.%_ the number of transmissions required to cover therenti
packet to its nearest neighbor (acting as a relay). As thmeounetwork) andy (n) — © (W)

moves around, different packets are transmitted to difffere = '
relay nodes. In the second stage, either the source or a relay

transmits the packet to the destination when it is closeiido D. Hybrid networks

transmission range of (n) = en ) for ordinary

n

v; eV

sion range o ( /12" ) is only required to connect the few

n

destingtion. _ Now we consider the impact of infrastructure nodes. In
Obviously the two-hop relaying strategy helps to éa@)  aqdition ton ordinary nodes, a set dff infrastructure nodes

at 2. Compared with a one—hop strategy whgre a Source 4 regularly or randomly placed oA where M < n.

only allowed to transmit when it is close to its destinationhese infrastructure nodes act as relay nodes only and do not

the two-hop relaying strategy also helps to spread the ma’aenerate their own traffic. Following a similar setting aatth

stream between a source-destination pair to a large nunibefpg) it is assumed that the infrastructure nodes have the
intermediate relay nodes such that in steady state, thestmack

of every source node will be distributed across all the nod&&Me transmission rangen) = © &% ) and bandwidth

in the network. This arrangement ensures that every nodé when they communicate with the ordinary nodes and
in the network will have packets buffered for every othethese infrastructure nodes are inter-connected via a loaekb
node. Therefore a node always has a packet to send wimetwork with much higher bandwidth. Further, it is assumed
a transmission opportunity is available. In this way(Y) that the routing algorithm has been optimized such thatethes
is also maximized. Since the Euclidean distance betweenn&astructure nodes do not become the bottleneck, which ma




be possibly caused by a poorly designed routing algorithm
diverting excessive amount of traffic to the infrastructurg,
nodes.

First consider the case thaf = o %) = 0| a7 |- 2

gn

In this situation, the number of transmissions involving an
infrastructure node as a transmitter or receiver is small an
has little impact onFE (Y'). Further, it can be shown that 3
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