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Abstract—This paper studies the successive convex approxima-
tion for low complexity (SCALE) algorithm, which was proposed

contain zero entries. This property is also illustrated by
numerical experiments.

to address the weighted sum rate (WSR) maximized dynamic
power spectrum management (DSM) problem for multiuser
multicarrier systems. To this end, we first revisit the algoithm,
and then present geometric interpretation and properties ©
the algorithm. A geometric programming (GP) implementation
approach is proposed and compared with the low-complexity p:
proach proposed previously. In particular, an analytical method is
proposed to set up the default lower-bound constraints addi by
a GP solver. Finally, numerical experiments are used to illstrate
the analysis and compare the two implementation approaches

Index Terms—Dynamic spectrum management, power control,
cochannel interference mitigation, convex optimizationgeometric
programming, orthogonal frequency division modulation, dgital
subscriber lines.

« A geometric programming (GP) approach is developed to
implement the SCALE algorithm. This approach reveals
the fact that, each convex approximate problem for the
SCALE algorithm is actually a GP, thus a GP solver can
be exploited to pursue its global optimum. A subtlety is
that default lower-bound constraints are added in the GP
solver to avoid overflow (see Appendix). For GP based
power allocation algorithms reported in the literature, th
incurred loss of optimum objective value as well as how
to set up these constraints were however not discussed
[8], [@]. In view of this context, these aspects are studied
for solving the DSM problem with the GP implemen-

tation of the SCALE algorithm. The GP approach is
also compared with the low-complexity implementation
approach previously proposed [n [5].

Weighted sum rate (WSR) maximized dynamic power spec-The rest of this paper is organized as follows. First, the
trum management (DSM) has lately been attracting musfstem model and DSM problem are described in Section Il. In
research interest for multiuser multicarrier systems.ifpin  Section Ill, the SCALE algorithm is revisited. Then, georizet
spectrum balancing (OSB) algorithm was first proposed basaterpretation and properties are presented in Section IV.
on dual decompositiori [1]. When there is a big number gffter that, the two implementation approaches are shown in
carriers, the global optimality of this algorithm was jlisti Section V. In Section VI, numerical experiments are given.
in [2], [3], by showing that the duality gap of the problenFinally, some conclusions and future research directioes a
approaches zero asymptotically as the number of carriexs ggummarized in Section VII.
to infinity. A more efficient algorithm, referred to as itavat Notations: A vector is denoted by a lower-case bold letter,
spectrum balancing (ISB), was proposed[ih [2], [4]. e.g., x, with its i-th entry denoted byx|;. A matrix is

Recently, a successive convex approximation for low comdenoted by an upper-case bold letter, eX.,, with [X];;
plexity (SCALE) algorithm was proposed based on the idekenoting the entry at theth row andj-th column.X; = X,
of solving convex approximations of the original problenfrespectively,X; = X,) means thaiX; is entrywise strictly
successively for increasingly better solution$ [5], [6hid greater (respectively, greater) thXy. e* andeX represents
algorithm also proved to be very useful to address variotlse vector and matrix which are entrywise mapped fsoand
resource allocation problems for interference mitigatidgh X through the exponential function, respectivelyxy(X)
Compared with the above existing works, this paper makstands for a matrix containing entrywise derivativeydX)
the following contributions: with respect taX.

o Novel geometric interpretation and properties are pre-
sented for the SCALE algorithm. Most interestingly, we
show that the algorithm iasymptotically optimum, i.e., it

produces power allocations with WSRs approaching the.ConSlder _the scenano_wherK_ transmission I_|nks, each
using N carriers, communicate simultaneously with cochannel

maximum value as long as a sufficiently good initializa- ' Each of the t it d . iopad
tion is used, even though the produced power allocatioH"sIer erence. ach ot the fransmitlers and receivers 15pq

are entrywise positive while the optimum one migh.YvIth a single antenna. Transmittr(k = 1, -- - , K) encodes
its data and then emits them over all carriers to recdiyaith

prn being the transmit power for carrier (k = 1,--- | K,
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|. INTRODUCTION

Il. SYSTEM MODEL AND DSM PROBLEM
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period in which all channels remain unchanged is sufficjentbptimization methods. The idea behind the SCALE algorithm
long. There exits a spectrum management center (SMC) whishillustrated in Figuré&l.
first obtains{ Gy, |Vk, [, n}, then executes a DSM algorithm,
and finally assigns the optimized power spectra to tranersitt
for data transmission. :
To facilitate analysis, we stack all power variables inte th o« e - - - - - - - - - - - -2
matrix P with [P, = pi, and itsn-th column is denoted .. ey -~ - /L 4 i | e
by p.. The signal-to-interference-plus-noise ratio (SINR) at .o, ‘ ' '

carriern of receiverk can be expressed as,, (p,) = %,

|

|
K |
where Iy, (p,) = o,%n + Zl:l,l;ﬁk Grinpin represents the !
interference-plus-noise power received at cantiéor receiver !
k, and o7, is the power of additive white Gaussian noise CR

9™ (p)

9(P) —— 40 (eQ)

(AWGN). G,, is a matrix with all diagonal entries equal to e Ca
zero andG,, ] = 2= if k # I. We make a mild assumption () (b)
thatV n, G,, is primitive, i.e., there exists a positive integer

. Fig. 1. lllustration of the idea behind the SCALE algorithwhereCp is
such that(G,,)"-0 (see Theorens.5.2 of [10]). the feasible set ofT1). v

The WSR maximized DSM problem is
In [5], [6], some theoretical analysis has been made to show

K N
max g(P) = Z Z wy.log (1 + M) (1) that wheng(P(m*1)) — g(P_(m>), P(™) satisfies the Karush-
k=1n=1 r Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions for[{1). In the next section,
N we will present geometric interpretation and more properti
s.t. Zp;m <P, VE; Drn €10,D4,),V k,n, of the SCALE algorithm. To this end, we first revisit the
n=1 derivation ofg("™) (P) as a lower bound approximation gfP)

where T > 1, wy, P, and p,, represent the SINR gapWith tightness atP = P(™) [6]. To facilitate description,
between the adopted modulation and coding scheme and i 109-SINR variable for carrien of receiverk is defined
one achieving channel capacity, the prescribed positiighte @S @kn, and all ¢4, v k,n are stacked into the matris

for receiverk’s rate, the sum power available to transmitter With [®]kn = ¢1n. The & corresponding taQ is denoted by

and the power spectrum mask imposedzan, respectively. ®(Q)- [2(Q)]xn is a function ofq,,, and denoted by, (q.)
hereafter. Note thati,.(q,) = log(vkn(a,)) IS @ concave

function of q,, as said earlier. The feasible sets@fand ®
are defined a€q andCs = {2(Q)|Q € Cq}, respectively.

It is difficult to find a global optimum forl{1) sincg(P) is It is very important to note that an analytical expression fo
neither convex nor concave Bf. Initialized by a feasibl®"), ¢, was given in [[I1], with which it can be proven thés
the SCALE algorithm circumvents this difficulty, by solvingis an unbounded convex set by using the log-convexity of the
convex approximations of (1) successively. To facilitate dspectral radius function of a nonnegative matrix.

scription, a superscript: put to a variable indicates that it The WSR when expressed gge) = >, , wylog(l +

i(inais%c iastgti;/i\;iitcgltlr;egpmﬁgait‘;OfgLcj):]éh;asaf Sggg 2;:?3? ed)lf" ), is strictly convex ofb. Thanks to this property, the first-

AT : order Taylor approximation of (®) around®(™) = &(Q(™)),
to an approximation of{1), i.e., expressed as

Ill. REVISIT OF THESCALE ALGORITHM

(m)
max g™ (P) = g(P(™) + Y~k log <7k:<(mp>n)> F(@) = f@m)+3° U (0~ o™y (@)

k.n I'+ Vin kn b a¢kn ko
N
s.t. Zpkn <PeVk; Prn €10,D1,),V kyn, (2) where 3™ = [®(™)],,, is a lower bound approximation
n=1 of f(®) with tightness atd = &™) ie.,V &, f(®) >

whereg(™ (P) is a lower bound approximation gi(P) with /"(®) and f(®(™) = f™)(e(™). Note thatg"™)(P) =
tightness atP — P(™, e,V P, ¢(P) > ¢™(P) and _f(“f)(CIJ_(P)) where®(P) denotes theb corresponding t,
g(P(m) = ¢(m) (P(m)) as proven later. Based on this propindicating thatg("™) (P) is indeed a lower bound af(P) with
erty, g(Pm 1)) > g(m) (Pmt1)y > g(m)(Pplm)) — ¢(p(m) tightness aP = P(™),
follows, ensuring that{g(P(™)|V m} is an increasing se-
quence. Thereforg(P("™)) must converge as: increases. IV. ANALYSIS OF THE SCALE ALGORITHM

Note that ¢")(P) is not concave ofP. Nevertheless,
after replacingP with P = ¢Q where Q contains log-
power variables [Qlr., = qin), g™ (e®Q) is concave ofQ, The derivation ofy™) (P) inspires fundamental insight that,
becausdog (v, (q,)) is concave ofq, = [qin, - ,qxn]T the SCALE algorithm actually exploits the convexity of the
according to Lemma 1 of [7]. This means that after the chan§¢SR with respect ta@ and the entrywise concavity @(Q)
of variables, [[R) can be solved by state-of-the-art conveth respect toQ, to iteratively look for increasingly better

A. Geometric interpretation of the algorithm over Co
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® € Csp. At the mth iteration, the first-order Taylor approx-

imation of f(®) around®(™ is used to construcf (™) (®)
as a lower bound approximation gf{®), by exploiting the
convexity of f(®) with respect tod. Then, a® maximizing

(™) (®) overCy is found by solving[(R) and assigned back to

®(m+1) 50 as to ensure that(®(m+1)) > fm)(pim+1)) >
fm (@) = £(®(™). Note that this idea of formulating the
WSR as a function ofb, and then iteratively maximizing its

B. Properties of the algorithm at convergence

Note that a fixed point denoted b$’ for the iterative
operation[(#) of the SCALE algorithm must satisfy
0f ()
a(bkn

3 — N 5
arg max ; On (5)

Let us collect all fixed points for the SCALE algorithm in

first-order Taylor approximation has also been usedin [11%. It can readily be shown that] must be part of the POB

Fig. 2. lllustration of looking for®(™+1) overCq.

When viewed ove€s, the SCALE algorithm can be inter-
preted in a very simple way. To this end, note that thih
iteration is to find

af (@)
8¢kn

(m)
kn

n

), (4)

d(m+) — arg max
PeCo k

(¢

\n

i.e., @M+ is the ® € Cy with the maximum projection of
® — ®("™) toward the direction specified by s f(®("™)) as
illustrated in FigurdR. It can readily be shown that™+")
must belong taCs’s Pareto-optimal boundary (POB) denote
by CZ, due to the fact that &™) € Cp, Vo f(®™) = 0.
Specifically, CZ consists of all® € Cs for which there
does not exist a € Co satisfying:f) =~ & [14]. Every
point belonging taCZ represents a best tradeoff amang,,
Vv k,n for maximizing the sum of them weighted by certai
coefficients. Moreover, the iterative search has the falgw
property:

Lemma 1: If &+ £ d(m) then f(®(mTD) > f(&(m),

Proof: From the strict convexity off (®) with respect

to ®, f(™(®) is a strict underestimator of () except
at & = &™), Therefore, f(®("FD) > flm)(m+l)y >
F (@) = F(@0m), m

(Iﬁo

of Ce, i.e.,C3 C CE. Moreover, everyd’ € C3 is a stationary
point of f(®) overCs, because

vq>ecq>,zaf@)
k.n

8¢kn
is satisfied (see the definition of a stationary point in pEge
of [15]). SinceCs is convex, all local maximum of (®) over
Cs must belong ta’§ according to Propositiod.1.2 of [15].
Moreover, the following theorem can be proven:

Theorem 1. The following claims are true:

1) If f(@0mHD) = f(@0™), thend(m+D) = o(m) ¢ 5
holds andP(™+1) = P(™) satisfies the KKT conditions
of ().

2) Provided that

(O — D) =0 (6)

f(@M) >  max 7)

PeCs—Cs

f(®)

whereCj denotes the set of globally optimudn over

Cs, then lim,, ,, . f(®(™) = g* where g* is the

maximum WSR for[{lL).

Proof: To prove the first claim, suppog™+1) £ &),
From LemmdlLf(®(m+V) > f(®(™) follows, leading to a
contradiction. Thus®@(™+1) = &(m) ¢ C$. Since®(P) is a
one-to-one mapping as shown [N [11], [1B(+) is equal
P(™) and they satisfy the KKT conditions dfl(1) as proved
n [5].

To prove the second claim, two cases are examined. In
the first case, am: satisfying f(®(™)) = f(®(m+1) exists.
Supposed(™) ¢ Czx, then®(™) e C$ — C4 follows, meaning
that (&) > f(®(™). This is a contradiction with the fact

that f(2(™) is strictly increasing withmn, thus &™) € ¢z

and lim,, 1o f(®(™)) = g¢* holds for the first case. In

the second casef(®(™) strictly increases endlessly as il-

lustrated by a numerical example in Section VI-A. According

to the monotone convergence theorefip(")) approaches

the supremum of f(®)|® € CE}, i.e.,lim,, o (™)) =

supgecs f(P) = g* [16]. Therefore, the second claim is true.
[ ]

In a word, the SCALE algorithm iteratively searches over The first claim indicates that whef{®("+1)) = f(3(™)),

CE to produce®(™) with strictly increasing WSR asn
increas

1 As proposed in[6], the SCALE algorithm can be generalizehéximize
the WSR of rate-adaptive (RA) users penalized by the sum pogresumption
of fixed-margin (FM) users. In such a case, it can be shown, ttnet
SCALE algorithm can be interpreted as iteratively looking®(™+1) which
maximizes the weighted sum of al;, corresponding to the RA users
penalized by the sum power consumption of the FM users, ovasnaex
subset ofCe dependent orb (™)

the SCALE algorithm reaches a fixed point@g, and P(™)
(respectively®™)) will remain there for all following itera-
tions, i.e., it never happens thatP (™)) remains fixed while

P (™) keeps oscillating among different valuesrasncreases.
Nevertheless, it may happen thAtP(™)) increases strictly
and endlessly as illustrated by a numerical example in Gecti
VI-A. Therefore, the SCALE algorithm can be terminated
when either prescribed/ iterations are already executed or
P(m+1) = P(m) js satisfied.
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Ekn

Acc_:ordmg to the se_cond cla|_m of Theor& 1, the SCALE, e Un (P, i) — ZET?)
algorithm is asymptotically optimum, i.e., it produc®s$™ t 2z (@, Guen /I (P)) |
with WSR approaching* as long asf(P(")) is above the [z]; = max{y, min{z,z}}. The low-complexity approach is
threshold value on the right-hand side b1 (7), even thoughmmarized in Algorithni]l.

v m, P is entrywise positive while the optimur® for

(@) might contain zero entrids This will be illustrated by B. The GP approach

a nu_menc_al example in Section VI-A. Note that the above |, fact, it can be shown thal(8) is equivalent to
condition is generally true to guarantee global optimality

was also pointed out i [11]=[13] that for the single carrier min log (¢Xx.n “i?(thl*qkn))

case, the SCALE algorithm always converges to a global Q

optimum when the optimun® and {w|V k} satisfy some s.t. log (Z _iequ) <0,V k,

and

special conditions. o Pr
log (Z Grppedn—tn 4 a,zne_t"") <0,Vk,n, (9)
V. APPROACHES TO IMPLEMENT THESCALE ALGORITHM 14k
The key to implementing the SCALE algorithm is to solve 1Og(ieq,m) <0V k. n.
the mth iteration problem: Pin -

(m) 2 " where {t,|V k,n} is a set of extra variables introduced to
max a n —log (0%, + Grine? 8 ] !
Q kzr; kn (qk g( F ; M )) ® guarantee equivalence. The GP approach to implement the

N SCALE algorithm simply uses a GP solver, to solig (9) for
s.t. Zeqm <P, Vk; et <P Vkn, Q™+ (see Append.ix). . o
A subtlety deserving special attention is that, an extrelew
bound constraint on every,, expressed ag, > log(§)

(m) . . .
wherea(™ = “£%kn_ — Wk Gk Py .In the follow- where¢ can be preassigned, is added by default in the GP
r Grinppy +T Tpn (Pm))

ing, we first pregkélnt the low-complexity approach propos&@!ver to avoid overflofl: Denote the feasible set aF by

in [5], and then the GP approach to implement the SCALE»(¢) after the extra constrains;,, > ¢, V k,n are added.
algorithm. Finally, the two approaches are compared. It can be seen that after adding the extra constraints, the GP

approach iteratively searches odgf(¢) representing the POB
_ of Cs (&) to produceP ™ with strictly increasing WSR.
A. The low-complexity approach The GP approach actually implements the SCALE algo-
rithm to solve [[1) with the extra constraints. It is inteiegtto
Algorithm 1 The low-complexity implementation approach evaluate the incurred loss of the maximum WSR fér (1) due to
the extra constraints. Obviously;(§) < ¢g* whereg* () is the

n=1

(m)

1 m=0;Vkn, a™ =wg, pen = 0; : : ;
5 ;Zpeat T W = Whe Ph global optimum for[(lL) with the extra constraints. Note t{f@t
3: repeat might have multiple globally optimum solutions, one of whic
4: Yk, e = 0f 3, Q4 (P,0) < Py, otherwise search is denoted byP* hereafter. If there exists ®* satisfying
: ! - n SERNAE = Pk * * * i i
the by > 0 satisfying>", Qun (P, by) = p, with the E. =& 97(§) = g~ follows. Otherwisey”(¢) < g*, meaning
bisection method an;in: be: ’ that a loss of the optimum WSR is incurred by the extra lower
5 v k, n, updatepy ’with ]E)k (11;. 1k bounds. In practice, it is rarely known a priori if there ajisa
6: until :P ’converges (o] iterations: ha\;e been executed exists ab” satisfyingP” - £. To evaluate the worst-case loss
7 m=md+1 P — P computea(m) v koo of the optimum WSR, we present the following theorem:
& until m — M or P(™ — pm-1) fen o TR0 Theorem 2: Supposé) < £ < iy, then
9: outputP™ as a solution to[{1). wGlin

(10)

* * * 2
g >9g" (&) >g" —26NK max =
A low-complexity approach was proposed [1i [5] to solve  proof: To prove the claim, two cases are examined. In
GH), with KKT conditions based ﬁXEd'pOint equations and thme first case, there existsB* - 5; thus m)) follows since
bisection method for updatin® and Lagrange multipliers, 4*(¢) = ¢*. In the second case, there exists at least an entry
respectively. To facilitate description, the Lagrangetiplier  smaller than¢ for any P*, and we will prove the validity of
for transmitterk’s sum power constraint is denotedas The (I0) as follows.

KKT conditions require thé® corresponding to the optimum | et's first choose &*, from which we will construct &

Q and the optimumuy, V k to satisfy: very close to it and feasible fofl(1) with the extra constisin
in two steps. In the first step, all entriestt smaller thart
Yk, prn = Qen (P, k), and V' k, pup <Zp,m _5k> =0, are raised to b&. The resulting power allocation is denoted
n by P’. Clearly, the total increase of every transmitter's sum

2 This happens under certain conditions shown[in [17]. Howeitestill 3 As for ty,,V k,n, the idle constraintt;, > log(o%n), ie., it is
remains an open and challenging problem to decide whicls et carriers always relaxed since the second constraint[ih (9) shouldalisfied, can
should be shut down. be preassigned to the GP solver.
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power is not higher thanV¢. In the second step, all rowswhenC§ andg* are replaced b¢$ (&) andg*(€), respectively.

of P’ are examined. For théth row, no entries is updatedThis means that as long as a sufficiently good initialization
if >, [P'lkn < P Otherwise, only the maximum entry,is used, the GP approach still producB§™ with WSR
i.e., [P]gn, With np = argmax, [P']s,, which must satisfy approaching*(£) asymptotically.

[P'lin, > B > (N 4+ 1)¢, is reduced byN¢. The finally The low-complexity approach uses a heuristic rule to pursue

produced power can be taken BS. X X the combination satisfying the KKT conditions ¢fl (8). Once
It can be shown that &, n, ag](gp ) — 9C(®7) _ 9Dn(BT)  converged, the inner iterations must output a global optimu
whereC,, (P) = Y, w; 1og(Gunpin + T Iin( Pﬁ andD,, (pP for @ as Pt If the convergence of inner iterations
> wilog(Thy, (P )) Therefore, could always be achieved, the low-complexity approach doul
become a faithful implementation of the SCALE algorithm.
dg(P*) - _ 0D ( Wi Gln - wiGikn H it | p_f the i terati | 9
> ~ > rknlax 5 However, it is unclear if the inner iterations always cogeer
Opin Ik L (P*) o Oy asL increases, since a theoretical proof is difficult and has not
dg(P*) acn( ) w; Glin been available yet. Nevertheless, numerical experimémis s
= < Kmax ——5—. that the convergence is always observed whes sufficientl
OPkn OPkn kln o g y y

) . ) ) large for practical channel realizatioris [5]. In practigeis
OEJVIOUSW,Q > g*(§) = g(P"). Since( is very small, ey attractive to implement the SCALE algorithm with the
g(P") can be computed according to the first-order Taylqg,, -complexity approach using a very smdil In such a

approximation around* as case, the inner iterations might often not converge, and the
low-complexity approach might have very interesting bétiav
g(P") = g" + Z < Z E Bpk ) ; e.g.,the produced f(P(™+1)) might be either smaller, or even
kESy, nESkn " greater than the WSR of the optimum for (8), as will be
whered is equal to eithe) or N¢, k belongs toS;, if the illustrated later.
entries inP* corresponding to transmittér are modified to ~ Note that the GP approach with a very sm@altan be re-
get P”, and Sy, is the set of carrier numbers satisfying garded as a close approximation of the faithful impleméorat
[P*]in < €. Therefore, of the SCALE algorithm. Therefore, the GP approach can be
oG oG used as a benchmark to evaluate the low-complexity approach
g(P") > g* + Z (—§Kmax¢ — ¢NK max %) In Section VI, we will further use numerical experiments to
kes, kbn  0p, kiln o 0 compare the GP approach and the low-complexity approach,
and show the behavior of the low-complexity approach when
> g* — 26NK? max szGlekn’ L varies. PR AP

a knk

n

meaning that the claim holds for the second case as vmill.
According to the above theoreng, should satisfy( <

€ (2NK? maxy ., lle" ' to ensure thay*(§) > g* — ¢,
where ¢ > 0 is présciibed and represent the maximum We first consider a simple scenario wiifi = 2 and N = 1
tolerable loss of the optimum WSR. AlgoritHth 2 summarizdaecause a faithful implementation of the SCALE algorithm ca
the GP approach to implement the SCALE algorithm, whefgadily be made in this scenario. The parameters are $etas
a ¢ satisfying the above condition is used to configure the GPUB, ¥ k.7, By, = By, = Girn = 07, = 1. Since a single

VI. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS
A. A simple numerical example to illustrate analysis

solver. carrier exists, the carrier-number subscript of everyalae is
omitted for simplicity hereafter. The analytical expressfs
Algorithm 2 The GP implementation approach andCq (€) can readily be derived and thus not shown here due

m=0VYkn,a™ = wy to space limitation. _
repeat n e F|gure_z|3 shows the re_sults When_ the first set of chgnnel
solve [3) forQ(™ 1) by a GP solver configured with aand weight parameters in Tati[b_ I is useq. For the faithful
) o —1 and low-complexity approaches illustrated in Figlite &4,
{<e (2NK MaXg,ln =, l”m) ' is plot as the line asymptotically extending te-occ,0) and

4. Plm+l) — QY. “m=m+1 computeag:), V k,n; (0,—0c), respectively, ands is the unbounded region below
5 until m = M or p(m) — p(m—1) that line. For the GP approach,= 0.05 is chosen, and the
6: OutputP(m) as a solution tou]_)_ POB and the Iower—boundary falp (f) are p|0t, WItthp(g)

being the region enclosed inside. Obviousgly,{) C Cs and
CcB(¢) C CB, respectively.Co is convex, which illustrates

C. Comparison of the two approaches
TABLE |

As said earlier, the GP approach iteratively searches over THREE SETS OF CHANNEL AND WEIGHT PARAMETERS
CE(¢) to produceP(™ with strictly increasing WSRs, i.e.,
Lemmall still holds. Therefore, the GP approach has guar- | 911 922 g1z g1 w1 wa
anteed convergence as increases. Note thafs (&) might thefirstset [ 1.0 10 0.8 04 3.0 10
be nonconvex as illustrated later. Theorelm 1 also remains true the second se{ 1.0 1.0 18 04 18 1.0
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The faithful implementation The GP approach The faithful implementation The GP approach
0

N
as mincreases

@,

-2 as:m increases'

as m increases’

@ @)

WSR with respect to (¢,,¢,)0) Ci WSR with respect to m WSR with respect to ((pl,th)D C; WSR with respect to m
g 2 e 512
g £
215 : 15 : ﬁ 1
] —6— faithful 5 —6— faithful
ot —8—GP T —8—GP
g 1 1 4 1=1 g 0.8 0.8 4 L=1

—p— =8 —b>—L=8
-4 2 0 2 4 6 06 -4 -2 o %% 2 3 4
@ m o m

(b) (b)

Fig. 3. Visualization of the iterative searches for the apghes to implement Fig. 4. Visualization of the iterative searches for the apphes to implement
the SCALE algorithm, when the second set of channel and wetameters the SCALE algorithm, when the third set of channel and wefdrameters
is used. is used.

the validity of the analysis in_[11]=[13]. Most interestiyg with L = 8 all produce the same sequence ®f™), and
Cs(&) is nonconvex for this parameter set. The globallgonverge to a fixed poirfp; = —1.03, ¢ = —0.34) which is
optimum @ in Co andCqs () is at (¢; = 0,¢2 = —oc) and locally optimum after3 iterations. In particular, thef(®(1)
(¢1 = —0.04, 3 = —3.33), and corresponds tg* = 2.08 produced by all the approaches does not satisfy cond[ipn (7
and g* (&) = 2.06, respectively. Obviously, they satisfiy {10),indicating such a convergence to a local optimum is indeed
thus illustrating the validity of Theoreil 2. The faithful im possible. Moreover, it is very interesting to see that far th
plementation and the low-complexity approach with= 8 low-complexity approach witt. = 1, the produceddb™) has
produce the same sequencedf approaching the globally a higher WSR than that for the other approaches, and the
optimum ® asymptotically asm increases (the iterations®(™) approaches the globally optimud asymptotically as
proceed endlessly, and only the firgtiterations are shown m increases (only the first iterations are shown herefhis
here for clarity).This illustrates the asymptotic optimality of  suggests that the low-complexity approach using a small L,
the SCALE algorithm even when the optimum P contains zero  even without convergence of its inner iterations, might lead to
entries, as discussed in Section V. This also suggests that thea better solution than the GP approach.
inner iterations for the low-complexity approach with= 8
always converge to an optimum solution fof (8. The GP
approach converges to the globally optimdnin Cq (&) after
7 iterations. On the other hand, the low-complexity approachWe have also conducted numerical experiments for a real-
with L. = 1 produces a different sequence of solutionsstic scenario withK = 4 and N = 128. The kth receiver
suggesting its inner iterations do not always converge ¢o tis located at the coordinate: = k,y = 10), whereas the
global optimum for[(B). Nevertheless, the produdgd®) still  kth transmitter is atz = k,y = 5) and (z = k,y = 0)
approaches the globally optimusin asymptotically. if Kk = 1,2 andk = 3,4, respectively. These coordinates
For the second parameter set in Table I, the results @ in the unit of meter. The parameters are sef'as 0
shown in Figurd 4. For this parameter set, the globally opB, w; = wy = 1, w3 = wy = 2, V k,n, 07, = —30
timum @ in Co andCqe(€) is at (¢p1 = 0,¢2 = —o0) and dBm, B,,, = P,. The channel for every link is generated
(¢p1 = —0.12, 9o = —3.32), and corresponds tg* = 1.25 and with the channel model explained i _[18], [19]. Note that
g* (&) = 1.17, respectively. They still satisf{ (10) and illustratehe transmitted power is attenuated B¢ dB in average
the validity of Theorerfill2. Similar phenomena can be observetien received at a distance ®6 meter apart. To evaluate
as for the first parameter set, except for those explaindt effectiveness of the implementation approaches for the
as follows. The faithful, GP and low-complexity approacheSCALE algorithm, the ISB algorithm proposed in [2] was also

B. Numerical experiments for a realistic scenario
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average WSR

800 option to implement the SCALE algorithm in practice, since
it has a fast speed and its average WSR performance is close
to that for the GP approach.

VII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We have presented the geometric interpretation and prop-
erties of the SCALE algorithm. A GP approach has also
been developed to implement the algorithm, and an analytica
method to set up the lower-bound constraints added by a GP
solver. Numerical experiments have been shown to illustrat
o . _ the analysis and compare the GP approach and the low-
A oo it o Bty Iy complexity approach proposed previously. =

In future, the following aspects can be further investigate
First, a theoretical study can be made on the convergence
of the inner iterations for the low-complexity approach, as

optimize every power variable to ensure a good performanc\@?ﬁ" as the behavior of the low-complexity approach using a

We conducted the following experiments with Matlab v7.1 oR all inner iteration number. Second, we can study how to

- ; eneralize the SCALE algorithm for multiple-input-mulép
?n:aargz)c;s Eggl%)gst(\;\gth an Intel Duo CPU of 2.53 GHz and %utput systems, and compare it with other algorithing [21],

We have generateth0 random realizations of all channels.m' Third, it is important to note that the SCALE algorithm

= ; iteratively produces increasingly bett@rthrough solving[(R)
When'¥ k, p, = 50 dBm, we have implemented for ever_yfor the globally optimumQ € Cq and then transforming it

realization the ISB algorithm, the GP and low-complexit : ) :
approaches with different. The GP solver gpcvx was used)éaCk to®. Another possible way is to solvgl(4) directly for

to solve [) for the GP approach, asd= 10-10 is assigned the globally optimum® < Cg, e.g., by using an analytical

[20]. During the simulation, we find that for every channeflormUIation ofCs. Works along this direction have been done

realization, the maximungx,,, ¥ k, [, n is smaller thanl 03 in [LI}-[I3] for the single-carrier case. It is interestitgy
According ’to TheorerEIZg*(%’) > ;I*’_ 819 x 10-7 foIIows. check how to extend those studies for the multicarrier case.

meaning that the worst-case loss of the optimum WSR is
negligible.

The average time spent by the ISB algorithm is around The authors would like to thank Prof. Min Dong and
600 seconds. The average time for the GP approach increa#s anonymous reviewers for their precious comments and
proportionally with A/ and it is around100 seconds when suggestions which significantly improve this work.

M = 8, and the one for the low-complexity approach increases

proportionally with L x M, and it is around .5 seconds when APPENDIX

M =38 an_dL = 16. The GP a_lppr(_)ach i; much faster than the A standard-form GP problem is expressed as
ISB algorithm, because the interior-point method (IPM)dise

nats/symbol

implemented (note that a grid searchlof) points was used to

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

is more efficient than the dual method and exhaustive search min Jo(x)
used by the ISB algorithm. The low-complexity approach is .
A o b filx)<1,5=1,..,J, 11
much faster than the GP approach, indicating that the heuris st Ty (i)()—' jl I (11)
x; 20,0 =1,..., 1,

update rule used for the inner iteration of the low-compiexi

approach leads to a much faster speed than the IPM usedjherey j = 0,1, - -, f;(x) is a posynomial ok with [x]; =

the GP solver. x;. Specifically, an example posynomial =fis expressed as
Figure[® shows the average WSR of the solutions produ%) — ZA—1 Uqa (X) With 1g(x) = B4 H(_l z2 wheref, >

by every implementation approach for the SCALE algorithy anda,,; (i = 1, - - , I) are real constants. It is very important

when M < 8. The average WSRs corresponding to using note thats(y) = log (p(ey)) is convex ofy. Therefore,

the uniform power allocation (UPA) and the ISB algorithmaithough a standard-form GP problem [l(11) is nonconvex,

respectively, are also shown. It can be seen that the SCAlEan be converted by making the logarithmic transfornmatio

algorithm implemented with every approach leads to a muglym x to y satisfyingx = e¥ to its equivalent convex form
greater average WSR than the UPA whdn> 2. The average

WSR for the GP approach increases and becomes close to that myin 9o(y) = log (fO(ey)) (12)
for the ISB approach ad/ increases, which illustrates the ) P e .

effectiveness of the SCALE algorithm. For the low-comptigxi st gj(y) =log (fi(€) <0.j=1,....]
approach with a fixed,, the average WSR increases @6 which is then solved by a GP solver, e.g., gpcvx or MOSEK
increases. For the low-complexity approach with a fixdd based on state-of-the-art IPM.

the average WSR increases Asincreases, and is close to An important subtlety should be noted. When all globally
that for the GP approach when> 4. Most interestingly, the optimumx for (1) contains zero entries, the corresponding
low-complexity approach using = 1 and M = 8 is a good optimumy for (I2) contains entries equal tecc. In such a
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case, the IPM iteratively outpugs with go(y) asymptotically [22] Q. Shi, M. Razaviyayn, Z.-Q. Luo, and C. He, “An iterally weighted

approaching the optimum objective value @(12), whichdka mmse approach to distributed sume-utility maximization formimo
fl in th . he GP | h interfering broadcast channelEEE Trans. Sgnal Proc., vol. 59, no. 9,
to an overflow in the processor running the solver that ;" 433174340, Sep. 2011.

implements the IPM. It is rarely known a priori if the optimum
x for (1) contains zero entries. To avoid overflow, the GP
solver by default adds entrywise lower-bound constraintg,0

or equivalently ony before solving[(IR) (see page 3 6f[20]).
These constraints should be set to ensure that the optiraum
for (1) with the extra constraints corresponds to an olject
value within a prescribed small tolerance around the oaigin
optimum objective for[(T11).
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