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I. INTRODUCTION

In the last few years, the demands for more efficient, rediabteless systems induced network designers
to think about alternative ways to supplement centralizdtilar models. One interesting idea is to build
a multi-tier network where macro-base-stations coexigh i great number of smaller cells, which in
turn operate in a more distributed fashion (e.g. the conogpemto-cell networks[[1]). Departing from
the centralized approach whose capacity are fairly welradtarized by Shannon theory, the limits of
distributed systems that work in interference-limitedimegs are unknown except for few specific cases,
as discussed in_[2]. In the following, we will discuss the megsults on interference networks and how

the concept of cognitive radio introduced In [3] is impottanthis context.

A. Capacity of interference networks

In 1978 Carleial formally stated the interference chanmebfem using arguments from information
theory [4]. Since then, several results have been propaseitié interference channel as discussed lin [5,
Ch. 6]. Although these works shed light on the problem, eVendapacity region of the simplest two-
source-two-destination setting is still an open problerorédver, when multiples sources and destinations
are considered, such capacity regions becomes even maieeelu

Knowing such difficulties, some researchers have starteestigating alternative approaches to better
understand the limits of wireless networks with multiplersounication pairs. Gupta and Kumar intro-
duced in [6] the transport capacity metric to determine hoanynbits-meter a wireless network with
uniformly distributed nodes can reliably sustain when gsglty grows to infinite (asymptotic analysis).
After this milestone, many other papers have focused on dasimdea, finding the transport capacity
scaling laws for different scenarios and under differestuagptions. The monographl [7] compiles some
of such studies.

Franceschetti et al. presented another important resyB]irwhere they applied an unconventional
method to find the physical limit of wireless networks by gsiaws of electrodynamics. The authors
further extended this approach (n [9] and determined theedsgof freedom of wireless networks based
on electromagnetic theory.

Nevertheless both Franceschetti's and Gupta’s lines @arel strongly rely on asymptotic behaviors
when the number of nodes infinitely grows, which may give aolear picture of the actual physical

or medium access control network layers’ design. Bearing #dspect in mind, Weber et al. applied
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in [10] a statistical approach to characterize the througlgs wireless networks and then defined the
transmission capacity as the highest spatial throughmhievable without exceeding a maximum link

outage probability, using the density of active links asdapBmization variable. An important aspect of this

work is the use of stochastic geometry|[13] to characteheeniode spatial distribution as a Poisson point
process (PPP). Thereafter different strategies used iwitledess communications have been investigated
such as interference cancellation, threshold transmmissiguard zones, bandwidth partitioning amongst
others; the referencé [14] compiles these results.

In addition to them, we find in the literature other contribas using a similar approach. For example,
Vaze studied in[[15] the throughput-delay-reliability deaoff in multi-hop networks using the metric
random access transport capacity, which is an extensidredfansmission capacity for multi-hop systems
[14, Sec. 4.2]. In[[16], the authors derived closed-formregpions for the throughput optimization under
packet loss and queue stability constraints./In [17] a r@dsversion of the transmission capacity was
proposed to compare different modulation-coding scheriiée. work [18] presents the transmission
capacity optimization in term of the number of allowed resiaissions considering different medium
access control protocols, which can be either synchronowsynchronous. Ganti et al. generalized in
[19] the transmission capacity for different fading and ealistributions for the high signal-to-interference
regime.

Apart from these papers that focus on the statistic quaatidic of the spatial throughput of wireless
networks, the use of models from stochastic geometry daiglsthe early 80’s, when Takagi and Kleinrock
firstly introduced the idea of evaluating the aggregaterfetence power of Poisson distributed interfering
nodes [[20]. Thereafter, the subject has greatly developddwee can cite[[21]+-[24] as relevant tutorials
on how to apply stochastic geometry when analysing wiredgstems. As we will see later, this approach
is important when dealing with cognitive networks, wher#-esganizing solutions are employed in a

distributed manner.

B. Complex systems and cognitive radio

Let us start presenting a brief description of complex systéom thel[25]: “A complex system consists
of diverse entities that interact in a network or contaaidtire — a geographic space, a computer network,
or a market. These entities’ actions are interdependent at whe protein, ant, person, or nation does

In the literature, spatial throughput can be also refercedst area spectral efficiendy [11] or density of throughpdj [1
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materially affects others. In navigating within a complegstem, entities follow rules, by which | mean
prescriptions for certain behaviours in particular circtamces”.

For example, the tragedy of the commons problem describfg]nllustrates a counter-intuitive feature
of many independent and rational agents sharing a commdropbmited resources. In this scenario, the
agents optimize their own pay-offs in a selfish manner, ingl fheir individual global optimum, regardless
of the others. Consequently, if every single agent takessétmee rational decision, the shared resource
will fade away after some time. This problem is very contg&pendent; for example, both fishing in a
lake and forest harvesting can be viewed as a tragedy of timenoms class of problem, but the solution
applied for each case tends to differ as the internal canstraf each system are different. For wireless
networks, the authors in [16] showed that the spatial thnpugoptimization under packet loss and queue
stability constraints can be also viewed as a tragedy of timentons problem.

Another issue related to complex systems refers to theplagbetween coordination and cooperation.
In game theory, the prisoners’ dilemma is a good example wf émordination based on side information
is important to optimize the system [27]. In this game, maicagents, which cannot communicate to each
other, should choose whether to cooperate or not. If botpe&abe, they get a higher pay-off than do not.
However, if one cooperate and the other does not, the nopecative agent will obtain a higher pay-off.
This fact leads to both agents not cooperating, which in fuovides lower pay-offs. One interesting
work was recently proposed by Nowak [28], where the auth@cuee different ways that cooperative
behaviour can emerge in evolutionary systems.

Cooperative solutions are also important when dealing @otichannel interference in wireless networks.
For example, the authors in [29] employed game theory tadlarl algorithm to find coalitions of femto-
cells that are willing to cooperate. In [30] distributed odination mechanisms were employed to control
the aggregate interference level in stand-alone femtoretivorks.

Interestingly, these examples are based on self-organigoiutions, which refers to decentralized
systems that are functional even without any central ctlimgoentity (even though following interaction
rules). Many illustrations of this can be found in naturefasjnstance, ants working in colonies, neurons
building a capable brain etc. [25]. It is important to sayttldifferent from these solutions that have
emerged naturally, engineering systems do not accept wutpithout a minimum quality requirement
and therefore self-organization should be carefully desig where the cognitive abilities and interaction

rules should be well understood.
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Knowing the potential and the challenges of self-orgammain engineering, Haykin proposed in his
seminal work [[3] the definition of cognitive radio: “(...) telligent wireless communication system that
is aware of its environment and uses the methodology of sta®ding-by-building to learn from the
environment and adapt to statistical variations in the irgiumuli, with two primary objectives in mind:
highly reliable communication whenever and wherever neégeficient utilization of the radio spectrum”.
This work indicates the direction to design more efficienteldss systems and thereafter the cognitive

radio research have been rapidly growing.

C. Contributions

Motivated by the cognitive radio idea and the results priesem [31] where the authors showed the
importance of location information to improve the throughpf wireless networks, this paper focuses
on studying wireless networks where every transmitter —ctvtare spatially distributed as a Poisson
point process — is able to use in a cognitive way the knowleafgits relative distances to the other
transmitters for each different spatial realization. &wihg the results due to Baccelli et al. [32], we
apply two different decoding rulesreating interference as noise the 1AN rule — andoint detection of
the strongest interferers’ messages and treating the ethernois%— the OPT rule.

Assuming that the aggregate interference can be approathiat the strongest interferer treated as
noise, we derive an approximate probability density fuorctjpdf) of the achievable rate in bits/s/Hz that
a typical link can sustain for the above decoding rules. & tietwork follows the bipolar model [:QL]
the expected maximum spatial throughput of the network is'dHz/n can be also approximated using
those pdfs.

For comparison purposes, we consider the non-cognitiveoapp where transmitters use the same fixed
coding rates (which is the most usual approach found in teeature, as in [14],[32, Sec. V], [36]),
regardless of the specific spatial realization considevéel.then compute the highest spatial throughput
for this setting by optimizing of the expected spatial thigbput over different spatial realizations, where
the optimization variable is the (symmetric) rate that trensmitters code their messages. Differently
from the former scenario where the coding rates are tunecetthé highest achievable ones given the

2This rule splits the set of interferers into two mutually lesive subsets: one contains the strongest interferersevhessages will be
joint decoded with the desired one, and the other contaiedrdnsmitters with weaker detected power that will be é@ats noise. This
strategy is proved irf_[32] the optimal for Gaussian poinptint codes over interference channels, as discussedoate

*We do not assume any interference cancellation (IC) tecienis in [14, Sec. 4.2][33]=[85] since the OPT rule used is paper
always performs better than IC, as discussed_in [32], [36].

“The details of this model will be described later on.
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relative nodes’ positions for each different spatial r=tion, the fixed rate scheme only cares about the
average behaviour of the network, resulting in decodingrsrfoutage events) for links whose capacity is
below that predetermined rate. We analytically prove thatler the same assumptions, the non-cognitive
strategy always performs worse than the cognitive one. Quoremnical results confirm this difference and
illustrate the advantages of using OPT over IAN.

We also carry out an extensive simulation campaign to vedidar findings and justify why our analysis
is still relevant even when our approximations are loosethoalgh the closest-interferer approximation
becomes looser when the network density grows, it follovas the qualitative relation and the quantitative
ratio between the different strategies are maintainedideeswe discuss the feasibility of the decoding
rules and optimization strategies for different mobilitatierns. The cognitive approach is a feasible
solution in (quasi-)static topologies, while the fixed ragimization with IAN turns out to be the most
appropriate choice in highly mobile topologies,.

The rest of this paper is divided as follows. In Sectidn I, regisit the capacity region of Gaussian
point-to-point codes over interference channels [32] dmehtdefine the spatial throughput of wireless
networks. Sectiof Il introduces the network model and tkgeeted maximum spatial throughput using
the cognitive approach. SectidbnllV analyses the IAN decoaleile the OPT is the focus of Sectién V. A
comparison between the cognitive and the non-cognitiveagmhes is found in Sectidn VI. We discuss
both the accuracy of our approximations and implementatisnes in Section VI, followed by the final

remarks in Sectiof VII.

[1. CAPACITY REGION OF GAUSSIAN POINT-TO-POINT CODES

This section reviews the capacity region of Gaussian pokteint (G-ptp) codes for an arbitrary number
of communication pairs as stated by Baccelli et al.in [32,. 8¢ For convenience let us assume a network
with area4 [m?] where K + 1 source-destination pairs (also called transmitter-keceiairs) coexist. Each
source node € [0, K] transmits an independent messddgc [1, 2"Ri] to its respective destinatianat
rate R; [bits/s/Hz], wheren is the codeword length. LeX; be the complex signal transmitted by source
j €10, K] and letZ; ~ CN(0,1), a the complex circularly symmetric Gaussian random végiabth
zero mean and unity variance, represent the noise effeecatver:. The detected signat; at receiver
1 is then:

K
Y, = Zginj + Z;, 1)

=0
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whereg;; are the complex channel gains between transmjtt€rX ;) and receiver (RX;). We assume
that every transmitted signal is subject to the same powestcain of(Q [W/Hz] such that the received
signal between TXand RX is constrained by’;; = |g;;]?Q.

Each transmitter node uses a G-ptp code with a set of randandyndependently generated codewords
z?(m;) = (za, ..., in)(m;) following independent and identically distribut€\V' (0, %) sequences such
that0 < o < @, wherem,; € [1, 2"%] and i € [0, K]. RX; receives a signaj?" over the interference
channel given by[{1) and then estimates the transmittedagesasn;(y!") € [1, 2”Ri]. An error event
in the decoding happens whenever the transmitted messtigis diom the estimated one. Therefore the

error probability of the G-ptp code is:

K
1 ~
Pn = 1_‘_7 ZZ:; Pr{M; # M;], (2)

where Pr[-] denotes probability that an event happens anhds the estimated message.

Next we usel(R) to define the achievable rates and the capagiyn for G-ptp codes.

Definition 1 (achievable rates and capacity region): et be the average error probability over G-
ptp codes where is the codeword length. Then, a rate tufe= (R,, ..., Rx) is said to be achievable
if p,, — 0 whenn — oo. In addition, the capacity region using G-ptp codes is thesate of the set of
achievable rate tupleR.

This definition is important to define o establish the the capaegion of G-ptp codes as follows

Theorem 1 (capacity region from [32])Let A be the set of allX + 1 transmitters in the network. Let
A; denote a subset ol that contains TXwith i € [0, K] and.4; its complement. The receiver of interest

RX; then observes a multiple access channel (MAC) whose cgpagionR; is computed as

> Pi
keA;
.= : < —_— . C .
Ri={R: > R, <log, s |V ACA @3)
keA; JEA,

The capacity regiorR of the Gaussian interference channel with G-ptp codes isntieesection of the

capacity regionsk; of all TX;-RX; links with i € [0, K], i.e.

K
R=(R: (4)
1=0
Proof: The proof of this theorem is found in [32, Sec. I1]. [ ]

This capacity region assumes a decoder that treats some dfitdrferers as noise, while others have
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their messages jointly decoded with the desired one. In thid result is the basis of the OPT strategy

mentioned in the previous section and further studied irtiGed/.

[1l. SPATIAL THROUGHPUT OFBIPOLAR POISSONNETWORKS

In this section, we will apply the results previously statecestablish an approximation for the spatial
throughput of bipolar cognitive networks with transmitterdes distributed according to a PPP. But before
that, let us define the spatial throughput and its maximurnevaising Theorerhl1 for a given spatial
realization of the network as follows:

Definition 2 (spatial throughput): Letl [m?] be the network area an& be the number of active links

in A. Then the spatial throughput, denoted 8yand measured in bits/s/Hz#mis defined as

1 K
S:Z;RZ-. (5)

Definition 3 (maximum spatial throughput): The maximum ighahroughput, denoted bys*, is de-
fined as

S§* =max S, (6)

ReR

such the rate tuple is achievabl® = (R, ..., Rx) € R.

The maximum spatial throughput reflects the highest sum bieaable rates over a given area and
it may vary depending on the network topology. For examplestered topologies (where transmitter—
receiver pairs that are closer to each other, worsening dhehannel interference) tend to have lower
individual channel capacities than in more sparse onedirigdo different spatial throughputs even when
the same area and number of links are considered. To dealtlwgthssue, we opt for studying Poisson
distributed networks that are analytically tractablepwlhg us to derive approximate expressions $6r
over different spatial realizations.

Let ® be a two-dimensional homogeneous Poisson point proce$?) (RiEh density\ [nodes/mi] that
characterizes the spatial distribution of transmitter$g)ToverR?. We assume that each TX is associated
with one receiver (RX) located at a fixed distan¢drom it in a random orientati(Bﬂto establish a
communication link; this is also known as Poisson bipoladeid21]. We consider that all TXs transmit
information to their intended RXs over the same frequencydi@arrow-band) and using the G-ptp codes

as described in Section Il.

®Note that the RXs are not part of the procdss
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For each realization ob, the network may have a different capacity regi®d@nd consequently different
maximum spatial throughput§*. When the network area is the infinite plane (IR%), the capacity
region given by equatio{4) becomes impossible to be coel%m(nowmg these limitations, we choose
to analyse the expected maximum spatial throughput, whiichive us to evaluate the performance of
bipolar Poisson networks over different spatial realadi of ®.

Definition 4 (expected maximum spatial throughput): Bet= (Ry, ..., Rx) be a rate tuple andR be

the capacity region for a given network realization, thee #xpected maximum spatial throughguis

defined as
1 K
C=E[S]= %13%2;& : 7)

whereE|-] represents the expected value.

We can now apply properties from the point process theory fdapproximate the average maximum
spatial throughput for this class of Poisson networks asval.

Proposition 1 (expected maximum spatial throughput foolaip Poisson networks)for the bipolar Pois-

son network described in this section, the expected maxispaial throughput is given by:

C ~ \E[R"], (8)

where \ is the network density an&* is the random variable that characterizes the maximum apati
throughput achievable rates of a typical link over the nekwealizations.
Proof: Let us first remind that the spatial proceBsakes place ifR? and thenA — oo, K — oo

andR = (Rg, Ry, ...). Then, we proceed with the following manipulation:

1o
C=E |pax fum g 2R ®)
JEEO_ ZR (10)
2 AE[R". (11)

Specifically, equality«) considers the value &* = (R{, R7, ...) € R that leads to the maximum spatial
throughput for a given network realization, resultingdh Since the PPP under analysis is homogeneous,
we can apply Slivnyak theorem [13, Ch. 3] to determine theéistteal proprieties of any node id

8It is important to keep in mind that the number of links§ — co when A — R2.
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over different spatial realizations based on a “typicak’lir a receiver node added at the origin, whose
transmitter node id meters away from it. Denoting the optimal coding rate emgtblgy such a transmitter
as R*, we can make the approximation (b) by multiplying the netn@ensity\ and R*, which concludes
this proof. [ ]

Remark: Equality in (b), instead of approximation in equation {11), is not poss#ifee we cannot
guarantee that the limit in equation_{10) exists. It is alsorttv saying that, in this case, neither the
spatial ergodic theorem nor the Campbell’'s theorem can péeapdue to the interdependence between
the elements of the optimal rate Rt in each specific spatial realization. In the following seet, we
show that it is still possible to assess the performance gpmdl link over different realizations based
on closed-form expressions, which, we believe, makes \alidproposed approximatiohl(8).

From equation[(§8), one can see that the main problem is nowrwedthe distribution of the maximum
spatial throughput achieving rat&s, which is our focus in the next two sections. We would like terntion
that Baccelli and Blaszczyszyn have presented in [22, S22.3] a general closed-form solution to the
average rate of the typical link using Laplace transformeveMtheless, we argue that our forthcoming
derivations also contribute to the field due to their geometppeal and simpler formulation, where we
explicitly compute upper bounds on the Shannon rates ofyghiedl link based on the distance from the

typical receiver to its closest interferer that is treatschaise.

IV. INTERFERENCE ASNOISE DECODING RULE

In this section we assess the decoding rule whereby thevegseireat the interference as noise — or
IAN decoders. The following corollary shows its achievaldées.

Corollary 1 (achievable rates for IAN decoderskssuming the noise is Gaussian and considering that
TXs employ G-ptp codes as described in Secfion Il, the Ratassociated with a given link TXRX; is
achievable when IAN decoders are used if, and only if, theodohg inequality holds:

R, <log, | 1+ S , (12)

14+ > DB
JEA\{k}

where A represents the set of active transmitters.
Proof: This is a special case dfl(3) assuming that,RXly decodes the message of J¥hile the

other TXs are treated as noise. [ |
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We now apply this corollary to the scenario described in iBedilito assess the maximum expected
spatial throughput of Poisson networks when receivers Abedecoders. Before we start, however, we
still need to characterize the propagation phenomenon.dfsider here the distance-dependent path-loss
model with exponentr > 2 [37] so the channel gain between TXnd RX is |g;;|* = x;,%, wherex;;
denotes the separation distance between[th&e assume the noise power is negligible in comparison
to the interference power (interference-limited regime).

We further consider that the aggregate interference expesd by RX can be approximated by power
Py o related to its closest interferer. Mathematically we hdwe fbllowin@: 1+ > Py = Pico

Based on these assumptions, we can derive an approximdtibe pdf of the]ﬁ@ﬁlgst achievable rate
of the typical link when IAN decoders are employed.

Proposition 2 (approximate pdf of the highest achievableségor IAN): The pdf of highest rater*

achieved by the typical link can be approximated by

Qv

2ATd® (2" — 1) yrpeeo1)?

o @ —1) e : (13)

fre(z) =~ In4

wherex > 0.

Proof: Let us analyze a typical link TgcRX, added to the PPR. From Slivhyak theorem (refer to
[13, Th. 3.1]), this inclusion does not affect the distribatof ®. Without loss of generality, we assume
that the origin of the plane is located at R&nd label the interferers TXaccordingly to their distances
to RXy, i.e. TX; is the closest, TXis the second closest and so on. From our assumptions, we have
1+ > 12, P, = Pi. We then apply the path-loss model to the IAN decoder preseint equation[(12),
considering that the distances from J&And TX; to RX, are respectivelyl > 0 andr; > 0, resulting in

Ry < log, (1 + d_—a) , (14)
T

1

wherer; is a random variable.

"This is in fact a simplified model that may lead to meaningkesailts forz;; < 1. As pointed in[[38], modified versions of this model
just increase the complexity of the analysis without pringdsignificant differences. We can also include into ourncted modelling the
effects of random fluctuations due to shadowing and multir@s in [14, Sec.4.1]. For our purposes, though, the incatjpm of these
phenomena only complicates the mathematical formulatithowt giving any further insight on the network behaviour.

8This approximation is analysed ih [33] and it usually applte compute lower bounds of the interference power basedoomirdnt
interferers [[14],[[31l]. We also discuss more about it in Bedi/IT]
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X,

Fig. 1. lllustrative example of the typical link Tp<RXo employing; the IAN decoding rule, where TXepresents the closest interferer to

RXo. To reach the highest achievable rdtg, the relationr; = dﬁgg must be respected such thatis the random variable that represents
the distance between RXand TX.

To compute the pdf of;, we use the definition of contact zorie [13, Defs. 1.9 and 38 {listance

between a typical point and its first neighbor), resulting3a]
fr(x) = 2)\7rxe_’\”2, (15)

such thatr > 0. Defining 55 = d~/r;® such that inequality_(14) still holds, then we have the follty
relationr; = dﬁgé (see Fig[IL). We now apply this variable transformation 15) (@nd hence the pdf of
B > 0 can be obtained as
Ard2rs o 2
= €

foz(v) = ——— : (16)

axT

wherez > 0.

To conclude this proof, we proceed with the transformatitjn= log,(1 + /55) remembering that PPPs
are stationary so we can characterize any node of the netves#d on a typical node, dropping the index
0 (refer to [13, Sec. 3.4]). [ |

Remark: This maximum value can be achieved only when, Kdows the distance, for each different
spatial realization. Our result consider that (;Tnplements a cognitive solution to first acquire local
network topology and then use it as side information so astats coding rate to be achievable based

on the propagation model and the defined,IXX, distanced.
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The result just stated provides us an approximgti@fnpdf for IAN decoders over an infinite plane
and over different spatial realizations of the procésShen, we apply[(13) to approximate the expected

maximum spatial throughput given byl (8), resulting in

C|/_\N ~ A /OOO l’fR* (.T) dl’, (17)

which does not have a closed-form solution and a numeri¢agration is required. For this reason, next
we derive some proprietiesof (I7) that help us to understand tgy behavior.

Property 1 (concavity of the cognitive spatial throughpu) function f(-) is said to be quasi-concave
if, and only if, f (pz; + (1 — p)xe) > min{f(z1), f(x2)}, where0 < p < 1. Considering that the rate
that leads to the cognitive spatial throughpit, is a function of the network density (i.e. R* = f()\)),
thenCian given by [17) is quasi-concave in terms bfwhere R* is a random variable characterized by
the pdf [13).

Proof: Let us first consider two different network densiti®s and A\, such that\; < \,. Then,

defining that\ = p\; + (1 — p) Ay with 0 < p < 1, we proceed with the following manipulation

Cian(A) = (pA1+ (1= p)2) E[f (pA1 + (1 — p)A2)] (18)
 OMELS (oA + (1= p)A)] (19)
QAN EF)] = Can(h) (20)
S M EFO)] = Can(). (21)

Inequality (a) comes from the fact thak;, < pA\; + (1 — p)\o whereas equalityb) is obtained by
settingp = 1 since the first inequality holds for all < p < 1. This proves the quasi concavity of
the analyzed function when, E[f(\1)] < AE[f()2)]. Finally, inequality (c) is straightforward when
ME[f(A1)] > A2E[f(A2)], which concludes this proof. u

Property 2 (highest cognitive spatial throughpuilhe network density\* that leads to the cognitive
spatial throughput given by (1L7) is obtained as the density 0 which is solution to the following

SWe discuss the tightness of the closest-interferer appration later in SectiofVI.

105uch properties rely on the closest interferer approximnathat will be discussed later on. For simplicity we hereafeefer to the
approximate expected maximum spatial throughput as degrspatial throughput.
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equation:
o2 —Ard?z 2, 2 2 —And?zd
xa " logy(1+x)e dx = ra <)\7rd ra — 1) log,(1 4 x)e dx. (22)
0 0

Proof: Let us first rewrite the cognitive spatial throughput foratidn using the pdfs-(z) given by

(@8), yielding
Cian = A / log, (1 + ) fz+(x) du. (23)
0

As shown in Propert{/l1, th€ay is quasi-concave in terms of so we find its maximum value based
on the derivative equatiodCiay/d\ = 0. After some algebraic manipulation, we obtainl(22), which
concludes this proof. [ |

Property 3 (lower bound)A lower bound of the cognitive spatial throughput given byi)(ls computed
as

200y 112
Cian > Aye M@ -1 (24)
wherey > 0.

Proof: To prove this property, we apply the Markov inequality asspreed below:

2
a

= E[R*] > ye—Awd2(2y—1) ’ (25)

where P[R* > y] =1 — [ fr-(2) dz and2¥ — 1 > 0.
Then, we multiply both sides by, resulting in [24). [ |
Property 4 (upper bound)An upper bound of the cognitive spatial throughput given[Dy)(is com-

1 2 o
< _
Cian < A log, <1+ <Md2) r<1+ 2)) . (26)

whereT'(-) is the Euler gamma function defined Bé&:) = [~ t*~'e™" dt.

puted as

Proof: Let us apply Jensen’s inequality based on the concavity Of ((efer to Property]1), yielding

Cian = A E[R"] (27)
9\ Eflogy(1 + %) (28)

< X logy(1 + E[5)), (29)
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where equalitya) comes from the fact thak* = log,(1 + £*) and inequality(b) is the Jensen inequality
for quasi-concave functions. Then, we compute the expentatf the random variablé* using [(16),
which proves|[(Z26). [ |

Property 5 (asymptotic equivalencelet ~ denote the asymptotic equivalence of two functions, then

Cian ~ ¢ )\1_%7 (30)

2
Proof: To prove that two functiong(x) and g(z) are asymptotically equivalent, i.¢.(z) ~ g(z),

1 2 o
when)\ — oo andc = <7r—d?> F<1+—).

we should show thatim f(x)/g(z) = 1. Let us first consider the behavior of the random variabie

characterized by (16) whek — oo, yielding

lim fg(x) = d(x), (31)

A—00

whered(z) is the Dirac impulse function.
This indicates that the random variab#é tends to have the valu@ with high probability when the

network density increases. Now, let us consider that+ 0, then we have the following limit

log14p) 1
lim 2o TP ) L
i g n2 (32)

Using these limits and recalling_({16), we can manipulatestkression of the cognitive spatial through-

put Cian as follows.

. o oy BB
iy G = i A Blloga(1 571 = i A, 5 ¢
Proceeding similarly with the upper bound [in29), we have
: . E[p"]
1 1 =1 .
i A loga (1 +EIF) = Jlim A5, 5 (39
Now, we recall that the division of limits is the limit of thevikion, resulting in

roo X logy (1 + E[B])

From this fact, we can state from_(26) that

1 2 «
Cian ~ Alog, (1 + ()mdz) r (1 + 5)) ) (36)
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— Actual
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Fig. 2. Actual values, lower and upper bounds of the cogmispatial throughputian, versus the network densityfor a = 4 andd = 1.
The lower bound is obtained using= 1 in equation[(2¥). The actual values and upper bound are ceapsing equation§ (IL.7) and (26),
respectively.

when )\ — oo.

1 \?2
)\7rd2) r (1 + %) — 0 when A — oo and then we apply

the approximatiorog(1 + z) ~ x valid whenx — 0 into (38) resulting [(30). [ |

To conclude this proof, we verify thaé

Fig. [2 illustrates the behavior of the cognitive spatialtighputCiay and its proposed bounds as a
function of the network density. Firstly, one can notice that the cognitive spatial thrqughhas a
maximum point which is expected from its concavity state@®ioperty 1 and the density* that achieves
the optimal is given by equatio ) When densities lower than this maximum are considered, the
network is spatially not saturated in terms of interfereacel the cognitive spatial throughput of the
network is still not in its highest value. In this situaticany increase of\ leads to an increase Gfay
until the inflexion point is achieved. After that point, thetwork spatial throughput degrades due to
the proximity of the interferers, strongly reducing the rage of the link rateg?*. ConsequentlyCian
becomes a decreasing function af

From Fig.[2, we can also evaluate the proposed upper and Ibaands of the cognitive spatial
throughput. As one can notice the lower bound proposed ipeé?tp[3 is loose, regardless of In
fact, the main use for this bound is to prove the relation leetwthe cognitive spatial throughput and the

A closed-form solution is unknown for this equation but stam numerical methods solve it. In our case, we Es®lRoot from
Wolfram Mathematica 9.
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maximum spatial throughput achieved with fixed rates, aslith® discussed later on. Regarding Property
4, when ) increases, the upper bound become tighter, as predicteddpe®y[%. In other words, the
upper bound has the same value as the cognitive spatialgipotiC;,ay When A — oo as shown in Fig.
2.

In the next section, we apply the same approach used hererit@ diee cognitive spatial throughput

and its properties when OPT decoders are considered.

V. OPTIMAL DECODING RULE

As previously discussed, the optimal decoding strategym@aussian point-to-point codes are used
in wireless networks with multiple transmitter-receiveting consists in jointly decoding some messages
from the strongest interferers, while the rest is treatedase. Based on this observation, we obtain the
achievable rates for links whose receivers use OPT decaedefsllows.

Corollary 2 (achievable rates for OPT decoding rulé)dssuming that Gaussian noise and considering
that TXs use the Gaussian point-to-point codes as descib&dction[l, then the rat&, associated
with a given link TX.-RX, is said to be achievable when the OPT decoder is employeddf,oaly if,

the following inequality holds:

> P
1€AS
Ry <log, | 1+ % - Y R, (37)
PRl ey
JEA]

whereA; represents the subset of transmitters whose messagesateddy receivet and A;UA: = A
is the set of all active transmitters in the network.
Proof: To obtain [37) we proceed with a simple manipulation of eiqua(3), isolating the rate?,

related to TX-RX, link by considering the subset4; that lead to achievable rates. [ |

Next we will apply the theorem stated above to statisticaliyracterize the achievable rates over
different spatial realizations using the OPT decoding and then approximate the expected maximum
spatial throughput of the network described in Secfioh Which is given by equation{7). Under the
assumption of OPT decoding rule, however, the analysis isencomplicated since the receiver node
should choose the subset of messages that will be jointlgdietand then verify whether the coding rate
of its own transmitter is achievable, given all other codmates. By construction, all receivers proceed

in the same way and hence the analysis becomes a very iatdoatbinatorial problem. For this reason,
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we need to approximate the pdf of the highest achievables fatethe OPT decoders, we resort to some
assumptions that will be justified afterwards.

As before, we only consider the deterministic path-losefréo Sectior IV) and that the sum of the
interfering signals observed by RXhat are treated as noise can be approximated by the sigmaltfre
closest interferer amongst them, whose power is denBied. If the noise power is negligible compared
to P cio, thenl + E Py; = Py q0. Based on these assumptions, we can state the followinggitam.

Proposition 3 ({ae;;;?oximate pdf of the highest achievablesdgor OPT): Let us denote the rate tuple
that achieves the maximum expected spatial throughpuhfonetwork described in Sectionllll & =
(RS, Ry, ...) € R. If the pdf of R;,V k € A follows the pdf of a typical rate?* and denoted byfz-(x),

then

fre(7) = Z O\FW(CZ))Z e fro(zln = 9) (38)
=0

where fr-,(z|n) is the pdf of R* given thatl 4+ n messages are jointly decoded and is approximated by

2
o(1+n)z )\ 1 72 (2(1+n)x _ 1) o B <<2<1+1:>§1> a_1>
e

In ~In4
fren(z[n) ~ In - Ton

, (39)

log(2+n)

such thatz > L

Proof: Let us first deal with the typical link Tg&RX,. Without loss of generality, we place the
origin of the Cartesian plane at BXnd assume that all nodes that are closer tg R&n TX, have their
messages jointly decoded with §Xnessage (see Figl 3). From the distance-dependent patmiodel,
the closer the TX, the higher the power, and then this choidaesubsetA] is justified.

For each network spatial realization, we consider that ab®rm associated with the transmitters whose
messages are decoded by RX known, which yields the following inequality

1+n)P, P " Py
log (1 + m) < log (1 MRV Sl ) . (40)
PO,CIO P07c|0

One can observe froni (37) and [40) that rate tuples thatfgalis+ >, | R; < log <1 + m)

PO,CIO
are always achievable.

Defining 55 = FPoo/FPoco, We use similar steps to the ones used in the proof of Propos$2, but

considering now that, > d to compute the pdfs: () as

IANTA2Ta  _sma? (w2
fo: () = 2w e e 1>7 (41)

ax
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X,

Fig. 3. lllustrative example of the typical link To<RX, employing the OPT decoding rule. The blue TX has its messaigdyj decoded
with TX, message and TXis the closest interferer to RXwhose signal is treated as noise. The random variapldenotes the distance
between RX and TX; such thatr; > d.

wherex > 1 and fs: () = 0 whenz < 1.

Then, we assume that, + Y7, R; ~ (1 + n)R, to obtain (1 + n)R; = log (1 + (1+n)5:). By
applying such a transformation, we can find the pdRgfgivenn. From the assumption that the all links
perform similar to the typical one, we can drop the indexesulting in equatiori (39). To unconditioned
the pdf fr-,(z|n), we compute the probability that there exist i points of the PPP in the areal”,
concluding this proof. [ |

Remark: In addition to the closest interferer treated as noise agpration, this proposition is based on
other two strong assumptions: (i) the detected power af RMted to thel + n jointly decoded messages
is equal to(1 + n)Py and (ii) the sum rate associated with those messages is biyen + n)R,.
Assumption (i) uses the lower bound given byl(40), which ¢atis that we underestimate the aggregate
power and (ii) approximates the sum bf- n random variables that follows the same distribution by one
random variable multiplied by + n. We argue that the underestimation by-product of (i) leaxr®some
room for variations in the sum rate approximation used in i addition, due to the homogeneity of the
spatial processR, + > ., R; ~ (1 + n)R, leads to a reasonable approximation. Simulations restéts a
presented in Sectidn VIl where we discuss such approximsitio

Here we approximate the expected maximum spatial throughpget when the OPT decoding rule

is employed as

> )\7Td2 ‘ _A\rd? o .
COPT ~A Z ( F(’L)) ‘ " [og(%i) . fR*In(xm - Z) dx? (42)
=0 T 1+

144

12As in the previous section we use the term cognitive spatraughput to refer to the approximate expected maximuriaphtoughput.
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where fr-,(z|n = 7) is given in Propositiof]3.

The integral in[(4R) is analytically unsolvable (we can retynumerical solutions, though). To gain more
insights on the system performance, we next derive someeptiep of the cognitive spatial throughput.
Property 6 (concavity):Considering that the rat&* is a function of the network density, thenCopt

given by [42) isquasi-concavén terms of \, where R* is a random variable given by (38).
Property 7 (lower bound)A lower bound of the cognitive spatial throughput given bg)(# computed

as

Qo

2(1+i)y71

2L (Amd?)t —amaz (2220
Copt > A Z ( lf(l)) ye i ) ; (43)
i=0

wherey > 22 for all i > 0.

Property 8 (upper bound)A upper bound of the cognitive spatial throughput given[I®) (4 computed

as

2L (And?)t e M , 1\ 2 o\ a2
< - s
Copt < A ;:O T 1 log, [ 1+ (1+74) pY—"r 1+ = Ard® | e : (44)

wherel'(-, ) is the incomplete Gamma function, which is definedlas, a) = [~ t*~'e™" dt.

Property 9 (asymptotic equivalencelet ~ denote asymptotic equivalence of two functions, then

. 2
0 ()\ﬂ_dZ)z €—>\7Td2 » 1 a 2 d?
Copr~ A ) ro 1 e (1O gg) T g AT e ) (8)
i=0

when A — oo.

The proofs of these properties follow the same principlesdus the previous section so we do not
present them here. It is worth pointing though out that treofs of (43)4{(45) begin by assuming that the
numberl + n of jointly decoded messages is known. Then, we use the fattttie unconditioned the
cognitive spatial throughput is a linear combination of doaditioned cognitive spatial throughputs with

weights given by the Poisson probabilities that- i nodes lie in a area afd?, given by the probability

Amd?)?  _apd2
I'(@) ’

Fig. [4 presents the cognitive spatial throughggsr given by [42) as a function ok together with
its proposed upper and lower bounds. One can observe thiiwiee bound given by Properfy 7 is very
loose for the value of the constaptthat was arbitrarily choseny (= 2). This bound, however, can be
improved by tuning the constantin accordance to the number of jointly decoded message$ &oic

improvement in the proposed bound will be discussed in thx¢ section when we apply it to analytically
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Fig. 4. Actual values, lower and upper bounds of the cogmisipatial throughputCopr, versus the network densityfor o = 4 andd = 1.
The lower bound is obtained using= 2 in equation[(4B). The actual values and upper bound are ceapsing equation§ (#2) and (44),
respectively.

assess the performance of networks where predeterminetirbtes are imposed.

Turning your attention to the values Gfpr given by [42), one can easily see that it is an increasing
function of A\. For lower densities¢opt increases faster since the probability that an interfefiXghas
its message jointly decoded is also low and, consequehtyrdte is constrained by the interferers that
are treated as noise, indicating tlt&pt is limited by the low spatial reuse. Whenincreases, on the
other hand, more messages from interfering TXs start bamjly decoded, which diminishes th&pt
rate of increase. Furthermore, we can observe that the upperd proposed in Property 8 is a good
approximation taCopt for all densities\ especially whem\ — oo, corroborating Property] 9.

By comparing the results shown in Fig. 2 (IAN) and Hi@. 4 (ORdne can see that the OPT decoding
rule provides higher cognitive spatial throughputs, rdigss of the network density. The performance
gain obtained with the OPT decoder indicates that the mesimaaof joint detection used here is a good
way to cope with the strongest interferers. A more detailethgarative analysis between OPT and IAN
decoding rules is presented later.

In the following section, we compare the results obtainethswith the non-cognitive approach: coding
rates are fixed for a given network density and set to optirthizeaverage spatial throughput, regardless
of a specific network topology. In this way, the transmitt@osnot use the local knowledge of the network
topology as side information, leading to outage eventsgoene pairs use coding rates above their channel

capacity).
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VI. SPATIAL THROUGHPUT OPTIMIZATION USING PREDETERMINED FIXED RATES

We now focus our attention on scenarios where TXs, which ddawe access to location information,
set their coding rates to the fixed values that leads to thheligexpected spatial throughput, given,
however, that the TXs are aware of how many messages ardyjdetoded by their RXs. Using this
scheme, groups of TXs use the same fixed coding rates and theptiaization problem is formulated
to find these rates such that the expected spatial throughpo@ximized. As a result the optimal choice
of coding rates, as discussed later on, is outside the nktveqracity region, stated in Theorém 1, leading
to outage events for some links. Next, we define of the afontimeed optimization problem.

Definition 5 (highest expected spatial throughput): Theeexgd spatial throughput optimization prob-

lem for a network where TXs have fixed coding rates is defined as

T = max E[S], (46)

where7 is the maximum expected spatial throughfRit= (R,, Ry, ...) represents the set of fixed coding
rates R; used by the TXs such thats the number of jointly decoded messages in addition to és&ed
one, andS is the spatial throughput given ), where only the successful transmissions are taking into
account.

When the IAN decoding rule is used, there is no jointly decbdessage and then the optimization is
only related to one fixed coding reWe now present two propositions that state the highestatege
spatial throughputs for IAN and OPT decoders applying thevoekk model used bef

Proposition 4 (highest expected spatial throughput for JANhe highest expected spatial throughput

Tian achieved when IAN decoders are used is given by

Tian = Aogy (1 + g7)e 07 (47)
where 5* is the value ofg > 0, which is solution of
9 =
B = (a)\wdz(l + £)In(1 4+ 5)) ) (48)

Proof: Let us first rewrite the expected spatial throughput giver(@yfor this scenario as

S = \RP,, (49)

where R is the fixed coding rate used by all TXs ait is the corresponding success probability.

BThis is the usual approach as n[14].[36].
140nce again we use the closest intereferer treated as ngisexapation.
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We proceed here similarly to the proof of Propositidn 2 arehthapply the relatioR = log,(1 + 3),
where R, § > 0. From the closest interferer assumption, an outage eventr®evhenever an interfering
TX node lies inside the area defined by the circumferenceeceditat the RX node and with radids «

2 . .
(see Fig[l). Using the Poisson distribution, we have fhat e=*™*5%  Hence, we can rewrite equation

(49) as 2
S = Mogy (1 + B)e M7, (50)

which is a concave function of.
Hence, we computg* which is the solution of the derivative equatid§/dj = 0, resulting after some
manipulation in [(4B). To conclude this proof, we uyseinto equation[(50), obtaining (#7). [ |
Proposition 5 (highest expected spatial throughput for @PThe highest expected spatial throughput

Topt achieved when OPT decoders are used is given by

s (And?
TOPT_A; (i) 14

)i 6—)\7rd2

log,(1+ (1+9)8) e ™ (1) (51)

where, 37 is found as the value of; > 1 for < € N, which is solution of

o

2 ) . Ay
B = <(1 a Ard?(1+ (14 14)5;) In(1+ (1 +z)ﬁi)) : (52)

Outline of proof: To prove this proposition, we follow the same steps usedarptioof of Proposition
4, considering these basic differencés:= d—*/r;* > 1 (since messages from TXs closer to a given
RX than its own TX are jointly decoded and then > d) and the optimization is proceeded for each
1 =20,1,2,... which yields [G2). To conclude this outline, we average tkgeeted spatial throughputs by
the Poisson probabilities thamnodes lie in the aread?, resulting in [G1). [ |
Here we apply Propertiés 3 ahd 7 to obtain an analyticalioeldietween the expected highest spatial
throughputC (cognitive) and the highest expected spatial throughphon-cognitive) using fixed rates
for either decoding rules.
Proposition 6 C vs.T): For a given density\ and assuming that all links use the same decoding rule
(either IAN or OPT), then
C>T. (53)
Proof: This statement is a consequence of Property 3, when we sebtistanty = log(1 + 8*) in
(24), yielding [47). Similarly, we use Propefty 7, applyifog each different € N a different constany

in (43) such thaty; = W which yields [(51), concluding this proof. [
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Fig. 5. The highest expected spatial throughpiitsising fixed coding rates given by {47) and](51), and the cignitpatial throughputs
C given by [IT) and[{42) as a function of the network densitfor IAN and OPT decoding rules] = 1 and o = 4.

Fig.[8 shows the maximum expected spatial throughput fatigwhe formulation derived in this section.
As proved in Propositionl67 is always lower than or equal t© for the same density and the same
decoding rule. This is justified by the methodology used tavdehe cognitive spatial throughput, which
allows for a choice of coding rate based on the location m#tdron for each different realization. When
fixed rates are used, the transmitters code their messages aidixed rate that depends only on the
number of other messages that are jointly decoded by their meeivers. By optimizing based only
on the average behavior, some RXs cannot successfully debt@it messages for specific topologies,
which decreases the expected spatial throughput. Theretioe cognitive strategy has always the best
performance. Besides given the decoding rule employedcuhees of 7 andC have a similar shape.

Fig. 8 also shows that the cognitive spatial throughputiobthwhen OPT is used has a huge gain
if compared with the IAN option. This result reflects that tB@T rule is able to avoid the strongest
interferers by jointly decoding their messages. When thesitie \ is low, both OPT and IAN decoders
have approximately the same performance since the pratyaihiat a interferer is closer to a given RX
than its own TX is very low. Increasing, such a probability also increases and then the differences
between the strategies become apparent as the close&trerttes the limiting factor for IAN, while such
node may have its message jointly decoded when OPT is used,dehreases the harmful effects of the

nearby interferers.
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Fig. 6. Cognitive spatial throughputfor IAN and OPT as a function of the network density, d = 1 anda = 4. Approximate results
given by equationd (17) anf{(42), and simulations.

VII. DISCUSSIONS

So far we have showed that, for same network density, OPTdeées@utperform IAN, and the cognitive
strategy outperforms the non-cognitive one when receigargloy the same decoding rule. Nevertheless
we still need to discuss some possible limitations of ourdjmémely the tightness of our approximations
and the feasibility of each decoding rule for practical iempkntations. In the following subsections we
deal with both aspects, identifying why our results are ingo@t even when our approximation is poor
and for which circumstances the design setting that previde worst performance is more suitable than

the optimal.
A. Tightness of our approximation

Here we discuss the validity of the “closest interferer tedaas noise approximation” used to derive
the approximate performance of both decoding rules. Figusbows the cognitive spatial throughpiit
computed using our analytical approximation and Monte €anmulation as a function of the network
density\ for both decodeg. For both IAN and OPT, the lower the density is, the betterapproximation
works. Conversely, increasing the density, our approxensaatial throughput gets looser and looser.

The closest-interferer approximation is in fact a lower twof the aggregate interference [[14], leading
then to an upper bound of the actual cognitive spatial thmpug This bound have been proved to be

The results for the highest expected spatial throughpigemted in SectiofL VI follows the same trends and thus theyarg@resented
here.
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asymptotically equivalent to the actual values when> 0 [14], [33. For higher densities, the closest
interferer treated as noise tends to contribute less toghgeegate interference experienced by the receivers,
worsening our approximation. Besides, we obtained our migaleresults using the path-loss exponent
a = 4 and Weber et al. showed that lower exponents lead to looserdsd[10].

Yet, we believe that the comparison between the IAN and OR®dkys is fair since the results presented
in Sectiong IV andV rely on the same approxime@DrWe further argue that our approximation has no
effect on the trade-off analysis done in this paper and Eiffuillustrates this fact by showing that the
OPT always outperforms IAN in similar scales: the ratifg, /Copr Obtained via simulation or via our
approximations have similar values when considering theesa As the proposed formulation provides a
computationally simpler way to assess the network perfacedahan numerical simulations, we reinforce
the contribution of this paper even when our approximatiorwide less accurate bounds.

All'in all, we believe that our main messages — OPT is bettan AN, and cognitive strategy is better
than the non-cognitive one — are unaffected by our appraxms, which are shown by both qualitative
relations and quantitative ratios between our analytical simulated results. Despite of these facts, the

optimal strategy is infeasible for practical implemerdatas discussed in the following.

B. Design setting and mobility pattern

Throughout this paper we have shown that the best desigoropii terms of spatial throughput is
to employ OPT decoders and apply the cognitive scheme. Tdligien, however, has downsides: (i)
RXs require the knowledge of the codebooks of the jointlyodied] messages and (i) OPT decoders are
computationally more complex than IAN.

Knowing that, we argue that the use of either/both OPT aramb/gnitive strategy is infeasible for (highly)
mobile topologies. Under this topology, the neighboursmof given receiver change very fast, rendering
the joint decoding procedure impossible. Shopping malts streets where people move frequently can
exemplify this scenario. If this is the case, even thoughciafiguration employing IAN decoders with
fixed rate optimization is far from the optimal performanitds a more suitable choice.

Conversely, when (quasi-)static networks are considdterpptimal strategy becomes viable. In this
case, receiver nodes must known the codebooks of theirggsbimterfering nodes and jointly decode their
messages. In addition, the links must coordinate theirrgpdates to be in the network capacity region.

18I our point of view this asymptotic analysis is unsuitabbe the study carried out here; we assume an interferendtetinmetwork,

which opposes the idea of very low density of interferers.e?Wh — 0, we see the network in its noise-limited regime.
We can argue in the same way to say that the analysis presiengettior[V) is also fair.
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Smart homes, industry plants and other kind of machine-dchime communications can exemplify this
mobility pattern.

Besides, there are other aspects that may be prohibitiveD®F. For instance, many applications
require secrecy and then the codebook knowledge makes Q@&asible even for static topologies. Other
applications need fast processing time, which is also giida when many interfering messages are
jointly decoded. Anyway, this dependence of the topologyinte taken into account when the network
is designed. Furthermore, the mobility pattern of the netwean also change over time — for example,
offices during the night are quasi-static, while highly dyma during parts of the working hours.

All these aspects indicates the needs for ad hoc adaptiwithigns that estimate the network state
and proceed with their optimization according to their dtge ability. If the closest interferer treated as
noise approximation gives a reliable indication, the risspiesented herein might even provide a practical

way of implementing them.

VIII. FINAL REMARKS

In this paper we studied the spatial throughput of cognitieéworks using the Gaussian point-to-
point codes, where transmitter nodes use the locationrnrdtion of their receiver’s closest interferer to
tune their coding rates. Assuming that the network folloles bipolar Poisson model, we evaluated two
different decoding rules: (i) treat all interfering messsagas noise — IAN, and (ii) jointly decode the
messages whose detected power is higher than the desiresdgeegower while treat the remaining as
noise — OPT.

We proposed an approximation of the expected highest $phtieughput for Poisson distributed
networks where transmitter nodes are able to cognitivelg their coding rates for each spatial realization
based on the location information of the closest interfeféheir respective receiver. We then stated several
properties of our approximation using either decoders dnmved that, when the same network density
and decoding rules are assumed, the cognitive strategysla#performs the non-cognitive one, where
transmitters code their messages in order to optimize theat&d spatial throughput using pre-determined
fixed rates, regardless of a specific network realization.

These results can be actually used to implement an ad hodthlgacapable to adapt the coding rates
based on estimated information about distances, netwankityeand mobility. In fact, we have already
identified the work done in_[40] as a potential starting paomturther develop the theory presented here

to more practical scenarios.
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