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Abstract—The proliferation of wireless-enabled applications
with divergent quality of service (QoS) requirements necessitates
tailored QoS provisioning. With the growing complexity of
wireless infrastructures, application-specific QoS perceived by a
user equipment (UE) is jointly determined by its association with
the supporting base station in heterogeneous networks (HetNets)
and the amount of resource allocated to it. However, conventional
application-agnostic objective-based user association and re-
source allocation often ignore the differences among applications’
specific requirements for resources, inevitably preventing tailored
QoS provisioning. Hence, in this paper, the problem of joint user
association and resource allocation with application-specific ob-
jectives is investigated for achieving tailored QoS provisioning in
6G HetNets. This problem is intrinsically difficult to solve directly
due to the extremely large solution space and the combination
of discrete and continuous variables. Therefore, we decompose
the original problem into two subproblems, i.e. user association
and resource allocation, and propose an interactive optimization
algorithm (IOA) to solve them iteratively in an interactive way
until convergence is achieved. Specifically, matching theory is
utilized to solve resource allocation and user association is solved
heuristically. Extensive experimental results confirm that IOA
algorithm outperforms several baseline algorithms in terms of
both average utility and UE satisfaction ratio.

Index Terms—User association, resource allocation, tailored
QoS provisioning, heterogeneous networks, matching theory

I. INTRODUCTION

The past ten years have witnessed the proliferation of
wireless-enabled applications with divergent QoS require-
ments. For example, autonomous driving [1] and remote
surgery [2] applications call for ultra-low latency and high
reliability. However, ultra-high definition (UHD) video stream-
ing [3] and virtual reality (VR) [4] applications have stringent
requirements in terms of data transmission rate.

With the evolution of wireless communication technologies,
in order to support UEs with different radio access tech-
nologies (RATs), different types of base stations (BSs) have
been deployed in real-world scenarios, including macro, micro,
pico and femto base stations [5]. These different types of
BSs vary from each other in terms of coverage area, power
constraint and so on [6]. These different types of BSs form
a heterogeneous network (HetNet), which enhances coverage,
capacity and energy efficiency [7].

Hence, if a UE is located within an area covered by
multiple base stations, it should be decided which base station
provide service to this specific UE. This process is commonly
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known as user association [8]. In HetNets, the amounts of
available resources of each base station are limited. Hence,
when traffic load is high, user association plays a vital role
for achieving load balancing among base stations [9], which is
necessary for satisfying UEs’ QoS requirements. For example,
if user association result is extremely unbalanced, some UEs’
perceived QoS values might be very bad.

Once user association decision is made, each base station
need to decide the amounts of resources to be allocated to each
UE associated with it, commonly known as resource allocation
[10]. Resource allocation directly influences UEs’ perceived
QoS values. Hence, since that user association and resource
allocation jointly influence UEs’ perceived QoS values, it is
necessary to jointly consider the two tasks in order to better
satisfy UEs’ QoS requirements.

The diverse QoS requirements of applications bring chal-
lenges to user association and resource allocation in HetNets,
since that they inevitably complicate the problems of user
association and resource allocation and make it even more
difficult to satisfy UEs’ QoS requirements.

A. Motivations

The existing user association and resource allocation tech-
niques were usually designed with the aim of optimizing one
or several application-agnostic objectives, such as sum rate,
energy efficiency and so on. This might be problematic in the
6G era due to the following two reasons.

First, application-agnostic objective-based user association
and resource allocation might cause waste of resources. Let’s
consider the scenario where there exist two groups of UEs.
The first group of UEs have low QoS requirements in terms of
data transmission rate but have good channel conditions. The
second group of UEs have high QoS requirements in terms
of data transmission rate but have poor channel conditions.
Then conventional user association and resource allocation
techniques with the objective of maximizing sum rates tend
to allocate a lot of resources to the first group, far beyond
their needs, while allocating the amount of resources to the
second group which could not or only meet their minimum
QoS requirements. Evidently, this is a waste of resources.

Second, application-agnostic objective-based user associa-
tion and resource allocation techniques might bring unfairness
among different types of applications. In conventional user
association and resource allocation techniques with the objec-
tive of maximizing energy efficiency, UEs with autonomous
driving application might only receive the minimum amount of
physical resource blocks (PRBs) which could just satisfy their
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minimum QoS requirements, because the higher requirement
of reliability inevitably results in lower energy efficiency.
However, UEs with UHD video streaming application might
be allocated much more PRBs, since that their relative lower
requirement of reliability results in relative higher energy effi-
ciency. Absolutely, the fairness between the two applications
can hardly be regarded as having been guaranteed.

One common cause of the two drawbacks of conventional
application-agnostic objective-based user association and re-
source allocation techniques is the neglect of differences
among demand degrees on resources of different applications,
which apparently could not be reflected by one or several
application-agnostic objectives.

Therefore, to avoid waste of resources and ensure fairness
among different types of applications, tailored QoS provision-
ing is essential. In tailored QoS provisioning, the differences
among demand degrees on resources of different applications
are highlighted. Specifically, the optimization objective of user
association and resource allocation is shifted from application-
agnostic objectives to application-specific objectives. By opti-
mizing the application-specific objectives, the fairness among
different types of applications could be better guaranteed.

B. Related Literature

Due to the significance of joint user association and resource
allocation in downlink HetNets, a lot of research efforts have
been devoted to this problem within recent years. It needs
to be pointed out that resource allocation considered in this
paper involves both spectrum and power resources. The related
literature published in recent years are compared in Table I.

Some researchers aim at maximizing throughput or sum rate
or weighted sum rate. In [11], the problem of joint user associ-
ation and resource allocation in a multi-cell multi-association
OFDMA HetNet is decomposed into two subproblems and
solved alternatively by Hungarian algorithm and the differ-
ence of two convex functions approximation (DCA) method,
respectively. The authors in [12] propose a distributed belief
propagation algorithm for joint user association and resource
allocation in downlink HetNets, considering intercell interfer-
ence coordination. In [13], the user association and resource
allocation problem in HetNets is abstracted into a multiple
0/1 knapsack problem without considering interference among
different base stations and a performance-improved reduced
search space simulated annealing algorithm is proposed. The
authors in [14] take user mobility prediction into consideration
for joint user association and resource allocation in HetNets
and propose a coupling solution and a decoupling solution
utilizing multi-agent Q-learning method. Moreover, deep Q-
network is applied for accelerating convergence. In [15], the
authors investigate the problem of joint user association and
beam selection in a HetNet consisted of one macro base
station and some small base stations with mmWave frequency,
aiming at maximizing sum rate. Moreover, a graph neural
network (GNN)-enabled solution with a primal-dual learning
framework is proposed.

Some researchers aim at maximizing the sum of loga-
rithmic rates or weighted logarithmic rates. The authors in

[16] investigate the problem of backhaul-aware joint user
association and resource allocation in a HetNet where energy
is constrained, which is solved by a distributed algorithm based
on Lagrangian dual decomposition. In [17], the problem of
joint user association and resource allocation in H-CRAN with
dual connectivity is studied. And a block coordinate descent-
based algorithm is proposed to solve this problem, utilizing
successive convex approximation. In [18], the problem of
joint user association and resource allocation in multi-band
millimeter-wave HetNets is investigated, considering both
single-band access scheme and multi-band access scheme.

Some researchers aim at maximizing spectrum or/and en-
ergy efficiency. In [19], a modified artificial bee colony algo-
rithm is proposed to jointly solve user association and resource
allocation in a heterogeneous cloud radio access network (H-
CRAN). The authors in [20] propose a Lyapunov optimization
framework to jointly solve user association and resource
allocation aiming at maximizing spectrum efficiency and en-
ergy efficiency while considering stability. In [21], a multi-
agent parameterized deep reinforcement learning approach is
proposed for joint user association and power allocation in 5G
HetNets. The authors in [22] propose a parameterized double
deep Q-network for joint user association and power allocation
in a two-tier HetNet.

Some researchers take power consumption into considera-
tion for the optimization objective. In [23], the problem of base
station operation, user association and resource allocation are
jointly optimized aiming at minimizing the average energy
consumption of the network, considering the dynamicity of
spatial and temporal traffic. In [24], the problem of joint user
association and resource allocation in coded cache-enabled
HetNets is investigated, considering reducing backhaul trans-
mission through wireless caching.

Some researchers have different optimization objectives.
The authors in [25] propose a deep reinforcement learning
algorithm to optimize user association in a distributed way
and maximize the minimum data rate of UEs without global
channel state information. The authors in [26] propose a
dynamic hierarchical game approach for user association and
resource allocation in HetNets, considering the scenario where
a macro base station provide backhaul services to small cell
base stations. The authors in [27] investigate the problem
of joint user association and power-bandwidth allocation in
HetNets with the objective of minimizing the mean delay.
In [28], the problem of joint user association and resource
allocation allowing opportunistic resource block reuse is in-
vestigated, considering two scenarios where user association
and power allocation are time-shared or not. The authors in
[29] investigate the problem of joint user association and sub-
channel assignment in the scenario where orthogonal and non-
orthogonal multiple access techniques coexist, which is solved
by a heuristic algorithm with polynomial time complexity.
In [30], a distributed multi-agent deep reinforcement learning
method is proposed for joint user association and resource al-
location in HetNets, utilizing dueling double deep-Q network.
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TABLE I
COMPARISON OF RELATED LITERATURE ON JOINT USER ASSOCIATION AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION IN DOWNLINK HETNETS.

Reference Optimization objective One macro Cross-tier Single transmitting Single
base station interference antenna association

[11] maximize the weighted sum rate ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗
[12] maximize sum rate ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓
[13] maximize throughput ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓
[14] maximize the total transmission capacity ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓
[15] maximize sum rate ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓
[16] maximize the sum of logarithmic rates ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
[17] maximize the sum of logarithmic rates ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗
[18] maximize the sum of weighted logarithmic rates ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓
[19] maximize the energy efficiency ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗
[20] maximize spectrum efficiency and energy efficiency ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗
[21] maximize energy efficiency ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓
[22] maximize energy efficiency ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
[23] minimize the average energy consumption ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓
[24] minimize total power consumption ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗
[25] maximize the minimum data rate of UEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
[26] optimize wireless backhaul bandwidth allocation and access throughput ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓
[27] minimize the mean delay ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗

[28] maximize the number of accommodated UEs
✗ ✓ ✓ ✓and minimize the usage of resource blocks

[29] maximize the total number of associated users ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓
[30] maximize the long-term downlink utility ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

C. Contributions

In this paper, the problem of application-specific objective-
based joint user association and resource allocation for tailored
QoS provisioning in downlink 6G HetNets is investigated. It is
necessary to point out that although we focus on the downlink
transmission scenario of 6G HetNets in this paper, the core
idea of the joint user association and resource allocation
technique proposed in this paper could be transplanted to
the uplink transmission scenario of 6G HetNets and 4G/5G
HetNets as well. The optimization objective is set to be
optimizing the sum of UEs’ application-specific objectives.
We formulate this problem as a mixed-integer non-linear
programming (MINLP) problem. This problem is inherently
difficult to solve directly due to its extremely large solution
space caused by its intrinsic NP-hardness and its intrinsic
non-convexity caused by the combination of discrete and
continuous variables. Therefore, we decompose the original
problem into two subproblems, which are user association
and resource allocation, respectively. For resource allocation,
both PRB and transmit power are considered. We further
decompose the subproblem of resource allocation into two
subsubproblems, which are PRB and power allocation with
fixed bit error rate (BER), and remaining power allocation.
The contributions of this paper are summarized as follows.

1) A novel concept of tailored QoS provisioning in down-
link 6G HetNets is first conceptualized to maximize the
summation of the application-specific objectives of all
the UEs to ensure the fairness among different UEs with
different applications, involving two different resource
management tasks, i.e. user association and resource al-
location. Moreover, the problem of joint user association
and resource allocation for tailored QoS provisioning in
downlink 6G HetNets is formulated as a mixed-integer
non-linear programming (MINLP) problem.

2) Due to its intrinsic NP-hardness and non-convexity,

the formulated problem is difficult to solve directly.
Hence, the original problem is decomposed into two sub-
problems, i.e. user association and resource allocation.
Moreover, an interactive optimization algorithm (IOA) is
proposed for solving the subproblems of user association
and resource allocation iteratively in an interactive way
until convergence is achieved.

3) For PRB and power allocation with fixed BER, an online
deferred acceptance (ODA) algorithm based on match-
ing theory is proposed to allocate PRBs with power
which could meet the minimum BER requirements of
UEs associated with a base station, which is guaranteed
to generate a stable solution. In addition, two matching
reformulation algorithms are proposed for generating a
new stable solution when a new UE is associated with
a base station or an associated UE is reassociated with
another base station, which could greatly reduce time
complexity. For remaining power allocation, a maximum
marginal utility descent (MMUD) algorithm is proposed,
which divides the remaining transmit power of base
station into small pieces and allocate each piece of power
to the UE with the maximum marginal utility.

4) In order to better conduct performance evaluation, ex-
tensive experiments with different settings in terms of
PBS density and maximum transmit power per PBS are
conducted. Simulation results confirm that our proposed
IOA algorithm achieves better performance compared
with several baseline algorithms in terms of both average
utility and UE satisfaction ratio.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

In this paper, we consider a two-tier HetNet which consists
of M macro base stations (MBSs) and N pico base stations
(PBSs), denoted by F = {1, · · · ,M,M + 1, · · · ,M + N},
where the indexes 1 to M represent the MBSs and the indexes
M + 1 to M +N represent the PBSs.
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We focus on the downlink transmission scenario of this Het-
Net and assume that all the base stations employ orthogonal
frequency division multiple access (OFDMA). Moreover, we
assume that the MBSs are distributed in a planned cellular
manner and the PBSs are distributed randomly. We assume
that the radii of MBSs and PBSs are denoted by rM and rP ,
respectively. Moreover, we assume that the coverage areas of
PBSs don’t overlap with each other. The coverage area of base
station j is denoted by Aj . Besides, we denote the maximum
transmit power of an MBS and a PBS as Pmax

MBS and Pmax
PBS ,

respectively. And the maximum transmit power of base station
j is denoted as Pmax

j .
In addition, we assume that the MBSs and PBSs operate

on different frequency bands, since that multiple frequency
bands are available in 6G networks which are suitable for
different communication scenarios. And using the same fre-
quency band will inevitably bring severe inter-tier interference
and degrade the overall network performance. Hence, only
intra-tier interference is considered in this paper. Besides, in
order to avoid severe intra-tier interference between adjacent
MBSs, we assume that reuse-3 scheme [31] is employed by
MBSs, which is a conventional frequency planning scheme
with frequency reuse factor equals 3. Hence, there exist four
different frequency bands, denoted by H = {1, 2, 3, 4}, and
one base station is operated on one frequency band. For base
station j, we assume that its frequency band is denoted by hj .

For each base station, we assume that its frequency band
is divided into B PRBs with equal bandwidth W , denoted
by B = {1, · · · , B}. We assume that there exist K UEs in
the network with heterogeneous QoS requirements, denoted
by K = {1, · · · ,K}. In addition, we assume that the UEs are
distributed in a horizontal area and the coordinate of UE k is
denoted by ϕk.

We assume that user association and resource allocation are
performed during each time period with length T . Moreover,
we assume that during each time period, each UE could only
be associated with one base station. The user association policy
is demonstrated by user association matrix X , which is a K-
by-(M +N) matrix and expressed as:

xk,j =

{
1, if UE k is associated with base station j
0, otherwise

(1)

Hence, the number of UEs associated with base station j is:

Kj =

K∑
k=1

xk,j . (2)

Moreover, we assume that the set of UEs associated with base
station j is denoted by Kj = {k|xk,j = 1, k ∈ K}.

For each base station, we assume that each PRB could only
be allocated to one UE during each time period. Let matrix
ρj denote the PRB assignment policy of base station j, which
is a K-by-B matrix, expressed as:

ρk,bj =

{
1, if the b-th PRB is allocated to UE k

0, otherwise
(3)

The data transmission rate of UE k ∈ K over PRB b ∈ B of
base station j can be modelled as follows:

Rb
k,j = xk,jρ

k,b
j W log2(1 + γbk,j), (4)

where γbk,j denotes the signal-to-interference-plus-noise-ratio
(SINR), which is:

γbk,j =
P b
j g

b
k,j∑

i∈F,i̸=j∧hi=hj
P b
i g

b
k,i + σ2

, (5)

where P b
j is the transmit power of base station j on PRB b,

gbk,j is the channel gain accounting for path loss, shadowing
and fading from base station j to UE k on PRB b. Moreover,
σ2 denotes the noise power. Hence, the data rate of UE k is:

Rk =

M+N∑
j=1

P∑
p=1

Rb
k,j . (6)

We assume that the packet size of UE k is denoted by
sk, then the transmission latency of UE k during downlink
transmission is:

Ltran
k =

sk
Rk

. (7)

We assume that the average latency of the k-th UE from
the server to its associated base station is denoted by Lsb

k .
The packet arrival of UE k is assumed to follow Poisson
process with mean arrival rate λk packets per transmission
time interval (TTI). The length of one TTI is set to be 1 ms.
The latency caused by baseband signal processing is neglected
as it is not a dominating component.

Following the modelling of average queuing latency intro-
duced in [32], the queuing of packets of each UE is formulated
as an M/G/1 queuing model. Moreover, the average queuing
latency of UE k is modelled as:

Lqueue
k =

λks
2
k

2Rk(Rk − λksk)
(8)

Moreover, we assume that the average propagation latency
from the associated base station to the k-th UE is denoted by
Lprop
k . Hence, the average latency of UE k is:

Lk = Lsb
k + Lqueue

k + Ltran
k + Lprop

k . (9)

We assume that the signals are modulated utilizing QPSK,
then the bit error rate of UE k over PRB b ∈ B of base station
j can be expressed as follows:

BERb
k,j =

1

2
xk,jerfc(

√√√√ γbk,j
Rb

k,j

W

) =
1

2
xk,jerfc(

√√√√Wγbk,j
Rb

k,j

),

where erfc(x) = 2√
π

∫∞
x
e−η2

dη. Then the average bit error
rate of UE k over all its allocated PRBs is:

BERk =

∑M+N
j=1

∑B
b=1R

b
k,jBER

b
k,j

Rk
. (10)

We assume that each UE k ∈ K has its customized
QoS requirements on data transmission rate, latency, and bit
error rate, denoted by Rreq

k , Lreq
k and BERreq

k , respectively.
Moreover, an application-specific objective function is defined
for each UE. The application-specific objective function of UE
k is expressed as:
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Uk = w1
kσ(Rk −Rreq

k ) + w2
kσ(L

req
k − Lk), (11)

where σ(x) denotes the sigmoid function, expressed as:

σ(x) =
1

1 + e−x
. (12)

Moreover, we suppose that w1
k + w2

k = 1. Hence, since that
0 < σ(x) < 1, 0 < Uk < 1.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this paper, we set the optimization objective of the
problem of joint user association and resource allocation for
tailored QoS provisioning in downlink 6G HetNets as the
summation of the application-specific objectives of all the
UEs to ensure the fairness among different UEs with different
applications. The joint user association and resource allocation
problem is formulated as follows:

(P0) Maximize
K∑

k=1

Uk (13a)

subject to:
B∑

b=1

P b
j ≤ Pmax

j ,∀j ∈ F (13b)

M+N∑
j=1

xk,j = 1,∀k ∈ K, j ∈ F (13c)

Kj∑
k=1

B∑
b=1

ρk,bj ≤ B, ∀j ∈ F (13d)

ρk,bj BERb
k,j ≤ ρk,bj BERreq

k ,∀j ∈ F ,∀k ∈ Kj , b ∈ B (13e)

xk,j ∈ {0, 1},∀k ∈ K, j ∈ F (13f)

ρk,bj ∈ {0, 1},∀k ∈ Kj , b ∈ B, j ∈ F (13g)

In the problem formulation, (13b) constrains that for each
base station, the sum of its transmit power allocated to all its
PRBs cannot exceed its maximum transmit power constraint.
(13c) and (13f) constrain that one UE could be and at most
be associated with one base station. (13d) and (13g) constrain
that each PRB of each base station could be allocated to at
most one UE and for each base station, the sum of PRBs
allocated to its UEs cannot exceed its total number of PRBs.
(13e) constrains that for any base station, if a PRB is allocated,
its BER must satisfy the BER requirement of its corresponding
UE. It needs to be pointed out that due to the constrained
amounts of available resources of base stations, when the
number of UEs is very large, it might be impossible to satisfy
each UE’s QoS requirements. Hence, we don’t constrain the
generated solution must satisfy each UE’s QoS requirements,
in case that no such valid solution could be generated.

Once user association policy (user association matrix X) is
generated, the resource allocation problem needs to be solved
for each base station. The resource allocation problem of base
station j is formulated as follows:

(P1) Maximize
∑
k∈Kj

Uk (14a)

subject to:
B∑

b=1

P b
j ≤ Pmax

j (14b)

Kj∑
k=1

B∑
b=1

ρk,bj ≤ B (14c)

ρk,bj BERb
k,j ≤ ρk,bj BERreq

k ,∀k ∈ Kj , b ∈ B (14d)

ρk,bj ∈ {0, 1},∀k ∈ Kj , b ∈ B (14e)

IV. DECOMPOSITION OF RESOURCE ALLOCATION
PROBLEM

From Section III, we can find that problem P0 is a mixed-
integer non-linear programming (MINLP) problem. Hence, it
is NP-hard and non-convex. Therefore, in order to solve prob-
lem P0, an interactive optimization algorithm is proposed in
this paper, whose components and the whole algorithm will be
introduced in the following sections. In this section, resource
allocation in the initialization stage will be introduced.

According to (14d), if a PRB is allocated, its BER must
satisfy the BER requirement of its corresponding UE. Hence,
to generate valid solutions, for resource allocation, we decom-
pose it into two subsubproblems, which are PRB and power
allocation with fixed BER and remaining power allocation.
The subsubproblem of PRB and power allocation with fixed
BER is formulated as shown below.

(P2) Maximize
∑
k∈Kj

Uk (15a)

subject to:
B∑

b=1

P b
j ≤ Pmax

j (15b)

Kj∑
k=1

B∑
b=1

ρk,bj ≤ B (15c)

ρk,bj BERb
k,j = ρk,bj BERreq

k ,∀k ∈ Kj , b ∈ B (15d)

ρk,bj ∈ {0, 1},∀k ∈ Kj , b ∈ B (15e)

We can find that the difference between P2 and P1 is that
in P2, it’s constrained that if one PRB is allocated to an
UE, its BER must be equal to the BER requirement of its
corresponding UE. Once the subproblem P2 is solved, if there
exists remaining power, it needs to be allocated to the UEs for
maximizing their utilities. The subsubproblem of remaining
power allocation is formulated as follows.

(P3) Maximize
∑
k∈Kj

Uk (16a)

subject to:
B∑

b=1

∆P b
j ≤ P rem

j (16b)

where ∆P b
j denotes the amount of remaining transmit power

allocated to the b-th PRB of the j-th base station, and P rem
j
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denotes the total amount of remaining transmit power of base
station j.

V. USER ASSOCIATION IN THE INITIALIZATION STAGE

In the initialization stage, in order to fully utilize the
resources of pico base stations, the UEs located within the
coverage areas of PBSs are associated with the correspond-
ing PBSs. Moreover, the remaining UEs are associated with
corresponding MBSs. The algorithm of user association in the
initialization stage is shown in Alg. 1.

Algorithm 1 User Association in the Initialization Stage
Input: The coverage areas of base stations, Aj , 1 ≤ j ≤
M +N ;
The location of UEs, ϕk, 1 ≤ k ≤ K;

Output: The user association matrix, X;
X = OK×(M+N);
for k ∈ K do

FLAG = false;
for M + 1 ≤ j ≤M +N do

if ϕk ∈ Aj then
xk,j = 1;
FLAG = true;
Break;

end if
end for
if FLAG = false then

for 1 ≤ j ≤M do
if ϕk ∈ Aj then
xk,j = 1;
Break;

end if
end for

end if
end for

VI. RESOURCE ALLOCATION IN THE INITIALIZATION
STAGE

In this section, the proposed solutions for resource allocation
in the initialization stage will be introduced.

A. PRB and Power Allocation with Fixed BER

The subsubproblem of PRB and power allocation with
fixed BER could be transformed into a many-to-one matching
game with externality. To formulate the many-to-one matching
game, we make some definitions as shown below.

Definition 1: Given two disjoint sets B for PRBs of base
station j and Kj for UEs associated with base station j,
the mapping from PRB to UE is defined as a many-to-one
mapping µ : B → Kj that satisfies:

1) µ(b) ∈ Kj ∪ {∅},∀b ∈ B,
2) |µ(b)| ∈ {0, 1},∀b ∈ B,
3) µ−1(k) ∈ B ∪ {∅},∀k ∈ Kj ,

where |µ(·)| is the cardinality of the matching result µ(·).

According to Definition 1, we can find that different from
conventional many-to-one matching, in this matching, there
exists no constraint on the maximum capacity of UEs.

From Section II, we know that the utility, data rate and
latency of each UE are totally determined by the set of PRBs
allocated to it. Hence, we denote the utility of UE k as UBk

k ,
where Bk denotes the set of PRBs allocated to it. Moreover,
we denote the data rate and latency of UE k as RBk

k and
LBk

k , respectively. Moreover, let δBk

k indicate whether the QoS
requirements of UE k are satisfied,

δBk

k =

{
0, if RBk

k < Rreq
k or LBk

k > Lreq
k

1, if RBk

k ≥ Rreq
k and LBk

k ≤ Lreq
k

(17)

Definition 2: The preference extent of PRB b to UE k is
defined as:

PEk
b =


U

Bk∪{b}
k − UBk

k , if b /∈ Bk and δBk

k = 1

UBk

k − U
Bk−{b}
k , if b ∈ Bk and δBk−{b}

k = 1

2− UBk

k , if b /∈ Bk and δBk

k = 0

2− U
Bk−{b}
k , if b ∈ Bk and δBk−{b}

k = 0

From Definition 2, we can find that if b /∈ Bk and δBk

k = 1

or b ∈ Bk and δ
Bk−{b}
k = 1, 0 < PEk

b < 1. And we can
find that if b /∈ Bk and δBk

k = 0 or b ∈ Bk and δBk−{b}
k = 0,

PEk
b > 1. This ensures that the UEs whose QoS requirements

has not been satisfied and the UEs whose QoS requirements
will be unsatisfied if PRB b is removed from its PRB set have
higher priorities than those UEs whose QoS requirements are
satisfied no matter how PRB b is allocated.

Definition 3: The preference extent of UE k to PRB b is
defined as:

PEb
k =


U

Bk∪{b}
k −U

Bk
k

θk
b

, if b /∈ Bk

U
Bk
k −U

Bk−{b}
k

θk
b

, if b ∈ Bk

(18)

where θkb denotes the amount of power required by PRB b to
satisfy the BER requirement of UE k.

Definition 4: PRB b prefers UE k1 to UE k2, if PEk1

b >
PEk2

b , denoted by k1 ≻b k2, for b ∈ B, k1, k2 ∈ Kj , k1 ̸= k2.

Definition 5: UE k prefers PRB b1 to PRB b2, if PEb1
k >

PEb2
k , denoted by b1 ≻k b2, for k ∈ Kj , b1, b2 ∈ B, b1 ̸= b2.

Definition 6: In matching µ, a PRB-UE pair (b, k) is a
blocking pair if k ≻b µ(b), where µ(b) represents the UE
which PRB b is allocated to.

Definition 7: A matching µ is stable, if there exists no
blocking pair in µ.

For solving the formulated many-to-one matching game, the
Online Deferred Acceptance (ODA) algorithm is proposed, as
shown in Alg. 2, whose basic idea is shown as follows:

1. During each iteration, each PRB applies for the UE
with the maximum preference extent and the UEs whose
QoS requirements haven’t been satisfied are given the highest
priority;
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Algorithm 2 Online Deferred Acceptance Algorithm
1. Initialization:
Initiate the set of PRBs which has not been allocated to
UEs, B′ = B;
for k ∈ Kj do

Initiate the set of PRBs allocated to UE k, Bk = ∅;
end for
for b ∈ B′ do

for k ∈ Kj do
Calculate the amount of power required for PRB b to
meet the BER requirement of UE k, θkb ;

end for
end for
2. Matching:
while B′ ̸= ∅ do

for b ∈ B′ do
for k ∈ Kj do

UE k sends PRB b its utility gain ∆U b
k = U

Bk∪{b}
k −

UBk

k if PRB b is allocated to UE k, and the indicator
of its QoS requirement satisfaction, δBk

k ;
end for
PRB b calculates its preference extents on the UEs
in set Kj and randomly selects one UE k∗ with the
maximum preference extent.
PRB b applies for UE k∗;

end for
for k ∈ Kj do

UE k calculates its preference extents on the PRBs
applied for it and randomly selects one PRB b∗ with
the maximum preference extent;
Bk = Bk ∪ {b∗};
B′ = B′ − {b∗};

end for
end while
3. Obtain the matching result of PRBs and UEs, µ∗;

2. During each iteration, each UE accepts the PRB applied
to it with the best channel condition;

3. To deal with the impact of externality, the preference
extents of PRBs and UEs are calculated in an online way.

Theorem 1: The matching µ∗ resulting from Alg. 2 is stable.

Proof: (Proof by contradiction) Assume that there exists
one blocking pair (b, k) in the matching result µ∗. Then
according to Definition 6, we have: k ≻b µ∗(b). Then
according to Definition 4, we have: PEk

b > PE
µ∗(b)
b . In order

to facilitate the process of proof, we denote the preference
extent of PRB b to UE k during iteration t as PEk

b (t) and
denote the set of PRBs allocated to UE k after iteration t as
Bk(t). Suppose that the last PRB allocated to UE µ∗(b) is PRB
b′ and it was allocated to UE µ∗(b) during iteration t. Hence,
during iteration t, PEµ∗(b)

b′ (t) ≥ PEk
b′(t). And according to

Definition 2, we know that PEµ∗(b)
b′ = PE

µ∗(b)
b′ (t), which

are both the utility gain introduced by allocating PRB b′

to UE µ∗(b). Moreover, because each PRB is allocated the
amount of power to just satisfy the BER requirement of its

corresponding UE, deleting any PRB from Bµ∗(b) will result in
the same amount of utility loss. And allocating any PRB in set
B−Bk to UE k will result in the same amount of utility gain.
Hence, we know PE

µ∗(b)
b′ = PE

µ∗(b)
b and PEk

b′ = PEk
b . In

addition, due to the property of Sigmoid function, we know
PEk

b′(t) ≥ PEk
b′ , because |Bk| ≥ |Bk(t)|. Hence, we have

PE
µ∗(b)
b ≥ PEk

b , which is a contradiction.
In conclusion, there doesn’t exist any blocking pair in µ∗

and µ∗ is stable.

Property 1: The time complexity of Alg. 2 is O(KjB
2).

Proof: In Alg. 2, there exists two procedures at each
iteration in the matching phase, which are application and allo-
cation. In the application procedure, the most time-consuming
step is selecting one UE with the maximum preference ex-
tent for each PRB. This step requires (Kj − 1) compar-
ison operations. In the worst case, in each iteration, only
one PRB will be allocated. And the total number of re-
quired comparison operations in the application procedure is:∑B

i=1(Kj − 1) =
(Kj−1)B(B+1)

2 . In the allocation procedure,
each UE selects one PRB with the maximum preference extent
from the PRBs which applied to it. In each iteration, the
number of required comparison operations equals the number
of unallocated PRBs minus the number of UEs which have at
least one PRB candidate. In the worst case, in each iteration,
all the unallocated PRBs apply to one and the same UE and
only one PRB will be allocated. And the total number of
required comparison operations in the allocation procedure is:∑B

i=1(i − 1) = B(B−1)
2 . Therefore, in the worst case, the

total number of required comparison operations of Alg. 2 is
(Kj−1)B(B+1)

2 + B(B−1)
2 . Hence, the time complexity of Alg.

2 is O(KjB
2).

After the completion of PRB allocation, the required
amounts of power are allocated to PRBs for satisfying their
BER requirements, as shown in Alg. 3.

B. Remaining Power Allocation

After solving the subsubproblem P2, if there exists remain-
ing power of the base station, the subsubproblem P3 needs to
be solved. In order to solve P3, a Maximum Marginal Utility
Descent (MMUD) algorithm is proposed, as shown in Alg. 4.
The basic idea of MMUD algorithm is to divide the remaining
power resource into small pieces and allocate each piece of
power resource to the PRB with the maximum marginal utility
corresponding to the amount of power resource allocated to
it at each iteration. Since marginal utility reflects the demand
degree on power resource, giving priority to the PRB with the
highest marginal utility could result in greater increase of the
value of optimization objective. Based on Alg. 3 and 4, the
power allocation algorithm is shown in Alg. 5.

VII. RESOURCE ALLOCATION IN THE OPTIMIZATION
STAGE

In the optimization stage, user association results and re-
source allocation results will be changed interactively. Once
user association results are changed, resource allocation results
need to be changed accordingly. If we use Alg. 2 in the
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Algorithm 3 Power Allocation with Fixed BER
Input: The maximum amount of transmit power of base

station j, Pmax
j ;

The matching result of PRBs and UEs associated with base
station j, µ;
The amount of power required for PRB b ∈ B to meet the
BER requirement of UE k ∈ Kj , θkb ;

Output: The power resource allocation result, P b
j , b ∈ B;

Pj = Pmax
j ;

for b ∈ B do
P b
j = 0;

end for
Randomly shuffle the set Kj ;
for k ∈ Kj do
FLAG = false;
for b ∈ µ(k) do

if Pj ≥ θkb then
Pj = Pj − θkb ;
P b
j = θkb ;

else
FLAG = true;
Break;

end if
end for
if FLAG = true then

Break;
end if

end for

Algorithm 4 Maximum Marginal Utility Descent Algorithm
1. Initialization:
Divide the remaining transmit power of base station j into
n pieces, each with amount α =

P rem
j

n ;
i = 1;
for k ∈ Kj do

Calculate the marginal utility corresponding to the
amount of power resource allocated to PRB b: ∂Uk

∂P b
j

, where

ρk,bj = 1.
end for
2. Allocation:
for i ≤ n do

Select one PRB b∗ with the maximum marginal utility
corresponding to the power resource allocated to it;
P b∗

j = P b∗

j + α;
P rem
j = P rem

j − α;
Calculate and update the marginal utility corresponding
to the amount of power resource allocated to PRB b∗:
∂Uk

∂P b∗
j

, where ρk,b
∗

j = 1;
i = i+ 1.

end for

Algorithm 5 Power Allocation Algorithm
Input: The total amount of available power resource of

base station j, Pj ;
The matching result of PRBs and UEs associated with base
station j, µ;
The amount of power required for PRB b ∈ B to meet the
BER requirement of UE k ∈ Kj , θkb ;

Output: The power resource allocation result, P b
j , b ∈ B;

Invoke Alg. 3 to allocate power with fixed BER;
P rem
j = Pj −

∑
b∈B P

b
j ;

if P rem
j > 0 then

Invoke Alg. 4 to allocate remaining power to UEs;
end if

initialization stage in each iteration of the optimization stage,
the total time complexity will be very high. In order to reduce
time complexity, two algorithms are proposed to generate
new stable PRB-UE matchings based on the former PRB-
UE matchings. Moreover, Alg. 5 in the initialization stage is
also utilized for power allocation for each base station in the
optimization stage.

A. Matching Reformulation with One Deleted UE

When a UE is removed from the UE set of base station
j, the PRBs allocated to that UE should be reallocated to
other UEs associated with base station j. Alg. 6 is proposed
to generate a new PRB-UE matching based on the former
PRB-UE matching.

Theorem 2: The matching µ∗ resulting from Alg. 6 is stable
as long as the input matching µ is stable.

Proof: (Proof by contradiction) In order to facilitate the
process of proof, we denote the set of PRBs allocated to UE k
in the matching µ as Bµ

k . Moreover, we denote the preference
extent of PRB b to UE k in matching µ as PEk

b |µ. Assume that
there exist one blocking pair (b, k) in the matching result µ∗.
Then according to Definition 6, we have: k ≻b µ

∗(b). Then
according to Definition 4, we have: PEk

b |µ∗ > PE
µ∗(b)
b |µ∗ .

There exists three scenarios to be considered.
Scenario 1: Bµ

k = Bµ∗

k and Bµ
µ∗(b) = Bµ∗

µ∗(b).
In this scenario, there exists one blocking pair (b, k) in

matching µ. Hence, matching µ is unstable, which is a
contradiction.

Scenario 2: Bµ
k ̸= Bµ∗

k and Bµ
µ∗(b) = Bµ∗

µ∗(b).
In this scenario, we know that additional PRBs are allocated

to UE k in matching µ∗. Since matching µ is stable, we
know that PEk

b |µ ≤ PE
µ(b)
b |µ. Because additional PRBs

are allocated to UE k in matching µ∗, due to the property
of Sigmoid function, we know PEk

b |µ∗ ≤ PEk
b |µ. And

since no more PRB is allocated to UE µ(b) in matching µ∗,
PE

µ∗(b)
b |µ∗ = PE

µ∗(b)
b |µ. Hence, PEk

b |µ∗ < PE
µ∗(b)
b |µ∗ ,

which is a contradiction.
Scenario 3: Bµ

µ∗(b) ̸= Bµ∗

µ∗(b).
In this scenario, we know that additional PRBs are allocated

to UE µ∗(b) in matching µ∗. Suppose that the last PRB
allocated to UE µ∗(b) is PRB b′. Hence, we know PE

µ∗(b)
b′ ≥
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Algorithm 6 Matching Reformulation With One Deleted UE
Input: The current matching result, µ;

The deleted UE, k′;
Output: The new matching result, µ∗

1. Initialization:
Compute the set of PRBs allocated to UE k′ in µ, Bk′ ;
for b ∈ Bk′ do

for k ∈ Kj do
Calculate the amount of power required for PRB b to
meet the BER requirement of UE k, θkb ;

end for
end for
2. Matching:
while Bk′ ̸= ∅ do

for b ∈ Bk′ do
for k ∈ Kj do

UE k sends PRB b its utility gain ∆U b
k = U

Bk∪{b}
k −

UBk

k if PRB b is allocated to UE k, and the indicator
of its QoS requirement satisfaction, δBk

k ;
end for
PRB b calculates its preference extents on the UEs
in set Kj and randomly selects one UE k∗ with the
maximum preference extent.
PRB b applies for UE k∗;

end for
for k ∈ Kj do

UE k calculates its preference extents on the PRBs
applied for it and randomly selects one PRB b∗ with
the maximum preference extent;
Bk = Bk ∪ {b∗};
Bk′ = Bk′ − {b∗};

end for
end while

PEk
b′ . Because PEµ∗(b)

b′ = PEk
b and PE

µ∗(b)
b′ = PEk

b , we
know that PEµ∗(b)

b ≥ PEk
b , which is a contradiction.

In conclusion, there doesn’t exist any blocking pair in
matching µ∗ and matching µ∗ is stable.

Property 2: The time complexity of Alg. 6 is O(Kj |Bk′ |2),
where |Bk′ | denotes the cardinality of set Bk′ .

Proof: From Alg. 6, we know that the most time-
consuming part is the matching phase. In the matching phase,
there exists two procedures at each iteration in the matching
phase, which are application and allocation. In the application
procedure, the most time-consuming step is selecting one UE
with the maximum preference extent for each PRB. This step
requires (Kj−1) comparison operations. In the worst case, in
each iteration, only one PRB will be allocated. And the total
number of required comparison operations in the application
procedure is:

∑|Bk′ |
i=1 (Kj − 1) =

(Kj−1)|Bk′ |(|Bk′ |+1)
2 . In the

allocation procedure, each UE selects one PRB with the max-
imum preference extent from the PRBs which applied to it. In
each itertaion, the number of required comparison operations
equals the number of unallocated PRBs minus the number of

UEs which have at least one PRB candidate. In the worst case,
in each iteration, all the unallocated PRBs apply to one and the
same UE and only one PRB will be allocated. And the total
number of required comparison operations in the allocation
procedure is:

∑|Bk′ |
i=1 (i− 1) = |Bk′ |(|Bk′ |−1)

2 . Therefore, in the
worst case, the total number of required comparison operations
of the ODA algorithm is (Kj−1)|Bk′ |(|Bk′ |+1)

2 + |Bk′ |(|Bk′ |−1)
2 .

Hence, the time complexity of Alg. 6 is O(Kj |Bk′ |2).

B. Matching Reformulation with One Added UE

When an UE is added to the UE set of base station j, some
PRBs allocated to the UEs in the original UE set need to be
reallocated to this UE. Alg. 7 is proposed to generate a new
PRB-UE matching based on the former PRB-UE matching.

Algorithm 7 Matching Reformulation with One Added UE
Input: The current matching result, µ;

The added UE, k′;
Output: The new matching result, µ∗

1. Initialization:
Bk′ = ∅
2. Matching:
while true do
B′ = ∅;
for k ∈ Kj do

Randomly select one PRB b allocated to UE k;
B′ = B′ ∪ {b};
Calculate the amount of power required for PRB b to
meet the BER requirement of UE k′, θk

′

b ;
end for
for b ∈ B′ do

UE k′ sends PRB b its utility gain ∆U b
k′ = U

Bk′∪{b}
k′ −

U
Bk′
k′ if PRB b is allocated to UE k′, and the indicator

of its QoS requirement satisfaction, δBk′
k′ ;

PRB b computes its preference extents on UE µ(b) and
k′, PEµ(b)

b and PEk′

b ;
if PEk′

b ≤ PE
µ(b)
b then

B′ = B′ − {b};
end if

end for
if B′ = ∅ then

Obtain the new matching result, µ∗;
Break;

else
UE k′ randomly selects one PRB b∗ from B′ with the
lowest preference extent on its UE;
Bµ(b∗) = Bµ(b∗) − {b∗}
Bk′ = Bk′ + {b∗};

end if
end while

Theorem 3: The matching µ∗ resulting from Alg. 7 is stable
as long as the input matching µ is stable.

Proof: (Proof by contradiction) Assume that there exist
one blocking pair (b, k) in the matching result µ∗. Then ac-
cording to Definition 6, we have: k ≻b µ

∗(b). Then according
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to Definition 4, we have: PEk
b |µ∗ > PE

µ∗(b)
b |µ∗ . There exists

seven scenarios to be considered.
Scenario 1: k = k′.
In this scenario, from the process of Alg. 7, we know that

the algorithm won’t stop if PEk′

b > PE
µ∗(b)
b . Hence, we have

PEk′

b |µ∗ ≤ PE
µ∗(b)
b |µ∗ , which is a contradiction.

Scenario 2: k ̸= k′, µ∗(b) ̸= k′, Bµ
k = Bµ∗

k and Bµ
µ∗(b) =

Bµ∗

µ∗(b).
In this scenario, we know that the PRBs allocated to

UE k and µ∗(b) are unchanged in matching µ∗ compared
with those in matching µ. Hence, PEk

b |µ∗ = PEk
b |µ and

PE
µ∗(b)
b |µ∗ = PE

µ∗(b)
b |µ. Since matching µ is stable,

we know that PEk
b |µ ≤ PE

µ∗(b)
b |µ. Hence, PEk

b |µ∗ ≤
PE

µ∗(b)
b |µ∗ , which is a contradiction.

Scenario 3: k ̸= k′, µ∗(b) ̸= k′, Bµ
k = Bµ∗

k and Bµ
µ∗(b) ̸=

Bµ∗

µ∗(b).
In this case, we know that no PRB of UE k was reallocated

to UE k′ during the matching process and at least one PRB of
UE µ∗(b) was reallocated to UE k′. Hence, due to the property
of sigmoid function and Definition 2, we have PEµ∗(b)

b |µ∗ ≥
PE

µ∗(b)
b |µ. Since matching µ is stable, we know PEk

b |µ ≤
PE

µ∗(b)
b |µ. Because Bµ

k = Bµ∗

k , we know PEk
b |µ = PEk

b |µ∗ .
Hence, PEµ∗(b)

b |µ∗ ≥ PEk
b |µ∗ , which is a contradiction.

Scenario 4: k ̸= k′, µ∗(b) ̸= k′, Bµ
k ̸= Bµ∗

k and Bµ
µ∗(b) =

Bµ∗

µ∗(b).
In this case, no PRB of UE µ∗(b) was reallocated during

the matching process. And at least one PRB of UE k was
reallocated during the matching process. Suppose that the last
reallocated PRB of UE k was reallocated at time t and the last
reallocated PRB of UE k is bk. According to Alg. 7, we know
that PEµ∗(b)

b (t) ≥ PEk
bk
(t). And according to Definition 2,

the preference extent of PRB bk to UE k stays unchanged after
it was reallocated. Hence, we have PEµ∗(b)

b |µ∗ = PE
µ∗(b)
b (t)

and PEk
bk
|µ∗ = PEk

bk
(t). Moreover, because PEk

b |µ∗ =

PEk
bk
|µ∗ , we know PE

µ∗(b)
b |µ∗ ≥ PEk

b |µ∗ , which is a
contradiction.

Scenario 5: k ̸= k′, µ∗(b) ̸= k′, Bµ
k ̸= Bµ∗

k , Bµ
µ∗(b) ̸=

Bµ∗

µ∗(b) and the last reallocated PRB of UE k was reallocated
after the last reallocated PRB of UE µ∗(b) was reallocated.

In this scenario, suppose the last reallocated PRB of UE k
was reallocated at time t and the last reallocated PRB of UE
k is bk. According to Alg. 7, we know that PEµ∗(b)

b (t) ≥
PEk

bk
(t). Then similar to the discussion in Scenario 4, we

know that PEµ∗(b)
b |µ∗ ≥ PEk

b |µ∗ , which is a contradiction.
Scenario 6: k ̸= k′, µ∗(b) ̸= k′, Bµ

k ̸= Bµ∗

k , Bµ
µ∗(b) ̸=

Bµ∗

µ∗(b) and the last reallocated PRB of UE k was reallocated
before the last reallocated PRB of UE µ∗(b) was reallocated.

In this scenario, suppose the last reallocated PRB of UE k
was reallocated at time t and the last reallocated PRB of UE
k is bk. According to Alg. 7, we know that PEµ∗(b)

b (t) ≥
PEk

bk
(t). According to the property of sigmoid function and

Definition 2, we know that PEµ∗(b)
b |µ∗ ≥ PE

µ∗(b)
b (t) since

that at least one PRB of UE µ∗(b) was reallocated after time
t. And PEk

bk
|µ∗ = PEk

bk
(t) because no more PRB of UE k

was reallocated after time t. Hence, PEµ∗(b)
b |µ∗ ≥ PEk

bk
|µ∗ =

PEk
b |µ∗ , which is a contradiction.

Scenario 7: µ∗(b) = k′.
Assume that the last UE whose PRB was reallocated to

UE k′ was UE k∗ and the last reallocated PRB was PRB b∗.
Suppose PRB b∗ was reallocated at time t. Then there exist
two subscenarios.

Subscenario 1: k = k∗. Then according to Alg. 7,
PEk′

b∗(t) > PEk
b∗(t). According to Definition 2, PEk′

b∗ |µ∗ =
PEk′

b∗(t) and PEk
b∗ |µ∗ = PEk

b∗(t). Moreover, we know
PEk′

b |µ∗ = PEk′

b∗ |µ∗ and PEk
b |µ∗ = PEk

b∗ |µ∗ . Hence,
PEk′

b |µ∗ > PEk
b |µ∗ . Because µ∗(b) = k′, PEµ∗(b)

b |µ∗ >
PEk

b |µ∗ , which is a contradiction.
Subscenario 2: k ̸= k∗. This subscenario could be further

divided into two subcases.
Subcase 1: Bµ

k = Bµ∗

k . In this subcase, we know no PRB
of UE k was reallocated in the matching process. Since µ
is a stable matching, we know PEk∗

b∗ |µ ≥ PEk
b∗ |µ. Then

according to Alg. 7, PEk′

b∗(t) > PEk∗

b∗ (t). According to
Definition 2, PEk′

b∗ |µ∗ = PEk′

b∗(t) and PEk∗

b∗ |µ∗ = PEk
b∗(t).

And we know PEk
b∗ |µ = PEk

b∗ |µ∗ because Bµ
k = Bµ∗

k .
Hence, we have PEk′

b∗ |µ∗ > PEk
b∗ |µ∗ . Moreover, because

PEk′

b |µ∗ = PEk′

b∗ |µ∗ and PEk
b |µ∗ = PEk

b∗ |µ∗ , we have
PE

µ∗(b)
b |µ∗ = PEk′

b |µ∗ > PEk
b |µ∗ , which is a contradiction.

Subcase 2: Bµ
k ̸= Bµ∗

k . In this subcase, we know that at least
one PRB of UE k was reallocated in the matching process.
Suppose that the last reallocated PRB of UE k was reallocated
at time t′ and the last reallocated PRB of UE k is b′. Then we
know t′ < t. According to Alg. 7, we know that at time t′, b′

has the lowest preference extent on its matched UE, k. Hence,
we have PEk

b′(t
′) ≤ PEk∗

b∗ (t
′). And according to Definition

2, PEk
b |µ∗ = PEk

b (t
′) = PEk

b′(t
′) since no more PRB of

UE k has been reallocated after time t′. Moreover, we know
PEk∗

b∗ (t
′) ≤ PEk∗

b∗ (t) since no PRB was reallocated to UE
k∗ between t′ and t. And since PRB b∗ was reallocated to
UE k′ at time t, we know PEk∗

b∗ (t) < PEk′

b∗(t). According to
Definition 2, PEk′

b∗ |µ∗ = PEk′

b∗(t) and PEk∗

b∗ |µ∗ = PEk∗

b∗ (t).
Hence, we have PEk

b |µ∗ < PEk′

b |µ∗ = PE
µ∗(b)
b |µ∗ , which is

a contradiction.
From the discussion, we can conclude that there exist no

blocking pair in matching µ∗. Hence, matching µ∗ is stable.

Property 3: The time complexity of Alg. 7 is O(Kj |Bk′ |).

Proof: From Alg. 7, we know that |Bk′ | iterations are
needed for the while loop. And in each iteration, the most
time-consuming part is the first for loop, which requires Kj

iterations, each requires 3 operations of O(1). Hence, the time
complexity of Alg. 7 is O(Kj |Bk′ |).

VIII. INTERACTIVE OPTIMIZATION FOR JOINT USER
ASSOCIATION AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION

The proposed interactive optimization algorithm for joint
user association and resource allocation is shown in Alg. 8.
From Alg. 8, we can find that it contains three stages, which
are initialization, correction and optimization. The purpose of
introduction of correction stage is to reassociate the UEs which
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are not allocated any PRB by their associated PBS with their
nearest MBS, since that these PBSs don’t have enough PRBs
to support their demands.

In the optimization stage, user association and resource
allocation are solved iteratively in an interactive way until
convergence is achieved. Moreover, user association in the
optimization stage is performed in a heuristic way in order to
avoid exhaustive search, whose time complexity is too high.
The first step is to calculate the set of UEs which could
be reassociated, which are in fact the UEs associated with
PBSs. Moreover, the indicator matrix, Ψ, which is an M -by-N
matrix, is initialized. The indicator matrix Ψ will be used later
for guiding the selection of UE which will be reassociated.

The following part is a while loop which ends when there
exists no UE which could be reassociated. Each iteration of
the while loop contains a for loop, which loops over all the
set of MBSs. For each MBS, the set of UEs covered by it,
K′

j , is calculated. Then UE k ∈ K′
j is searched which has

the lowest utility, and its corresponding PBS i is found. It is
probably that the burden of PBS i is very high. Hence, the
UEs in the set K′

j ∩Ki could be considered for reassociation.
If the indicator ψj,i equals 0, it means that the UE with lowest
utility in K′

j ∩Ki could be considered for reassociation. Then
UE k will be reassociated to see whether this brings any gain
of the sum utilities of all the UEs. If not, the former UE
association policy will be restored. If ψj,i = 1, it means the UE
with lowest utility in K′

j ∩Ki has been tried for reassociation
but this failed to bring any sum utility gain. Hence, on the
contrary, the UE with highest utility in K′

j ∩Ki will be tried
for reassociation. If this also doesn’t bring any sum utility
gain of all the UEs, all the UEs in the set K′

j ∩ Ki will not
be considered for reassociation anymore.

IX. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

A. Simulation Settings

We consider a horizontal area of 2000 meter × 2000 meter.
The main parameter settings are summarized in Table II. We
define an area as a sparse area if it is covered by no PBS. And
we define an area as a dense area if it is covered by a PBS.
For simplicity, we suppose that there exist two types of UEs,
which are enhanced mobile broadband (eMBB) UEs and ultra-
reliable and low-latency communications (uRLLC) UEs. The
UEs within the same type have the same QoS requirements.
However, different UEs within the same type could have
different utility functions. For simulation, we suppose that if
UE k is an eMBB UE, w1

k is uniformly chosen from 0.8 to 0.9
and w2

k = 1−w1
k. And we suppose that if UE k is a uRLLC

UE, w2
k is uniformly chosen from 0.8 to 0.9 and w1

k = 1−w2
k.

To better evaluate the performance of the proposed IOA
algorithm, we choose different settings of number of PBSs and
maximum amount of power per PBS. Specifically, we choose
three different settings of number of PBSs, which are 9, 18 and
27. In addition, we choose ten different settings of maximum
amount of transmit power per PBS, from 0.1 W to 1.0 W.

The distributions of base stations and UEs under the three
settings of number of PBSs is illustrated in Fig. 1.

TABLE II
SUMMARY OF THE MAIN PARAMETER SETTINGS.

Parameter Value
Coverage radius of MBS 500 m
Coverage radius of PBS 100 m

Number of MBSs 9
Density of eMBB UEs in a sparse area 8 / km2

Density of uRLLC UEs in a sparse area 8 / km2

Density of eMBB UEs in a dense area 100 / km2

Density of uRLLC UEs in a dense area 100 / km2

Data transmission rate requirement 100 Mbpsof eMBB UEs
Latency requirement of eMBB UEs 50 ms

Maximum BER requirement of eMBB UEs 1 × 10−4

Maximum BER requirement of uRLLC UEs 1 × 10−6

Data transmission rate requirement 1 Mbpsof uRLLC UEs
Latency requirement of uRLLC UEs 20 ms

Total bandwidth per base station 100 MHz
Subcarrier spacing 30 KHz

Total number of PRBs per base station 273
Frequency reuse factor 1/3

Maximum transmit power per MBS 40 W
Carrier frequency of MBS 3.5 GHz
Carrier frequency of PBS 60 GHz

Distance-dependent path loss of MBS (dB) 36log10(d) + 29.358,
d in m

Distance-dependent path loss of PBS (dB) 44log10(d) + 43.985,
d in m

Small-scale fading model Rayleigh
AWGN power -174 dBm/Hz

Packet size 1000 bit
Average latency from server to base station 30 msof eMBB UEs
Average latency from server to base station 15 msof uRLLC UEs

Packet arrival rate of eMBB UEs 80000 / s
Packet arrival rate of uRLLC UEs 800 / s

Propagation latency 1 µs

B. Convergence Behavior of IOA Algorithm

The convergence behavior of IOA algorithm under different
settings is illustrated in Fig. 2. From Fig. 2, we can find that
under all settings of number of PBSs and maximum transmit
power per PBS, the proposed IOA algorithm could achieve
convergence within a limited number of iterations.

C. Performance Comparison

The whole user association and resource allocation task
could be divided into three subtasks, which are user associ-
ation, PRB allocation and power allocation, respectively. For
user association, we select three comparison algorithms, which
are random, max-Reference signal received power (RSRP)
[33] and max-biased RSRP [34] user association algorithms.
For PRB allocation, we select four comparison algorithms,
which are uniform, round robin [35], maximum sum rate [36]
and max-min fair [37] PRB allocation algorithms. For power
allocation, we select two comparison algorithms, which are
uniform and water-filling [38] power allocation algorithms.

By combining the comparison algorithms of the three tasks,
seven baseline algorithms are created, as summarized in Table
III. Specifically, for max-biased RSRP user association algo-
rithm, we set the coefficient which is multiplied by RSRP of
PBSs to be 100.
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Algorithm 8 Interactive Optimization Algorithm for Joint User Association and Resource Allocation

1. Initialization:
Invoke Alg. 1 to perform user association and get the user
association matrix X;
for j ∈ F do

Invoke Alg. 2 to allocate PRBs to UEs associated with
BS j;
Invoke Alg. 5 to allocate power to PRBs of BS j;

end for
2. Correction:
for k ∈ K do

Calculate the set of PRBs allocated to UE k, Bk;
if Bk = ∅ and UE k is associated with a pico base station
then

Reassociate UE k with the MBS which is nearest to it;
end if

end for
for j ∈ F do

Invoke Alg. 2 to allocate PRBs to UEs associated with
BS j;
Invoke Alg. 5 to allocate power to PRBs of BS j;

end for
3. Optimization:
Calculate the sum of UEs’ utilities,

∑
k∈K Uk;

Calculate the set of UEs which could be reassociated, K′;
Initialize indicator matrix Ψ = OM×N ;
while K′ ̸= ∅ do

for j ∈ FMBS do
Calculate the set of UEs in K′ located within the
coverage area of MBS j, K′

j ;
if K′

j = ∅ then
Continue;

end if

Find the UE k in K′
j with the lowest utility;

Find the PBS i which UE k is associated with;
if ψj,i = 0 then
k′ = k;

else
Find the UE k′ ∈ K′

j ∩ Ki with the highest utility;
end if
Reassociate UE k′ with MBS j;
Invoke Alg. 6 to generate a new PRB-UE matching for
PBS i;
Invoke Alg. 5 to allocate power to PRBs of PBS i;
Invoke Alg. 7 to generate a new PRB-UE matching for
MBS j;
Invoke Alg. 5 to allocate power to PRBs of MBS j;
Recalculate the sum of UEs’ utilities,

∑
k∈K U

′
k;

if
∑

k∈K U
′
k <

∑
k∈K Uk then

Reassociate UE k′ with PBS i;
Recover the former PRB-UE matching and power
allocation results of MBS j and PBS i;
if ψj,i = 0 then
ψj,i = 1;

else
K′

j = K′
j −K′

j ∩ Ki;
end if

else
K′

j = K′
j − {k′};

end if
end for
for j ∈ FMBS do

Invoke Alg. 5 to allocate power to PRBs of BS j;
end for

end while

Fig. 1. Illustration of distributions of base stations and UEs under (a) number of PBSs = 9, (b) number of PBSs = 18, (c) number of PBSs = 27. The MBSs
are distributed in a planned cellular manner and the PBSs are distributed randomly. The UEs are classified into two groups, which are eMBB and uRLLC
UEs, and are distributed randomly.
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Fig. 2. Illustration of convergence of IOA algorithm under (a) number of PBSs = 9, (b) number of PBSs = 18, (c) number of PBSs = 27 with ten different
settings of maximum transmit power per PBS, ranging from 0.1 W to 1.0 W. Under each setting, convergence could be achieved by IOA algorithm within a
limited number of iterations.

TABLE III
SUMMARY OF THE BASELINE ALGORITHMS.

Baseline algorithm Composition
BA1 Random user association + uniform PRB allocation + uniform power allocation
BA2 Max-RSRP user association + round robin PRB allocation + water-filling power allocation
BA3 Max-RSRP user association + maximum sum rate PRB allocation + water-filling power allocation
BA4 Max-RSRP user association + max-min fair PRB allocation + water-filling power allocation
BA5 Max-biased RSRP user association + round robin PRB allocation + water-filling power allocation
BA6 Max-biased RSRP user association + maximum sum rate PRB allocation + water-filling power allocation
BA7 Max-biased RSRP user association + max-min fair PRB allocation + water-filling power allocation

In order to better conduct performance evaluation, we select
two performance metrics, which are average utility and UE
satisfaction ratio. Average utility is defined as the average
utility of UEs in the network. UE satisfaction ratio is defined
as the ratio of UEs whose QoS requirements are satisfied.

The comparison of average utility under different settings
is shown in Fig. 3. From Fig. 3, we can find that the proposed
IOA algorithm achieves the highest average utility under all
the settings of number of PBSs and maximum transmit power
per PBS. We can also find that BA1 achieves the second best
results when number of PBSs is equal to 9 or 18. And BA1
achieves nearly the highest average utilities among all the
baseline algorithms when number of PBSs is equal to 27. This
is because the random user association adopted in BA1 enables
the PBSs to serve more UEs to achieve load balancing.

Moreover, we can find that BA5 outperforms BA2, BA6
outperforms BA3 and BA7 outperforms BA4. The reason is
that max-biased RSRP user association allows more UEs to be
served by PBSs compared with max-RSRP user association,
which almost associates all the UEs with MBSs. In addition,
we can find that BA3 and BA6 achieves the worst results. This
is because the maximum sum rate PRB allocation algorithm
allocates each PRB to the UE with the best channel condition
to maximize the sum rate, which sacrifices the UEs with worse
channel conditions. On the contrary, round robin and max-min
fair PRB allocation could better ensure fairness among UEs
with different channel conditions.

The comparison of UE satisfaction ratio under different
settings is shown in Fig. 4. From Fig. 4, we can find that the
proposed IOA algorithm achieves the highest UE satisfaction
ratio under all the settings of number of PBSs and maximum
transmit power per PBS. Comparing Fig. 4 with Fig. 3, we
can find that there exists relevance between average utility
and UE satisfaction ratio, which means that a higher average
utility usually indicates a higher UE satisfaction ratio.

The simulation results confirm that our proposed IOA
algorithm achieves much better performance compared with
the baseline algorithms.

X. CONCLUSION

In this paper, the problem of application-specific objective-
based joint user association and resource allocation for tailored
QoS provisioning in downlink 6G HetNets was investigated.
We formulated this problem as an MINLP problem, aiming at
maximizing the sum of UEs’ application-specific objectives.
For solving this non-convex and NP-hard problem, an inter-
active optimization algorithm was proposed which solves the
problems of user association and resource allocation iteratively
in an interactive way until convergence is achieved. Extensive
experiments were conducted, whose results confirm that our
proposed IOA algorithm outperforms baseline algorithms in
terms of both average utility and UE satisfaction ratio.



14

Fig. 3. Comparison of average utility among IOA and seven baseline algorithms under (a) number of PBSs = 9, (b) number of PBSs = 18, (c) number of
PBSs = 27 with ten different settings of maximum transmit power per PBS ranging from 0.1 W to 1.0 W. Under each setting, IOA algorithm achieves the
highest average utility.

Fig. 4. Comparison of UE satisfaction ratio among IOA and seven baseline algorithms under (a) number of PBSs = 9, (b) number of PBSs = 18, (c) number
of PBSs = 27 with ten different settings of maximum transmit power per PBS ranging from 0.1 W to 1.0 W. Under each setting, IOA algorithm achieves the
highest UE satisfaction ratio.
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