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Abstract—Improving throughput for cell-edge users through
coordinated resource allocation has been a long-standing driver
of research in wireless cellular networks. While a variety of
wireless resource management problems focus on sum utility,
max-min utility and proportional fair utility, these formulations
do not explicitly cater to cell-edge users and can, in fact, be
disadvantageous to them. In this two-part paper series, we
introduce a new class of optimization problems called percentile
programs, which allow us to explicitly formulate problems that
target lower-percentile throughput optimization for cell-edge
users. Part I focuses on the class of least-percentile throughput
maximization through power control. This class subsumes the
well-known max-min and max-sum-rate optimization problems
as special cases. Apart from these two extremes, we show that
least-percentile rate programs are non-convex, non-smooth and
strongly NP-hard in general for multiuser interference networks,
making optimization extremely challenging. We propose cyclic
maximization algorithms that transform the original problems
into equivalent block-concave forms, thereby enabling guaranteed
convergence to stationary points. Comparisons with state-of-
the-art optimization algorithms such as successive convex ap-
proximation and sequential quadratic programming reveal that
our proposed algorithms achieve superior performance while
computing solutions orders of magnitude faster.

Index Terms—Percentile optimization, cell-edge, power control,
cyclic maximization, least-percentile rate, greatest-percentile.

I. INTRODUCTION
A. Background and Overview

OORDINATED resource allocation through optimization

is an area of considerable research interest due to its
potential for improving service in wireless cellular networks
[1]-[3]]. Due to the randomness and inherent physical charac-
teristics of the wireless propagation medium, however, there
is significant variation in the throughput, energy efficiency
and power consumption achieved by different users across a
cellular network [4]. In particular, users located close to the
boundaries of cells (commonly referred to as cell-edge users)
consistently experience poor received signal strength from
their serving base station (BS) as well as strong interference
from neighboring cells [4]-[6], as illustrated in Figure E}
This leads to poor achieved data rates for cell-edge users
manifested in the lower percentiles (e.g., 5*"- and 10"-
percentile rates). Improving these lower-percentile rates has
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Fig. 1: A typical cell-edge user in a wireless cellular network.

been identified as a crucial requirement for current and next-
generation cellular networks to enhance access as well as
enabling new applications [7]-[9)]. For example, the 3GPP
industrial standards for future wireless cellular networks call
for a 3x improvement in 5%"-percentile rates as compared to
the current 5G levels [7]]; similar targets have been proposed
in joint industry-academic studies carried out by the 5G Public
Private Partnership (SGPPP) [8]. Likewise, a recent work by
a major cellular network infrastructure provider suggests a
target of 5 Gbps for the 5"-percentile rate in 6G networks
[10]. As such, numerous research papers have been published
by equipment vendors [[10]], [[11] exploring how increased
physical resources, such as number of transmission antennas
and orthogonal frequency bands, can help achieve these targets
for lower-percentile rates.

Despite the clear necessity of improving lower-percentile
service, prior research works have, at best, proposed indirect
techniques for tackling this goal. Physical-layer techniques like
fractional frequency reuse [12]], heterogeneous architectures
[13] and densification [14]] have been explored in prior works
with the aim of improving lower-percentile cell-edge rates.
While effective, these approaches are nonetheless heuristic
in nature as they do not directly address the mathematical
problem of optimizing throughput for a desired percentile. Ad-
ditionally, these techniques exhibit various undesirable char-
acteristics; fractional frequency reuse schemes, for example,
are bandwidth-inefficient since the frequency allocations are
static within each cell, leading to under-utilization of the
available spectrum. Additionally, there is no optimal method to
assign the frequency tones among different users. It is critical
to recognize that none of these aforementioned methods are
based on signal processing techniques.

In contrast to industrial targets, the 10*"-percentile through-
put is widely used as a measure of cell-edge rate in most
academic works including, but not limited to, [[15]-[17]. How-
ever, prior research works have come up with indirect ways



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON SIGNAL PROCESSING (DRAFT)

to optimize this metric via signal processing techniques like
beamforming and power control. This is usually accomplished
by solving a network utility maximization problem, with the
most common choices of network utility function being sum-
rate [[18]], [19], minimum rate [18]], [20]], [21]] and proportional
fair (PF) (usually approximated as weighted sum-rate (WSR))
[5]], [22[]-[24]]; however, none of these utilities explicitly targets
cell-edge users.

Sum-rate maximization is well-known to be unfair to edge
users: as noted in [25], transmitting to edge users creates inter-
ference for cell-center users, driving the network throughput
down. Hence, optimal solutions to the sum-rate maximization
problem assign little to no power to these users [15]. In
contrast, the minimum rate caters to the weakest edge user
in the network resulting in a large rate penalty for most other
users. This phenomenon makes it an unsuitable utility for large
networks: as noted by [26], the minimum achievable rate in
a multiuser network asymptotically approaches zero as the
number of users grows.

Sum-log-average-rate optimization (and the corresponding
WSR maximization problem) on the other hand, is propor-
tionally fair (PF) and aims to serve all users. Nevertheless,
we emphasize that WSR maximization does not optimize
the edge user rates; essentially, this is an ad-hoc choice of
metric. Hence, any comparison of edge rates achieved by
different WSR maximization algorithms, such as the weighted
minimum mean-squared error (WMMSE) scheme proposed in
[22], is not mathematically rigorous. Schemes that achieve
higher sum-log-utility do not necessarily achieve higher edge
rates and vice versa; as a specific example, the approach
presented in [24] improves sum-log-utility over the WMMSE
algorithm, but results in lower 10*"-percentile rates.

Alternative utilities like a-fair power allocation [27] and
Jain’s fairness index [28] have also been proposed to prioritize
serving cell-edge users, but as observed in [29]], such fairness
measures are not physically interpretable as we cannot distin-
guish whether one measure is ‘better’ than another. Enforcing
constraints on individual throughputs is also a similar heuristic
to enable fairer resource allocation [30], [31]].

Finally, we note that cell-edge throughput optimization has
been attempted indirectly under the framework of stochastic
analysis [6], [32]. A resource allocation scheme is chosen and
closed-form expressions for distributions of the desired metric
are obtained using stochastic geometry. The resource alloca-
tion parameters that yield the highest cell-edge throughput
for a desired percentile are then empirically chosen [6], [32].
It should be emphasized, however, that such schemes enable
analysis but not direct optimization of cell-edge throughput
as the power control and precoding strategies are essentially
pre-determined.

In summary, despite the crucial importance of throughput
optimization at desired percentiles for future generations of
wireless networks, none of the prior resource allocation works
(including the aforementioned FP [[15] and WMMSE methods
[22]) have tackled this class of problems. Therefore, we
believe that there is a clear need to study these problems as
a result of their practical significance as well as the lack of a
rigorous theoretical framework to solve them in the available

literature. Motivated by the practical significance, theoretical
challenges, and the lack of a coherent framework, this two-
part paper series addresses this critical gap by formulating per-
centile programs in wireless networks and showcases iterative
optimization methods to solve them effectively.

B. Contributions of Part 1

In this paper, we introduce a new class of optimization prob-
lem with specific reference to resource allocation problems
in communications, which we henceforth term as percentile
programs. Part 1 of this two-paper series focuses on sum-
percentile rate optimization problems. Specifically, the con-
tributions of this part can be summarized as follows:

e Problem formulation: We develop an explicit problem
formulation for the maximization of sum-least-percentile
rate via power control for a multicell, multiuser single-
input, single-output (MU-SISO) network for any choice
of percentile. The proposed formulation enables us to
directly optimize the throughput for any choice of per-
centile; to the best of our knowledge, our work is the first
of its kind to directly tackle this class of problems.

o Optimizing cell-edge rates: This formulation directly
targets cell-edge optimization by targeting lower per-
centiles, e.g. 5th-percentile rate, in accordance with the
industrial targets for next-generation networks [7]-[10].
Additionally, we show that the choice of the percentile
level allows us to control the tradeoff between favoring
cell-center (i.e., sum-rate) users or cell-edge users.

o Complexity analysis: Through a polynomial-time reduc-
tion from the maximum independent set problem, we
demonstrate that the power-control sum-percentile rate
optimization problem is strongly NP-hard, in general,
for all percentiles strictly greater than the minimum
percentile. In this regard, this work is the first of its kind
to generalize the previous results that were restricted to
the max-min-rate and sum-rate problems [18]].

e Cyclic optimization to stationarity: We transform
the original sum-least-percentile utility into equivalent
block-concave forms, yielding convenient cyclic maxi-
mization algorithms. Furthermore, we demonstrate that
the proposed algorithms belong to the broader class
of minorization-maximization algorithms, and present
proofs of non-decreasing convergence to stationary points
of the original problem.

C. Notation

Prior to proceeding further, we define some notation used
in this paper. R, R, and Ry, represent the set of real
numbers, non-negative real numbers, and positive numbers
respectively. Similarly, we use Z, Zy and Z, to denote
the set of integers, non-negative integers, and positive integers
respectively. We denote scalars using lowercase letters (e.g.,
x), vectors using lowercase boldface (e.g., x), matrices using
uppercase boldface (e.g., X) and sets using script typeface
(e.g., X). The optimal value of a variable is denoted by a
* sign in superscript (e.g., z*, x*, X*). We denote the all-
ones and all-zeros vectors by 1 and O, respectively, with
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dimension determined by the context. The operator |-| denotes
the absolute value when applied to a scalar and cardinality
when applied to a set.

For a vector x € R", we denote by x! the vector with
identical components, but sorted in descending order; likewise,
we denote by x' the vector with identical components but
sorted in ascending order. Hence, zf (xj) then denotes the
" entry in x* (x1), i.e., the i'" largest (smallest) entry in x.
The number of ways of picking k unordered outcomes from n
possibilities (i.e., the binomial coefficient) is denoted by ,,C.

D. Organization
Part I is organized as follows:

e In Section we define sum-percentile functions and
discuss key properties needed to construct the subsequent
optimization problems.

o We formulate and solve the sum-least percentile through-
put optimization problem for the special setting of parallel
Gaussian channels in Section

o Section deals with the more realistic setting of an
interference-limited multicell, multiuser network. Finally,
we draw conclusions in Section [Vl

To maintain consistency, Sections and follow an identi-
cal order: we first introduce the problem formulation, then
describe the proposed approach(es) and finally present the
numerical results at the end of section. Thus, the numerical
results for the simplified parallel Gaussian channel setting
are given in Section while those for the more realistic
interference-limited cellular network are given in Section

Part II deals with the more general setting of beamforming
for a multiuser multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO) net-
work, as well as the construction of novel utility functions by
composition, and ergodic percentile throughput optimization.

II. SUM-PERCENTILE FUNCTIONS AND THEIR PROPERTIES
A. Definitions

We begin by defining two classes of sum-percentile utility
functions. Given an integer K € Z,, and a percentile ¢ €
(0, 100], we define the corresponding percentile number K,
as

100k }

Kq:min{k€Z++ Tzq

Given the vector x = [x1,...,2x]T, we define the
sum-greatest-¢*"-percentile (SGgP) utility function Fg, (x) :
RX — R as the sum of the K, largest components of x, i.e.,

Kq
Fr,(x)=> (1)
=1

Similarly, we define the sum-least-¢'"-percentile (SLqP)
utility function fr, (x) : R — R as the sum of the smallest
K, components of x, i.e.,

fr,(x) = al )

We shall often find it convenient to explicitly indicate
the components of a vector when dealing with SLqP and
SGqgP functions; thus, throughout this paper, fr, (x) and
[k, (®1,...,2,) are equivalent.

B. Properties

We now state some key properties of the SLqP and SGqP
utility functions. The latter class of functions is dealt with only
in Part IT and may be safely skipped for readers wishing to
focus on the power control problems examined in Part I.

Property 1. The SGqP (resp. SLqP) utility function is convex
(resp. concave) for all values of q € (0,100].

Proof. Observe that we can express the SGqP utility function
in an alternative form as follows. We define the following set:

Ax, = {a e {0, 1}K' 17a = Kq} 3)

In other words, A K, is the set of binary vectors of length K
with Hamming weight of K; this set has cardinality xCk, .
Then the SGqgP utility function can be equivalently expressed
as

F = T 4

K, (%) o & x 4)

which is the pointwise maximum over a set of functions that
are linear in x, and is thus convex [33]]. Next, observe that we
can similarly write the SLqP utility function equivalently as:

fr, (%) =1"x - Fx g, (x) (5)
which is the difference of a linear and a convex function, and
thus concave overall in x [33]]. |

Property 2. The SGqP and SLqP utility functions are non-
decreasing in each component.

Proof. For a fixed value of ¢, the SGqP (resp. SLqP) utility
function is the pointwise maximum (resp. pointwise minimum)
of non-decreasing linear functions and is therefore also non-
decreasing. |

Property 3. The SGqP utility function contains as special
cases the sum and maximum utility functions.

Proof. Observe that if ¢ = 100, we have K = K, in which
case the SGqP utility function simply becomes the sum of all
components of the vector:
K
Fr (x) = ij =1Txt =1"x
i=1
Similarly, if we set ¢ = 100/K, we have K, =1 and

Fi (x) =27 = max

i=1,.. K

Property 4. The SLgP utility function contains as special
cases the sum and minimum utility functions.
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Proof. This property follows from similar reasoning to Prop-
erty B} we have

Property 5. The SGqP and SLqP utility functions are non-
smooth for K, # K.

Proof. This property is readily apparent from the form of the
SGqP utility function in (#); since it is the pointwise maximum
of xC K, distinct linear functions, it follows that the function,
although continuous, is not necessarily smooth [34]. ]

We note that the ¢ = 100 case is an exception to Property [5}
for K, = K, both the SGqP and SLqP functions are equivalent
to the sum utility function, which is smooth.

Property 6. The SGqP and SLqP functions are connected
through the following symmetry property:

Fr, (x) = —fx, (—%)
Proof. Following the definition of A K, in (E[) we observe that

F — = — T = — 1 T = —
K, (-y) = max —aly=- min aly=-fk,(¥)
The property follows from the change of variables y = —x.

Property 7. For all x € RY, the SGqP and SLqP functions
are ordered by the percentile number: for K, < Kg,, we
have fx, (x) < [K,, (x) and Fr,, (x) < Fr,, (x).

Proof. We illustrate this property for the SLqP function; the
proof for the SGqP function is similar. Suppose that K, +i =
K,, where i € Z, . Then, from the definition of the SLqP
function in (2) we can write:

iy (X) = frey, () + @), o1+ ke, s

The property then follows from the fact that 9:£ >0 for k=
1,..., K. ]

To summarize, the SGgP and SLgP functions are non-
smooth utilities. Due to their respective convexity and concav-
ity, we can formulate minimization problems for the former
and maximization problems for the latter utility.

III. OPTIMIZATION FOR PARALLEL GAUSSIAN CHANNELS
A. Problem Formulation

We are now ready to formally introduce the class of sum-
least-q*P-percentile rate maximization problems. We begin by
considering the problem of SLgP rate maximization under a
interference-free parallel channel model with unity channel
gains. We study this setting for two key reasons. First, per-
centile rate problems have never been studied in this particular
setting in the prior literature (other than the special max-
min-rate and sum-rate problems [18]]). Second, the problem

is convex in this simplified setting, enabling derivation of
many useful properties of the optimal solution structure that
are not possible in the more general non-convex and NP-hard
interference-limited scenario for real-world cellular networks.

We assume a total of K transmitter-receiver pairs; for
convenience, we refer to each pair as a user throughout this
paper. Further, we denote the transmit power of user k as pj
and receiver additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN) power by
zk; the former is collected in the vector p while the latter is
collected in the vector z for notational clarity. For simplicity
of notation and without loss of generality, we subsequently
assume that the users are ordered according to descending
noise powers, i.e., z; > 29 > ... > zx. In keeping with prior
resource allocation works, we assume that these noise powers
are known [[15], [16]]. Assuming parallel channels with a gain
of unity for all users, it follows that the rate achievable by
user k is given by

e (p) = g (14 2 ©)

Our aim can be concisely expressed as follows: under a
sum-power constraint of Pr in the given setting, how should
the powers be allocated to maximize the sum of the smallest
K, rates in the network? The SLqP rate optimization problem
that encapsulates this goal can be expressed as follows:

maXIi)mize fr, (ri(P),....rx (P)) (Ta)
subjectto pr >0, k=1,... K (7b)
K
Zpk < Pmax (70)
k=1

Note that the order of the users here does not matter to the
SlgP utility function.

Remark 1. The percentile program in ([7) is equivalent to
maximization of the sum-rate when K, = K and maximization
of the minimum rate when K, = 1.

Proof. This follows as a direct consequence of Propertyd] W
Remark 2. Problem (/) is a convex program.

Proof. The convexity can be established using the composition
rule, described in detail in [33]]. Consider a function 4 : RX
R, and a sequence of functions g : RN — R; k=1,..., K.
Next, define the following composition:

higi(x),92(x),...,9x (x)) : RV —» R (8)

This composition is concave in x if the following conditions
are satisfied [33]:

e h is concave and non-decreasing in each argument.

o Each of the functions g, : RN — R; k=1,...,K is

concave in X.

We apply this rule to Problem as follows. First, we
observe that the term inside the logarithm, 1+ Z—:, is obviously
linear (and hence concave) in p. The logarithm function is con-
cave and non-decreasing, hence it follows that log (1 + g—:)
is also concave in the powers. Thus, the functions 7y (p) ;i =
1,..., K are all concave in p.
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As established in Property 2} the SLgP utility function is
non-decreasing in each component. Furthermore, as shown
in Property 1, it is also concave, since it is the pointwise
minimum of a set of concave functions (which is also known
to be concave according to [33]]).

Identifying fx, as h, and r as gx from [8] the concavity
of the objective function in [/af then follows straightforwardly.
Since we are maximizing a concave function (subject to
convex constraints), it follows that Problem @) is indeed a
convex program. ]

Remark 3. Denote by fk, opt the optimal objective value of
Problem (7). Then the optimal values are ordered according
to the percentile number: if K, < Kg, then we must have
qul ,opt < qu2 ,opt-

Proof. Let R (z, Pr) denote the set of K -tuples of achievable
rates for all users given z and Pr, i.e.,

Sk < Pr,
e (P)) k=1 P 4 K }

R(Z,PT):{(rl(p)v"' pk>0k:1

Then from Property [7] it follows that we must have

max r yeeen T
@) eriapy a1 (P) x (p))
< max T ooy 9
S oD Pa) fK,, (r1(P) x(P) 9
which yields the desired result. |

As a special case, we note that this inequality implies that
the optimal sum-rate should be greater than or equal to the
optimal min-rate; this subsumes the prior results presented in
[18]].

Remark 4. Denote by r, . the rate achieved by the k™ user
in the optimal solution for the problem in (7). Then we must

have TKq,opt TKqul,opt rK,opt

Proof. This remark follows by contradiction. Suppose we
are given an optimal solution with 74 cpt > Tk, 0pt fOr
some k € {K,+1,K,+2,...,K}. Then we can improve
the objective by lowering py and correspondingly increasing
DK, Up until user K, achieves an identical rate to user k,
thereby contradicting the optimality of the solution. Thus, in
the optimal solution, the K — K, + 1 highest achieved rates
must be identical. ]

A well-established illustration of the preceding remark is
that the max-min-rate problem (i.e. ¢ = 100/ K) leads to equal
rates for all users.

B. Solution Techniques and Implementation

Having established the convexity of Problem (7)), we note
that there are a number of ways to numerically solve it.
One method is to utilize the subgradient technique, described
in detail in [35]); with decaying step sizes, the method is
guaranteed to converge to the optimal solution. Alternatively,
an easier way is to utilize the CVX package, which in-
cludes the SLgP and SGqgP utilities in its standard library
as the sum_smallest (x,k) and sum_largest (x, k)
functions respectively. The package can then be utilized to

[ User 1
[ User 2
[CJuser3
[ User 4
[ user 5
[ user 6

Achieved Rate

SLgP Rate, q=16.7
(Max-Min Rate)

SLgP Rate, q=100
(Sum Rate)

SLqgP Rate, g=50

Fig. 2: Achieved rates for optimal solutions to the parallel
channel SLqP rate optimization problem for different values
of q.

numerically solve Problem (7)) using the standard interior-point
methods [36].

C. Numerical Results

To better understand how the optimal solution changes for
different values of the percentile parameter g, we construct a
sample network with K = 6 users, total power Pp.x = 10,
and the following AWGN noise powers:

z = [0.1, 0.05, 250.1, 200.4, 5.4, 3.7)"

Figure [2] illustrates the rates achieved by users corresponding
to the optimal solution of Problem , obtained using the CVX
convex solver, for ¢ = 100 (sum-rate), 50 (50*® percentile)
and 16.6 (minimum rate) respectively. In particular, the 50"
percentile setting maximizes the rates of the worst half (i.e.,
3 out of 6) users. We observe that the achieved rates vary
significantly depending upon the percentile we choose to op-
timize. For the max-sum-rate problem, Users 1 and 2 achieve
extremely high rates but this comes at the expense of zero and
near-zero rates achieved by User 3 and User 4 respectively
due to their high receiver noise powers. In contrast, for the
max-min-rate problem, as expected from Property [4] all users
achieve equal rates. This comes at the cost of considerably
reduced rates for Users 1 and 2.

On the other hand, the 50'" percentile SLqP rate optimiza-
tion problem effects a favorable compromise: Users 3 and
4 achieve significantly improved rates compared to the max-
sum-rate setting while the rates achieved by Users 1 and 2 are
not curtailed as drastically as in the max-min-rate formulation.
In moving from the 50*" percentile problem to the max-min-
rate problem, the rates achieved by Users 3 and 4 improve by
only 73.6% and 26.8% respectively yet this is achieved at the
expense of a 70.8% reduction in the rates for Users 1, 2, 5,
and 6.

These results illustrate a fundamental property of the SLqP
rate utility: higher values of ¢ favor users with better trans-
mission conditions; conversely, lower values of ¢ favor weaker
users. Consequently, the value of ¢ allows us to control the
tradeoff between allocating resources to either the weakest
or strongest users in the network. The max-sum-rate and
max-min-rate optimization problems are clearly the extreme
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endpoints of the class of SLqP rate optimization problems, and
as such, neither may be desirable in terms of the compromises
they give rise to by either favoring the strongest or weakest
users in the network.

We also note that for the given example, we have fs opt =
24.4, faopt = 5.52 and fiopy = 1.15; the ordering is as
expected from Remark [3] The property from Remark [] also
holds; as expected, for ¢ = 50, the (K — K, +1=4) largest
rates are identical.

These results also illustrate that there is no inherent optimum
choice of percentile. Ultimately, the choice of this parameter
is up to the network operators; for instance, if they wish to
maximize sum-rate (and favour the cell-centre users), they
would set ¢ = 100. As discussed earlier, however, the main
focus of our work is to help improve cell-edge service to
enable new applications [[7]] which is emphasized by selecting
lower percentiles (e.g., ¢ = 5 or ¢ = 10).

D. Least-q'"-Percentile (LgP) Rate Optimization

At this juncture, it is natural to question why we would
choose to optimize the sum of the smallest K, rates rather
than the K;h smallest rate (which we shall henceforth refer
to as the least-¢'"-percentile (LqP) rate). It turns out that the
optimal solution to the LqP rate maximization problem has
undesirable properties which makes it unsuitable for use in
the context of improving service for cell-edge users.

Observing that the K ;h element in a vector can be written
as the difference between the sum of the smallest K, elements
and the sum of the smallest K, — 1 elements, it follows that
the LqP rate maximization problem is given by

max%)mize Jr, (r1(P),...,7k (P))
—qu,1 (Tl (p) yeo s TK (p))
(10a)
subjectto pp >0, k=1,..., K (10b)
K
Zpk < Pmax (IOC)
k=1

Remark 5. Denote by vy, . the rate achieved by the k™ user
in the optimal solution for the problem in (I0). Then we must
have Tlopt = T2,0pt =r+++»= 'K, —1,0pt = 0.

Proof. Suppose that we are given an optimal solution
to Problem (I10) in which r, ., # 0 for some user
ke{l,2,...,K;— 1} (and hence the power for this user,
Pk, is non-zero). Since the LqP rate in (I0a)), corresponding
to the rate achieved by user K, does not depend on the rates
achieved by users K, —1,...,1, it can always be improved by
increasing px, by py and setting user k’s power to zero. Note
that this change ensures that the sum-power constraint in
is respected. Thus, we conclude that the optimal solution to
Problem (I0) would assign zero powers to the /; — 1 weakest
users. ]

We note that while the LqP utility function is non-concave
for K, # K (since it is the difference of two concave
functions), Remark [5] allows us to straightforwardly derive the
optimal solution for Problem (I0).

Remark 6. The optimal solution to Problem (I0) can be found
by solving the following max-min-rate problem:

maxli)mize fi(rx, @),k (P)) (11a)
subjectto pr >0, k=1,... K (11b)
K
D Pk < Panax (11¢)
k=1

Proof. From Remark [3] it follows that since the rates achieved
by users 1,. .., K,—1 are zero in the optimal solution, the LqP
objective in (I0a) is equivalent to the smallest rate achieved
among the rates achieved among the remaining users K, K,+
1,..., K. ]

This assignment of zero rates to K, — 1 users makes
the maximization of LqP rate utility undesirable. This result
also holds true in the wireless cellular networks we consider
in Section since transmitting to users below the ¢'"-
percentile would lead to interference, thereby decreasing the
LgP objective function value. We henceforth focus on SLqP-
rate problems.

IV. SHORT-TERM SUM-PERCENTILE RATE OPTIMIZATION
A. Problem Formulation

We are now ready to tackle the power control problem
for SLqP rate optimization in the more realistic setting of an
interference-limited network which models real-world cellular
networks. Unlike the parallel Gaussian channel setting, the
problem is now no longer convex, necessitating the develop-
ment of a distinct algorithmic framework to solve it effectively.

We consider a network with K interfering single-antenna
users with the channel from the transmitter of user j to the
receiver of user k denoted by h_, . Furthermore, the transmit
power and AWGN receiver noise power for user k are denoted
by p,, and o respectively. It follows that the rate achievable
by user k is given by

2
Pg |hk—>k|

2
2%k D, ‘hj—m‘ +o?

Accordingly, the SLqP rate optimization problem for the
n® time slot can be expressed as:

1+ (12)

7. (p) = log

max%’mize qu (Tl (p) yor TK (p)) (133-)
subjectto 0 <p, < Ppax, k=1,..., K (13b)

where Pr denotes the maximum per-link power constraint.

As with the parallel Gaussian setting, this problem for-
mulation allows us to flexibly control the tradeoff between
cell-centre and cell-edge users in wireless communication
networks. In particular, to target the cell-edge users, we can
choose smaller values of ¢. For example, with ¢ = 5 the
problem in optimizes the 5'"-percentile throughput in a
wireless cellular network. Therefore, this formulation achieves
the practical goal of improving data rates for cell-edge users in
accordance with the 3GPP and other targets for 6G networks
(71, 18], [10].
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Although similar in appearence to Problem (7)), this problem
is considerably more challenging to solve.

Theorem 1. For a fixed value of q such that K, > 1, the
percentile program in is strongly NP-hard in the number
of users K.

The proof, detailed in Appendix [A]l is based on a
polynomial-time reduction from the maximum independent set
problem. This reduction is considerably more challenging than
the sum-rate setting since we have to consider the entire class
of SLgP rate maximization problems which, in general, can
have a countably infinite number of instances as the number
of users grows.

Further, we also remark that the proof of NP-hardness holds
only for non-minimum percentiles, i.e., K, > 1 (correspond-
ing to ¢ > 100/ K). This is in agreement with the prior results
in the literature: in contrast to the max-sum-rate problem,
the max-min-rate power control problem can be expressed
as a parametric linear program and solved to optimality in
polynomial time [20].

The NP-hardness of Problem (I3) has a major implication
for solution techniques: finding the global optimum is com-
putationally intractable; thus, reaching directional stationary
points is the best we can hope to achieve with polynomial-
time (i.e., computationally efficient) algorithms [18].

Remark 7. Problem is non-convex and non-smooth for
Kq ¢ {la K}

To establish the non-convexity, we note that the objective
in can be expressed as the pointwise maximum of the
sum of every subset of K, users in the network. The sum-of-
rates function (for K; > 1) is well-known to be non-convex
in the powers [15]], [22]; hence, the pointwise maximum of
these sums is also non-convex in general.

The non-smoothness follows directly from Property [5] and
has important consequences for the choice of optimization
algorithm for solving Problem (I3): first-order methods like
steepest descent cannot be directly implemented [37]], while
second-order algorithms like Newton’s method are similarly
inapplicable since the Hessian is not defined [33].

In order to deal with non-smooth problems (such as max-
min-rate), the min-max WMSE [20], FP [23], and numerous
prior [38] works all introduce additional variables and con-
straints to ‘smooth’ the problem. Introducing a slack variable
t and applying this approach to Problem (I3), we obtain the
following equivalent smooth problem:

maximize ¢ (14a)
t,p
K‘I .
. ZkE{l,...,K}
subject to E r; >t, . . ) 14b
J i i (p) = i 7& Zk,V] 75 k ( )
0<pp < Puwc k=1,...,K  (l40)

This problem is now amenable to gradient-based techniques.
Yet this smoothed reformulation suffers from a serious issue
which makes its optimization computationally intractable. To
illustrate this, we consider the following example. Suppose that
we have a SISO network with 4 users, and wish to optimize the

50" -percentile throughput. This means that K, = 0.50 x 4 =
2, i.e., we are maximizing the sum of the smallest two rates.

ma>§)iglize t (15a)
subjectto 0 <p, < Pnax, k=1,...,4 (15b)
r(p)+r2(p) >t (15¢)
r(p) +73(p) >t (15d)
ri(p)+rs(p) >t (15e)
r2(p) +r3(p) >t (15f)
r2(p) +74(p) >t (15g)
r3(p) + 74 (p) >t (15h)

In other words, we wish to maximize the slack variable ¢
such that the sum of any two rates exceeds it. There are

4!
(4—2)12!
ways of choosing 2 users out of 4; hence, the number of
additional constraints introduced is 6.

In general, for a network with K users and optimizing the
throughput for the weakest K, users, the smoothed variant of
the SLgP rate maximization problem will comprise

. K!
KK ™ (K — KK,

4Cy = 6

constraints.

The issue now becomes obvious: even for very small
problem sizes, dealing with this combinatorial number of
constraints quickly becomes impractical. To make matters
worse, the constraints (e.g. (I5c{ISh)) are in a sum-of-rates
form, which is known to be non-convex [[15], [22], [23].
Therefore, applying the prior techniques incurs formidable
computational complexity.

In summary, published approaches used to optimize classi-
cal metrics do not apply to our percentile problem. Therefore,
we seek an alternative method which allows us to overcome
these formidable challenges.

B. Proposed Approaches

To derive effective optimization strategies for the problem
in (T3), we develop techniques to transform it into equivalent
block-concave forms. Specifically, we develop two algorithmic
approaches that allow for iterative optimization of the original
problem to stationarity. We discuss each of these separately in
the subsequent subsections.

1) Quadratic Fractional Transform: Our first technique
utilizes the quadratic fractional transform (QFT), first proposed
in [[39] by Benson and subsequently exploited by Shen and
Yu in [15] primarily for weighted sum-rate maximization
problems. As explained in the previous section, while this
transform has also been utilized for the non-smooth max-min-
rate optimization problem [15], the direct application of this
transform to Problem for non-minimum percentiles would
be based on the aforementioned hypograph form with xCp,
constraints. In contrast, we develop an approach that allows
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us to transform the original problem while side-stepping the
associated combinatorial number of non-convex constraints.
We begin by re-stating the transform below:

Lemma 1. Let A(p) : R — Ry, B(p) : RX = R, and
P CRE. Then the fractional optimization problem

.. A(p)

maximize —— (16a)
P B(p)

subjectto p e P (16b)

is equivalent to the following auxiliary optimization problem

imize 2x1/A(p) —2°B 17
ma};}{)nlze T m z“B (p) (17a)
subjectto p e P (17b)

where the equivalence is in the sense of both the optimal
variables and objective function value.

Proof. Observe that the objective in (I7a)) is concave in
the auxiliary variable z. Furthermore, setting the first order
condition with respect to this variable, we obtain:

) A(p)
oz (VAEI =B @)} =00 = 2R

Substituting this value of x back into the objective in (17al)
we obtain the original objective in (16a)). |

Based on this transform, we now proceed to derive an
equivalent reformulation of the problem in (T3).

Theorem 2. The optimization problem in is equivalent

to the following auxiliary problem:
maximize qu (fl (xlvp)v"'va (vap)) (18a)
x,p
subjectto 0<p, < Ppax, k=1,..., K (18b)

where

e (2, p) = log (14 22,/ 4k (p)— (2,) B (p))  (19)

and Ay, (p) and By, (p) represent the signal and interference-
plus-noise powers at the k" user respectively, i.e.,

(20a)
(20b)

2
Ak (P) = pi. hie—sie|
2
By (p) = ij |hj—>k} +0°
ik
The equivalence between the two problems is in the sense of
the optimal variables and objective function values.

The details of the proof are provided in Appendix

The problem in is now in a form that is amenable
to a cyclic optimization strategy. First, we observe that with
p fixed, an optimal choice of x to maximize the auxiliary
objective in (I8a) is given by Lemma [I] as

_ VAr(p)

z, = L k=1,....K Q1)
" Bi(p)
where A (p) and By (p) are given as in (20a) and (20b)

respectively.

Remark 8. It is crucial to note that, unlike other uses of
fractional programming in the literature [I5|], [16|], [40],
[k, () is not strictly concave; hence, there may be (infinitely
many) other optimal choices of x that achieve an identical
maximum value of the auxiliary objective. However, the update
in (1) uniquely preserves the equivalence with the original

problem in (I3).

We next turn our attention to optimizing the power variables.
To do so, we make use of the following critical insight:

Remark 9. The auxiliary objective function in is con-
cave in the power variables p when the auxiliary variables x
are fixed.

This block-concavity can be understood as follows: ob-
serve that the terms Ay (p) and By, (p) are linear and affine
functions of p respectively and hence concave. From (21),
we note that the auxiliary variables x, are always non-
negative owing to the non-negativity of Ay (p) and By (p).
Taken together with the concavity and monotonicity of the
logarithm function, it follows that 7, (x,,p) is concave in
p. Finally, from Properties [I| and 2} we note that fg, (-) is
concave and non-decreasing in each component. Therefore,
similar to the parallel Gaussian channel setting, it follows from
the composition rule that the auxiliary objective in (I8a) is
concave in the power variables when the auxiliary variables are
fixed. Thus, an optimal p can be obtained straightforwardly
when x is fixed by solving a convex optimization problem
using CVX or the subgradient method as discussed earlier.

Combining these updates together, Algorithm 1 summarizes
the proposed QFT approach for maximizing the SLqP rate in
(13a).

Algorithm 1 QFT Algorithm for SLqP Rate Maximization
1: initialize p
2. fori=1,...do
3:  update x using (21).
4
5

update p by solving for fixed x.
: until some convergence criterion is met.

Theorem 3. Algorithm |l| is non-decreasing in the SLqP rate
objective given in (I3d)) after each iteration.

Proof. The non-decreasing nature of the algorithm can be un-
derstood by considering the chain of reasoning in (22a)—(22d),
where p [i] and x [¢] indicate the values of these variables in
the i'" iteration. Specifically, follows from Theorem
(22b) follows from the fact that updating p when x is fixed
maximizes the auxiliary objective in (I8a); follows from
similar reasoning applied to the update of x when p is fixed,
and follows from Theorem [2] Further, we note that since
the SLqP rate objective is upper bounded, the algorithm must
converge. ]

Theorem 4. Algorithm is a cyclic minorization-
maximization (MM) algorithm and is guaranteed to converge
to a directional stationary point of Problem (I3).
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Jrg (riPE+1]),..org (Pi+1]) = fr, Fr(z i+ 1, p[i+1]),...,7x (e [i +1],p [i +1])) (22a)

> fry (P (i [i+1],p[d]),....Tx (zx [+ 1], P [1])) (22b)

> fry (Fr (@i, p[d]), ... . Fx (zk [i], P [d])) (22¢)

=[x, (riP[]),....rx (P[i]) (22d)

The proof is detailed in Appendix We remark that
this convergence result is different from those in the prior
FP/WMMSE works [[15], [22], [23]] which primarily focus on
reaching stationary points of weighted sum-rate problems. For
the WSR (and by extension the special sum-rate case), it is
sufficient to show that the objective function is non-decreasing
after each iteration of the algorithms. In contrast, the SLqP
rate objective function is non-smooth in general, which means
that we instead have to prove convergence to a directional
stationary point, which is considerably more challenging.

2) Logarithmic Fractional Transform: The quadratic
transform is well-established in the literature as a means of
tackling sum-of-ratios optimization problems [15], [24]. In
principle, however, any similar transform that converts the
rate expression into block-concave form would allow us to
optimize SLgP utility in an identical fashion. Hence, the
quadratic fractional transform is sufficient, but not necessary
to solve percentile programs. Accordingly, in this section, we
introduce a novel transform, called the logarithmic fractional
transform (LFT), which similarly allows us to tackle percentile
rate programs by converting them into block-concave forms.
While similar in spirit to the QFT, the resultant approach
is algorithmically distinct, and thus generally converges to
distinct directional stationary points.

Theorem 5. Let A(p) : RX — R, B(p): RX — R, and
P CRX. Then the fractional optimization problem

- A (p))

maximize lo (1 4+ —= (23a)
P *\""Bp)

subjectto p e P (23b)

is equivalent to the following auxiliary optimization problem
—aB(p) +1log (z(A(p)+ B(p))) +1 (24a)
(24b)

maximize
z,p

subjectto peP

where the equivalence is in the sense of both the optimal
variables and objective function value.

Proof. The proof is similar to that for Theorem [I] The
objective in is concave in the auxiliary variable x; hence,
setting the first order condition with respect to this variable,
we obtain:

L {(~aB (D) +log (x (A (p) + B(p)) + 1} =0
1
B(p)

Substituting this value of z back into the objective in (24a)
we obtain the original objective in (23a). u

== (25)

Theorem 6. The optimization problem in is equivalent
to the following auxiliary problem:

ma}f{igﬁze qu (’fl (3317 p) g 7fK (sz p)) (26a)

subjectto 0<p. < Ppax, k=1,..., K (26b)

where

T (T, P) = =3, Bi (p) +log (z (Ax (P) + Bi (P))) +1
27

and Ay (p) and By (p) are the received signal and
interference-plus-noise powers at the k' user given in
and (20D) respectively. The equivalence between the two
problems is in the sense of the optimal variables and objective
function values.

Proof. The proof follows from a reasoning similar to Theorem
[2} the details are omitted for brevity. ]

Similar to the quadratic transform auxiliary objective, the
logarithmic transform auxiliary objective in (26) is now in a
form amenable to optimization. With the power variables p
fixed, an optimal choice for the auxiliary variables x is given
by

1
:L'k, -
By (p)’
Remark 10. The auxiliary objective function in ([26d) is
concave in the power variables p when the auxiliary variables

X are fixed.

k=1,...,K (28)

Proof. The proof follows from similar reasoning to Remark

@ ]

From the preceding remark, it follows that a similar block
coordinate ascent strategy to Algorithm [I] can be utilized
to derive an effective optimization strategy by alternately
fixing the power variables p(™ while updating x(™), and vice
versa. Combining these update steps together, we summarize
the second proposed approach for SLqP rate optimization in
Algorithm 2]

Algorithm 2 LFT Algorithm for SLqP Rate Maximization

. initialize p
:fori=1,...do

1

2

3: update x using (28).

4 update p by solving (26) for fixed x.
5

: until some convergence criterion is met.
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Fig. 3: Convergence of proposed algorithms for 25" -percentile
SLgP rate maximization problem, K = 56, K, = 14.

Theorem 7. Algorithm |2| is a cyclic MM algorithm and
converges in a non-decreasing fashion to reach a directional
stationary point of the original SLqP rate objective in (I3d).

Proof. The proof follows from similar reasoning to Theorems
and [} the details are omitted for brevity. |

C. Numerical Results

To evaluate the performance of the proposed algorithms, we
simulate a network with 7 hexagonal wrapped-around cells
and BSs located at the center of each cell. Each cell contains
8 users; thus, the total number of users in the network is
K = 56. The distance between adjacent BSs is set as 2000 m,
and we assume Rayleigh fading with a block-fading model.
The path loss between a user and BS separated by a distance
of d meters is given by (1 + d/do)_g/2 where dyp = 0.3920
is a model-dependent reference distance, and ( = 3.76 is the
pathloss exponent. The noise power spectral density (PSD) is
—143dBm/Hz; we assume a system bandwidth of 20MHz
and maximum per-user transmit power constraint of 43dBm.
The path loss exponent and reference distance that we utilize
are based on the COST231 model which simulates LTE chan-
nels in real-world conditions. As such, these parameters have
been identically utilized in numerous prior works including,
but not limited to, [[15]], [[16]], [23], [32].

We begin by considering the performance of the proposed
approach for the SLqP rate maximization problem for K, =
14, i.e., the 25" percentile throughput for a single channel
realization with the user and BS locations illustrated in Figure
For these and subsequent results, we initialize each user’s
transmission power by sampling uniformly randomly in the
interval [0, Pyax]. We observe from the results in Figure
[3] that for both the quadratic fractional transform algorithm
and logarithmic fractional transform algorithm, the auxiliary
objective function values are equivalent after each iteration as
per Theorems 2] and [§] Furthermore, as predicted by Theorems
[ and[7} both algorithms converge in a non-decreasing fashion
(starting from an identical random initialization) to a stationary
point.

Additionally, we compare the performance of the proposed
QFT and LFT algorithms against several well-known prior
algorithms from the resource allocation literature. Specifically,
we compare against the following four algorithms:

O Base Station

Fig. 4: User and BS locations for a single realization in a
network with K = 70 users.

e Successive Convex Approximation (SCA): this approach
has widely been used in a number of signal processing
problems and resource management algorithms [41[]—
[43]]; we use the variant in [38]], [44].

o Sequential Quadratic Programming (SQP): This has been
widely utilized as a benchmark in prior resource man-
agement algorithms [16]. For our implementation, we
utilize this method using the standard fmincon solver
in MATLAB.

o Subgradient Ascent (SGA): The subgradient ascent
method is a heuristic for optimizing non-smooth prob-
lems, and is an analogue of the well-known gradient
ascent method [35]]. Specifically, for problems in which
the objective function is non-differentiable, this method
repeatedly computes and then takes steps in the direction
of a subgradient of the objective function. Compared to
the aforementioned SCA and SQP methods, this approach
has the unique benefit of running much faster, as we do
not introduce a combinatorial number of constraints.

o Channel Weighted Sum-Rate (CWSR): We also compare
against a heuristic of weighted sum-rate in which the
weights are set to the inverse of the channel strength for
each user. This favours the cell-edge users by weighting
them higher as compared to the cell-centre users.

Figure [5] shows the convergence for a randomly-generated
set of identical channel realizations for K = 14 and K, = 7.
We observe that the QFT and LFT algorithms converge
quickly, and in a non-decreasing fashion, to a directional
stationary point within as little as 6 iterations and achieve
the highest objective function value. Among the competitors,
the SCA approach performs the best and converges in a non-
decreasing fashion. On the other hand, the CWSR approach
increases initially but then decreases after the second iteration.
We note that this heuristic optimizes a different, proxy utility
function (i.e., WSR) as compared to the true objective function
(i.e., SLqP) rate; hence, this result is unsurprising.

We also considered another set of parameters, with K = 21
and K, = 3 and averaged across a large set of random channel
realizations. The results for this case are illustrated in Table
[l It can be clearly seen that the QFT and LFT algorithms
achieve the best performance, followed by the SCA and SGA
algorithms. The SCA algorithm has the best performance once
again among the competitors but the proposed QFT and LFT
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Fig. 5: Convergence of SLqgP utility for ' = 14 and K, = 7.

TABLE I: Execution times and SLqP utility for different
resource algorithms.

Algorithm | SLqP Utility | Execution Time (seconds)
QFT 1.49 13
LFT 1.47 13
SCA 1.20 18,953
SQP 0.81 21,559
SGA 0.93 24
CWSR 0.86 3

algorithms still achieve about 30% higher objective function
values.

As mentioned earlier, an additional critical point that cannot
be ignored is the computation time. Since the prior opti-
mization algorithms smooth the problem prior to solving it,
the computation time needed to deal with the combinatorial
number of non-convex constraints is excessive. To measure the
execution times, we ran all algorithms on a machine with a
12-core AMD Ryzen 9 5900X CPU and 128 GB of memory;
these are also given in Table [l We observe that the proposed
QFT and LFT schemes converge to a solution more than 1,000
times faster than the SCA and SQP algorithms. This is to be
expected, since the smoothed variant of the problem required
by these algorithms will have 5;C35 = 1,330 non-convex
constraints, which will lead to a longer computational time. On
the other hand, while the CWSR and SGA approaches execute
much faster compared to CVX, they achieve low objective
function values. Consequently, we affirm that our QFT and
LFT schemes demonstrate superior speed and performance
compared to the benchmarks.

We note that it is possible to write custom solvers (e.g. based
on subgradient methods [35]]) which may be able to solve the
problem more efficiently than calling CVX. It is also not clear
if closed-form algorithms can be found to solve the general
SLgP-rate maximization problem; nonetheless, this would be
an extremely interesting direction for future research.

To further evaluate the performance, we next consider SLqP
rate optimization for the scenario when there are K = 70 users
in the network for K, = 7 (corresponding to ¢ = 10, and
shown in Figure [6) and K, = 4 (corresponding to ¢ = 5.7,
and shown in Figure [7). We ran the QFT and LFT algorithms
for 1000 identically chosen random channel and user location
initializations and plotted the performance as compared to

~

WMMSE-SR
——WMMSE-PF
Random
—=—LFT
——QFT

[}

[$)]

N w »

10‘h—percentile SLgP rate (Mbps)

0 :
10 20 30 40 50

] ) Tx power (dBm) )
Fig. 6: 10*"-percentile SLqP rate as a function of P,y for

K=10,K,=T.

randomized power control, sum-rate optimized power control
(using the WMMSE-SR algorithm [22]) and PF control (using
the WMMSE-PF algorithm as in [22]]) for P, .« values ranging
between 10 dBm and 50 dBm. The PF power control scheme
aims to maximize the sum of the logarithm of the achieved
rates across the network; for a single time slot, this is a
convex optimization problem [18]] and hence the WMMSE-
PF algorithm converges to the optimum.

As we observe in Figure [6] the sum-rate optimized power
control achieves nearly zero cell-edge SLqP rate across the
entire range of transmission powers; as mentioned earlier, this
is to be expected since this optimization is unfair to cell-
edge users. Random power control is better than sum-rate
optimized power control while PF power control improves
on both. Nevertheless, the proposed QFT and LFT algo-
rithms comprehensively outperform even the PF power control
scheme, achieving almost double the cell-edge throughput
compared to the WMMSE-PF power control scheme at the
typical LTE power level of 43 dBm. At a transmission power
of 50 dBm, the gap between the proposed approaches and
the PF benchmark is even larger. Notably, the QFT algorithm
marginally outperforms the LFT algorithm across the range of
transmit powers. A similar trend holds for the 5.7*"-percentile
SLgP utility in Figure

WMMSE-SR
——WMMSE-PF
Random
—=—LFT
1.5 |——qFT

0.5

5.7"-percentile SLqP Rate (Mbps)

09 ~ ‘ ‘ ‘
10 20 30 40 50

Tx power (dBm)
Fig. 7: 5.7*"-percentile SLqP rate as a function of Py, for

K =170, K, = 4.

Finally, it is important to note that while both the QFT
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and LFT algorithms are minorization-maximization methods
they are, in fact, completely distinct from a mathematical
perspective. This means that even when initialized from the
same starting point, in general they do not necessarily converge
to the same directional stationary point. For example, different
algorithms for weighted sum-rate maximization such as FP and
WMMSE achieve different levels of performance in different
wireless settings [[15], [23]].

With this context, the closely matched performance of both
algorithms is, in itself, a very interesting result. While the rea-
sons for this are not clear, it seems to indicate that improving
upon the performance of the QFT and LFT algorithms may
require a radically different approach (perhaps one that is not
necessarily based on block-concavity inducing transforms).

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we formulated explicit optimization problems
to target sum-percentile throughput maximization through
power control in interference-constrained wireless networks.
The general class of SLqP throughput problems subsumes the
well-known max-min and max-sum-rate optimization prob-
lems, and the choice of percentile allows us to flexibly control
the inherent tradeoff between favouring cell-center and cell-
edge users. With the exception of the two aforementioned
extremes of the percentile problems, these problems are non-
convex, non-smooth and NP-hard in general. We proposed
two iterative algorithms that transform the original intractable
problems into block-concave form, thereby enabling guaran-
teed convergence to stationary points.

Finally, we note that although we have focused on wireless
cellular networks in this work, the concept of optimizing
metrics at desired percentiles is applicable regardless of the
scale, architecture and nature of a communications network.
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APPENDIX A
PROOF OF THEOREM[I]

We now present a proof for the general NP-hardness of the
short-term SLqP rate power allocation problem. We extend
the technique utilized to prove the strong NP-hardness of the
max-sum-rate problem in [18] to all general SLqP rate power
control problems for ¢ > %.

We begin by noting that the rates for users in a single time
slot can be expressed in the equivalent form:

Dk
T (p) =log ( 1+ -
Zj;ék DjNj—k + Ok

where, for notational convenience, we have dropped the su-
perscript denoting the current time slot, and

hjkl® . Tk
Nj—k = 2,0k = 5
[P k] |k

The coefficient 7;_,; can be thought of as the normalized
interference channel from transmitter j to receiver k; further,
we assume P . = 1.

Consider a K-node graph G = (V,E), where V =
{v1,v9,..., vk} denotes the set of vertices and E denotes
the set of edges connecting these vertices. Further, suppose

Fig. 8: Network interference dynamics for a constructed in-
stance of the SLqP problem with K = 10 and K, = 5. Nodes
(i.e., users) that are connected mutually interfere. The users
indicated in green transmit at the maximum available power
to achieve the highest SLqP (¢ = 50) rate.

that the graph consists of K — K, + 1 components defined as

follows:
@:{ i= K- K, +1
(29)
In other words, the first K — K, vertices are isolated, while
the subgraph induced by the last K, vertices is connected;
Figure [§] illustrates an example for K = 10 and K, = 5.
Now, for each v € V, we define

{vi}

{UK—K,I—O—la VK—K.+2)--

i=1,....,K - K,
.,UK}

_ JLK? if v; is adjacent to vy
ik = 0 otherwise

where L > K; further, we set Ppax = 1 and 6, = L.
The vertices v, ..., vk _k, can be thought of as cell-center
users as they are exempt from interference effects and are
therefore capable of achieving the highest rates; on the other
hand, users represented by vertices vk k,11,---,VK can be
thought of as a cell-edge users as they both create interference
to, and receive interference from, adjacent vertices within
component Cx—k,+1. We claim that the SLgP rate problem

has an optimal value fop; = ‘IchKq+1 ‘ log (1+ 1) if and
only if the subgraph induced by the component Cx k41 has
a maximum independent set of size ‘IC Ko Kgt1 |-

For achievability, we note that if the subgraph induced by
the component Cx i, +1 has a maximum independent set of

size ‘IchKq+1 ‘ then we can set

_Jl ifk=1,..., K- Kqorvg € Ieg g 44
Pr 0 otherwise
yielding an objective value of ’IchKqH ‘ log (14 1).

For the converse, suppose that we are given an optimal value
fopt. Observe that since the vertices v1, va, ..., Vk— K, are iso-
lated they neither experience nor create interference; therefore,
the SLqP objective is non-decreasing in p1,p2,...,PKk K,
and these users achieve the K — K highest rates in the net-
work. Thus, we can assume that p, = 1fork =1,..., K—K|
without loss of generality.

It follows that the SLgP rate on the given graph is therefore
equivalent to the sum-rate achieved on the subgraph induced
by Cx i, +1. The rest of the derivation follows from the proof
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s I (log (1 . gi Epi) ooy log (1 + gi Ei;))

P
= max fx, <log (n;a;x {14200\/41(0) - (21)? B <p)}) ... log (“2?5‘ {14 205\/AK () = (250)? Bx (p>}>)

n;zix {10g <1 +2x,1/A1 (p) — (z,)? By (p))} e Jg?(x {log (1 + 220/ Axk (p) — (2 )% Br (p)) }) (30c)
= max fx, (log (1+221/41 (p) = (1) B (P)) - 1og (14 20401/ Asc (P) = (¢)° Bx ()

(30a)

(30b)

(30d)

of Theorem 1 in [18]]. Denoting the sum-rate achieved on
Cr—Kq+1 .
component Crc 41 as f K, , we can compute its second
derivative with respect to py as:
Cx_
2 fCK—Kg+1
9 K, ! . 1
2
Opj,

2
(pk +L+ LK; Z('Uk’ﬂj)GCK—Kqﬁ»l pj)

+ > !

2
—2
(0k,07)€CK — g +1 (Kq +Z(”kvvj)€CK—Kq+l pj)

3D

Since each component of the graph is connected (by defini-
tion), the summation in the second term of (3I)) is non-zero.
Further, since L > K, the diagonal terms of the Hessian
of the sum-rate on the subgraph induced by Cx_k, +1 (as
given in (31))) are non-negative. Thus, the objective is convex
with respect to each individual power variable (although not
jointly convex). The maximum of a convex function over a
polyhedron is attained at the extreme points of the set. It
follows that the optimal power vector p* must be a binary
vector. Now define

Pc*K_Kq+1 = {Uk € CK—K,]+1 |Pk = 1}

Let ‘IC K- g+ | DE the maximum independent set in Cr—K,+1-
Using the fact that the first K — K users attain the maximum
rates in the network, we can write the SLqP rate objective
equivalently as the sum-rate achieved over Cr_fc,11.

Define Ex_ K,+1 as the set of connected vertices in
CKquJrl , i.e.,

Ex—r,+1 = {vj € Ck—k,+1|(vj,v) € E|} (32)

It follows that the sum-rate (and hence optimal SLqP rate
objective) over Cx_x,+1 can be bounded according to the
procedure given in [[18]] as:

1
Pt = log [ 1
e Z e e )

VR ECK —Kg+1
(33a)
1
os (14 )
og +L

We observe that the number of nodes in the subgraph
induced by Cx k41 is exactly K,, which grows linearly
with the number of nodes K for a fixed value of ¢ > %.
Thus, it follows that the SLqP rate is strongly NP-hard since
the maximum independent set problem is strongly NP-hard.

Note that the given proof does not hold for the max-min-

< ’ICK7K,1+1
(33b)

rate problem; for K, = 1 all vertices are isolated and the
maximum independent set is V' itself. This result is to be
expected, since as mentioned earlier, the max-min-rate power
allocation problem can be solved to optimality in polynomial
time [18]]. W

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF THEOREM [2]

Here we present the proof for the equivalence of the
interference-limited SLqP rate maximization problem in
with the problem in (I8). The equivalence can be seen by
considering the chain of reasoning in (30a)—(30d). Specifically,
(30B) follows from the result in Theorem (IJ); follows
since log (+) is a non-decreasing function, so we can move the
max (+) operator outside it; follows since fx, (-) is non-
decreasing in each component, so we can move the max (-)
operators corresponding to each component outside it. |

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF THEOREM [4]

We begin by reviewing the MM framework as described in
[45]]. Consider the optimization problem

maximize f (p) (34a)
p
subjectto p e P (34b)

where f (p) : R™ — R is continuous (but not necessarily
either smooth or convex), and P C R"™ is non-empty, closed
and convex.

The MM procedure as applied to this problem consists of
two alternating steps. At the i*? iteration, a feasible point
p[i] € P (initialized with some choice of p[1] € P) is used
to construct a minorizing function ¢ (p |p [¢]) such that

gplpli])+cli] < f(p) VPEP
where

clif=fPll) —gPllpl)

Next, the minorizing function is maximized to obtain the
next feasible iteration point p [¢ 4+ 1] as follows:

(35)

pli+1] €argmax g(p[pli])
pEP

Furthermore, define the set of directional stationary points
as
P ={plf'(pli],d) <0 VY(p+d)ecP}
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where f’ (p,d) denotes the directional derivative of f in the
direction p and is given by

ol .. S +td) - f(pl])
[ (p [l],d)zhm%g :

When f is non-smooth, the MM procedure is guaranteed to
converge to a point within P* if the following conditions are
satisfied [45]:

1) The superlevel set S ) = {P € P|f (P) > f (Po) }
is compact given that f (pg) > —oo.

2) The directional derivatives of f and g are identical for
all directions d over P, i.e.,

f'(plil,d) =g (pli];dlp[i])

3) g(p|plé]) is continuous in both p and p [4].

We now demonstrate that the proposed QFT and LFT al-
gorithms are MM algorithms and satisfy these convergence
conditions.

Consider the auxiliary objective for the QFT algorithm
in ; we henceforth denote it by fI%FT (p,x). We note
that the optimal auxiliary variables x obtained from (1)
are a function of p; hence, we denote them subsequently as

Xopt (p)
Then it follows that for all p [i] € P, we must have

I(?ET (P, Xopt (P [])) < f}(?qFT (P, Xopt (P)) = [rq (P) (36)

The inequality follows since the auxiliary objective
I(?FT (p,x) is maximized when the auxiliary variables are
updated according to for the given fixed value of p
rather than for p [i]. The equality holds since the update of the
auxiliary variable defined in (ZI)) preserves equality with the
original objective function. Thus, it follows that the auxiliary
objective fI(?FT (p,x) minorizes fx, (p).
Having established that the QFT algorithm is indeed an MM
algorithm, we now proceed to verify the conditions in (C) to

guarantee convergence to a directional stationary point.

1) For Problem , the set P = [0, Puax)™ is non-
empty, closed, and convex. Next, observe that the SLqP
objective in (I3a) is trivially upper bounded by the
interference-free SLqP rate which, in turn, is upper
bounded by the interference-free sum-rate from Property
Thus, denoting the optimal value of Problem (I3) as
fK, opt» W& must have

Pmax |hk'—>k|2
fr,opt < Kk:nllaxKlog (1 + s

Taken together with the compactness of P, the continu-
ity and boundedness of the objective in (I3a)) imply that
the superlevel sets of Problem (I3 are compact.

2) We observe that implies that c¢[i] = 0 in (33);
hence, the auxiliary objective is a so-called tangent
minorant [46]]. In particular, this implies that the direc-
tional derivative of fI%FT (p,x) equals that of fx_(p)
at p = p [i] [46].

3) We note that 7, in (19) is a continuous function of
both p and x for all k. Since the SLqP utility function
is continuous and the composition of two continuous

functions is also continuous, it follows that the auxiliary
QFT objective is also continuous.

Taken together, these conditions imply the convergence of
the QFT algorithm to a directional stationary point of Problem
(T3). An identical series of arguments can be utilized for the
LFT algorithm. W
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