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Abstract

We study benefits of opportunistic routing in a large wirslesl hoc network by examining how the power,
delay, and total throughput scale as the number of sourséirdtion pairs increases up to the operating maximum.
Our opportunistic routing is novel in a sense that it is maedgi parallel, i.e., it is performed by many nodes
simultaneously to maximize the opportunistic gain whiletcolling the inter-user interference. The scaling bebavi
of conventional multi-hop transmission that does not emplaportunistic routing is also examined for comparison.
Our results indicate that our opportunistic routing canilexfa net improvement in overall power—delay trade-off
over the conventional routing by providing up to a logaritbimoost in the scaling law. Such a gain is possible since
the receivers can tolerate more interference due to theased received signal power provided by the multi-user
diversity gain, which means that having more simultaneoassimissions is possible.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In [1], Gupta and Kumar introduced and studied the throughbgaling in large wireless ad hoc networks.
They showed that a total throughput scalingaif,/n/logn) [bps/Hz] can be obtained by using a multi-
hop strategy whem source-destination (S—D) pairs are randomly distributed unit ared. Multi-hop
schemes were then further developed and analyzed in thatlite [3]-[10] while their throughput per
S—-D pair scales far less thah(1). Recent studies [11], [12] have shown that we can actualhyese
O(n'~¢) scaling for an arbitrarily smal > 0, i.e., an arbitrarily linear scaling of the total throughyploy
using a hierarchical cooperation strategy, thereby aatgethe best result we can hope for.

Besides the studies to improve the throughput up to the disealing, an important factor that we
need to consider in practical wireless networks is the presef multi-path fading. The effect of fading
on the scaling laws was studied in [3], [6], [7], [13], [14],here it is shown that achievable scaling
laws do not change fundamentally if all nodes are assumedate ltheir own traffic demands (i.e.,
there aren S-D pairs) [6], [7], [13] or the effect of fading is averagedtd3], [6], [13], while it is
found in [14] that the presence of fading can reduce the aahle throughput up tdogn. However,
fading can be beneficial by utilizing the multi-user divergiMUD) gain provided by the randomness of
fading in multi-user environments, e.g., opportunisticestuling [15], opportunistic beamforming [16], and
random beamforming [17] in broadcast channels. Scenaxipl®iéing the opportunistic gain also studied
in cooperative networks by applying an opportunistic tvag-nelaying protocol [18] and in cognitive radio
networks with opportunistic scheduling [19]. In [20], [2Ffrategies for improving the throughput scaling
over non-faded environments were shown in wireless netwwoklels that do not incorporate geometric
path loss. In [22], it was shown how fading improves the tiglquut using opportunistic routing when a
single active S—D pair exists in a wireless ad hoc network.

In this paper, we analyze the benefits of fading by utilizipgartunistic routing in multi-hop transmis-
sions when there are multiple randomly located S—D pairslarge wireless ad hoc network. Our routing
protocol describes how multiple nodes perform opportimigtuting simultaneously in a massive scale.
To our knowledge, such an attempt for the network model hasrnieeen conducted in the literature.
Since the throughput scaling of a multi-hop protocol is &ssl than linear, it is natural to assume that only
a subset of S-D pairs are active at a time and active S—D parshmsen in a round robin fashion. In
this paper, we consider a general scenario where the theearunhlactive S—D pairs scales as a function
of n. We are interested in improving the number of simultangosspportable S-D pairs to maintain a
constant throughput per S—-D pair by using opportunisti¢ingu

In most network applications, power and delay are also kejopwance measures along with the
throughput. The trade-off among these measures has beemnedtin terms of scaling laws in some
papers [8]-[10], [23]. In this paper, we analyze a poweragethroughput trade-off of both opportunistic
routing and regular multi-hop routing as the number of S—Dspacreases up to the operating maximum,
while per-node transmission rate is set to a constant. Wesfimwv the existence of a fundamental trade-off
between the total transmission power consumed by all hopS+@ pair, the average number of hops per
S-D pair, i.e., delay, and the number of active S—D pairschvis proportional to the total throughput
since we assume per-node transmission rate is a constainvestigated whether power can be reduced
at the expense of increased delay for both routing scendmins net improvement in overall power—delay
trade-off can be obtained with opportunistic routing. Thgrovement comes from the MUD gain over
the conventional multi-hop routing. This increases thaaye received signal power, which in turn makes
it possible to have more simultaneous transmissions sirare mterference is tolerated while per-node
transmission rate is maintained. More specifically, we stwat such an MUD gain leads to a logarithmic
performance improvement.

"We use the following notations: wEI) = O(g(z)) means that there exist constadts andm such thatf(z) < Mg(z) for all z > m.
i) f(x) = o(g(x)) means thatlim I = 0.7ii)) f(z) = Qg(x)) if g(z) = O(f(x). W) f(z) = wlg(x)) if g(x) = o(f(x)). V)

T —r00

f(x) = O(g(x)) if f(x) =O0(g(x)) andg(z) = O(f(x)) [2].
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The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Sedfibn lcdbes our system and channel models. In
Section ll, our protocols with and without opportunistauting are described. In Sectionl1V, the power—
delay—throughput trade-off for these protocols is analyaed compared. Finally, Sectiéd V summarizes
the paper with some concluding remarks.

1. SYSTEM AND CHANNEL MODELS

We consider a two-dimensional wireless network that césisibn nodes uniformly and independently
distributed on a square of unit area (i.e., dense networK§1][9], [11]). We randomly pick S—D pairings
such that each node is the destination of exactly one soWeeassume that there and(n) randomly
located S—-D pairs, which can be active simultaneously, &héfn) scales slower than. Note that)/ (n)
sources can generate their own data traffic at the same time.

In this paper, to utilize the opportunistic gain, we adop ghysical channel model that can capture
opportunism by modeling a realistic fading. The receiveghal y;, at nodek € {1,--- ,n} at a given
time instance is then given by

Yr = Z hgiw; + ng,
il

where x; € C is the signal transmitted by nodg n; is the circularly symmetric complex additive-

white Gaussian noise with zero mean and variaNgeand! C {1,--- ,n} is the set of simultaneously
transmitting nodes. The channel gdip is given by
b = 2, (1)
Ti

where g,; is the complex fading process between nodesd &, which is assumed to be Rayleigh with
El|gri|?] = 1 and independent for differents and k's. Moreover, we assume the block fading model,
where g;; is constant during one packet transmission and changes gwamiependent value for the
next transmissionr,; and«a > 2 denote the distance between nodesd £ and the path-loss exponent,
respectively. We assume that the channel state inform&@G&1) is available at all receivers, but not at
the transmitters.

Throughout this papeF|-] denotes the expectation. Unless otherwise stated, alfitbges are assumed
to be to the base 2.

[1l. ROUTING PROTOCOLS

In this section, we describe our routing protocols with antheut opportunistic routing. We simply
use a multi-hop strategy in both cases using the nodes dthaer§-D pairs as relays. Hence, we do not
assume the use of any sophisticated multi-user detectivenses at the receivér.

Next let us introduce the scaling parametétg:) and D(n). The average number of hops per S-D
pair is interpreted as the average delay and is denotdd(ag The parameteP(n) denotes the average
total transmit power used by all hops for an S-D pair. Assgntlme transmit power is the same for
each hop, we see thdt(n) is equal toD(n) times the transmit power per hop. Since there is no CSI
at the transmitter, we assume that each source node trandat# to its destination at a fixed target rate
R > 0 independent of.. A similar assumption was also made in some earlier works[Bl}-[14]. As
in the earlier studies [15]-[19] dealing with opportunismder the block fading model, we suppose that
a packet is decoded successfully if the received signaiteoference-and-noise ratio (SINR) exceeds a
pre-determined thresholg > 0, which is independent af, i.e.,log(1 + SINR) > R = log(1 + 7). Then,
the total throughput'(n) of the network would be given b§ (A (n)) if no transmission fails i.e., there
is no outage. In addition, we scale all the transmit powehdhat the average total interference power

2If M(n) scales betweeivgn and n'/27¢ for an arbitrarily smalle > 0, which is the operating regimes in our work, then multi-hop
protocols are enough to satisfy the order optimality in éenstworks (the detailed proof is not shown in this paper).
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from the set/ C {1,---,n}, consisting of simultaneously transmitting nodes, is gy ©(1). Note
that this strategy does not affect the trade-off among tliersrof powerP(n), delay D(n), and total
throughput?'(n) (see Section IV-A for more detailed description).

A. Opportunistic Routing

Opportunistic routing was originally introduced in [2425] and further developed in various network
scenarios [26]-[29]. When a packet is sent by a transmitidenit may be possible that there are multiple
receivers successfully decoding the packet. Among refayodes that successfully decode the transmitted
packet for the current hop, the one that is closest to thandgsin becomes the transmitter for the next
hop. Since the packet can travel farther at each hop usisgiportunistic routing, the average number
of hops can be reduced. Note that the existing protocol 28] was designed simply for the case
where there exists a single S—D pair, and thus it did not pam@te interference between links, which is
a critical problem in wireless networks.

We modify this routing to apply it to our network composed afltiple nodes performing opportunistic
routing simultaneously in a massive scale. Then, we needtefuly design a routing protocol while
solving the interference problem caused by simultaneotralysmitting nodes. The per-hop distance of
this opportunistic transmission is random. However, we oake sure that there are multiple successfully
receiving nodes in a given square cell with high probabi(itshp) if we control the size of the cell
and the distance between the transmitter and the cell. Tdrenof the successfully receiving nodes can
be the transmitter for the next hop. Short signaling mess§2#], [25] need to be exchanged between
some candidate relaying nodes and the corresponding titanene in order to decide who will be the
transmitter for the next hcﬁ)]’hese messages are transmitted using a different timershatthat for data
packets. More specifically, it is assumed that the two difiemessages are transmitted at even and odd
time slots, respectively, which causes only a factor 2 lngserformance, thus resulting in no degradation
in terms of scaling law.

As shown in Fig[lL, we divide the whole area intpA;(n) square cells with per-cell ared(n).
Note thatA,(n) = ©(1/D(n)?) holds since the average distance between an S-D pair is Qiwvéxn(1).

We assume XY routing, i.e., the route for an S—-D pair cong$ta horizontal and a vertical paths.
Suppose that routing is performed first horizontally anchtkiertically for each S-D pair, as illustrated
in Fig.[d (S; and D, denote a source and the corresponding destination nogectegly, fori = 1,2).
Then, for each hop in the S-D path, some relay nodes that ssfotlg decode their packets are selected
opportunistically for transmission in the next hop (theayghg node selection strategy will be described
later in detail). That is, the route for each S-D pair is na-getermined. Nodes operate according to
the 25-time division multiple access (TDMA) scheme. Thisamethat the total time is divided into 25
time slots and nodes in each cell transmit 1/25-th of the timigle all transmitters in a cell transmit
simultaneouslﬁ.Figure[ZI shows an example of simultaneously transmittiig depicted as shaded cells.

Our routing protocol consists of two transmission modes, Modes 1 and 2, where Mode 2 is used
for the last two hops to the destinaffoand Mode 1 is used for all other hops (refer to Kip. 1 for the
brief operation of two modes).

Mode 1: We use an example in Fig] 3 to describe this mode. Transmitibdes in Cell A transmit
packets simultaneously, where one of those can be eithecesSy or relay nodeR,. A relay node that
successfully decodes the packet and is two (Cell B) or th@adl (C) cells apart from the transmitter
horizontally (or vertically), for examplé&; or R in Fig.[3, is arbitrarily chosen for the next hop. If there

3Alternatively, a timer-based strategy can be used for iatpthe transmitter for the next hop [30].

4Since our aim is to study the performance in the limit of inéinpacket length under the block fading model, if the packegth scales
fast enough im, then we may conclude that these signaling messages havgligiliie overhead.

SUnder our opportunistic routing protocol, 25-TDMA schersaused 1) to guarantee that there are no transmitter and/eeceides near
the boundary of two adjacent cells and 2) to avoid a pariitigmproblem, which will be discussed later in this section.

®Even for the case where only one hop is needed between an SkDvpacan artificially introduce an additional hop so thagrth are
at least two hops for every S-D pair.
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is no such node, then an outage occurs, i.e., none of the rsadisfy SINR> 7 in the cells. We do
not assume any retransmission scheme in our case since iv@akié the outage probability negligibly
small. If there are more than one candidate relay, then wesshone among them arbitrarily. Note that
the MUD gain is roughly equal to the logarithm of the numbemoties in Cells B and C, which will
be rigorously analyzed in the next section. We perform Modmtll the last two hops to the destination,
and then switch to Mode 2. The reason we hop either two or tbe#de at a time is because 1) hopping
to an immediate neighbor cell can create huge interferemae receiver node near the boundary of the
two adjacent cellsand 2) always hopping by two cells is not good since it partii the cells into two
groups, even and odd, and a packet can never be exchangeekhetve two groups.

Mode 2: For the last two hops to the destination, Mode 2 is used. lfuge Mode 1 for the last hop,
we cannot get any opportunistic gain since the destinatigme-determined. Hence, we use the following
two-step procedure for Mode 2. We use the example in[Fig. &pbaa this mode.

« Sep 1: In this step, a node in Cell D or E (e.gR4 or R in Fig.[4) transmits its packet, whose
signal reaches Cell F. This is similar to what happens in Mbagcept that we are seeing this from
Cell F's perspective. Assuming nodes in Cell F, we arbitrarily partition Cell F intg'm sub-cells
of equal size, i.e., there are rough|ym nodes in each sub-cell. One node is then opportunistically
chosen among the nodes that received the packet correcgdn sub-cell. Therefore/m nodes
are chosen in Cell F as potential relays for the packet.

o Sep 2: In Step 2, which corresponds to the last hop, the final ddstiman Cell G or H (e.g.,
D, or D, in Fig.[4) sends a probing packet, i.e., short signaling agssto see which one of the
/m selected relaying nodes in each cell will be the transmitiethe next hop whose channel link
guarantees a successful packet transmission. Finallypdbket from the selected relaying node in
cell F is transmitted to the final destination.

Although there are only/m candidate nodes in each cell in Mode 2, whereas there weredes in Mode
1, this does not affect the scaling law since the MUD gain gatdhmic inm andlog/m = %log m.

B. Non-Opportunistic Routing

In this case, a plain multi-hop transmission [1], [8] is penfied with a pre-determined path for each S—
D pair consisting of a source, a destination, and a set ofirejanodes. Therefore, there is no opportunistic
gain. The whole area is also divided intpA,(n) cells with per-cell aread;(n) and one transmitter in a
cell is arbitrarily chosen while transmitting at a fixed datde R > 0 independent of.. We assume the
shortest path routing and the 9-TDMA scheme as in [1], [8]wieer, even if interferences are carefully
controlled, a transmission may fail due to fading, causiaotages. In this paper, we simply assume that
for the event that an outage occurs (ileg(1 + SINR) < R) for a certain hop, such an event is not
counted as outage, which will give an upper bound on the pedoce.

IV. POWER-DELAY—THROUGHPUT TRADE-OFF

Our goal in this section is to analyze the power—delay—thinput trade-offs with and without oppor-
tunistic routing. Provided that per-node transmissioe fat> 0 is given by a constant independent of
n, we will show later that there exists a trade-off among scaparameterd/(n), P(n), and D(n) for
the two routing protocols we consider. By assuming the pelenrate ofR, the trade-off among the
four parameters’(n), M(n), P(n), and D(n) is thus essentially reduced to the trade-off among the
three parameters/(n), P(n), and D(n) such that any one of them can be changed freely, which in turn
determines the other two. Note that with a constant ratehe parameteit/(n) is proportional to the
total throughput/’(n) sinceT'(n) = ©(M (n)) if there is no outage. Note that different protocols willdea
to different power—delay—throughput trade-offs.

"By hopping by one cell, the distance between a receiving modean interfering node can be arbitrarily small.
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If more power is available, then per-hop distance can beneeid Since the path-loss exponents
greater than or equal to 2, the required power increasesaat tpiadratically in the per-hop distance.
On the other hand, the total power consumption of multi-r@finear in the number of hops per S-D
pair. Therefore, it seems advantageous to transmit to taeeseneighbor nodes if we want to minimize
the total power. However, this comes at the cost of increalstaly due to more hops. In the following
subsections, we first show that there exists a fundameiaidé-toff between the total transmission power
consumption per S-D pair, the average delay per S-D pairthantbtal throughput, and then show that
there is a net improvement in the overall power—delay tréideleen our opportunistic routing is utilized
in the network.

A. Opportunistic Routing

The relationship among the three paramefdi®:), P(n), andD(n) is derived under the opportunistic
routing described above. More specifically, we are intext#i how many S-D pairs, denoted By(n),
can be active simultaneously while maintaining a consteartsimission rate? per S—D pair. In the
following, we mainly focus on Mode 1 since Mode 2 can be sinylanalyzed with a slight modification.
First let SINF%nJm) denote the SINR value seen by receitem, [,,) for thel,,-th hop of them-th S-D
pair, wherel,,, € H,, andm € {1,--- ,M(n)}. Here,H,, = {1,2,--- ,d,,D(n)} denotes the set of hops
for them-th S—-D path, wheréd,, is a positive parameter that scalessd ). Let N.(n) denote the number
of nodes in each cell. Then it follows th&{m,l,,) € {1,---,2N.(n)} since two cells are taken into
account for selecting one receiver node. Note that for eag) & receiver is either two or three cells
apart from the transmitter. Then, we have

Prk(m,lm)

SlNlen(lm,zm) = No ¢ pronin)’ (2)
T

wherepF(mim) andPIk(m’l’”) denote the received signal power at néde:, /,,,) from the desired transmitter
i(m,l,,) for the [,,-th hop of them-th S—D pair and the total interference power at nége., /,,) from
all interfering nodes, respectively. Specifically, theg given by

P(n)

Pf(me) = |hk(m,lm)i(m,lm)|2D<n> (3)
and
Fe(msdom) » P(n)
P, = Z | Pk, )i | D)’ 4)
i €1\ {i(m,lm)}
respectively. Here/ C {1,---,n} is the set of simultaneously transmitting nodes. Beforal#isthing

our trade-off results, we start from the following lemma,iethshows lower and upper bounds on the
numberN,(n) of nodes in each cell available as potential relays.

Lemma 1: If A,(n) = w(logn/n), then N.(n) is between((1 — dg)As(n)n, (1 + d)As(n)n), i.e.,
©(As(n)n), whp for a constand < §, < 1 independent of.

The proof of this lemma is given in [11]. In a similar mannég hnumber of nodes inside each sub-cell
defined in Mode 2 is betweef{l — dy)+/As(n)n, (1 + §)/As(n)n) whp. We now turn our attention to
guantifying the amount of interference in our schemes inftflewing two lemmas.

Lemma 2: If D(n) = o(y/n/logn) and D(n) = o(6,™™/P™) for a sufficiently smalls, > 1, then
the number of S—D paths passing through each cell simultesheds given by© (M (n)/D(n)) whp.

Proof: This proof technique is similar to that of [8], but a more geheesult is provided for the
case where the size of each cell (or equivalently the avedelzgy D(n)) can be controlled systematically
and M (n) scales as a function of. Let C° denote an indicator function whose value is one if the path
of the m-th S—D pair passes through a fixed celand is zero otherwise where € {1,--- , M(n)} and
Be{1,---,1/A,(n)}. The total number of paths passing through the gedl given byC” = Zf:fg) ch,
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which is the sum of\/(n) independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) Berdordndom variables with
probability
Pr{Cj =1} = E[C]] = ©(D(n)A.(n),

where the expectation is taken over the matching of S-D parsaell as the node placement. This is
becauseV/(n) S-D pairs are randomly located with uniform distribution the unit square. Hence, for
any constand < §; < 2e — 1, we get the following:

—E [CP] 62
P{CP > (14 6,)E[C]} < exp (%)
from the Chernoff bound [31]. By computing the following @qgpation
M (n)
D(n)’
wherecy andc; are some positive constants independent,ofive have

E [CP] = ¢oM(n)D(n)As(n) = ¢;

P{CP < (1+8,)E[C"]} > 1 —exp (—01755]\;((:3) :

Similarly, by the Chernoff bound [31], it follows that

P{CB > (1— 52)E[Cﬁ]} > 1 —exp (—CIT(SSJDwéZ))) ’

thereby yielding

62 M(n)
_ Bl < (8 < BV > 1 _Ga% ,
P{(1-0)E[C"] <C" < (1+8&)E[C"]} >1—2exp ( 1 D(n))
Due to the fact that there atg A, (n) cells in the network, by applying the union bound oveA,(n) cells,
it follows that the number of S—D paths passing through eatlfischetween(c; (1) M (n)/D(n), c;(1+
d2)M(n)/D(n)) with probability of at least

1 —coD(n)*exp (—%5%%)

for constantc; > 0 independent ofn. This tends to one as)’™/”™ /D(n) goes to infinity, i.e.,
D(n)6; MM/PM) — (1), whered, is a constant satisfying < &, < ¢“1%/5, This completes the proof of
this lemma. [ |
Using the result of Lemmil 2, we upper-bound the total interfee as a function of three parameters
M(n), P(n), and D(n) in the following lemma.
Lemma 3: SupposeD(n) = o(y/n/logn), D(n) = o(n=163"™/P™) anda > 2, whered; > 1 is
a sufficiently small constant. When the 25-TDMA scheme isduske total interference powePr at
receiver node: from simultaneously transmitting nodes is given by

O(P(n)M(n)D(n)*7?)
with probability of at least

1-— nD(n)é}féZ)) exp (—03%) (5)

for constantc; > 0 independent of.. Equation[(b) tends to one asincreases and the expectatiGnry]
of PF is given by
E [Pf] = © (P(n)M(n)D(n)"~?).
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The proof of this lemma is presented in Appendix A. Note tRatdepends on the path loss exponent
.

Now to simply find a lower bound on the throughput, suppose tte threshold value is set to B
Let us focus on then-th S-D pair, wheren € {1,--- , M (n)}. Note that a packet from the--th source
passes through the-th S—D pair’s routing path that consists of the &gt = {1,2,--- ,d,,D(n)} of hops.
Accordingly, if the condition SINR> 1(= 7) is not guaranteed for at least one amapgd>(n) hops of the
path, then the data transmission for theh S—D pair will fail, causing outages. To analyze the achlde
throughput, it is thus important to examine the probabiliigt the source’s packet is successfully delivered
to the final destination node while satisfying SINR1 for all hops!,, € H,,. To be concrete, let,,
denote the event that there is no outage for.théh S—-D pair, the condition SIN@ 21 holds for
at least one receivet(m,l,,) € {1,- N.(n )} per hop for all hopd,, € H,, of them th S-D pair.
Since the Gaussian is the worst addltlve noise [32], [33xuasng it lower-bounds the capacity. Hence,
by assuming full CSI at the receiver side, the total throughifn) is then given by

M(n)

n) > Y Pr{d,}

M(n) dmD(n)—2 2
(1-60) As(m)n
S LTS (e <))
(1—=60)4/ As(n)n
(4 AT (m{smzzﬂ;;” o)t
(1=d0)y/ As(n)n

— (Pe{sINRZ <1}) }

M(n) dm D(n)—2 (1=60)4/ As(n)n
MRS <Pr{sw;zm <)

m=1 Im=1

(1=80)y/ As(n)n
—(14 60)v/As(n)n (Pr {SINI?Z(’;Z%_1 < 1}) '
(1=80)r/ As(n)n
(e {sINRE2 < 1)) } ©

Here, the first inequality comes from the fact that per-nededmission rate is given by = log(1+n) = 1.
The second inequality holds by applying the union bound @lehops for each S-D pair, where the
setH,, of hops is specified by,, € {1,---,d,,D(n) — 2} for Mode 1 and the last two hops to the
destination (i.e./,, € {d,,D(n) — 1,d,,D(n)}) for Mode 2. In order to further compute the right-hand
side of [6), we need to know the distribution of the SINR, vihis difficult to obtain for a general class
of channel models consisting of both geometric and fadifeces. Instead, in [34], asymptotic upper and
lower bounds on the cumulative distribution function (cdf)SINR were characterized.

In this paper, as mentioned earlier, we assume that the geveéodal interference powel [Pf

at receiver node:(m,l,,) (I, € H,, andm € {1,---, M(n)}) is ©(1), which is the best situation]we
k(m,lm)
1

(mvl'm)

can hope for to maintain the fixed transmission rAte- 0 for each hop. This is because#f | P

is not O(1), then we can scale down all transmit powers proportionalishsthat £ [Pk(m’l’”) = 0(1)

without loss of optimality in scaling. This is because theefeed signal poweP ™) from the desired

transmitter should b&® (E [PI (m, l”)]) to maintain a fixed rat&? per S—-D pair and having such higher

8If 1 is optimized, then the achievable rates can be slightly iwgd. However, for analytical convenience, we just assymel.
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power from both the signal and the interference is unnecgdSa the other hand, i/ | P, [ k(m, lm)] = o(1),
then it follows that SINI%C?(m ) = S} ( ) m’“”’). We can thus scale up all transmit powers proportionally
such thatE[ k(ml’”)} = ©(1) in order to increase the SINR value, resulting in improved e

transmission rate. Then using Lemfda 3 and the factEh%P (mm) } = 0(1), we obtain
P(n)M(n)D(n)*~* = ©(1) (7)

for receiver nodek(m,1,,). This assumption makes the analysis of scaling laws muclplsimAs a
consequence, it is possible to find the cdf of the SINRIn (6grvbur opportunistic routing is utilized.
Let B denote the event thad®* = O(1) holds for receiver nodé in the network. By using({1)E(3), and
the conditionD(n) = o(n~16)"™/P™) in Lemmal3B, we then have

hictmiVitmi |2 P D
PI{S|Nlen(lm,lm) < 1} = Pr {| R lm )i(mslom) (n)/D(n) < 1}

Ny + pytmim)
<1 pr | Prmtnitnts) PP/ D) I‘B Pr{B}
= Nyt Pk(m,zm) =
P(n
<1-Pr {‘hk(m,lm)i(m,lm) ? % > 04} Pr{B}
Cs
=1 _Pr{‘gkmlm Yi(mylm) ‘ = W}PT{B}
:1—exp< e )Pr{B}
e M)
c1oen(— N (1 D@ exp [~
<1-ew P<n>D<n>a—1) (1= e ()
Cs

=1 - 8

v (“pmi) ©

wherecs, ¢4, c5, andcg denote some positive constants independent, @indds > 1 is a sufficiently small
constant. Here, the second equality comes from the facptkrdhop distance is given §y(1/D(n)). The
third equality holds since the squared channel ngm L )i(mlm) ? follows the chi- -square distribution
with two degrees of freedom. The third inequality comes fl@mnd (7). The last equality holds since
it follows that

M(n) M(n
1 —nD(n)s"™ exp (—03%) =0(1)
under the conditiom(n) = o(n~16)"™/P™). Note that the upper bound on the probabiRhy{SINle“gm’lm) < 1}

is identical for all hopd,, € H,, since it does not depend a@y). Now we are ready to derive the scaling
laws for P(n), D(n), andT'(n) in terms of M (n) by using [6), [V), and_(8).

Theorem 1: Suppose tha# [Pf] = ©(1) for receiver nodek (i.e., P(n)M(n)D(n)*~? = ©(1)), a
constant rateR per S-D pair,D(n) = o(n~'6M™/PM) anda > 2, whered > 1 is a sufficiently small
constant. IfM(n) = O(n'/?~¢) and M (n) = Q(logn), the opportunistic routing achieves

wa:@<va, (10)

logn
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and the total throughpuf'(n) = Q(M(n)) whp, wheree > 0 is an arbitrarily small constant.
Proof: By substituting[(8) into[(6), the total throughpil{n) can be lower-bounded by

m=1

T(n) > Z {1 — (de(n) + (14 dp) As(n)n>

- (1 — cqexp <_W))“—%>m}

> M(n){l - (D(n) +2y/As(n)n

)
(- aeo (5 ))“ }

where D(n) = max{dy, - ,dyw}D(n). To guarante€el'(n) Q(M(n)) whp with no outage for
transmissions, we thus need the following equality:

(o0 +2VATT) (1o (=) -

for an arbitrarily smallk, > 0. Then, it follows that

maX{D(n), ﬁ} (1 g exp (-W»“ VBT — o(1),

which yields

P(n)D(n)O‘_l log D(n{ign) = @(1) If D(n) = ( 1/4) a1
P(n)D(n)*~"log ( 5rriapmy ) = ©(1) if D(n) =Q (n'/).
After some calculation, using](7) and {11), we obtain
M(n) = © <<P<n>M<n>>a12 log (WP(’QM(””” ))
gn
and i
M(n) =06 <D(n) log <W)) . (12)
From (12) and the conditio®(n) = o(n~16™®)/PM) it follows that
n1/2—5
D(n) =0 ( oam ) (13)
and
M(n) = O (n'?) (14)

for an arbitrarily small > 0, and hence, we have
M(n) = © ((P(n)M(n))ﬁ log n)

and
M(n) =0 (D(n)logn)
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under the constraint§ (13) anld (14), finally resultinglih 8y [10). Letd = min{d;, d3}, whered; and
d3 are shown in Lemmds| 2 andl 3, respectively. If we choose a &ainst > 3/(2logd) independent of
n satisfying

M(n) _

Din) 04 logn,
then it is seen that the conditidd(n) = o(n =6 (/P always holds from[{20). We also havé(n) =
Q(logn) due toD(n) = Q(1). This completes the proof of this theorem. u

Note that the logarithmic terms if](9) arld (10) are due to tHélMgain of the opportunistic routing.
The operating regimes correspond to the case where the murhpe of simultaneously active S—-D pairs
scales betweetvg n andn'/2—¢. Furthermore, we see th&t(n) monotonically decreases with respect to
M (n) while D(n) scales almost linearly. We finally remark that using (9) ab@) {/ields the relationship

P(n) = © (%ﬂ“) (15)

between the two scaling parametérsn) and D(n).

B. Non-Opportunistic Routing

In this subsection, the scaling result of non-opportuaisiuting is shown for comparison. As addressed
before, the total interference powét at receiver node: needs to be)(1), and it thus follows that
P(n)M(n)D(n)*2? = ©(1) due to Lemmal3 and(7). In this case, we investigate how thayde(n)
and the powerP(n) scale when there aré&/(n) simultaneously active S—D pairs, while maintaining a
constantR > 0, as in Section_IV-A. The power—delay—throughput tradeisftierived in the following
theorem.

Theorem 2: Suppose that’’ = O(1) for each receiver nodé (i.e., P(n)M(n)D(n)*=%2 = 6(1)), a
constant rateR per S-D pair, andv > 2. If M(n) = O(n'/?>=¢) and M (n) = Q(logn) for an arbitrarily
small e > 0, then the non-opportunistic routing achieves

P(n) = ©(M(n)~"*"), (16)
D(n) = ©6(M(n)), (17)

and the total throughpuf'(n) = ©(M(n)).

The proof of this lemma almost follows the same line as thaTloéorem[]L. Note that there is no
logarithmic term in the two equations shown above. We alsoar& that using[(16) and (IL7) results in
the relationship

P(n) = ©(D(n)~*") (18)

betweenP(n) and D(n).

C. Performance Comparison

Now we show that the opportunistic routing exhibits a netrovement in overall power—delay trade-
off over the conventional non-opportunistic routing. Fiegl5 and 6 show how the powét(n) and the
delay D(n) scale with respect to the numbgf(n) of simultaneously active S—D pairs, corresponding to
the total throughput'(n). R, and R,,, denote the scaling curves with and without opportunistiding,
respectively. We only take into account the rangeMdfn) betweenlogn andn'/?=¢ for an arbitrarily
small e > 0, which is the operating regimes in our work, due to variousst@ints we assume in the
model. Hence, the MUD gain may not be guaranteeti/{fn) scales faster than'/?>~< for a vanishingly
smalle > 0 (e.g., it is shown in [7] that wheM (n) = ©(y/n), the benefit of fading cannot be exploited
in terms of scaling laws). We observe thatn) decreases whilé(n) increases as we have more active
S-D pairs in both schemes. This is because we assume a fixemnission rate? > 0 independent of
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n, which implies that for receivek(m, i) (I € My andm € {1,---, M(n)}), PF"™™) and Pﬁ(m’lm)
need to be2(1) and O(1), respectively, as mentioned earlier. Then, to maintainitierference level
Pf(’”’lm) atO(1) asM (n) increases, more hops per S-D pair are needed, i.e., peridtapek is reduced.
Hence, from the above argument, we may conclude that the rpmwveeduced at the expense of the
increased delay, and therefore, there is a fundamenta-tticdbetween the two scaling parametét§:)
and D(n). Furthermore, it is seen that utilizing the opportunistiating increases the power compared to
the non-opportunistic routing case, but it can reduce thaydsignificantly. Thus, it is not clear whether
our opportunistic routing is beneficial or not from Figs$. Sdéh However, if we plot the poweP(n)
versus the delay)(n) as in Fig.[7, then it can be clearly seen that opportunistitimg (R,) exhibits a
better overall power—delay trade-off than that of non-appastic routing schemer,,,), while providing

a logarithmic boost in the scaling law. For example, whenoopmistic routing is used, if the delay(n)

is given bylog n, then the poweP(n) is reduced bylogn. In this case, it is further seen from Figd. 6 that
the numberM (n) of simultaneously supportable S—D pairs is improveddayn, i.e., logarithmic boost on
the total throughpuf'(n). This gain comes from the fact that the received signal pom@eases due to
the MUD gain based on the use of opportunistic routing, whaltbws more simultaneous transmissions
since more interference can be tolerated.

V. CONCLUSION

The scaling behavior of ad hoc networks using opportunistiting protocol in the presence of fading
has been characterized. Specifically, it was shown how teeepalelay, and total throughput scale as
the number of S-D pairs increases, while maintaining a emtgier-node transmission rate. We proved
that for the range of simultaneously active S-D pairs betmiegn andn'/?~< for an arbitrarily small
e > 0, the opportunistic routing exhibits a net improvement irer@d power—delay trade-off over the
conventional scheme employing non-opportunistic roytiwbile providing up to alogn boost in the
scaling law due to the MUD gain.

APPENDIX
A. Proof of Lemma[3

There ares! interfering cells in the-th layer of 25-TDMA (refer to Figl2). LePf ) denote the total
interference power at a fixed receiver nokddrom simultaneously transmitting nodes in théh layer,
wherel € {1,- D(n)} for some constant > 0 independent of. Note that the dlstance between a
receiving node and an interfering node in theh layer is between(5] — 4)\/ As(n),8(5l — 4)/As(n)).
Suppose that the Euclidean distance among the links abgeeis by8(5l— ) A ( ) thereby providing

a lower bound fory [P}f(l)}. By Lemmal2, the number of simultaneous transmitters in eatlhis given
by ©(M(n)/D(n)) whp. Thus, from[(IL) and_{4), the expectatiﬁﬁlP}”] is lower-bounded by
c7(8)P(n)/D(n) M(n
E[Pky] > 7(81)P(n)/D(n) D( )E[I ol
(8651 — /A () POV
- c1 P(n)/D(n) M(n)
— 8715l —4)a=t (\ /A (n))x D(n)
_ csP(n)M(n)D(n)*?
B (51 — 4)—1
for any nodes andk, wherec; andcg are some positive constants independent.ddimilarly by taking

(51 — 4)y/As(n) for the Euclidean distance between a receiver and simuteshe transmitting nodes in
the [-th layer, we obtain

& coP(n)M(n)D(n)*2
RERPLOELT
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for constantcy > 0 independent of:, which results in
P(n)M(n)D(n)*2
E [Plk,(l)} =0 ( : 255 (_ ))a(—l) )

Moreover, IetPI’“(O) be the total interference power from other transmittingesd the cell including
a desired transmitter (see the shaded cell located in thtercém Fig.[2). Then as above, we have

E [Pk } O(P(n)M(n)D(n)>~2), and hence, it follows thakl [P}] = ©(P(n)M(n)D(n)>~2) since
>, 1/(50 — 4)*~ is bounded by a certain constant for> 2.

Now we focus on computindgr {P}f(l) > (1465)FE [P}f(l)]} by using the Chernoff bound, where
ds > 0 is a constant independent of From the fact that;; = ©(rx) for all transmitting nodes andq'’
in the same layer and receiving nodgwe have

Pr{Pfy > (1+30)E [Py}

— Pr {ZL% 1+55 ZL% ]}
i€l ki i€l i

\9ki|2 |9l
Pr 1 (55
- {;(sl@ ) oy ]}

i€l

for constantc;, > 0 independent of.. Here, I; is the set of simultaneously interfering nodes in tké
layer. Since the Chernoff bound for the sum of i.i.d. chi@gurandom variablelg;;|? with two degrees
of freedom is given by [35], for a certain constank ¢; < 05 — log(1 + d5), (19) can be upper-bounded

by
M
Pr {Plk,(l) > (1 + 55) [ 1,(1) }} < 1 —+ 5 )010(81) D(n) exp <—Clo(8l) (n) (55 — 61)>

D(n)
< (1+ 55)8610% exp <—8010%(55 - 61)) ;

which tends to zero a8/(n)/D(n) = w(1). We remark that the evedfl’f(l) > (1+05)F [Pf(l } for all

1 €{0,---,1D(n)} is a sufficient condition for the evet} < (1 + &) E[PF]. Thus, by the union bound
over all layers (including the cell with a desired transerit we have the following inequality:
Pr{ P < (1+6&)E [Pf] forallle{0, - ,ID(n)}}
(n)
1= Pr{Py>(1+0&)E [Py}

=

v
EI
[e=]

— 1 — (1+1D(n))(1 + &)* bts)
- exp <—8010%(55 — 61)) ;

where the first inequality holds since there exiB(n) layers, for somé > 0 independent of.. Finally,
using the union bound over nodes in the network yields that the total interference paiffeat receiver
nodek is given byO(E[PF]) (= O(P(n)M(n)D(n)>~2)) with probability of at least

7 c10 24 M(n
1 —2InD(n)(1 + 85)*° D0 exp (—8610%(55 - 61)) ;
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which tends to one asD(n)d, "™/ = (1) for a certain constant

665—61 8c1o
1<y < .
2 (1 + 55)

This completes the proof of this lemma.
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Fig. 2. Grouping of interfering cells in the 25-TDMA schenTee first layer represents the outer eight shaded cells.
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Cell A Cell B Cell C

Fig. 3. The opportunistic routing protocol in Mode 1.

Cell D Cell E Cell F Cell G Cell H

Fig. 4. The opportunistic routing protocol in Mode 2.
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