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Abstract

The use of orthogonal signaling schemes such as time-,drexyy, or code-division multiplexing
(T-, F-, CDM) in multi-user systems allows for power-effistesimple receivers. It is shown in this paper
that by using orthogonal signaling on frequency selectadifg channels, the cooperative Nash bar-
gaining (NB)-based precoding games for multi-user systevhgch aim at maximizing the information
rates of all users, are simplified to the corresponding cadjpe resource allocation games. The latter
provides additional practically desired simplificationstitansmitter design and significantly reduces the
overhead during user cooperation. The complexity of theesponding precoding/resource allocation
games, however, depends on the constraints imposed on ¢he. lisonly spectral mask constraints
are present, the corresponding cooperative NB problem eafofnulated as a convex optimization
problem and solved efficiently in a distributed manner usthgl decomposition based algorithm.
However, the NB problem is non-convex if total power corgtsaare also imposed on the users.
In this case, the complexity associate with finding the NRiSoh is unacceptably high. Therefore, the
multi-user systems are categorized into bandwidth- andep@eminant based on a bottleneck resource,
and different manners of cooperation are developed for gguhof systems for the case of two-users.
Such classification guarantees that the solution obtaimeédch case is Pareto-optimal and actually can
be identical to the optimal solution, while the complexity dignificantly reduced. Simulation results
demonstrate the efficiency of the proposed cooperativeodieg/resource allocation strategies and the

reduced complexity of the proposed algorithms.

Index Terms: Cooperative games, multi-user systems, Nash bargainiraj,diecomposition,

Pareto-optimality, spectral mask constraints, total pogamstraints.

The authors are with the Department of Electrical and Coemphlingineering, University of Alberta, Edmonton, Alberta,
Canada. The contacting emails gigao3, vorobyov, hai.jiang@ece.ualberta.ca.

Corresponding author: Sergiy A. Vorobyov, Dept. of Electrical and Computer Engirieg, University of Alberta, 9107-
116 St., Edmonton, Alberta, T6G 2V4, Canada; Phone: +1 (48Q)9702, Fax: +1 (780) 492 1811.

This work was supported in parts by research grants from @il Science and Engineering Research Council (NSERC)

of Canada and Alberta Ingenuity New Faculty Award.

November 28, 2021 DRAFT


http://arxiv.org/abs/0911.2847v1

. INTRODUCTION

In multi-user systems, all users compete for resources andcause interference to each
other. This makes it impossible for any user to gain more pwathout harming other users.
The traditional information-theoretic studies of mulser systems are mainly focused on finding
the corresponding rate regions and do not advise how to lactazhieve the best rates for all
users simultaneously (see [1]- [4] and the references itheté is, however, evident that the
performance of multi-user systems depends on the balanoagthe users in the competition
for resources. Moreover, the points in the achievable raggon are not all stable, or even
feasible if the selfish nature of the users is taken into aticdaodeed, it is reasonable to assume
that all users will compete for the maximum achievable bé&neti all times, which may render
difficulties to the implementation of any prescribed regjolas against the selfishness of users.
For example, although an outcome corresponding to the chea wne user is forced to sacrifice
its performance for the benefit of other users can be theathtijustified, it is hard to make
sure in practice that the sacrificed user will not deviatenfitbhe regulation which is unfair for
him.

Recently, game theory has been recognized as an approfoatéor studying multi-user
systems [5]- [20]. It studies the actions of decision maKplayers, here wireless users) with
conflicting objectives, and predicts the users’ decisionsfudure actions (strategies) and the
outcome of the game. If users compete with each other, thetesxe of “stable” outcomes,
corresponding to the so-calledjuilibria, can be analyzed [8]- [10]. On the other hand, if there
is a voluntary cooperation among users, the extra benefitalfaisers can be obtained. The
corresponding games are calledoperativegames and one of the most popular approaches
developed for cooperative games is the Nash bargaining @pBjoach [21].

Although the use of cooperative game theory to recourseallan in multi-user wireless
systems is a recent research topic, there are some resailsbde. A two-user power allocation
game on a flat fading channel (FFC) is investigated in [13p Hrgued that certain points in the
utility space of the game (i.e., the information-theoreste region of the multi-user system) are
not achievable from a game-theoretic perspective. It is alown that the NB solution based
on time division multiplexing (TDM) increases the benefitsath users as compared to the non-

cooperative Nash equilibrium (NE) solution. The study iteexled in [14] taV-user systems with
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frequency selective fading channels (FSFCs) for the casnvamly spectral mask constraints
(SMCs) are imposed on the users. The NB solution is derivasgdan joint TDM/frequency
division multiplexing (TDM/FDM) scheme. Unlike the FFC eaghe allocation of frequency
bins becomes a major problem on the FSFC. A more complex mes@liocation game on the
FSFC with only total power constraints (TPCs) limiting tlo¢éal transmission power of each user
is considered in [15]. A water-filling based algorithm is posed to search for the NB solution
in a two-user version of the game. The proposed algorithrgdias in many different convex
subspaces of the original utility space and obtains one N&isa in each subspace. Then, the
NB solution with the largest outcome is selected. However, TPCs render the complexity of
the algorithm high.

One more application area of cooperative game theory is fogarimg in multiple-input single-
output (MISO) systems [16]- [20]. A two-user game on intefee channel is investigated in
[16], where user strategies are defined as the choices offoeaing vectors. The superiority
of the cooperative NB solution over the non-cooperative NEt®n is demonstrated, and some
special points such as sum-rate and zero-forcing pointstaye/n to be unstable from a game-
theoretic viewpoint. Kalai-Smorodinsky-type solutionscmoperative beamforming games are
further derived in [18]. For the games on two-user MISO systeit is also shown in [19] and
[20] that any Pareto-optimal point in the game’s utility spacan be realized through a certain
balance between competition and cooperation among ths.user

Game theory has been also used for precoding design. A nogrecative precoding game is
analyzed in [9] under SMCS and TPCs, in which a multi-user®&Fconsidered and the optimal
precoding matrices are derived based on the NE. It is shoamthie matrix-valued precoding
games boil down to equivalent vector-valued power all@ecagames, and the resulted precoding
matrices adopt a diagonal structurﬁhe existence and uniqueness of the NE is guaranteed if the
communication links are sufficiently far away from each othed the NE is more efficient when
the interference power is relatively low as compared to thisenpower. Although non-cooperative
games do not coordinate users and, therefore, allow forclomplexity and distributed solutions,

they often lead to quite inefficient results for all users dlmehe lack of coordination.

The precoding matrices were mistakenly expressed in [9] m®duct of the inverse fast Fourier transform (IFFT) mafsic

and power allocation diagonal matrices, while they showdekpressed only as power allocation diagonal matrices.
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In this paper, we develop cooperative NB-based precodmatesfies for the multi-user wireless
systems using cooperative game theépmhe main contribution of this paper is threefold. First,
it is shown that cooperative precoding games boil down tgecative resource allocation games
under orthogonal signaling set up, that is, the TDM-basexgpewmtion among users for FFCs or
the TDM/FDM-based cooperation for FSFCs. The precodingioes adopt a strictly diagonal
structure in these cases. Second, we show that the procdssgafining among users can be
physically realized in a distributed and efficient mannethwiery low information overhead
if only SMCs are imposed on the users. Third, efficient alfpons for the precoding/resourse
allocation games are developed for the case when both SMESTBGs are imposed on the
users. Although the bargaining problem appears to be nowmeso efficient algorithms are
designed based on a proposed classification of the multisssems into bandwidth- and
power-dominant. Then, different manners of cooperatian developed for each type of the
systems. Such classification guarantees that the solubi@mned for each type of the systems is
Pareto-optimal and actually can be identical to the optiswdlition. Moreover, the complexity
is significantly reduced as compared to the complexity megluior solving the original problem
using exact algorithms.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. The signaleh@dintroduced and the coop-
erative precoding/resource allocation game is formulate8ection[Il. The precoding/resource
allocation strategies for cooperative games with SMCs &udiedd in Sectiori 1ll. Sectiof IV
deals with the two-user games with both SMCs and TPCs. S$eMidemonstrates our sim-
ulation results. It is followed by Section VI that concluddse paper. All proofs for Sec-
tions[Il, [II] and[IM are summarized in Appendices A, B, and r€spectively. This paper is
reproducible research [25] and the software needed to genéne numerical results can be

obtained fromwww.ece.ualberta.ca/~vorobyov/ ProgNB. zip.

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PRECODING RESOURSEALLOCATION GAME FORMULATION
A. System model

Consider anV/-user wireless system in which all users transmit on the saideband FSFC

with channel lengthl. where L depends on the channel delay spread and the signal symbol
2Some preliminary results without proofs have been reparid@?2], [23], and submitted [24].
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duration [27H Assuming block transmission with block lengtki for all users, the general

signal model for uset can be written as

y; = GiH;iFisi + G; i/[: HjiF;s; + Gin; 1)
j=1,j#i

wheres; is the N x 1 information symbol block of user, F; is the N x N precoding matrix of
useri, G, is the N x N decoding matrix of usef, H,; is the N x N channel matrix between
usersj andi, n; is the N x 1 zero-mean additive white Gaussian noise vector with canag
E{n;nf} = ¢21, o2 is the variance o$;, and(-)?, E{-}, andl stand for the Hermitian transpose,
expectation operation, and identity matrix, respectivélye information symbols are assumed
to have unit-energy and be uncorrelated to each other andit®,ni.e., F{s;s’} = | and
E{snf’} = 0, where0 denotes the matrix of zeros.

In order to decompose a wideband FSFC to flat fading frequbms; orthogonal frequency
division multiplexing (OFDM) is adopted. Specifically, assing that the block lengthv is
larger than the channel lengih introducing cyclic prefix (CP), and performing IFFT andtfas
Fourier transform (FFT) at the transmitter and receiveesidespectively, the signal model can
be written as [9], [26], [27]

y, = Gi®;F;s + Gn; (2

wheren; = szj ®;;F;s; + Dn; is the N x 1 interference plus noise vector of usebefore
the decoderjslids;é{he FFT matrix,®,; is the N x N diagonalized channel matrix between users
j and: with its kth element being the sampled frequency response of:tihdrequency bin.
Both the desired communication chanr¢), and the interference channets;; (Vj, j # 1)
are diagonalized due to the CP insertion and the multiptinaby matricesD” andD at the
transmitter and receiver sides, respectively.

Considering the general case when all users treat theendeide as additive noise, the noise

covariance for usei before the decoder can be expressed as

M
R = B{NAf'} =ofl + 3 ®,F . )

J=1,j#i

3FFC can be viewed as FSFC wilh= 1.
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Then, the Wiener filter is the optimal capacity-losslesgdinreceiver [28], [29]. Thus, the

decoding matrixG,; can be found as
G, = FIHZ (H;FFIHE + R )™ (4)
and the mutual information (information rate) that use@an achieve is expressed as [30]
Ri(F;,F_;) =log (det (I + F/®[/R”!®;F;)) (5)

whereF_; is the set of the precoding matrices of all users except iiaad det(-) denotes the
determinant.

In practice, all users attempt to maximize their informatiates under certain power con-
strains. For the case of FSFC, SMCs are usually consided@ditahe powers that the users can
allocate on different frequency bin. These power limits @eaoted a®** (k) (Vi € Qur, Vk €
Qy) whereQy, = {1,---, M} is the set of user indexe§)y == {1,---, N} is the set of
frequency bin indexes. Although SMCs also bound the totatgudoy the value > p®*(k)
for useri, such bound may be loose compared to possibly imposed tomlﬁpflgi)r%it pmax,
Thus, TPCs may also be needed. The aforementioned SMCs &sl ddh be mathematically

expressed, correspondingly, as
E{|[Fislsl*} = [FiF[ i < p"™(k), Vi € Qur, VE € Qy (6)
E{|Fisi|*} = Te{FF{"} < PP, Vi€ Qu (7)

where [, and Tr{-} denotes théth diagonal element and the trace of a square matrix.

B. Cooperative Precoding/Resourse Allocation Game

Considering the wireless users as players, the choicesob@ing matrices as user strategies,
and the corresponding information ratBss as user utilities, the game model of the precoding

problem can be written as
I'= {QM, {Fili e Qu}, {Ri(Fi,F_i)|i € QM}}- (8)

In the non-cooperative case, when the game players (wsrelesrs) do not collaborate, the NE

is a stable strategy combination of the game that satisfies
Ri(FYE, FNE) > Ry(F,FNS), Y, Vi€ Qy 9)
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where F)'E is the precoding strategy of useiin the NE, FN% is the combination of precoding
strategies of all users except ugen the NE, and=; stands for any possible precoding strategy
for users.

In the cooperative scenario, all users are willing to coafgewith each other and agree on a
common principle in sharing the resources. If the users shdloe NB approach as a cooperation
principle, they aim at maximizing the Nash function (NF) defi in the cooperative utility space
(rate region) as [31]

§= ] (R(Fi,F) - R) (10)

1€Qpr
whereR,, is the information rate (the utility) that usécan achieve in the predefindiésagreement
point which the users will resort to if the cooperation breaks up.

In the NB game, the users need to specify also a manner of atapeaccording to which the
bargaining is performed. It is required that a particulanmex of cooperation results in a convex
utility space. In the literature, the users are assumeddpamate with each other using orthogonal
signaling schemes such as TDM for FFCs and joint TDM/FDM f8FEs [13]- [15]. It allows
no interference among the users. The main technical reasaofsidering orthogonal signaling
is that the rate region of a general interference channektisugknown. Moreover, the use of
orthogonal signaling allows for power-efficient simple eses, while it is indeed reasonable
to assume that the users are equipped with simple matchedkidsed receivers. In addition,
if the users are allowed to interfere with each other, thegdn® exchange the interference
information to achieve a desirable performance. It mayiBaantly increase the overhead in the
system as well as it also significantly complicates the taener design. Therefore, orthogonal
signaling is indeed a reasonable choice which is also adolpége. It is worth mentioning,
however, that orthogonal signaling may be inefficient whas interference among the users is
low [32]. In this case, the resulted rate region may be a smdiket of the actual rate region.
However, it is proved in [32] that the cooperative bargajnproblem becomes convex even
without orthogonal signaling when the interference amosgrsiis small (as compared to the
channel noise), which renders the problem simpler in thée cRloreover, the NE solution has a
satisfactory performance in the low-interference situatiand cooperation may not be the best
choice in this case considering the price paid for coordigathe users [9], [10]. Therefore, we

focus on the case of high-interference in which orthogoiglaing schemes are efficient, i.e.,
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the cooperative solutions based on orthogonal signalifmgeaes better performance than the
non-cooperative solutions.

It has been shown in [9] that the non-cooperative precodargegcan be simplified to a power
allocation game under orthogonal signaling. The followihgorem shows that the cooperative
precoding game can be also simplified to a resource allotg@me if orthogonal signaling is
used, i.e., TDM is used in the case of FFCs or joint TDM/FDM $edi in the case of FSFCs.

Theorem 1 If the cooperation among users is based on orthogonal siggathe precoding
matrix of each user in the cooperative precoding gahie (8cwimaximize the NH_(10) under
the constraints[(6) and optionall{l(7) adopts a strictly giimal structure.

Proof: See Appendix A.

Theorem1 can be interpreted as follows. In order to maximize the tigdli of all users in
the cooperative precoding game, the users must adjustghestoding matrices to achieve the
following two tasks: (i) coordinating the utilization ofdquency bins (the public resources);
(ii) allocating powers (the individual user resources)oasrthe frequency bins. Therefore, the
cooperative precoding game is more complex compared toailveaoperative precoding game of
[9] where the game is solved by performing only individualyeo allocations among frequency
bins.

For further developments, two general assumptions nee@ tmde: (i) The channel infor-
mation of the desired channkl,; is known at both the transmitter and receiver sides of user

only; (ii) The TPCs are tight when they are taken into accouet, P < > p*(k).
keQn

[1l. COOPERATIVE PRECODINGRESOURCEALLOCATION GAMES WITH SMCs

The following NB precoding/resource allocation problenthnonly SMCs is considered

max H (Ri(Fi,F_;) — R)) subject to: [F;F7 ). < p™(k), Vi € Qur, VEk € Qn. (11)
F;,VieQn ey

A. Cooperative strategies for two-user game

The cooperative NB precoding/recourse allocation gdme i€lfirst considered for two-users
only, i.e., M = 2 and Q,, = €. Any stable point in the utility region can be selected as a

disagreement point. Since the NE point given by [9]

FNE = /diag(p®), Vi € Q, (12)
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is stable, it can be selected as a disagreement poirftn @I2) = [pr*<(1),...,p*><(N)]" is
the N x 1 vector of power limits on different frequency bins, i.e.etspectral mask vector, and
()7 and diag(-) stand for the transpose and the operator that forms a sqisgendl matrix
by writing the elements of a vector in the main diagonal, eesipely. It can be seen frorh (112)
that each user exploits maximum allowed power on all frequésins to maximize its rate.

Knowing the disagreement point, the manner of cooperateiwden users can be chosen as
the joint TDM/FDM for FSFCs (see the arguments in the previsection). The joint TDM/FDM
prescribes that any frequency bin can be used by only oneatisey time instant, but it may be
shared by different users throughout the operation time.jdimt TDM/FDM can be implemented
with low complexity and the corresponding rate region isrgateed to be convex.

The following theorem about the structure of the optimalcpoeng matrices of the two-user
TDM/FDM cooperative gamd (11) on FSFCs is in order.

Theorem 2 The NB-based precoding/resource allocation optimal sgads for the two-
user TDM/FDM-based cooperative precoding/resource atmn gamel[(1ll) on the FSFCs are
obtained through time sharing of at most two sets of diaggmatoding matrices denoted as

{F1,Fi} and {F? F2}. The following conditions must be satisfied

Flle € {0, /p2<(k)}, Vi, Vk, VI; FLFL=0,Vl; (Te{F! —F?})*eP, vi  (13)

wherei € Q,, 1 € O, k € Qu, and*P,; = {p"*>(k) |k € Qn} is the set of power limits for
useri.

Proof: See Appendix B.

Theorem 2 states that the joint TDM/FDM-based cooperationVofrequency bins can be
realized by the time sharing of two diagonal precoding magfiunder SMCs. It can be also
seen from the proof of Theorem 2 (see Appendix B) that only fsaguency bin needs to
be shared. Denote this frequency binigsand assume thdf]..- = /P> (k*). Therefore,
[F2|iers = [Fb]esr = 0 @and[F2peps = +/p2*(k*). Assuming that user shares frequency bikr
for a portion of time () < a < 1), the information rate of usere €, can be written as

Ri=alog (det (I + <F})H¢§Iq)“ﬁl)) +(1—a)log (det (I + <F?>Hi§q’”F?)) . (14)

i

Therefore, the two-user cooperative NB precoding/re@ali®cation gamé (11) with the joint

TDM/FDM cooperation scheme can be converted to the probléfinding £* and « and be
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simplified as follows. The information rate for usegiven in (14) is the summation of usés
information rates on all frequency bins, and thus, can beitten as

Ri= Y aj(k)Ri(k), Vi€ (15)

keQy

where R;(k) = log(1 + |®;;(k)|*p**(k)/c?) is the information rate that userobtains on fre-
quency bink by using it exclusively for all times, and; (k) is the time portion during which the
frequency bink is allocated to usei. Note that in the NB solution of the gameé < a;(k) < 1
(7 € ) hold only for £ = k*. Then, taking the logarithm of the NF, the NB solution can be
found by solving the following convex optimization problem

max log(Ry — RVE) + log(R, — R\E
a;(k), i€Qn,keQy og(F 1) +log( Ry 5 )

subject to: 0 <a(k) <1, VieQy, Vk € Qy
oy (k) +aa(k) <1, Vk € Qy;  R; > RNE, Vi e (16)
where RNE is the rate that user obtains based on the NE solution. It is worth noting that the
last constraint in[(16) guarantees that both users can\achigher rates thakNE (i € )

through the joint TDM/FDM-based cooperation. Otherwise tisers resort to the disagreement

point and the cooperation breaks up.

B. Cooperative strategies fa¥/-user game

Unlike the two-user case, where the NB solution of the coafpes precoding/resource alloca-
tion game can be formulated as a time sharing between two@tptecoding matrices, it is much
more complex to coordinate the users’ precoding matricehen\/-user game. The structure
used for the two-user game can not be directly applied hemeagally when the number of
users is large. Therefore, to solve th&user game, we first partition time into time slots each
of lengthT" to make it easier for the users to perform time sharing. Megeaconsidering the
case when the number of users or the channel states changdémge the time partitioning
enables a timely update of the bargaining solution as lorngresslots are small enough. In this
case, the cooperative solution can be obtained throughrteegure summarized in Takile I. In
the following we focus on the second step of the procedurealsiel].

As an extension of Theorem 2, the following theorem is in orde
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TABLE |

PROCEDURE FOR FINDING COOPERATIVE SOLUTION IN ANV/-USER GAME.

1. Initialization: the NE solution for the precoding magtcis obtained and the NE point is used as a
disagreement point.

2. Computation: the cooperative NB solution for the prengdinatrices is calculated.

3. Implementation: Implement the NB solution for one timetslf any changes of the number of users or the
channel states are detected during this time slot, go baskefl in the next slot; otherwise, repeat step 3.

Theorem 3 Precoding matrices corresponding to the NB solution of tiMIFDM-based

M-user cooperative game on the FSFCs have the form

F; = Ty(t)\/diag(p™>), Vi € Qu (17)

whereT';(t) is a diagonal matrix with itscth diagonal element

1, if t € [bi(k),e;(k

LTI S (18)
0, if t & [bi(k),e;(k)

with b;(k) and e;(k) representing, respectively, the starting and ending tintenents between

which frequency birk is allocated to uset in a time slot[0, T']. The following conditions are

then satisfied
D OTi(t)=1; Ti(t)T;(t) =0, Vi, j € Quy, j #1 (19)

1€Qr
wheret € [0,77] is the time instant in a current time slot.

The proof of Theorem 3 is similar to the proof of Theorem 2 asdmitted here. It is
worth noting, however, that the difference is that unlike thvo-user game in which at most one
frequency bin needs to be shared, different groups of usagsghare different frequency bins
in the M-user game. The first condition ih_(19) states that no frequéan should be vacant at
any time, while the second condition (n_{19) requests thdreqguency bin be used by more than
one user at any time. Moreover, it is the lengthifk), e;(k)], denoted as; (k) = e; (k) —b;(k),
rather than the specific valuesigtk) ande;(k), that affects the rates of the users. Once the time
portionsa; (k) (Vi € Qu, Vk € Qy) are fixed, the order of using frequency bins is not important
to the users. Thus, the key problem is to calculate the tinmegms «; (k) (Vi € Qyy, Yk € Qpp)

that useri obtains on a frequency bib. Mathematically, this problem can be formulated as the
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following optimization problem

max Z log(R; — RYF)

ai(k),iGQM,kGQN
subject to: 0 <ak) <1, VieQy,Vk ey

> ai(k) <1, Vk€Qy; Ri>RYE VieQy (20)

i€Qpnr

where R; is the sum of information rates that useobtains on all frequency bins, that is,

=) log (1+ @”(kz;”(k)'z) = 3" a(k)log (1+ [@is(k ”2 ik )). (21)

kEQN C keQy ’

To avoid a centralized channel estimation and informatiwchange overhead among users

on the cooperation stage, a distributed algorithm for sg\{20) is developed next.

C. Distributed algorithm for finding the NB solution

The problem[(20) is a convex optimization problem with a dmgpconstraint. Therefore, it
can be solved in a distributed manner using the dual decatigposethod.
The Lagrange dual problem tb (20) is given as
max > log(Ri— RYF) = > Ak (Z (k) — 1)
ai(k)JeQ]vI’RGQN iEQ]u ]CEQN ZEQ]V[
subject to: 0 <ak) <1, VieQy,Vk ey
R; > RS Vi€ Qur Ak) >0, VEk € Qy (22)
where\(k) (Vk € Q) are the positive Lagrange multipliers.

The problem[(Z2R) can be further converted into a two-leveinoigation problem with the

following lower level subproblems

max  log(R; — RYF) — K)oy (k
Oci(k‘),k‘EQN g Z
keQn

subject to: 0<o(k) <1, Vk€Qy, R;>RF (23)

for each uset € Q),, and the higher level master problem
mln > UiA)+ Y A(k) subject to: A(k) >0, Vk € Qy (24)

), keQ
N 1€Qns keEQn

where U;(\) is the maximum value of the objective function N (23) givan= [A(1),...,
NI
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The dual problem({23)E(24) can be solved based on a distdsttucture with a coordinator.
Since the original problem is convex, strong duality holdd ¢he solutions of the dual problem
(22) and the original probleni_(R0) are the same if Slaterisddmon is satisfied [33]. For our
specific problem, we have the following result.

Theorem 4 The Slater’s condition is guaranteed to be satisfied for tfublem [20) as long
as the NB solution exists.

Proof: See Appendix B.

Theorem 4 can be used to further simplify the lower level fob(23). Substituting[(21)

into the objective function of the sub-problem123), theédatan be rewritten as

max 1 «(k)R;(k) — RNE K)oy
ai(k), keQn 8 (Z @ ( ) ) Z CY

keQn keQn
subject to:  0< (k) <1, VE€Qn: Y ai(k)Ri(k) > RYF (25)
keQn

whereR; (k) = log(1+|®;(k)|*p(k)/o?) is the rate on frequency bihfor useri. The lower
level subproblems are solved distributively by the coroesiing users.

The Hessian of the objective function of the problém] (25) banwritten as

Vfilay) = — (Z o, (k)R (k) — R';'E> r’ (26)

keQn
wherer = [R(1),..., Ri(N), Ry(1),..., Ro(N), ..., Ry (1),..., Ry(N)]T ande; = [ay(1), ...,
a;(N)]T. It is straightforward to see thaf?f;(«;) is negative definite sinc®;(k) > 0 (Vi €
Qu, VEk € Qp). Thus, each Lagrange problem |(25) is guaranteed to belystdonvex and a
unique solution exists. More importantly, the informatrequired for solving théth subproblem,
i.e., R;(k) and RNE, is local to useri.

A coordinator is needed to solve the higher level masterlprobSince the overhead of the
information exchange and the amount of computations[fdy iR#significant, any user can act
as a coordinator or all users can serve as coordinators inra@smbin manner. The algorithm
for solving the dual problem is summarized in Table Il. Thére complexity of finding the
bargaining solution is determined by the complexity of toaér level subproblem$ (P5) which
is O(N?3).

Note that the coefficients\(k) (k € Q) have specific physical meaning. Indeedk)

represents the risk that cooperation among users breakseutw é conflict on sharing frequency

November 28, 2021 DRAFT



14

TABLE Il

DUAL DECOMPOSITION ALGORITHM FORNB.

1. The coordinator initialized = A° = [A°(1), A°(2), ..., \°(V)]” and broadcasts it to all users.
2. Each user solveg (P5) according to the present value arfid transmits its solutions for
a;(k), k € Qn to the coordinator.

3. The coordinator updates according to the gradient of the master probl€m (24)\@s = [A(k)

—0(1 = > ai(k))]+ (VE € Q) where(-); denotes the projection onto non-negative sub-space
1€Qpr

and/ is the step length of the algorithm.
4.1f |[A(k) — (k)| < € (Vk € Qu), stop; otherwise the coordinator broadcaktand go to step 2.
Here, ¢ is the stopping threshold of the algorithm.

bin k. Thus, in the lower level subproblems, the objective forheaser consists of two parts.
On one hand, a larger;(k) is preferred to increase the total information rate of usén the
other hand, ifo;(k) becomes too large, the cooperation may break up and they wifliuseri
will return to the inferior competitive solution.
V. COOPERATIVE PRECODINGRESOURCE ALLOCATION GAMES WITHSMCs AND TPCs
The following NB precoding/resource allocation problenthwboth SMCs and TPCs is con-

sidered
max [T ®Bi(Fi.F-) — R}

Fi,VieQ
¢ M 1€QNs

subject to: [FiF7 e < p™™(k), Vi € Qu, Yk € Qn;  Tr{FRFI} < P™ Viec Q. (27)
Unlike the problem[(11) considered in the previous sectibe,diagonal elements of the precod-
ing matricesF; (Vi € Q) in (274) do not necessarily satisfi;]. » = \/pmax(k) When frequency
bin % is allocated to userbecause of the total power constraint. However, if the jdiDM/FDM

cooperation scheme is used, Theorem 1 applies,Farfdi € €2,,) can be written as

F, = diag(\/p;), Vi € Q. (28)
Using the same train of arguments as in the previous sed@a,can be simplified as

log(R: — R
max ren Z og(R; — R;)

a;(k),p;, 1€, 1€Qns
subject to: 0<a;(k) <1, Vi € Qy, VK € Qy; Z LR S i T
1€Q0r

D ailk)pi(k) < PP, Vi€ Qups pik) < pi(k), Vi € Qup, Yk € Qy
keQn
(29)
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wherep, = [p;(1),pi(2),...,p;(N)] is the power allocation vector for useér R. is the dis-
agreement point for user and R; = Y log(1 + |®;(k)Fi(k)[?/0?) = > ai(k)log(l +
|®;;(k)|*p;(k)/c?) is the sum informat]fce)%Nrate that usecan obtain. e

Unlike the problem[(20) in the previous section, it can benstatp, (i € ,,) are also
optimization variables in(29). Moreovef, (29) is non-cervindeed, the Hessian mattik;, of

filai,p;) = 3 ai(k)p;(k) can be written as

keQ s

0 I
Hy = V2 fi(eu, p;) = o (30)

Thus,Hy, (Vi € ) are orthogonal matrices, i.elrlfiH}; =1 (Vi € Qy). The eigenvalues
of the orthogonal matrices can only heor —1. Moreover, it is known that the summation of
all eigenvalues of;, equalsTr{H,} which is zero for anyi. Therefore H;, (Vi € ;) must
have equal number of eigenvalueand —1. The latter means thad , (Vi € Q,,) are indefinite.
Thus, the constraintsy ® «;(k)p;(k) < P™> (Vi € Q,,) are non-convex and the non-convexity
of the optimization éfgglenmw follows.

In the following studies, the two-user case is consideratitha disagreement point is chosen
at the origin of the rate region, i.eR, = 0 (Vi € Q,,), instead of the NE point since finding

the NE solution, in this case, is itself a complicated proble

A. Bandwidth-dominant and power-dominant systems

Finding the TDM/FDM-based NB solution of the problein](29Qu&es joint power and
frequency bin allocation for each user, and the resultingmexity of the two-user game can be
unacceptably high. Moreover, the TDM/FDM-based cooperatian be inefficient in some cases
when TPCs are present. To overcome these problems, we dageggstems into two types and
deal with each type separately. Toward this end, two defimitineed to be given first.

Definition 1: A point x is Pareto-optimal in spacesS if and only if y = x for all y satisfying
y=XxinS.

A Pareto-optimal point corresponds to an efficient allaratof system resources. The NB
solution is one of the Pareto-optimal points in a utility spdrate region).

For the two-user cooperative game, there is a well known rdkgn for obtaining the
TDM/FDM-based NB solution if only SMCs are imposed on thersgd 3], [34]. According
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to this algorithm, the frequency bins are first arranged shel R, (k)/Ro(k) > R1(j)/R2(7)
(Vj,k € Qn) if & < j, whereR;(k) is the rate that user can achieve on frequency binby
using pi"®(k) and allowing no interference from other users. Given anggetk € Qy, let

ar(k) =1, ag(k) =0, pi(k) = pT™(k), pa(k) =0, Vk < k

a1(k) =0, as(k) =1, pi(k) =0, po(k) = p3®(k), Vk > k

~ ~

ar(k) = B, ag(k) = 1= 5, pi(k) = pI™(k), pa(k) = py(k). (31)
Then the pointR = [R;, R,] is guaranteed to be Pareto-optimal in the rate region for any
0 <p < 1. Varyingl% and S, all Pareto-optimal points can be obtained including the NB
solution of the game with only SMCs.

Definition 2: All Pareto-optimal points in a convex spaseform the Pareto-boundaryof S.

The NB solution for the two-user cooperative precodinguese allocation game with only
SMCs can be found by searching on the Pareto-boundary thstethe entire utility space of
the game. The algorithm of [13] is based on the principle tfejuency bins which are “better”
for a certain user should be allocated to this user prior édther frequency bins which are
“inferior”. However, this principle may fail and lead to ity inefficient solutions if TPCs are
also imposed.

Consider the following simple example. Assume that theegf@ur frequency bins andz, (k),
Ry(k)] are [0.5,0.1] for k = 1, [2,1] for k = 2, [1,3] for k = 3, and [0.3,1] for k£ = 4.
Also assume thap™ = [1,1,1,1] and P™ = 1.5 for both users. Then according to the
aforementioned principle, the following resource allématcan be obtained; (1) = ay(4) =
La(2) = ae(3) = 0.5,01(3) = a1(4) = (1) = az(2) = 0 andpi(1) = p1(2) = p2(3) =
pa(4) = 1,p1(3) = p1(4) = p2(1) = p2(2) = 0. Note that the TPCs) . «;(k)pi(k) < P (i €
(2,) are used to derive the TDM/FDM coefficients(2) = (P{“a"—fﬁaj&(l)al(l))/pflnax(2) =0.5
andasy(3) = (P**—pl®(4)asz(4))/p3®(3) = 0.5. The resulting rates a®, = 1.5 andR, = 2.5,
and the point 1.5, 2.5) is obviously not Pareto-optimal. For example, the striaegccording to
which frequency bir is allocated to uset and frequency bir3 is allocated to use? for the
whole time provide higher rates than the allocation pertraccording to the aforementioned
principle. It is because the principle in [13] considersyocbmparative advantages between the
users, but not the absolute advantages.

It follows from the above discussion that the presence of SRders a different bargaining
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problem since there is a need to coordinate between the paieeation and the frequency bin
allocation. Therefore, a different approach has to be dgesl. Toward this end, note that we
can first consider the solutions for the bargaining game witly SMCs (denoted as ganéd),
and then add TPCs to the game (denoted as ga®he

Observation 1 TPCs do not enlarge the utility space of the game. The Paygimal solutions
for gamegl1 are also Pareto-optimal for gang? if they are achievable.

Denote the Pareto-boundary of the TDM/FDM utility space aimg G1 as P. Then, the
following proposition is in order.

Theorem 5 Assume that the frequency bins are ordered such®hét)/ Rs(k) > Ry1(j)/Ra(j)
(k,j € Q) if k< j. A non-empty subsé@ can be achieved in gamg under both SMCs and
TPCs if and only if there exist < & < N and0 < & < 1 such that

Ppoc S ) > (k) — PP
mk;1~ > 6 > b=k ___ . (32)
(k) (k)
Proof: See Appendix C.

According to [32), all multi-user systems can be categdrizgo bandwidth- and power-
dominant. If condition [(32) is satisfied, the system is baidilwvdominant and the rates of
both users can increase simultaneously only if new frequéits are added into the system.
Otherwise, the system is power-dominant and the rates bfum#rs can increase simultaneously
only when TPCs of the users are relaxed.

Observation 2 Beginning as a bandwidth-dominant, a multi-user systeaugglly changes

towards a power-dominant as the number of available fregjubims increases.

B. Bandwidth-dominant systems: TDM/FDM based bargaining

In the bandwidth-dominant systems, the TDM/FDM-based eoajon is efficient in the sense
that a non-empty subsé® can be achieved in gamg2. Denote the Pareto-boundary of the
TDM/FDM utility space ofG2 asP,. Then, for the bandwidth-dominant systems, the bargaining
can be restricted in the s = P, NP only. The resulted NB solution, denoted &f$;, can be
sub-optimal as compared to the optimal solution of the namsex optimization probleni (29). It
is because the power allocation (which is not the dominastbfan this case) is not optimized

jointly with frequency bins allocation.
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Denote the optimal NB solution of gamg2 as S¢,. Also denote the TDM/FDM utility
spaces of game§1 and G2 asl/; andl,, respectively. Then, the following theorem regarding
the optimality of Sy ; is in order.

Theorem 6 Shp = S%y, if S¥, € P If Shyy # Sy, then S, ¢ P but Sy, € P, which
means thaﬁj’\f’fB is not Pareto-optimal irl4; but S, ; is Pareto-optimal in,.

Proof: See Appendix C.

Theorem 6 leads to the following two conclusions about thewgity of S’ 5 in the bandwidth-
dominant systems: (ipz can be identical to the optimal TDM/FDM based NB solution;
(i) S\ is guaranteed to be Pareto-optimallin (which is larger tharif,) even if the optimal

NB solution is not Pareto-optimal.

C. Power-dominant systems: FDM/sampled time sharing-db&segaining

Let us now consider the case of power-dominant systems. Xamm@e given in Subsec-
tion[[V-Alis, in fact, an example of a power-dominant systéfrom this example, we can make
the following observation.

Observation 3 The use of the maximum allowed power on all allocated fregyebins
generally results in a non-optimal solution for gagi

To verify this observation, let us denote the set of all flgry bins asB, the subset of
frequency bins which user occupies using the maximum allowed power#%>, the set of
frequency bins which usér occupies using the maximum allowed power#8*. Then, user 1
may improve its rate by water-filling of — By** instead of using the maximum allowed power
on Bi"*, while the rate of user 2 can be kept the same. Here By*** denotes the difference
between set® and By, and the general terrwater-filling is used to represent the specific

meaning of finding the solution of the following convex preioi

max > log(1+&:(j)pi(j)) subject to: Y pi(j) = P pi(j) < o)), Vi € Qw
pi(j), J€QN jetn Py
(33)
which is a single-user multi-channel power allocation peabwith constant;(j) = |[®];;|*/c?
being a measure of the channefor useri, which depends on the channel gain and channel

noise.
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TABLE 1lI

ALGORITHM FOR THE POWERDOMINANT SYSTEMS.

1. Both usersi € Q, perform the water-filling[[33) o3 and obtain two sets of frequency bills (i € Qo).
Then,B. = B: (B2 is the set of frequency bins under competition.

2. In the first round of this step, useris allocated the set of frequency bifis and user performs water-filling
on B — B;. Inroundj (j goes from2 to L = |B.| where|B.| denotes the cardinality of the sBt), user1l

selects a subset, denoteds of j — 1 frequency bins with smallest channel gains from thefeand performs
water-filling onB— 2. Then, use® performs water-filling on the remaining frequency bins.ekfthe Lth round,

L points in the utility space are obtained.

3. PerformL rounds of the aforementioned step 2 for ugestarting from the state that usgris allocated the

set of frequency bing, and userl performs water-filling on3 — B,. Obtain otherL points in the utility space.

4. Denote the set dIL points obtained in steps 2 and 3 &s Find the Pareto-boundar; of S+ whereS+

is the minimum convex space containifig

5. Bargain onP7 and obtain the solutio$y ;.

Observation 3 suggests that the power-dominant games bdeelayed based on a different
manner of cooperation from the TDM/FDM. A reasonable chatée manner of cooperation
is the FDM/time sharing (TS), which considers time shariegween points corresponding to
different FDM based frequency bin allocation schemes. Tienpower allocation, which is
the dominant problem in this case, is based on the watergfiliroblem [(3B). However, the
complexity of finding the FDM/TS based NB solution is highpesially when the number of
frequency bins is large. To obtain the FDM/TS-based NB satthe water-filling should first
be performed for alk" possible frequency bin allocations between the users, lrmdesulted
2N points in the utility space should be recorded. Then the TGsid to obtain a minimum
convex space containing all these points and the NB solusialerived. The complexity of the
TS is thenO(4Y), which is exponential in the number of frequency bins.

To reduce the complexity, we consider a simplified versiorthef FDM/TS, which is the
FDM/sampled time sharing (STS). The proposed FDM/STS sehfamds the optimal FDM/STS
based NB solution according to the algorithm described inlel&ll

Let WF'(X) denotes the water-filling operator for useon the set of frequency bin&’.

It returns the maximum rate that usercan obtain by optimizing its power allocation cti.
Let also the vector of rateR”" corresponding to the FDM/TS-based NB solutiSff;, be
obtained by time sharing of two pointR?"", R7"") and (R?", R™) in the utility space

of game G2, and the time sharing coefficients akeand 1 — )\, respectively, that isSR”" =

November 28, 2021 DRAFT



20

TABLE IV

THE OVERALL ALGORITHM FOR THE TWO-USERNB GAME WITH SMCs AND TPCs.

1. Check the conditiod (B2)f it is satisfied, go to step,therwise, go to step 3.

2. System is bandwidth-dominar8earch on the Pareto-bounda®/, and return the solutiorb’, 5.
3. System is power-dominariDerive By, By, and B.. Play the2L rounds and obtair/” and Pr.
Search orPr, and return the solutiorby, ;.

(AR 4+ (1 — MRP? ARP" 4+ (1 — A)RP"™). Denote the sets of frequency bins allocated
to the users in the pointsR?"', R") and (R?", RP") as (B¥"', B¥'') and (B, BY'™?),
correspondingly. Then, the following theorem is in order.

Theorem 7. The FDM/STS based NB solutiétf, ; obtained using the algorithm in Taklellll
can be identical to the FDM/TS based NB solutigi,. If they are not identical, the difference
d between the logarithm of the NF f¢¥;, and the logarithm of the NF fof%,, is bounded

by
. WF(BF?) ) ( WFL B ))
d < <log <—Wf2(3 - 32) , log WFL(B - 51) . (34)

Proof: See Appendix C.

The following conclusions can be drawn regardifj, in the power-dominant systems:
(i) Sk is the optimal FDM/STS based NB solution. Thus, it is a Paggttimal solution in the
FDM/STS utility space; (ii)S% 5 can be identical tchV”;; (iii) The efficiency of S}, 5 depends
on the ratiosy; andw,, wherew; = WF' (B*)/WF (B — B;).

D. The two-user algorithm

The overall algorithm, which combines both the bandwidbinnéhant and power-dominant
cases, for the two-user cooperative NB game is given in TaBle

In the bandwidth-dominant case, the complexity of seaglin 7’ is O(N). In the power-
dominant case, the complexity of the algorithm in Tdblé $lldetermined by the time sharing
part, which isO(L?), i.e., the complexity reduction as compared @¢4") for the optimal
FDM/TS based solution (where the time consumed on watergfiils neglected in both cases)

is dramatically significant, especially for largeé.
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V. SIMULATION RESULTS
A. Cooperative precoding/resource allocation games wMCS

In the first example, we assume that two users share fouraaifrequency bins. The noise
powero? is 0.01 for both users on all frequency bins. The channel gains ofldsired channels
®,, and®,, are generated as Rayleigh random variables with medime channel gains of the
interference channel®,; and ®,,; are generated as Rayleigh random variables with means
and0.2, respectively. The elements of the spectral mask vagigy are also Rayleigh random
variables with mean.

In Fig. [, the NB solution computed according to Theorem 2hsws1 together with the
NE solution. The boundary of the TDM/FDM rate region is alsolided in the figure. Fid.l2
displays the values of the logarithm of the NF under diffefddM/FDM frequency bin allocation
schemes. In this figuré; is the frequency bin being shared ands the fraction of time that
userl uses the frequency bin It can be seen in Figl 1 that the NB solution lies on the bognda
of the TDM/FDM rate region and provides significantly largates to both users than the NE
solution. Moreover, the NB solution is fair to both userscdin be also seen in Figl 2 that the
largest value of the logarithm of the NF corresponds to thiéngd scheme that provides the
NB solution.

In the second example, the distributed algorithm for ffleuser game developed in Sec-
tion [ll[-Cl is tested. It is assumed that four users share @gUency bins. As in the previous
example, channel gains of the desired and interferenceneltmare generated as Rayleigh random
variables with means 1 and 0.2, respectively. The elemdrtsecspectral mask vectaqr,,,, are
also Rayleigh random variables with meanThe step lengthh = 0.2 (if different values are
not specified) and stopping threshdld= 10~° are selected.

The iterations of the NB process are shown in Elg. 3. The fouves on the upper side of the
figure show the instantaneous information rates that theegponding users can achieve, and the
curve at the bottom shows the corresponding values of thaitbgn of the NF. The NB and NE
solutions and the comparison between them in terms of treeptage of improvement provided
by the NB solution versus the NE solution are shown in TaBleoNdne of the runs. It can be
seen from Figl 13 and Tablel V that all users obtain supplemgbenefit from cooperation. The

corresponding final allocation of time portions on each diertpy bin for each user is shown in
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TABLE V

COMPARISONS BETWEENNE AND NB

User H NE Solution | NB solution | Increased by

1 1.1296 2.2707 101.02%
2 1.4014 2.4906 77.72%
3 1.2952 2.3992 85.24%
4 1.6957 2.4175 42.56%

Fig.[4. It can be seen that frequency bin, 3, and4 are occupied exclusively by use3s4,
1, and 2, respectively, while frequency birisand 6 are shared by usernsand 4, and userg
and 3, respectively.

Fig.[8 depicts the effect of the step length on the convergspeed of the algorithm. With the
step lengthg € {0.1,0.2,0.3}, the corresponding logarithm of NF is shown in each sub-figur

It can be seen that the algorithm is time-efficient with a gobdice of the step length.

B. Cooperative precoding/resourse allocation games wRICS and TPCs

Fig.[8 shows the system classification according to TheorerarSus the total power limits
and the number of frequency bins for the two-user system. toke power limits of the
users P*** and Py** are equal and vary from to 51. The number of frequency bing’
increases froml to 256. The desired channel gains are randomly generated usinteiiay
distribution with mean 1, and the users do not interfere \e#lch other due to the orthogonal
signaling assumption. The power limits on different fregquebinsp®(k) (Vi € Qq, Vk € Qn)
are uniformly distributed in the intervdll.8, 2.2]. The frequency bins are sorted such that
Ri(k)/Ro(k) > Ri(5)/Ra(j) (k,j € Q) if k < j. Following the comparative advantage
based principle introduced in Sectidbn TV-A, the maximum memof frequency bing; that
useri can cover isk; = {maxt[t; € Qu, S\, P (k) < P} for user 1 andk, =
{max ty|ts € Qu, Z,iV:N_t2+1pglax(/{:) < P} for user 2. The total normalized bandwidth
(with the bandwidth of each frequency bin normalized to &)} thseri can cover is theh; = k;+
<P1 ok p‘flax(k)> /pm(ky+1) for user 1 and, = k2+(P2 S pglax(k;)) Jpmas (N —
ko) for user 2. Then the variable= 1— (b, +b)/N stands for the system property characteristic
according to Theorem 5. The system is bandwidth-dominantlif< 7 < 0 and is power-

dominant if0 < 7 < 1. It can be seen from the figure that the system changes ghadraah
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bandwidth- to power-dominant when new frequency bins aeddnto the system, while it
changes gradually from power- to bandwidth-dominant whentotal power limits of the users
are relaxed.

In our last example, the power-dominant two-user systemo'msidere& The number of
frequency bins varies fromh to 9 (50 runs for each case). The total power limits of the users are
set asP, = 2 (i € (),) for each user, and the power limits on different frequenitys lare set to
1+ z(k) wherez(k) is a uniform random variable in the intervi@l.2, 0.25]. It guarantees that
the system is power-dominant. The channel gains on all &ecy bins are randomly generated
for both users using Rayleigh distribution with mean 1.

Fig.[@ shows the FDM/TS- and FDM/STS-based NB solutiﬁﬁ% and S} 5, respectively,
in 300 simulation runs. It can be seen in the figure t84t, is identical to S, for most of
the cases. Moreover, although the distance betw#gn and vapg for some cases may appear
relatively large in the utility space, the difference betwehe values of the logarithm of their
NF are small as shown in Figl 8. Particularly, Fiy. 8 depibtslbgarithm of the NF fo537;, and
S5 (denoted as NP and NF, respectively) versus the number of frequency bihsvhen the
total power limitsP™** (i € (),) are set tol.5, 2, or 2.5. Every point in the figure is averaged
over 50 runs. It can be seen from Figl 8 that the gap betweeff'Nfad NF is very small, if it

iS not zero.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Cooperative NB-based precoding/resource allocatiortegfies on FSFCs are studied under
SMCs and optionally TPCs. First, it is shown that the optimpetcoding matrices adopt a
strictly diagonal structure and the NB-based precoding eg@requivalent to a corresponding
resource allocation game if the users are not allowed tofereewith each other, i.e., orthogonal
signaling is used. The use of orthogonal signaling is pecallyi important since it significantly
simplifies transceiver design and allows for significantuettbn of the system overhead during
user cooperation. Second, it is shown that the NB solutich@fcooperative precoding/resource

allocation game with only SMCs can be obtained efficienthaidistributed manner (a simple

“Note that for the bandwidth-dominant systems, the algaritbr finding the NB solution inherits the algorithm for findin
the optimal TDM/FDM based NB solution in the precoding gaméthout TPCs which is already studied above.
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coordinator is required) with inevitable information eaciyes among users. The developed two-
level user cooperation procedure avoids a large systenheadrby enabling users to perform
most of the computations individually using their localarhation. Third, it is shown that the
cooperative NB-based precoding/resource allocation gaitite both SMCs and TPCs is non-
convex and finding its optimal solution requires joint ogtiation of the frequency bins (which is
the public resource) and each user’s transmit power (wisitha individual resource) allocations.
The complexity of finding the optimal solution is unaccepyatigh in this case. Therefore, it is
proposed to categorize all multi-user systems into banitweahd power-dominant depending on
the bottleneck resource in the system. For different ctas$¢he systems, the algorithms based
on different manners of cooperation are developed. Whitee TBM/FDM based cooperation
is still efficient for the bandwidth dominant systems, theM/STS cooperation is used for
the power-dominant systems. The above classification ofrthii-user systems guarantees that
the solutions obtained by the algorithms correspondingatthecategory are Pareto-optimal and
can be even identical to the optimal solutions, while theoalgm complexity is significantly
reduced. Simulation results demonstrate the effectieenéshe proposed cooperative solutions

and their superiority to the NE solutions.

APPENDIX A: PROOF OFTHEOREM 1 IN SECTION(I
The noise covariance ii](3) is equivalentRa; = o?I when the cooperation among users
is based on orthogonal signaling such as, for example, TDIM-FECs or joint TDM/FDM for
FSFCs] Thus, R;(F;, F_;) is simplified to
1
R; = log (det <| + Fle]! @iiFi)) . (35)
o

(2

The Hadamard’s inequalityd¢t(A) < [], a; for a Hermitian positive semidefinite matri)
suggests that the determinant [n](35) is maximized wWhgis diagonal. Moreover, the power
constraints given ir({6) andl(7) are irrelevant to the nagdnal elements d¥,. Therefore, the

optimal precoding matrices must be diagonal. [ |

%It can be, however, any other orthogonal signaling scheme.
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APPENDIX B: PROOF OFTHEOREMS?2 AND 4 IN SECTION([IT]
Proof of Theorem 2

As follows from Theorem 1, the optim&, andF}, (I € €2,) are diagonal. The three conditions
in (13) are based on the fact that the joint TDM/FDM is usedstficonsider the FDM part.
Given any division of the frequency bins, both users will nsaximum allowed power on all
frequency bins allocated to them. Thus, the first conditioifi3) follows.

The second condition in_(13) is based on the fact that onlyus®s is allowed on any given
frequency bin at any time. Thus, there must be a user whicdcatks zero power on any given
frequency bin at any time.

The third condition in[(IB) is based on the fact that the NBusoh can be obtained by
sharing at most a single frequency bin between both Hs‘éhse proof of the latter fact can be
given by contradiction using the optimality of the NB soturti

Assume that the NB solution can be obtained only by sharing dwmore frequency bins
between both users and consider the case when two frequereynbandn are shared. In the
sharing scheme, uséruses a fractiomy; of the time in frequency binn and a fractiona,
of the time in frequency bim. Let R;(m) and R;(n) be the rates that usércan obtain by
exclusively using frequency bins andn, respectively. Without loss of generality, we assume
that Ry(m)/Ri(m) > Ra(n)/Ri(n). Then either of the following cases must happen: (i) if
a1 Ra(m) + asRy(n) > Re(m), there existsy € [0, 1) such thaiw; Ry(m) + agRa(n) = Ra(m) +
vRy(n); (i) if ayRa(m) + aaRa(n) < Ro(m), there existsy € [0,1) such thata; Re(m) +
asRa(n) = vRa(m).

Case (i) corresponds to the sharing scheme according tdwhniy frequency bim is shared
between both users, and useexploits a fractiony of time on frequency bim. According to
this new sharing scheme, uskpbtains the same rate on frequency binsandn as that in the
original scheme. Then the rate that ugecan obtain on frequency bing andn in the new

scheme is

(=)o) = (1= =R ) — 1 BEIEEY 1 o
> (1-&1)R1(W)+(1-@2)R1(7Z) (36)

®Note that a similar observation has been made in [14], bu her give a different much simpler proof.
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The last inequality follows from the assumption that(m)/R,(m) > Ry(n)/Ryi(n). It can be
seen from[(36) that the rate that udecan obtain using the new sharing scheme is equal to or
larger than that in the original scheme. This contradicesatsumption that the NB solution can
be achieved only by sharing of two frequency bins betweeh begrs.

A similar result can be derived for Case (ii). Moreover, wineare than two frequency bins
are shared, the above proof can be used iteratively to olh@rsame result. Therefore, the
optimal solution can be obtained by sharing at most a singlguency bin between both users.
Thus,F} (i € Q) can be obtained by adding/deleting a single diagonal elemieF? (i € ()
and the third condition in((13) follows. [ |

Proof of Theorem 4

Since the constraints of the problem](20) are all linear,Skser’s condition reduces to two
parts with the first part requiring that the feasible domdirf &= E log(R; — RNF) be open and
the second part requiring that the feasible domain of thelevpéoblem be non-empty.

It is straightforward to verify that the first part is satisfieThe second part is equivalent to

the requirement of the existence of the NB solution. This gletes the proof. |

APPENDIX C: PROOF OFTHEOREMS5—7IN SECTION[V]
Proof of Theorem 5

First note that in gamg1 any resource allocation scheme satisfying (31) results Par&to-
optimal point in the utility space, and vice versa. Thus,stegement of the theorem is equivalent
to the statement that (32) is the sufficient and necessamitomm to guarantee that at least one
set of{k, 3} satisfies the conditions(B1). To prove the sufficiency3&) ¢s satisfied = &, and

k—1
B = ain (31). Then the resulting total powers used by the userare > pT'®(k) + ap®™(k)
k=1

N
foruserl andP; = > pi®(k)+(1—a&)py®(k) for user2. Using [32), it is easy to verify that
k=k+1
P > P/ and P;"* > Pj. Therefore, the sufficiency is proved. The necessity canrbeegd

similarly using contradiction. |

Proof of Theorem 6

The first part of the theorem follows from tinedependence on irrelevant alternativyeoperty

of the NB [35]. This property states that bargaining in a @ngubset which contains the NB
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solution of the original set results in the same NB solutibinus, it is clear that iS, ;, # S5,
thenSY¥y, ¢ P'. SinceP’ is the achievable subset Bfin gamegG2, it is impossible that’,, € P

and S, ¢ P’ simultaneously. Thus, 6%, ¢ P, then S, ¢ P as well. This completes the
proof. [ |

Proof of Theorem 7

Let R > R, Then R?'"' < R due to the Pareto-optimality. Let alf®' = (R!, R})
andR? = (R?, R?) be two points generated in steps 2 and 3 of the algorithm suineaain
Table[l such thatk} > R and R3 > RJ""*. Denote the sets of frequency bins allocated to
the users in the poinR®' andR? as (B}, B}) and (B?, B2), respectively. Recalling thak, =
(Vi € ), i.e., the disagreement point is the origin, the diffeeebetween the logarithm of the
NF for R?* and the logarithm of the NF foR! can be obtained as

= log (AR + (1= A R{") +log (AR +(1— ) R"?) —log(R}) —log(R3)

optl opt2 optl opt2
= log (Ale%l +(1—)\)RR1 )—i—log <)\R}2€1 +(1—)\)R]31 )
1 2 2
Roptl Roptl Ropt2 RoptZ
< log [ A 1—A log { A =2 1—\)=2
o (AT + (1= 07 ) o (W + - w2 )

RoptZ Ropt2 Ropt2 W f-2 ( Bopt2>
< log [ \=2 1—-N—2_)=1 2 =1 _ ). 37
< °g< m TN ) °g< ] ) Og(wﬂw—b’])) 57)

where the inequalities hold becausg (AR + (1 — A\)R{"?) +log (AR + (1 — ) RY?) —
log(R!) — log(R}) > 0, R?" > R?* R < RP”, andR! > R?", and the last equality is
obtained by substituting the notatiod®”” = WF?(B¥"*) and R} = WF*(B — B]). Here
1 < j < L stands for the index of the round in whidk! is obtained by use.
Furthermore, using the fact thaVF2(B — B]) > WF*(B — B,), (31) can be simplified as
0 1Og< W];-2(Bopt2) ) |
WF2(B — B,)
It can be derived in a similar way that the differentebetween the logarithm of the NF for
R?" and the logarithm of the NF foR? obeys the following inequality
WFH(BP) )
WF (B -B))
Finally, note that neitheR' nor R?> have been assumed to be the rates corresponding to the

(38)

dy < log ( (39)

optimal FDM/STS-based NB solution. Indee®! and R? are just two of2L points generated
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in steps 2 and 3 of the algorithm summarized in Tdble IIl, eesipely. Thus, the rates corre-
sponding to the actual solution returned by the algoritheneaspected to be superior to the rates
corresponding to the poinR' andR?, or even equal to the rates in the optimal solutRf’

Therefore,d < min(d;, ds) andd can be equal to zero. This completes the proof. [ |
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Fig. 1. The FDM/TDM rate region and the NE and NB solutions loa frequency selective channel.

log(NF)

Fig. 2. The logarithm of the NF under different FDM/TDM frezpcy bin allocation schemes.
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Fig. 3. Instantaneous information rates and the correspgridgarithm of NF versus number of iterations.
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Fig. 4. Allocations of time portions on frequency bifia;(k)}.
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Fig. 5. The logarithm of the NF versus number of iterationdarndifferent step lengths, € {0.3,0.2,0.1}.
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Fig. 6. System classification versus total power limits anthber of frequency bins.
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Fig. 7. s;fg, and SX,B in the rate region.
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Fig. 8. The logarithm of the NF for the FDM/TS and FDM/STS lth&B solutions.
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