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Abstract—In any wireless communication environment in An exact closed-form answer to the second question is
which a transmitter creates interference to the others, a sstem gvailable only for very simple scenarios, such as the revers
°f1 nolré-liznei; eq(ujlatignsz?rilsesé.) Its_ﬂf]ornl (f02r 2 termlinalls) Sl link of an isolated CDMA cell. However, the pertinent power
pl=gl(p2;al) and p2=g2(pl;a2), with pl, p2 power levels; a . - . .
a2 quality-of-service (QoS) targets; and g1, g2 functionskin to vector may t_)e fognd iteratively, in which case, 2 other key
"interference functions” in Yates (JSAC, 13(7):1341-13481995). questions arise: (i) does the chosen power adjustment algo-
Two fundamental questions are: (1) does the system have arithm converge?, and if so, (ii) to the same point, regasitds
solution?; and if so, (2) what is it?. (Yates, 1995) shows tha the initial powers? (i.e., is the process asymptoticaliyoki?).

IF the system has a solution, AND the “interference functios” Referencel[2] studies the convergence of a “greedy” power

satisfy some simple properties, a “greedy” power adjustmen - . .
process will always converge to a solution. We show that, adjustment process — terminals take turns, each choosing a

if the power-adjustment functions have similar properties to Power level in order to achieve its desired QoS while taking
those of (Yates, 1995), and satisfy a condition of the simple the other power levels as fixed — within an abstract model

form gi(1,1,...,1)<1, then the system has a unique solutiothat  that “hides” all details of the physical system inside thevpo
can be found iteratively. As examples, feasibility conditins for adjustment functions, which are assumed to have certain sim

macro-diversity and multiple-connection receptions are gen. | i Thi his | tant b itdit
Informally speaking, we complement (Yates, 1995) by adding ple properues. This approach Is important because rsisesu

the feasibility condition it lacked. Our analysis is based o norm ~ apply to all practical systems that can be shown to satisfy
concepts, and the Banach’s contraction-mapping principle the assumed properties. Referende [2] shows that if ther“int
ference function” is non-negative, non-decreasing, andn— i
certain sense — (sub)homogeneous, greedy power adjustment
converges to a unigue vectgsrovided that the underlying

In any wireless communication environment in which oS targets aréeasible Recently, several publications have
terminal creates interference to the others, a system of noevisited [2] with various aims. Reference [3] introducesl a
linear equations (or more generally inequalities) ariiesan establishes the convergence of an algorithm that can handle
be written asp; = gi(p_i;a;) fori =1,--- N, whereg; is an the discreteness (quantisation) of power adjustment &y it
appropriate functiong; is a quality-of-service (QoS) target,practical systems, a case that does not fit into the framework
and p_; denotes the vector of the power levels of the othef [2]. Referencel[4] extend5][3] to establish the conveogen
terminals. Two fundamental questions immediately ari§e: ©f a “canonical class” of algorithms, which includes many
does the system have solutions? (i.e., are the QoS targdtprithms previously proposed in the scientific literatur
“feasible”?); and if so, (ii) what is one such solution? Opportunistic communication as appropriate for delagsiamnt

The feasibility question is critical, because if a set dfaffic is the focus of[[5]. Referencel[6] models interferenc
terminals is admitted into service when their QoS targetsithin an axiomatic framework and characterises the féasib
are “infeasible”, valuable resources (e.g. time and energyuality-of-service region corresponding to the max-mgnsil-
may be wasted in a futile search for a power vector thad-interference balancing problem.
does not actually exist. Thus, a formula that can directly However, neither([2] nor its descendants provide a general
determine whether a set of QoS targets are feasible hasfeasibility condition for their respective family of furiohs.
evident practical utility: admission control. For exampler The present work adds sub-additivity to the properties_hf [2
the specific case of a CDMA wireless communication systeamd this, in turn, leads to the simple feasibility condition
in which base stations “cooperatel’] [1] shows that — withi(1,1,...,1) < 1, which also works without sub-additivity,
some restrictions — the QoS targets are feasible if their st is then more conservative. Particularised {o [1], osulte
is less than the number of receivers. The set of all the Q&&ds to a still simple but more sophisticated macro-dityers
vectors that can be accommodated are associated with ¢apacity formula that — through a dependencerelative
“capacity region” of the system. channel gains — sensibly adjusts itself to the realisticagion
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in which each terminal is in range of only a subset of thB. Direct applicability

receivers, as discussed further below and.in [7]. fi generally depends on the terminals’ quality-of-service
To .obtaln our resplt, we explore the convergence of a cla(séos) parameters. Thus, from the set of conditiéii§) < 1
of adjustment functions of the forrj(p_;) + G whereci >0 one can determine whether a given QoS vector is “feasible”
and f; belongs to a large family of which “norms” are a specigh, the sense that it leads to a convergent power-adjustment
case. A norm is an intuitive generalisation of the length of &,cess. This information answers the important admission
vector. 'f fi IS a norm, fi“(Pfi)”JFCi can be interpreted as acontrol question: can the system admit a terminal that véishe
sum of “noise” plus the “size” of the interfering power, Withseryice at a given QoS level, and satisfy the QoS requiresnent
the terminal adjusting its power to keep the carrier-tasaei ¢ the new and the incumbent terminals?
plus-interference ratio near a target value. The mathealati TneoremIV1 can be very useful, because a very large
properties of norms and, more generally, semi-norms are wel iy of functions satisfies Definitiof] 1. This includes the
understood, and have proven useful in many contexts (for giy,_tamily of parametric Holder norms (which itself incesd
interesting appllcatpn to beam forming séé [8]). As an_aidd@ne Euclidean norm, the “max” norm, as well as the sum-
bonus, these functions are convex (and hence continuoyflapsolute-values norm as special cases)ahdther (semi-
which is often a desirable property. )norms. Furthermore, it is possible to define new (semifrsor
Our related work [9],[[10] introduces a more concrete modgl, herforming simple operations on known ones; e.g., the sum
that explicitly considers details such as channel gainsS Qg; maximum of two norms is a new norm. and fif-) is a
constraints, and the number of receivers. The more abstragim andM is a suitably dimensioned non-singular matrix
“high-level view” of [2] and its descendants —including thgnen f(M-) defines also a norm [11, Sec. 5.3].
present paper — is evidently the most general; howeverpne can envision three general use-cases for TheGrein IV.1:
the “lower-level view” of the concrete model may providgy the system’s most “natural” power adjustment process
|n5|g_hts z_ind opportunities otherwise unfivallab!e e®q] [ fits the patternp; = fi(p_i) + ¢ with f; a quasi-semi-normal
provides in closgd—form a genemnservativesolution to the ,nction andc > 0 (e.g., the fixed assignment scenario of
system of equations under study). Thus, both approaches @i (i) the engineer can freely choose the terminals’ powe
complementary. . . adjustment rules (in which case the family of functions unde
In the next section, we state and discuss our main resullgyqy is sufficiently large to give the engineer wide latétid
Then, we formally specify the properties of the functions Wgaking this choice), (iii) the engineer can analyse theesgst
study. Subsequently, we utilise the contraction mappieg-t¢ ynder an adjustment rule that has the desired properties, an
nique to characterise the conditions leading to the coBr&® .\ erestimates the “true” terminal’s power needs, whichigea

of an adjustment process done with these functions. Then, & conservative admission policy (as will be discussethéur
connect these conditions to the quality-of-service reugnts anq jllustrated below).

of the terminals. Subsequently, we apply our analysis teroth
families of functions, including those studied by [2]} [Glwo
appendices provide essential mathematical backgrourdi, & Methodology

specific key results from the literature. We obtain our results through fixed-point theory. One can
formally describe the power adjustment process through a
II. MAIN RESULT. APPLICATIONS AND EXTENSIONS transformationT that takes as input a power vectprand

. ) . ) . “converts” it into a new oneT (p). The limit of the adjustment
In this section weinformally state our main result, d'SCUSSprocess, if any, is a vector that satisfigs= T(p*). For a
how it can be directly applied, the methodology leading {0 HransformationT from certain space into itself, fixed-point
and ho to extend it to cover functions satisfying other 8&ts theory provides conditions under whidhhas a “fixed-point”,
axiom&. We also discuss the macro-diversity capacity resyf{t is, there is a point* in the concerned space such that
it yields, and compare this result to that provided by [1]. y+ — T(x*). In particular, TheoreniBl1 holds that, T is
a contraction (Definition [B.1), thenT has aunique fixed-
point, and that it can be found iteratively via successive
] ) ) ] o ] approximation (Definitio_BJ2), irrespective of the stagi
Afunctlonf IS quaS|-_sem|-no_r_maI‘ it has four bgs_lc Prop- noint. TheorenIVIL identifies conditions under which the
erties formally stated in Definitioh] 1: non-negativity, NN {ransformation of interest is a contraction. The core opitsof
tonicity, sub-homogeneity of degree one and sub-additivifas three simple steps, and each directly follows from éxact

(the triangle inequality). Witd denoting the “all-ones” vector one of the properties of the functions we study.
of appropriate length, our main result, TheoremJV.1, can be

informally re-stated as:
If f is quasi-semi-normal and satisfidg1) < 1

A. Main result

D. Applicability to other function families

then the adjustment process definedpt + 1) = If one knows that an adjustment rule fails to satisfy Defini-
fi(p_i(t)) +¢ci (¢ > 0) converges to the same vector tion[d], but otherwise has certain “nice” properties, tw@vaht
p*, regardless of the initial power levels. and fair question are: (a) does it always exist a correspandi

adjustment rule that overestimates a terminal’s power sieed
1Some readers may prefer to leave this section for last. and that has the necessary properties for the applicability



TheorenIV1?, and (b) can such rule be identified in generalym of a positive constant and a function that is homogeneous
in terms of the original function? The answers will, of cayrs of degree one (see subsection [I1D1). Nevertheless, stitisec
depend on which are the properties that the original adjgistm/I-Blshows that the adjustment process corresponding th eac
rule does posses. of the models cited byl [2] (i) has the form assumed in the
While ignoring certain technical subtleties, Tallle | comgza present work, or (ii) can be handled through a special bowgndi
the properties assumed herein to those assumed]by [2] &makction, or (iii) — under the mild assumption that random
[6]. Non-negativity is an imposition of the physical worldat noise is negligible — is covered by the discussion in sub-
applies to all axiomatic frameworks. Additionally, the @ébr section[1I-D2. One of[[2]'s examples is macro-diversity —
frameworks assume a form of monotonicity and homogeneityscussed at length throughout the present work —, while the
(“scalability”). Unique to the present contribution is tie  multiple connection (MC) scenario is discussed in someildeta
angle inequality, which in turn leads to a simple feasipilitin sectionVI-B.
result not available under other frameworks. This comparis
suggests that, besides non-negativity, monotonicity amdes
form of homogeneity be the “nice” properties to be kept.
1) Homogeneity notions:;The homogeneity axioms dis- With macro-diversity, the cellular structure of a wireless
played in Tabléll exhibit noticeable differences. Wherd&j's[ communication network is removed and each terminal is
homogeneity applies to all scaling constarts,our axiom jointly decoded by all receivers in the network [12]] [1].
applies to in (0,1). However, by LemmATIlI1, homogeneityMacro-diversity is interesting because it can increase the
for A € (0,1) together with sub-additivity imply homogeneitycapacity of a wireless cellular network, and mitigate shado
for all positiveA. fading. As a proof-of-concept scenario, we have applied
In [2] the considered functions are strictly subTheoren{IV.1l to macro-diversity, and obtainech@w simple
homogeneous, but only far> 1. However,[[2]'s “interference closed-form feasibility condition[(29), which has a numbe
functions” include additive “noise”. By contrast, our fuitns of advantages over that previously available. For a macro-
have the formfi(x_;) + ¢, and homogeneity applies tf diversity system withK receivers, andN terminals operating
only. If f(x) =g(x)+ c whereg(Ax) =Ag(x) andc > 0, then on the reverse link, where := (a1, --,0y) is the vector
f is strictly sub-homogeneous of degree one, but only fof desired carrier-to-interference ratidsy the channel gain
A>1[f(AX) =g(Ax)+c=Ag(X) +c=Af(X) + (L—A)c; in the signal from terminali arriving at receiverk, and
thus, f(Ax) < Af(x) for A > 1]. ik = hix/hi with hy =h; 1+ ---+hi x, Theoren{IV1 dictates
Thus, while the homogeneity assumptions [af [2], [6] anthat:
ours arenot technicallyequivalent they are, to some extend, if at each receiverk and for each terminal,
mutually conS|st§nt. On the_ othgr hand, our functions only S i OnGnk < 1 then it is possible for each terminal
need homogeneity at the pou_nt: 1. _ i to operate at the CIR;.
2) (sub)Homogeneous adjustment process8sibsection

E. The case of macro-diversity

: L : . . Thus, the greatest weighted sum o — 1 carrier-to-
VI-Alshows that if the original adjustment functiof fails . ’ . .
9 ! interference ratios must be less than 1, in order doto

to satisfy the triangle inequality, but that it is howevey . ’ . o .
monotonically non-decreasing and (sub)homogeneous of rg_m the “capacity region” of the system. The weights are

gree one for any positive constant (which is satisfied by rﬁlanve channel gains. At moBtK such simple sums need to

the functions considered byl[6], for example), thefx) := € che;kgd beforg anl admlssmnhdeusmr.]a db i th
HxHoof(i) “dominates” f (f(x) < @(x) everywhere), and has Condition [29) is closest to that provided byl [1] in the

the desired properties (becaugeis a scaled version of special case in which each terminal is “equidistant” frorohea
the norm [x,, = max(xs, - ,xx)). Thus, one can obtain areceiver; that is, for each hjx =~ hi; vk, (for example, the

conservative admission rule by applying TheofemlIV.1 to atﬁrmlnals may be distributed along a line that is perpendicu

adjustment process in which terminalpdates its power with to th_e axis between the 2 symmetnc_ally placed receivers).
@(X) := ||x|l, fi(1). The appropriate feasibility condition ismNthIS case,feacgnykh.: 1/:?’ r?n_d cond.mon [IZIS)_)hreducg§ o
a(1) = HiHmfi (1) = fi(1) < 1. Thus, fi(1) < 1 also works er,;ilun < K for eachi (which is consistent with condition
for the original process. However, in this case the connlitiqza), for K = 1). z”:lqn adds alla; except one; such sum
is more conservative than it would be, if the origirfalalso . . N .

I8 evidently, largest when it leaves out the smallest By

satisfies sub-additivity, because now the condition has be : ) SN
obtained through the dominating, comparison,[[1] gives the conditidp,_; an < K for all cases.

By exploiting the known special structure of the origin Pondltlon [29) is the least conservative of the two becatise i

adjustment function, one may be able to obtain a ‘tight gaves out one; (the smallest) from the sum. For 3 terminals

bound” thang. In fact, that is how we have approached macrc?—nd 2 receivers, the original yields the symmetric pyrainida

diversity. Nevertheless, it is useful and comforting to wrtbat region with vertexes (0,0,0), (2,0,0), (0,2,0) and (0.8/wn

for a very large family of functions, the constructignleads in darker colour in figL1L. By contrasz,ajéilan <2— 1o which
to one simple capacity result, when no better such resultdsndition [29) reduces, in this example — yields a capacity
available. region that completely contains the darker triangular pyda

3) Partially sub-homogeneous adjustment procesdést and extends to include the grayish triangular volume lichite

everyfunction that satisfies [2]'s axioms can be written as th&bove by the line segment between (0,0,2) and (1,1,1) (chdee



Table |
SELECTED POWERADJUSTMENT FRAMEWORKS COMPARED

[ Framework | Monotonicity [ Homogeneity [ Sub-additivity | Feasibility |
Yates[Z] x>y = f(x) >f(y) A>1 = f(AX) <Af(X) — —

S-B[6] x>y = f(x)> f(y) A>0 = f(AX) =Af(Xx) —
Herein f(x) < f(|Ix]|,, 1) Ae(0,1) = f(AL) <Af(1) | f(x+y) < f(X)+f(y) f(l) <1

. ) o . o (a) "True" capacity region
Figure 1. 3 terminals “equidistant” from each of 2 receivere original
limits capacity to the darker pyramid, while “true” capgcélso includes the
grayish triangular volume. If the terminals cannot be “ldéday a 3rd receiver,
the original greatly overestimates the capacity region xpaading it to the
outer pyramid.

the point (0,99 , 0,99 , 0,99) does satisf_;an < 2 but

=1
definitelynot a1 + a2+ 03 < 2 ). s

It is also significant that the channel gains completely drop
out of the condition given by [1]. This fact reduces somewhat
the complexity of the condition. Yet some reflection suggest
that an admission decision should be influenced by the lotati
of the incumbent and entering terminals. For example, iftmos
active terminals are near a few receivers, then it shouldenaak
difference to the_system Whether a new terminal wants to join (b) The original formula produces a capacity region that
the crowded region, or a distant less congested area. Becaus neither includes nor is included by the "true" region
the original condition is independent of the channel gaamsl
hence of the terminals’ locations, it cannot adapt to spec
geographical distributions of the terminals. Thus, thgioal
may Yyield over-optimistic results under certain channafest,
such as when most terminals are in effective range of only a
few receivers. For instance, suppose in the previous exampl
that a third receiver exists, but that the terminals aretimta 301+ 302 < 1, 202+ 303 < 1, etc. The combination of these
in such a way that, for each hj ~ h» while hi3 ~ 0. inequalities yields a region illustrated by fig. 2(a), whish
Thus,gi1 ~ g2 ~ 1/2 andg; 3 ~ 0. Then, condition[{29) still limited from above by the line segment between (0,0,2) and
reduces toyN_, an < 2 for eachi, and leads to the already(1,1,2/3). As already discussed, the result froim §iy, ; an <

. nA . . ... 2, yields a symmetric pyramidal region with vertexes at @),0
discussed capacity region. However, the original COM'“?Z,O,O), (0,2,0) and (0,0,2) which, as illustrated by Figh]p(

yields 2n-10n < 3 Wh".:h’ as Hlustrated by_ ﬂd‘—.'l 1, grealyyiersects with — but neither contains nor is contained by —
overestimate the capacity region, by extending it to theeloutthe region described by fif. 2[a)

triangular pyramid with vertexes (0,0,0), (3,0,0), (0)3shd

(0,0,3)). As discussed further in_[7], conditio_(29) yields a low-
Let us now consider the simplasymmetriccase of 3 complexity algorithm for admission-control decisions,igéh

terminals and 2 receivers, with relative gains to the firstdapts itself in a sensible manner to special channel states

receiver of 2/3, 1/3, and 1/2, respectively. Conditibn] (29Fhannel gains also play a prominent role in the feasibility

leads to 3 inequalities per receiver, such%&+ %0(2 <1, analysis of other multi-cell CDMA systems, such as[inl [13].

igure 2. The macro-diversity capacity region for 3 terrtsrand 2 receivers,
r specific asymmetric channel gains



I1l. A CLASS OF SUBADDITIVE ADJUSTMENT RULES Considem< r < m+1 forme N (thus,mis the “floor” of r,

We focus below on the properties of the individual adjust!])- Then f(rx) = f(mx + (r —m)x) < f(mx) + f((r —m)x).
ment function. Thus, from the standpoint &f [2], our focus i8Y Remark[4f(mx) < mf(x). By definition,r —me (0,1),

li(p), a component of (p). m:(()((;lgk)r‘q?f((;;gg:g; by hypothesis. Hencef (rx) <
]

A. Definition and basic properties Remark 7:Lemmal[lll] is valid for anyx, but we only

Below, OY denotes the non-negative orthan ®- need to apply it at the point=1 (i.e., f(rx) <rf(x) Vre
dimensional Euclidean spacky denotes the element 6fM [, atx — 1v).
with each component equal to one (the sub-index may beiemma I11.2: Let a € OM with & # 0. Then the function
omitted when appropriateN = {1,2,...} (the set of Natural f(x) := Y™, |amXm| for x € OM satisfies Definitiofi]1.

numbers). Proof: The relevant properties can be checked directly.
We study adjustment rules of the general fofifp_i) + ¢ Alternatively, one may also writé as f(x) = ||Dx||1 whereD
wherec; € 0 .and f; is quasi-semi-normal is the diagonal matri :=diag(as, - - ,am), and| -||1 denotes
. _Defiqitipn 1: A function f : OM — O is quasi-semi-normal the Hélder 1-norm (DefinitioR Al3). Sind@ is evidently non-
it satisfies singular, Theoreri Al3 applies, arfdis a norm. n
f(x)>0 vxeOM 1) Lemma lll.3: For x ¢ OM and k = 1,---,K, consider

- - the vectorsax = (ayk, - ,amk) With ank # 0, and let
< : : ,
O = e @) (%) = $Hs [amuonl, V() == (ya(X), -y (X)), andf (x) ==
fx+y)<fx)+f(y) wxyel () [ly(x)||u, where]|-]||, denote a monotonic norm ofiX (see
f(x) < f(x||lodm)  vxeOM (4) Definition[A.7). Thenf satisfies Definitio]1 .

. " i ) Proof: By LemmdTIL.2, eachyk can be written agx(x) =
The preceding conditions are often associated with the svor; y Vi $(x)

or phrases: non-negativity1(1), sub-homogeneffy (2), su _”kahereH Il denotes a monotonic n/orm. Thisean be

additivity or “the triangle inequality”[{(3), and monotoiti Written asf(x) = [ Ixlloy = Il ] .

@). By TheorenA2 (“norm of norms”)f(x) is a norm. W
Remark 1:Below, we only need our functions to satisfy

f(Ax) <Af(x) atx = 1. If a function satisfies over its entireC. Some examples

domain both[(B) andf (Ax) < Af(x), then it is convex (see 1) The simplest case:

also Remarl@l). . Example 1:Consider a single-cell system, and leip;
Remark 2.AI'§hough power vectors are mherently NONYenote theeceivedpower from terminalj. Suppose that each
negative, the difference between 2 non-negative vectars Cayminal adjusts its power so thakp;/(Y,(p_i) +0) = o,

_evidenFIy_,_have negative components. Thus, certain pmerwhereYi = 3N hapn is the interference affecting terminal
in Definition I must consider vectors that have negative N )
components. i, and o represents the average noise powgr.can be

Remark 3:By LemmalA.l, a function that satisfies condiWritten asfi(p-i) +ci, with fi(p_i) == Z”:_l(o‘ihn/hi)|pn| and
tion (@) also satisfiesf (x) — f(y)| < f(x—y) , the “reverse” ¢ — go;/h. By Lemma[llL2 , f; is a norm — the absolute
triangle inequality. value operator has no real effect here — (Definifion] A.2), and

Remark 4:With x =y in condition [3) one concludes thathence has the desired properties (see Refdark 6)
f(2x) < 2f(x), which easily extends td (mx) < mf(x) for ) The macro-diversity scenario:
anyme N. . a) System model:Under macro-diversity, the cellular

Remark 5:In (@), the vector||x||,,1m is obtained fromx  structure is removed and each transmitter is jointly dedode
by replacing each of its components with the largest of th; all receivers$[12]/T1]. A relevant QoS index for termimas

absolute values of these componerig|,. Thus, f(x) < the product of its spreading gain by its “carrier to inteefece
f(Ixll, Im) is @ very mild form of monotonicity: “max- ratio” (CIR), a;, defined as[1] :

monotonicity”. Ph 1 Ph «
Remark 6:All semi-norms and norms satisfy conditiofi$ (1) o= R v L (5)
, @) with equality, and[{3) (see Definitiois_A.1 ahd ]A.2). i1+ 07 i K+ Ok

All vector (semi-)norms that depend on thbsolute valueof where K is the number of receivers in the netwoth
the components of the vector — such as the sub-family f the channel gain in the signal from terminahrriving at
Holder norms (Definitioi_AlB) — also satisfy conditionl (4)receiverk, andY; x denotes the interfering power experienced

(see Theorern All). by transmitteri at receivelk; i.e.,
N
B. Some immediate results Yik = Z Pnhink (6)
Lemma llI.1: Suppose thaff : DM — O is such that\ € ?;il

(0,1) = f(Ax) <Af(x), andf(x+y) < f(x)+ f(y) thenf
satisfiesf (rx) <rf(x) vxeOM andre O,
Proof: Yii= (Y1, Yik) (7)

Below, we recognise and utilise the vectors:



0:=(0%,---,0%) (8) A. Approach
As discussed in subsectidn TI-C, we utilise fixed-point
theory, in particular, Theorem B.1, the Banach Contraction
Mapping principle.
) Remark 8:0One can choose any metric to apply Theorem
B.I. Below we utilised(x,y) := ||x—Y|l., (see Definition
, although the sub-index df ||, is omitted for notational
convenience.

b) Normalised adjustmentFrom [3) one obtains the
adjustment process

-1
Yi,l + 01 Yi,K + GK
It is unclear that the function on the right side bf (9) can
written asfi(p_i) + ¢ with ¢; € O and f; satisfying Definition
[I. However, an adjustment rule that has the desired form, aé;d
over estimates th& given by [9) can be readily obtained.
Reference [[1] simplifies the macro-diversity analysis 25
including a terminal’s own signal as part of the interferen
(thus, the sum in equatiof](6) is taken owl n). As an
alternative, in equatiori9), one can replace e4g{iP) with

The Banach approach applied to our framework
To apply fixed-point analysis, we need functions defined on
N

Lemma IV.1:For x € ON let gi(x) := 0-% + fi(x_j) =
fi(x_i). If each f; satisfies Definitiofill as a function amN—1,
then eachy; satisfies Definitiofil]1 as a function dnN.

Y = mkax{Yi’k} = [|Yille (10) Proof: Thatg; has propertied{1) anfll(4) follows trivially
from its definition and the hypothesis.
and eacto? with To verify property [(B), the triangle inequality, notice tha
A 2 _ i(X+y):=fixoi+y-i) < filxmi) + fily—i) =gi(X)+0i
o= mkax{ok} = loll. (11) '?’cg ver>i/f)y prop()erty [é),)sub—ﬁlom)oger%td obgsfar\)/e '?hg[)
Then, with gi(AX) == fi(Ax-i) < A fi(x—i) +0-X = Agi(X) - |
hi=hig+ - +h (12) Theorem IV.1:Let 1y denote ’EIhe elgment af™ with each
component equal to 1. Fore O andi € {1,---,N}, let the
equation[(9) becomes transformatiorT be defined byTi(x) := fi(x_i) where eacH;
o satisfies Definitiofil1. I¥/i, fi(In_1) < 1 thenT is a contraction
P= e (i +06) (13) (Definition[B1).

) ] Proof: For x € ON let gi(x) := 0-x + fi(x_i) = fi(x_).
Thus, the adjustment process can now be writterRas gy | emmallV1, eachy satisfies Definitiori]1 as a function

fi(P_i) + ¢ where, on ON.
N TV Let [[T(x) -T(y)ll=
fi(P-0) 1= £ IYi(P-)]. (14) 01(x) — G (y) 19106 — gu(y)|
and o : = max : 17)
G = HO (15) an(X) —an(y) lon(x) —gf(y)]

c) Properties of the new macro-diversity adjustment: By the reverse triangle inequality (see Lemnia 1A.1),
Proposition 111.1: The function f; given by equation[{d4) |9i(X) —gi(y)| < gi(x—y). Thus,
satisfies Definitiof]1. l91(x) — g1(y)| g1(x—y)
Proof: In order to apply Lemm@gTIT]3, let := P_; in such )

a way thatx, = P, for n<i andx, = P,;1 for n >1i). Likewise, max : < max : (18)
let ank := dihnk/hi for n<i andan k == aihp, 1) k/hi forn>i lon(X) —On(Y)] ON(X—Y)

. (For example, foN=3 andK =2, ifi=2,x1 =P, Xo=Ps3, Let Myy 1= max(|xs — yi|,--- , [Xn — Yn|) = [[X = Y|

aix = 0z2hyx/h2 andagk = az2hz k/hy). By monotonicity (condition[{4)),

The kth component ofa; /hi)Yi(P) can then be written as

ZE};% |Xm| Am= ||X||vk(See Lemmm)_ Ji (X - y) <0 (Mxy, T 7Mxy) =0 (MXle) (19)

Thus, equation {14) can be written as By sub-homogeneity (conditionl(2))
([ e P (16) gi(Mxy1>SMxygi(1>EfoyHgi(lm)EI\Xfyl\fi(lmfl(éo)
LemmaIL3, with|| - || playing the role off - ||, implies that ~ Thus,
fi is a norm, and has, therefore, the desired properties (see (TX) =T <Alx=y] (21)
Remark(6). B whereA ;= max{ fi(In-1),-, fn(Ine1)} < 1. ]
Therefore, withfi(1n_1) < 1 for all i, the power adjustment
IV. A FIXED-POINT PROBLEM transformation is a contraction, and, by Theoreml B.1, has

We seek to characterise the conditions leading to the can-unique fixed point, which can be found by successive
vergence of the process in which each terminal in a wireleapproximation. Hence, a feasible power allocation exiséd t
communication system, such as the reverse link of a CDMgoduces all the desired QoS levels. When such allocation
cell, adjusts its transmission power through a functionhef t fails to exist, a reasonable course of action is to propoétiy
form fi(p_;)+¢ with ¢, € O and f; satisfying Definitio L. reduce the QoS parametersi[14].



V. CAPACITY IMPLICATIONS The adjustment process given by equatignl (13) can be

Below, we will show how Theorem 1M1 can be applied ifpxpressed under the new coordinatesgias gi(g-i) +6 with

the example scenarios of section TlI-C. N
gi(9-i) := mfxz nOnGnk = [|Yi(d-i) e (28)
ni
Now, the feasibility condition leads to
In the scenario of sectmi@l the adjustment rule is y

A. The simplest case

N

fi(p—i)+ci, with fi(p_;) := Zn l(onhn/h.)pn andc; = oa;i/h;. maxz Ungnk < 1 (29)
The channel gaink; can be ellmlnated by working with the ' ’;]#1

received power levels) := h;p;. Now, each terminal adjusts

its power so thatP, = a;(Y,(P_j) +0) with Y = sz_lpn- VI. NON-SUB-ADDITIVE ADJUSTMENT FUNCTIONS

Below we treat two cases: first the original adjustment rule
is (sub)homogeneous for any positive constant, a condition
satisfied with equality by all functions considered by [6heh,

The feaS|b|I|ty condition of Theoreri IM.1 requires thawe consider specific models cited as examples(by [2]. The
ai YN Py <1 withP,=1 Vn. This leads to the eminently discussion in subsectién II}D is important to this section.

n#i
The adjustment rule can be re-written §$P_;) + ¢, with
fi(P_i) =0 Zn 1Pn andc = oq;.

N#i .
reasonable condition: A. (sub)Homogeneous adjustment functions

aj<1/(n—1) (22) Let us suppose that the original adjustment function fails t
N ) ~satisfy the triangle inequality, but that, besides nonatieg, it
An alternate condition can be obtained through a simpig monotonic, and (sub)homogeneous for any positive cahsta
coordinate transformation. L&t := R /aj, whereP, denotes [ emma VI.1:Let f : OM — O satisfy (i) non-negativity
receivedpower. Under the latest coordinates, the equivalegi), (i) monotonicity [@), and (i) be such thaf (rx) <
adjustment i} = gi(q-i) +0 With gi(9-i) := ¥_; n0n. NOW, rf(x) vx € OM andr € O,. Then there is a functiom:
the feasibility condition leads to i OM — O such thatf (x) <@x) Wxe OM andg satisfies has.
Proof: By monotonicity, f (x) < f(||X]|,, 1m)-

N By the sub-homogeneity hypothesis,

Y an<l (23) N B
1 F(1Xle 1) < X1l F(An) (30)
Condition [23) is more flexible than, and hence preferable {0 Thus 109 < [/l f(1m). @ defined byg(x) := [X|., f (Tu)
as the desired properties. ]

(22), because if tha;’s satisfy [22) they automatically satisfy

@3). butnot vice-versa Remark 9:¢(x) is just a scaled version of the infinity-

norm |-||, and hence satisfies Definitidd 1. Thus, if each
terminal adjusts its power with a functiofy that satisfies

B. The macro-diversity scenario non-negativity, monotonicity and (sub)homogeneity, oae c
1) Original coordinates:The feasibility condition of Theo analyse the related system in Wh'Ch each terminal adjusts it
remIVd when applied to the adjustment rule of seciion I8-cPOWer with a corresponding (x) := |||, fi(1)
leads to (recall thalty = ¥ hi): Remark 10:By Theorem DYJ if @ (1) H1H fi(
N b fi ( 1) <Aj <1, the@-adjustment is asymptotically stable And
ol z T <1 Vik (24) since eachf; .SatISerSf( ) < @(x), one can cqnglude t_hat
?#Il i the “true” adjustment process would behave similarly, & th

feasibility conditionf; (1) <A <1 is satisfied.
2) New coordinates:As with condition [22), conditon Remark 11:There may exist a different functiony;, that
(286) can be improved upon through a change of coordinateatisfies Definitio]1, and is such th&{x) < g;(x) < @(x)

Equation [IB) suggests the change of variable: for all x ¢ ON-1. Indeed, the function we used to “bound” the
hP original macro-diversity adjustment rule has the more iexot
g:= o (25) “norm of norms” form of eq.[(16). Thus, by exploiting the
! special structure of the original adjustment function,riblvn,
For convenience, let also one may obtain a “tighter bound”. Nevertheless, through
 hik LemmalVL1 one can obtain — for a very large family of
Oik:= T (26)  functions — at least one simple capacity result, when neebett

) such result is available.
NOW, Pahin k = gn0nhin k/hn = n@ngn k. Corresponding to equa-  Remark 12:Additionally, forx € ON and 1< p < g < « the

tion (8), we now have Hélder norms satisfy||x||., < [|X[|q < [IX[|, < [[x[l;[15, Prop.
N 9.1.5, p. 345]. This means that if any of these norms is to be
Yik:= Z OnOnOnk (27) used in the process of building a bounding function for the

n# original adjustment rule, it should certainly B¢,



B. Yates’ framework [0]lo- The requirements of usey can now be written as

Below, we examine the specific scenarios given [By [2] &% ma"(HJ;dJ’)/(YJ' +6) > ;, which, with hj := max(H;; d;),
examples (the notation follows closelyl [2]). leads to the adjustmenmt;h; /y; =Yj + G, or equivalently to:

1) Scenarios studied in deptithe power adjustment rule .
for fixed assignment, eq[{[2]-4), can be writtenmgs= fj(p) + 9 =Y, +6 (33)
¢ with fj(p) = (Yj/haj) Yizj hajiPi andcj =Yj0a; /ha;j. fj is N AV Yei (A) = S VO O e /h
a norm (see Lemmi[[]]l%é)J arJ1d hence satisfiés [J)efiniﬁbn 1.\_1_v:iirleeqéds t@?ﬁg%é:gé?ﬁity g&ﬁéﬁ%gk' andgia := /M
Thus, this case perfectly fits our formulation, and in fact is
closely related to the simple example discussed in sulosecti m«’l:(lX;Vigki <1 (34)
ME-CT A

Likewise, the full macro-diversity model has already been Condition {34) is virtually identical to[(29)gxi := hyi/hi
fully addressed, and in fact, a corresponding new capacity both cases. However, il (29) := S khi, whereas in[(34)
result been found and discussed (see subseEfioh II-E fohja= max((hy,--- ,hki);di) (e.g., ifdi = 3, the corresponding
summary). h; is the third highest of's channel gains).

2) Other scenariosThe remaining examples afl[2] can be Notice that both condition§ (B4) and {32) underestimate the
easily handled by neglecting random noise. It is straightfocapacity of the MC system, but for different reasons. Furthe
ward to verify that, if one neglects noise, the correspondinvork may determine which condition is more advantageous.
power adjustment rules are homogeneous of degree one, and
hence fall under the analysis of subsecfion YI-A. Below we APPENDIX A
shall discuss in greater detail the case of multiple-cotioec NORMS, METRICS AND RELATED MATERIAL
(MC) reception. This is an interesting and challenging rrhodg\_ Concepts and definitions
which contains another scenario, the minimum power assign- o
ment (MPA), as a special case. LetV denote a vector space (for a formal definition seé [16,

3) The MC scenario: Under MC, userj must main- PP- 11-12]). _ _ _
tain an acceptable SIRj; at d; distinct base stations. Defl_m_tlon A1 A function f: V — [0 is called asemi-norm
The system “assigns’j to the d; “best’ receivers. Let 0NV, if it satisfies:

Yii(p) := Tizjhipi and suppose there ai¢ receivers. For 1) f(x) >0 forallxeV

xc OY and m < M, let maxx;m) and miixm) de- 2) f(AX)=[A|-f(x) for all x€V and allA € O (homo-
note, respectively, thenth largest and themth smallest geneity)

component ofx. The requirements ofj can be writen  3) f(x+y) < f(x)+ f(wy) for all x,y € V (the triangle
as max (pjhyj/(Yyj +01),---, Pjhkj/ (Yj + 0k)):dj) 2 y; or, Inequality

equivalently, as([2]: Definition A.2: If a semi-norm additionally satisfie§x) =

, ) 0 if and only if x=0 (where® denotes the zero element of
pj > y; min <(Y11(p)+01,... ,YK‘(p)+GK) ;dj> (31) V), thenf is called a norm o and f(x) is usually denoted
" s as|x|.

Under the mild assumption thaj < Yi; Vk and hence can  Remark A.1:It is a simple matter to show that a function
be dropped, the right side df(31) is clearly homogeneous thiat satisfies properti€$ 2 ahd 3 above is convex. Thus, {semi
degree one ip. Hence, the discussion of subsectlon MI-Anorm-minimisation problems are often well-behaved.
applies to this case. Proceeding as in subsed¢iion1V-B2, weDefinition A.3: The Hélder norm with parameter> 1 (“p-
apply conditionf;(1) < 1 to a slightly different form of[(31) norm”) is denoted a$ - ||, and defined fox € ON as||x[[, =
in which the yanables argj = pj/yj, for which Yj(q) := (|Xl|p+m+|XN|p)%,_

YixjMavigi. This leads to the condition: Remark A.2:With p = 2, the Holder norm becomes the
hy hg familiar Euclidean norm. Theg = 1 case is also often en-
min <<; Ly, ,;—'yi> ;dj) <1Vj (32) countered (see Lemmadlll.2). Furthermore, it can be shown
i Mj i i that limp e [[X|, = max(|x|,---,xx|), which leads to the

This condition involves weighted sums &f — 1 quality- following definition: o
of-service parameters where the weights are relative eann Definition A.4: Forxc D_N' the supremum or infinity norm
gains. For instance, witd; = 3, condition [32) requires that IS denoted agl-|l and defined as
the 3rd smallest such sum be less than one. N Xl := max(|xa|, -, %) (A1)

Condition [32) has similarities witlh (29), its macro-disity
counterpart. But the relative gains are not defined in theesam Definition A.5: For x € ON denote agx| the vector whose

way (hyi/hyj in (32), versushyi/ S hki in (23)). ith component is obtained as the absolute value ofithe
In fact, one can apply here the same simplificdgomponent ok, xi|.

tion used for macro-diversity in subsectidi_TIHC2. Let Definition A.6:A norm, ||-||, on O is called anabsolute

Yi(p) := M1j(p),---,Ykj(p)), 0 := (0%,---,0%), and Hj = vector normif it depends only on the absglute values of the

(hgj,---,hkj). Then, replace eachYy;(p) with Y%- = ﬁ\(jhngﬁm‘nts of the vector; that is, forc O, andw := |v|,

max{Yc;} = [|Yj||,, and eacha? with G := max{oj



Definition A.7: Forx andy € ON, let x <y mean that; <
yi for eachi. A norm,||- |, on ON is said to bemonotonidif,
for anyx andy € ON, |x| < |y| implies that||x|| < [ly|.

Definition A.8: A metric, or distance function is a real
valued functiord : X x X — O whereX is some set, such that,
for everyx,y,ze X, (i) d(x,y) > 0, with equality if and only if
x=y, (i) d(x,y) =d(y,x) and (iii) d(x,2) < d(x,y)+d(y,2)
(the triangle inequality

Remark A.3:Every norm||-|| on a vector spacé engenders
the metricd(x,y) = ||[x—Y]| for x,y € V. A norm generalises
the intuitive notion of size or length, while a metric germses
the intuitive notion of distance.

Definition A.9: A metric spaceX,d) is a setX, together
with a metric d defined onX. If every Cauchysequence of
points inX has a limit that is also X then(X,d) is said to
be complete

(1]

(31

(4

(5]
B. Useful results from the literature
Lemma A.1l:(Reverse triangle inequality) If the function (6]
f:V — O satisfies the triangle inequality, théf(x) — f(y)| <
f(x—y).
Proof: Without loss of generality, suppose thafx) >
f(y) which implies thatf (x) — f(y) = |f(x) — f(y)|.
Observe that = (x—y) +y and apply the triangle inequality
to this sum: 8
Thus, f(x) = f((x=y)+y) < f(x—y)+ f(y) or

FO) = F(y) = [f(¥) = f(y)[ < F(x=-y)

(7]

a2

[ |
Remark A.4:Through [A2) one can prove that all normg!®l
are continuous.
Theorem A.1:A norm onONis monotonic if and only if it
is an absolute vector norm.
Proof: See [17] or[[15, p.344]. [ ]
Theorem A.2:(“Norm of norms”). Let|| - [ly,,-, | - [lvy b€
M given vector norms on a real (or complex) vector spa&aﬂ
V, and let| - ||, be amonotonicvector norm ondM. Then,
Il = [0 ogs=+ 1 || i @norm
Proof: See [11, Theorem 5.3.1]. ]
Theorem A.3:Let || - || be a monotonic norm ofiM and let
T be anM x M non-singular real matrix. Thefix||t := || Tx||
for x € OM defines another monotonic norm an".
Proof: See [11, Theorem 5.3.2].

[12]

[14]
[15]

m 16

[17]
APPENDIXB

(18]
BANACH FIXED-POINT THEORY

Definition B.1: A map T from a metric spacgX,d) into
itself is acontractionif there existsA < [0,1) such that for [19)
all x,y eV, d(T(x),T(y)) <Ad(x,y).

Definition B.2: Picard iterates (Successive approximation):
Let TM(x1) for x; € V be defined inductively by %(x1) = xq
andT™1(xy) = T(T™(x1)), with me {1,2,---}.

Theorem B.1:(Banach’ Contraction Mapping Principle) If
T is a contraction mapping on a complete metric space
(X,d) then there is a uniqu&* € X such thatx* = T(x").
Moreover,x* can be obtained by successive approximation,

starting from an arbitrary initiaky € X ; i.e., for anyxg € X,
lIMm—e TM(X0) = X*.

Proof: See [18][19, Theorem 3.1.2, p. 74]. [ ]
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