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Abstract

Massive MIMO and small cell are both recognized as the kelinelogies for the future 5G wireless systems.
In this paper, we investigate the problem of user assodadtioa heterogeneous network (HetNet) with massive
MIMO and small cells, where the macro base station (BS) isppea with a massive MIMO and the picocell BS’s
are equipped with regular MIMOs. We first develop centraliziser association algorithms with proven optimality,
considering various objectives such as rate maximizagiosportional fairness, and joint user association andurego
allocation. We then model the massive MIMO HetNet as a reggkgame, which leads to distributed user association
algorithms with proven convergence to the Nash Equilibri(dE). We demonstrate the efficacy of these optimal
schemes by comparison with several greedy algorithms gfraimulations.

Index Terms

Massive MIMO; small cells; heterogeneous networks (HetNg&ter association; unimodularity; game theory.

I. INTRODUCTION

Over the past two decades, Multiple Input Multiple OutputfMD) has evolved from a pure theory to a practical
technology, and has greatly enhanced the wireless systpacity by offering many degrees of freedom (DoF)
for wireless transmissions. However, due to the so-calkddrtphone” revolution, mobile users are demanding
increasingly higher data rates for rich multimedia appias. Existing and future wireless networks are facing the
grand challenge of a 1000-time increase in mobile data im#ae futurel[ll]. There have been tremendous efforts
made aiming to cater for this demand. For example, based amQvind OFDM, LTE-Advanced targets at a peak
rate of 1 Gbps, but the average rate is still less tHao Mbps. In the foreseeable future, such rates can hardly be
satisfactory for data-hungry wireless users.

To boost wireless capacity, two technologies have gainest mbention from both industry and academia. The
first one is massive MIMO (a.k.a., large-scale MIMO, fulkdinsion MIMO, or hyper MIMO)[[2],[[3]. The idea
is to equip a base station (BS) with hundreds, thousandsyesr #ns of thousands of antennas, hereby providing
an unprecedented level of DoF for mobile users. The massiWOviconcept has been successfully demonstrated
in recent works[[4], [[6]. The second technology is small .céllgreat benefit of deploying small cells is that
the distance of the user-BS link can be effectively redudeakling to reduced transmit power, higher data rate,
enhanced coverage, and better spatial reuse of spectrutim.nBassive MIMO and small cells are recognized as
key technologies of the futurgG wireless systems [6].

In this paper, we consider a heterogeneous network (Hethi#) massive MIMO and small cells, where the
macrocell BS (MBS) is equipped with a massive MIMO and theopétl BS’s (PBS) are equipped with regular
MIMOs. To fully harvest the benefits promised by these twitedogies in an integrated HetNet system, it is critical
to investigate the user association problem, i.e., how sigasactive users to the BS’s such that the system-wide
capacity can be maximized and users’ experience can be esthan

There are already several recent works pushing forwardigndinection. In [7]-[10], the authors consider the
problem of user association in massive MIMO systems opérat¢he frequency-division duplexing (FDD) mode.
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These papers are focused on a macrocell without small ¢elld.1], user association in time-division duplexing
(TDD) massive MIMO system is addressed, where factional association is allowed. Bayat et al. [n_ [12] model
the problem of user association in a femtocell HetNet as ayn matching game and derive the optimal user
association. However, massive MIMO is not considered insysem model. In[13], the authors investigate the
problem of user association with conventional MIMO BS’s ardpose a simple bias based selection criterion to
approximate more complex selection rulessriBgon, et al. in[[14] consider the problem of improving thergy
efficiency without sacrificing the quality of service (QoS)users in a massive MIMO and small cell HetNet.

Motivated by these interesting works, we consider the usso@ation problem in a TDD massive MIMO HetNet
in this paper, taking into consideration of the practicaistaaints, such as the limited load capacity at each BS gwhil
without allowing fractional user association. The main Igeato maximize the system capacity while enhancing
user experience.

More specifically, this paper contains two parts: (i) ceiteal user association and (ii) distributed user as-
sociation. For centralized user association, we inveigiglae problems of rate maximization, rate maximization
with proportional fairness, and joint resource allocataond user association. We prove the unimodularity of our
formulated problem and develop optimal user associatigardhms to the problems of rate maximization and rate
maximization with proportional fairness. We then proposegdes of primal decomposition and dual decomposition
algorithms to solve the problem of joint resource allogatand user association and prove the optimality of the
proposed scheme. For distributed user association, we Intleelebehavior and interaction between the service
provider, who owns the BS’s, and users as repeated gamesohgider two types of operations: (i) the service
provider sets the price and the users decide which BS to conogand (ii) the users bid for the opportunity of
connection. We prove that in both cases the the proposeditalys converge to the respective Nash Equilibrium
(NE).

In the reminder of this paper, Sectiéd Il introduces the esystmodel and preliminaries. Optimal centralized
and distributed user association schemes are presentestiior&[ 1] and 1V, respectively. Sectign V presents the
simulation study and Sectidn VI concludes this paper. Thhowt this paper, we use a boldface upper (lower) case
symbol to denote a matrix (vector), and a normal symbol totiea scalar(-)* denotes the Hermitian of a matrix.

Il. SYSTEM MODEL AND PRELIMINARIES

The system considered in this paper includésusers and/ BS's, including an MBS with a massive MIMO
and (J — 1) PBS’s, each equipped with a conventional MIMO. The channetiehis h; ; , = gjr.nl;k, Where
hj rn is the channel of antenna at BS j to userk, g, represents the small scale fading coefficient between
antennan of BS j and userk, and/; , stands for the large scale fading coefficient betweeryBd userk [16].
Concatenating all the channel coefficients from all the ramas of BSj, we obtain the channel vectar; ., as well
as the channel coefficient matrix for signals transmitteinfiBS j asH; = [h;1,h;2,--- ,h;.] .

Let y; denote the signals received by the users connecting tg, B¥ ; the precoding matrix of B, andd;
the data sent from B$. We have

Y; = Hjodj + n;, (1)

wheren; is the zero mean circulant symmetric complex Gaussian nastor.
Each active user has the options to connect to either the MBSRBS. For a usek, define user association
index variabler; as

1, if userk is connected to BS.
Ty, = (2)
0, otherwise

Let its achievable rate if connected to B®e Ry, nx; = z,; Rx;, and its actual data rate bg. We have
M=) Mk, =Y xR, (3)
j j

For users connecting to a massive MIMO B4i.e., the MBS), their achievable rate can be approximatitid w
the following deterministic rate: [11].

(4)

M, —L;+1 P;l;
Ry, =log [ 1+ —2 it 35k ,
L, 1+%,,, P



where M; is the number of antennas at the BS, is the prefixed load parameter of the BS indicating how many
users it could serve, anB; is transmit power from the MBS. Note that there is no smalles€ading factor in[(%).
This approximation has been proven to be accurate [11].

For a PBS with a conventional MIMO, we assume that the inddiriaterference is negligible among the picocells,
due to the small transmission powers and effective intérigierference coordination (ICIC) [15]. The achievable
rate of userk connecting to PBS can be represented as follows.

P;

1+Zk’;ﬁkpj

wherew; ;, is thek-th column of BSj’s precoding matrixW ;. There are many precoding designs for conventional
MIMO BS’s, such as matched filter (MF) precoding, zero foecif@F) precoding, and regularized zero forcing
(RZF) precoding([166]. Without loss of generality, we adopf Mrecoding in this paper witNV; = ﬁHf where

© is a power normalization factor. The signal received by ladl tisers connecting to PBScan be rewritten as
follows.

2
H .
hj,kwj,k’

}Nﬁkj =log | 1+ , (5)

H )
hy Wi g

Wi hjady + Wi hyods + - -+ Wy gdy

y; = thhlj,ldl + hfghj’gdg + -+ h;ghj’kdk . ©)

hfkhj,ldl + hfkhj,zdz + 4t hfkhj_,kdk
Thus, the achievable rate for useregarding to PBS can be obtained as follows.

2
) H p .
P; ’:ckj hj,khjyk ‘

()

nk; =log [ 1+

1 + Zk’;ﬁk Pj xk;hfkhjk/

Ill. CENTRALIZED USERASSOCIATION

In this section, we consider the problem of centralized @ssociation. We assume that the BS’s have all the
channel state information (CSI) via uplink training. We ptlthe following utility function for each uset with
achievable ratey.

/(1 —a), ifa>0a#1
Ulk) = § mi, if =0 (8)
log(nk), if a=1.

When a = 0, maximizingl{(-) yields the maximization of the sum rate (but no fairness)emh — oo, it leads
to the maximization of the worst-case rate (i.e, max-minniss); whery = 1, it yields the maximization of the
geometric mean rate (i.e., proportional fairness).

Our goal is to maximize the system utility by configuring theetBS association. Typically, we consider the
cases whemr = 0 anda = 1. In the case ofv = 1, we definel/(0) = 0.



A. Maximizing Sum-rate
We firstly investigate the problem of maximizing the systarmsrate, i.e.cc = 0 in ) andi/(nx) = nx. The
problem can be formulated as follows.
K
P1-1: max Y 9)

150

sty g, SL;<Mj, j=1,2,---,J
k
Zxkj Slv k:1727"'aK
J

Constraints[(2),[{3)[{4)[17)

Note that the second constraint requires the number of gsensecting to a BS to be no more than its prefixed
load, which should in turn be no more than the number of amterinhas, since theoretically BScan provide
at mostM; degrees of freedom (DoF). Assuming the's are already chosen to satisty; < M;, we drop this
constraint in the remainder of this paper. The third comstrsimply claims that each user can connect to at most
one BS at a time.

A key observation is thaf{7) can be rewritten as

2
P; ‘hfkhj-,k‘
Nk, = Tg; log | 1+ D) (10)
Thus theﬁkj in ) can be redefined as
" 2
- P; hj,khayk‘
Ry, =log | 1+ (11)
L3 By |y Wi by

In (A1), it can be seen thaﬁkj depends on other users’ choica@j, for all & # &/, as well. To make the problem
tractable, we adopt the worst-case approximation by asguthie users within the coverage of BSdenoted as
G;) all connect to BSj with perfect channels. This way, (11) can be approximated as

2
by ‘hfkh%k‘

TG~ DB, | (12)

ﬁkj =log| 1+

where|-| for a set stands for the cardinality of the set.
Define auxiliary variablesy; as follows.

Ry, in (), if BS jis the MBS
D (13)

J ~
Ry, in (12), ifBS jisaPBS



The sum rate maximization problem can be reformulated as

K J
P1-2: max Tk Ck. 14
max ) D o 4

T k=1 j=1

s.t. Z(Ekj §L77 ]:1,2’ ’J
k
San, <1 k=12 K
j

Constraints[(R),[(T3)

Since the variables;;’s are binary, problen1-2falls into the category oMultiple Knapsack Problemsvhich
is one of Karp's21 NP-complete problems [17]. Although a greedy algorithmIddoe developed to compute
sub-optimal solutions, we show that probld?i-2 can actually be optimally solved by taking advantage of its
special structure.

Let X be a matrix with entries;, k = 1,2,--- K, j = 1,2,---,.J. We could converiX to a vectorx by
concatenating the rows o€ and taking a transpose &s= [z1, @2, -+ Tk, --- 21, --- Tk,]", and simplify
the notation ax = [x1 x2 - -- a:KJ]T. We then apply the same conversion to the matrix comprisingnd obtain
vectorc. ProblemP1-2 can be rewritten as

P1-3: maxc’x (15)
X
K
St > wgonrek <Lj, §=1,2,-+,J
k=1

J
ZI’H'(J'—I)K <1, k=12 K
Jj=1

Constraints[(2),[(T3)

Ignoring constraints {2) and_(IL3), defime as the constraint matrix of problef1-3 with entries being the
coefficients of the first and second constraints. We nextéhice an important definition and derive a key lemma.

Definition 1. A matrix A is called totally unimodular if the determinant of every agrisubmatrix ofA is either
0, +1 or —1 [18].

Lemma 1. The constraint matrixA. of problemP1-3 is totally unimodular.
Proof: Inspecting the constraints in problei-3 we find thatA is of the following form.

00---0 11---1 00---0

A = : (16)

01---0 01:+-0 01---0




We can divideA into blocks as follows.

A = o 7, (17)
B; B: --- By

where eachA ;, j € [1,J], is a submatrix ofA of size J x K; and eachB;, j € [1,J], is an identity matrix of
sizeK x K.

Let S,, denote an arbitrary square submatrix of matixof sizen. For any submatrix ofA of sizen =1, itis
trivial to see that the determinant of this submatrix is @ith or +1. So we only need to consider the case where
the size of the square submatrix is greater than or equal to

Case 1:S,, is taken entirely from one of the submatricAs or B;, j € [1, J]. We can see from the structure
that at least one row o ; is all zero. So if the square submatrix is entirely taken frAm the determinant of the
submatrix is zero. Since matrig;, for all j, is simply an identity matrix, it is straightforward thatetldeterminant
of any square submatrix d; is either0 or +1.

Case 2:S,, is not entirely taken from any one of the submatridesor B;, j € [1, J]. In this case, the square
submatrix must be taken frogw. (n = 1,---,J) submatrices of the submatrix seA; UB;, j € 1,---,J). We
next proceed with our proof by applying induction method.

For the base case = 1, the square submatrix to be examined is of slz&ince the entries can only lfeor
+1, the determinant can only kg +1 or —1.

Now assuming that any square submatrix of gize- 1) has determinan, +1 or —1, we need to check if the
same conclusion holds for any square submatrix of size

We first notice that each column &£ has exactly twot1s. Moreover, exactly one of them is i;, and the
other in B;. Let ¢* = argmin, ). S,, ,, whereS,,,  is the (i, q)-th entry of S,,. That is, columng* has the
minimum number ofls among all the columns &,,.

Let (- = ming ), Sy, .. (4 can only beo, 1, or 2.

If {;+ =0, then all the entries of theg*-th column ofS,, are0, which results indet(S,,) = 0, wheredet is short
for determinant.

If ¢~ =1, then we could calculate d&;,) by expanding the;*-th column and obtain dé§,,) = det(S(,,_1)).
Since detS(,,_1)) is 0, 1 or —1 by our induction hypothesis, we conclude (@) is 0, 1 or —1.

If {4~ = 2, we could firstly negate all the entries taken fr@n, and then add all the rows B; to any non-zero
row in A ;. After this procedure, if that non-zero row ia; is still non-zero, add that row to any other non-zero
row in A,;. Repeat this process until we get a zero rowAR. The reason why this process always give us a
all-zero row is that we have equal number-gpfs in A; andB;. Since any basic row operation does not change
the determinant and we finally get a all-zero row, we havéSjgt= 0. That completes our induction. [ ]

Fact 1. For a linear programming problem, if its constraint matriatssfies totally unimodularity, then its has all
integral vertex solutions [18].

Fact 2. For a linear programming problem, if it has feasible optinsallutions, then at least one of them occurs at
a vertex of the polyhedron define by its constraihtd [19].

Given the facts and Lemnid 1, we have the following theorene. fitoof is straightforward and omitted.

Theorem 1. The optimal solution of probleml can be obtained by solving a relaxed problem where the viatab
xy, are allowed to take real values betwefn1].

Given the above theorem, we could obtain the optimal salutibP1 by solving the relaxed problem, termed
NP1, using common LP solvers [18].

B. Proportional Fairness

In this section, we take proportional fairness among ushiesable rates into consideration. The problem can
be formulated as follows.

{z,; }

K J
P2-1: max » log | > ax,ck, (18)
7l k=1 j=1

s.t. same constraints as problét-2



ProblemP2-1is a nonlinear integer programming problem, which is gehefdP-hard. To get a better under-
standing of the problem, we examine its equivalent problenfoliows.

P2-2: max H Zxk Cr, (19)

Mip=1 j=1
s.t. same constraints as problét-2

ProblemP2-2is a geometric programming problem, with binary variablése objective function is a posynomial
function with JX terms. Conventionally, to solve geometric programmingbfgms we need to introduce new
variables such ag = log(z) so that geometric programming can be solved via convex pmgring. However,
herex;,’s are binary. Sincéog(0) = —oo, we could not apply these techniques. Another heuristiersehis to

firstly sort these/X coefficients, and then find; maximal coefficients for each BS. However, even sortingehes
JE coefficients could be computationally prohibitive even forsmall system, which require8(J% log(JX))
operations.

A key observation about the logarithm function is theg(>", ;) < >°,log(r), for all 7; > 2. Therefore, in
practicd] the optimal value of probler2-1is upper bounded by that of the following problem.

NP2: maxzzgvk log(cx;) (20)
%=1 j=1
s.t. same constraints as problét-2
We have the following results for the transformed problems.

Lemma 2. ProblemsP2-1 and NP2 are equivalent.

Proof: Recall that ifn, = 0, we definel/(n,) = 0. The second constrai@jzla:kj < 1 imposes that
each user could only connect to one BS. ConsequeEIJy;ckjlog(ckj) = log(zj wy,;cr, ). Furthermore, we have
Zk Zj Lk log(ckj) = Zk 10%(23- Tk ij)' u

Comparing problem&iP2 to P1-2, we find they are actually equivalent. Thus we can obtain ftéal value
of P2-1 by applying the same technique used to solve prodn®2. We then have the following lemma.

Lemma 3. Sum rate maximization in Sectibn Tll-A also achieves prtipoal fairness.

Lemma 4. The optimal value of probler2-1 is upper bounded b{/ B; = Zk , max; logy(cy, ).

Proof: Denotem = max {In(cg, ), In(ck, ), - - - ,In(ck, )}, we have
J J_ m
log, Z Tk, Ck; < log, Z € pnlex;)
em
j=1 -
= logy(e™) + log, Zeln(% )—m
< mlogy(e) + logQ(J) 21)

The first inequality is because,; < 1. The second inequality is due to the fact thatis the largest one among
all the Ik Ck andeln(wk,ck,)_m < 1

On the other hand, it follows the constra@’ _, rg, < 1 thatlog, (ijl a:kjckj) < log,(e™), which is a
better bound tharf (21). We thus haie3; = Zk:l max; logy (cg; ). [

1Recall thatckj is the achievable rate of usér connecting to BS;. Cr; 2 2 is generally satisfied in current wireless systems with a
sufficiently large bandwidth and high transmission power.



Algorithm 1: Greedy Algorithm 1 for User Association

1 Initialize € = {1,2,--- , K}, L;,Vj € J andxy,; to be an all-zero matrix ;
2 for k=1to K do

3 for j=1to J do

4 ‘ Computecy,; as in [13) ;

5 end

6 end

7 while 35, L; # 0 do

8 Find (k*,5") = argmax, ;{ck,;} ;

9 if Lj+ 0 then

10 xk;* =1;

11 Lj» =Lj -1,
12 K =K\k";

13 end

14 end

Algorithm 2: Greedy Algorithm 2 for User Association

1 Initialize € = {1,2,--- , K}, L;,Vj € J andxy, to be an all-zero matrix ;
2 for k=1to K do
3 for j=1to J do

4 ‘ Computecy,; as in [13) ;
5 end

6 end

7 for j=1to J do

8 while L; # 0 do

9 Find (k*, j) = argmax, {ck ;} ;
10 Tpr = 1;

11 Li=L;—-1;

12 K =K\k";

13 end

14 end

For comparison purpose, we propose two sub-optimal gretyithms, i.e., Algorithmg$]l anfl] 2, as bench-
marks. They can be directly used for comparison with probRl To compare with probleni2-1, in Al-
gorithm[1, we need to change Stepsand 8 as ‘while 3j, L; # 0 & maxy ;log(ck,;) > 0 do” and “Find
(k*,j*) = argmax,, ;{log(cy ;)},” respectively. In Algorithni 2, we need to change Steand9 as ‘while L; # 0
& maxy, log(cg,;) > 0" and “Find (k*, j) = arg max;, log(ck, ;),” respectively.



C. Joint Resource Allocation and User Association

In this section, we take resource allocation into accouahszler a massive MIMO OFDMA HetNet. In OFDMA
systems, such as LTE, the time-frequency resource is dhiitte resource blocks (RB). A typical RB consists of
12 subcarriers {80kHz) in the frequency domain and OFDMA symbols in the time domaind(5 ms). So the
system may have up to several hundreds of RBs. We normaliaeéo# a unit number. A usér connecting to a BS
J gets a portions;,; of the overall resource. The goal is to maximize the systahtyutonsidering both resource
allocation and user association.

Considering the logarithm rate utility and definidg = {k: | 2, = 1}, the problem is formulated as follows.

P3-1: max lo Ty C 22
{zk%;ngkﬁk (22)
Zﬂkjélvj:1727"'7']
kG‘bj

same constraints as problgpi-2

To solve problenP3-1, we need to: (i) select users for each BS to serve and (iitaéoresources to the associated
users at each BS. We next propose a series of primal decatioposnd dual decomposition to solve the problem
optimally.

It is worth noting that the problem can also be formulateddifferent way, by substituting constraiEj:1 xy; <

1,k=1,2,--- K with a new constralnE 1 xr, =1, k=1,2,---, K. We call this problenP3-2 Comparing
these two formulatlons we have the foIIowmg observatlons
1) ProblemP3-1does not require that every user must be connected, whildgmd3-2 requires each user be
connected, even under unfavorable conditions.
2) ProblemP3-2has a more stringent requirement than probR8al Therefore the optimal value of problem
P3-2is upper bounded by that of probleR8-1
3) Since problenP3-1 offers more choices of user association, problégil is slower in convergence than
problemP3-2
We focus on the harder probleRB-1 Given the algorithm to solve probleR3-1, problemP3-2 can be readily
solved. Due to integer variables, and real variablegy,, problemP3-1is a mixed integer nonlinear programming
problem (MINLP), which is generally NP-hard. However, next propose an algorithm to obtain its optimal solution.

Sincexy,’s take binary values an§: ok, < 1,we havezk | log (Z —1 Th; Ck; Pr; ) Zk 1 Z —1 2k log(cr, B, )-
Recall that |fz —1 2k, = 0, the logarithmic utility is0. Thus problenP3-1 can be reformulated as

P3-3:  max szk log(cx, B, ) (23)
R g
s.t. same constraints as problé&-1

The choices ofj,, rely on the values of;,. Given these coupled variables, we first apply the Primalobec
position method([20] to decompose probl&8-3to the following two levels of problems. Fixing variableg;’s,
we have thdower level problemas

max sz’“ log(cx; Br;) (24)

{Br, } =1 =1

Zﬁki Sla]:11277‘]

ked;



When thejy;’s are fixed, thehigher level problen{or, themaster problemis given by

K J
max ZZxkjlog(cijkj) (25)

{zk;} h=1j=1
s.t. same constraints as problét-2

Since there are no couplings among the subproblems, the lewa problem[[24) can be further decomposed into
L subproblems as follows.

K
max Z xy,log(ck; Br;) (26)
{Br; } 1

K
st B, <Lj=1,2-
kecbj

Defining Lagrange multipliep, the Lagrangian of problenl (26) is defined as

K K
L= alog(cr, Br,) + A (1 - Zﬁkj> : (27)

k=1 k=1
Applying KKT conditions [21], the optimal solution can betalmed as follows.
B,

«Tkj
=—" (28)
Zszl Tk,
Substituting [[2B) into the master problem, the objectivecfion becomes

K

J
SNy log <Z%> . (29)

k=1 j=1 k=1 Tk;

Note that we have dropped ong, term in [29), since due to the definitionl (2), we have,)* = z,. Since

Zszl xy,; is in the denominator, probleri_(29) has coupled objectifé® main idea of addressing the coupled
objective is to introduce auxiliary variables and additibaquality constraints so that the coupling in the objectiv
function is transferred to coupling in the constralnt|[20}e thus introduce a new variable, which is defined as:

K
k=1

To solve the above problem, we relax; to a real number irf0, 1]. However, we will show later that even if we
have relaxed the variables, we could still find the optim#&litson to the original problem. The relaxed problem to
be solved is

K J
Ck.
max . log | =% 31
pas D>, g(:j) (1

k=1 j=1

S.t. EjSLj, j:1,2, ,J
J
Zxkj <1, k:1721 aK
i—1

0<umx, <1,forallk,j

Constraints[(113) [(30)

Problem [(31L) is a convex optimization problem. Defining laagye multipliers for the equality constrainfs(30),
problem [[31) can be solved with the dual decomposition ntetidternatively, we propose Algorithin 3 to obtain



the optimal solution of problenf (B1)1[9]. [10]. [22]. In Algithm[3, 5*) is the step size at theth iteration given
by
¥

50 — , 32
t+y (32)

whered and~ are positive numbers.

Theorem 2. Algorithm[3 optimally solves problerh (31).

Proof: Let x,(f denote the solution produced by Algoritih 3 at stefet (%l( ) be the subgrad|ent of
the objective function in probleni_(B1) at stéplt can be easily verified that the updated direction in §i@pfl

Algorithm[3 is the subgradient direction. Singg is upper bounded by.; and K, andeK:1 r, iS upper bounded
by K, ou(x\") is also bounded.
Denotel/, as the final result produced by Algorithth 3 att as the optimal solution of problerh _{31). We

prove the theorem by contradiction. Assume thigtis not optimal. Then there must exist an> 0 such that
U, + 2¢ <U*. Then there must be a solutid, so that

Uy + 2 < URy,). (33)

Let ¢y, be sufficiently large so that for any> ¢, we have
UD) <U, + e (34)
Combining [[38) and(34), we ha%(x,(f)) +e< Z/l(x,(:)).
Let x be a positive number that satisfies< inf{||au(x,(f))||}, for all ¢. It follows that

||x (t+1) k||2 _ HX](:) — 5oy — ik”2 (35)

= |lx}” — %512 + (69)2)| oD |2 — 26@ (U H (x{ — %y,)
> %t — e [|2 + (6D)2(JoUD|2 — 260 U(x) — UR))
> [xf) = %il|? + (50262 + 25V

> % — #il|? +260e > -

t
> (| — il|? +2¢ D 60

Jj=to

Note that the first mequahty is due to the property of subgrat. So we finally haveix\" ™) — g, ||2 > ||x\"*) —

R ||? + 2¢ Zj:to 5\, which cannot hold for sufficiently large Thus Algorithni3 optimally solves problei (31).
[

Theorem 3. The optimal solution to probleni (B1) is also feasible andropt to problem [(ZB).

Proof: From problem[(31) td (29), we relax the variables from birtarseal and introduce an equality constraint.
The equality constraint does not change the problem. Sogtimal value to probleni(29) provides an upper bound
to that of problem[{31). However, it can be observed from Allpon[3 that the solutions to problefn (29) are integers
rather than fractions. So the solutions are also feasibfgdablem [31). Since the solutions to probldm](31) cannot
result in a higher optimal value than the solutions to probl@9), the solutions to problerh (29) are exactly the
solutions to probleni(31) as well. Henceforth, even thoughtransform probleni(31) to problem {29), the optlmal
solution is not affected by the transformation.

To sum up, the optimal solution to proble29) can be solvét Wigorithm[3. For comparison purpose, we
also propose two greedy algorithms as benchmarks, whicprasented in Algorithmls|4 arid 5. The main idea of
the greedy algorithms is to first identify the most desiralder-BS pair, and then to allocate all the resource to
that user. This is repeated until convergence is reached.



Algorithm 3: Two Layer Dual Decomposition Algorithm for Optimizationdtem [31)

1t=0 2D =0;
2 while not convergeddo
3 t+—t+1;
4 for k=1,---,K do
5 for j=1,---,J do
6 Computecy; as in [I3) ;
7 end
8 Find j* = arg max; {log(ckj — )\;t))} ;
0 Let;cg?:oforj;éj* :
10 if log(cr, — A\”) > 0 then
11 ‘ :r,i? =1;
12 else
13 ‘ :r,i? =0;
14 end
15 end
16 for j=1,---,J do
17 Each BS chooses a step si#é and compute€!""" = min{L;, e“g't)’”} and
/\§t+1) _ /\gt) _ 5('5)(550 _ 25:1 x}(fj)) :
18 end
19 end
Algorithm 4: Greedy Algorithm 4 for Joint Resource Allocation and Usesdd@ation

1 Initialize £ = {1,2,--- ,K} andJ = {1,2,---,J} xx; to be an all-zero matrix ;
2 for k=1to K do

6 end

7 whil

10

11

12 end

for j=1to J do
‘ Computecy; as in [I3) ;

end

e maxy,; log(ck,;) > 0 do

Find (k*,5*) = arg max;, ; log(ck,;) ;

Ti, =1;
K =K\E";
J=J\J";




Algorithm 5: Greedy Algorithm 5 for Joint Resource Allocation and Usesdd@ation

1 Initialize € = {1,2,--- , K}, J ={1,2,--- ,J} andxy; to be an all-zero matrix ;
2 for k=1to K do

3 for j=1to J do

4 ‘ Computecy,; as in [13) ;

5 end

6 end

7 for j=1to J do

8 if maxy log(ck,;) > 0 then
9 Find (k*, ) = argmax, cx; ;
10 Tr* = 1 ’
J
11 K =K\k";
12 end
13 end

IV. DISTRIBUTED USERASSOCIATION

In the previous section, we assume a central controlleritastglobal information and assigns users to the BS's.
In this section, we consider distributed user associatéa.still assume that the BS’s have all the CSI via uplink
training. We further assume that all the BS’s, including thassive MIMO microcell BS and the small cell BS's,
belong to the same service provider. Each user makes its ewigsidn based on the broadcast and local information.
Throughout this section, we do not allow fractional conimattWe omit constrain{{2) in the problem formulation,
which is, however, enforced when solving the problem.

We model the behavior and interactions among the serviceédaoand users using repeated game theory. The
first key problem is to determine whether the game will cogeeiThe second key problem is to analyze whether
both sides are satisfactory about the outcome of the gamegkistence of the Nash Equilibrium.

A. Service Provider Sets the Price

The players of the repeated game include the service proaittethe users. During each round of the game, the
service provider determines the price of the connectiovicer The users decide whether or not to connect, and if
to connect, to which BS. The strategy of the service providiset the price;, of each BSj for each uset,
while the strategy of each usgris to setxy; to either(0 or 1 for j € J.

The utility of the service provider is defined &g = Zszl Z}-]:1 Tk, pr;- Since each BS is constrained by its
maximum load capacity.;, the service provider aims to solve the following problem.

K J
max Up = Zzgckjpkj (36)

{pr; } k1 =1

st Y, <Ly, j=1,2,---,J
k

The utility of each user is the data rate achieved minus i{sn@at. So each user aims to solve the following



problem.

J J
max Ui = max { wy log Zxkjckj — Zxkjpjk,o (37)
j=1 j=1

{zx;}

S.t. Zxkj < 1,
J

where the logarithmic function represents the satisfackiwel of a userk towards its achievable rate, ang is

a weight used to tradeoff rate satisfaction and monetaryneay. We assume that the weight of each user is
drawn from a finite se?V with |W| elements. This assumption is true in real-world practia®. iRstance $30

for a wireless service witls0 Mbps data rate is considered to be che&ffj is considered to be reasonab$sp
would be acceptable§80 would be expensive for most peopk00 would be too expensive; arkil50 or above
would not be an option for most people. So the weight of thesubas generally finite choices of values based on
common sense, and is typically in a rangg0, Wy, ), whereW), is the maximum possible value far.

The repeated game is played as follows. Initially, the senprovider sets a price for each BS for each user
and broadcasts the prices to the users. Knowing the pribesugers will feedback the service provider of their
choices based on their own calculations. Then the servioeiger updates the prices and broadcasts them to the
users. Users again inform the service provider of their @miand so forth. The process is repeated until both the
service provider and users are all satisfied with the price.

Given the players, their strategies and utilities, we haesfollowing definition for the NE of the user association
game.

Definition 2. A strategy se{p;j , a:,’;j } for all &, 7, is an NE of the repeated game‘ufg(p,’;j , :c;j) > Up(px; a:,’;j),
for all py, anduk(p,’;j,xzj) > Z/{k(pzj,:vkj), for all k, xy; .

Due to the constraint that each user can only connect to oneyBiSg (Z'j]:l T, ck].) = ijl wp;wi log(ck; ).
Therefore the objective function of problein{37) becomes

J J
U, = max Zxkjwk log(cy,) — Zxkjpjk,O . (38)
j=1 j=1
For the reformulated probleri (88), the constraiit z;; < 1 indicates that a user may choose not to connect to
any of the BS’s. On the other hand, if we restr@j zy, = 1, then even if the service provider sets the prices to

infinity, each user will still connect to a BS, which is clgatinreasonable.
Given the utility function[(3B) and the constraint [0 {37 etoptimal solution for each user can be derived as

j* = argmax |wy, log(ck;) — pj,. | (39)
JjeET

1, if j = j* andwy log(cg=) > pj»
o, = . (40)
0, otherwise

Such users’ decision can be interpreted this way. A user ehilose the best connection based on its own
evaluation. If its evaluation of the connection is greateant or equal to the price, it will connect to this BS.
Otherwise, the user will not connect to the BS. So we readiyehthe following result.

Lemma 5. The highest profit the service provider can obtain from a uséswards BSj, is the user’s evaluation.

The service provider aims to solve probleml(36) by tuningadesypy,, k = 1,2,--- K, j = 1,2,---,J.
However, the constraint, x;, < L; is implicitly coupled with all thep,’s, since according to the user’s choice,



J* = argmax;¢ 7 [wk log(ck, ) —pjk}. The service provider problem is actually with the follogiform.

K J
max Ug = Z szjpkj (42)

{pe; ) k=1j=1
s.t. Zxkj(pkj) <Ljj=1,2--,J
k

Since problem[{41) has coupling constraints, one may trytimduce Lagrange multipliers to the constraint and
solve the resulting problem using dual decomposition. Haresincepy; is implicitly contained in the constraint,
the gradient and subgradient are difficult to find. Next, wepose Algorithni b for the service provider, and then
prove that the algorithm achieves optimal utility for thevsee provider and the users.

Theorem 4. If the service provider adopts Algorithinh 6, the game coreermnd the NE can be achieved.

Proof: We first notice that the service provider has priority over tlsers. The users always make decisions
based upon the service provider’s price setting. Basictlly service provider controls when the repeated game
terminates.

In Algorithm[6, the service provider tests out the weight atle user using binary search wit(log,(|WV|))

steps. Once the service provider obtains k£ = 1,2,--- , K, it then estimates the users’ price evaluation matrix
V as follows.

Uk, = Ck; Wk, (42)

wherewy; is the entry of matrixV at row j and columnk. Following Lemmé[b, the service provider can obtain
its optimal price strategy by first selecting users for eaéha®d solving the following problem.

K J
max Z Z Tk, Uk, (43)

I k=1j=1

Sty g, <Ly, j=1,2,---,J
k
Zxkj Slv k:1727 aK
J

Constraints[(2),[(42)

The optimal solutionr;j to the above problem can be solved in a similar way as solvioglemP1-2 Then
the optimal prices for the service provider can be obtairetblows.

. Vk, if vy =1,
by, = ’ ’ (44)
vk, +¢, otherwise

wheree is an arbitrary positive number.

Therefore, by adopting Algorithrh]l 6, the optimal utility @¢hiest) can be reached for the service provider.
Meanwhile, we could see that all the users’ utility must(eue to the optimal price setting (i.e., each user’s
rate satisfaction matches its monetary payment). That sjealhthe users achieve the optimal utility given the
price setting as well. Therefore, the game converges to the N ]

Note that it is possible that the optimal utility of the seeviprovider will be lower than the maximum utility
during the game, because the load capacity constraint majolsted due to the distributed operation.

B. A User Bidding based Approach

We next consider a bidding approach to the problem. Beforeicge starts, users bid to the service provider
according to their predicted satisfaction towards each/Bfsl service provider determines whether or not to accept
a user’s bid and feedback the decisions to users. Then tihe msde another round of bids according to its predicted



Algorithm 6: Algorithm for Service Provider

1 Initialize waprax, wvin, t =0 ;
2 for k=1to K do
3 for j=1to J do

4 Computecy,; as in [13) ;
5 end

6 end

7 for k=1to K do

8 wp(t) =wmax ;

9 wWh(t) = warn ;

10 end

11 while not convergedio
12 for k=1to K do

13 Wi (t) = 3 (Wi () + wi(1) ;

14 for j =1toJ do

15 ‘ P, (t) = max {wk (t) log(ck; ), 0} ;
16 end

17 end

18 t—t+1;
19 for k=1to K do

20 if |F%| > 1 then

2 Wi (t) = wi(t — 1) ;
22 wh(t) = wh(t —1) ;
23 else if|Fi| = 1 then

2 Wi(t) = wi(t — 1) ;
2 wh(t) = Gi(t) ;
26 else

a7 wi (t) = wr(t) ;

28 wh(t) = wh(t —1) ;
29 end

30 end

31 end

32 for k=1to K do
33 for j=1toJ do
34 ‘ Calculatevy; as in [42) usingiy, ;

35 end

36 end
37 Solve [43) and find optimal price as in_{44) ;




Algorithm 7: Algorithm for the Service Provider with the Bidding Apprdac

1 while not convergedio

2 for j =1to J do

3 if BSj is bidden by< L; usersthen

4 ‘ Keep all the users in Bg's waiting list ;

5 else

6 ‘ Keep the topL; users with the highest bids and reject the other users ;
7 end

8 end

9 end

satisfaction and the service provider’s decision histdhe service provider again decides whether or not to accept
a user’s bid and feedback the decision, and so forth.
Assume date-intensive users that strive for as high dagaaspossible. Each user solves the following problem.

J
max U = max . wi log(ck. ), 0 (45)
pua ; wilog(er,)

St T, <1
j

On the other hand, the service provide aims to maximize itigyui.e., the total payment made by all the users.

K J
max Up = Zzgckjpkj (46)

{ny ) k=1j=1
st ak, <Ly, j=1,2,--,J.
k

Note that the decision variables in these two problems diereint from those in problemi (B6) aid37), respectively.
We assume the general case that> ijl L; (i.e., not all the users can be served). In order to achiege th
greatest level of satisfaction, each user makes the higiussible payment. So the optimal solution for each user
is
J

Pr; = max Zxkjwk log(c;),0 p . (47)
Jj=1

The optimal strategy for the service provider is summarizedigorithm [7.

During the first stage of the game, each user offers a prids tmast desirable BS. Algorithid 7 is used to check
if each BSj receives more thal; bids. The service provider only pufs; top users on BS’s waiting list based
on the offered prices; and rejects all other users. IfjB8ceives no more thah; bids, all these users will be put
on BSj’s waiting list.

At the second stage, if a user is in a BS’s waiting list, it wilep on bidding the same BS with the same price to
guarantee the highest utility. However, if a user gets tege the previous round, as being selfish, it will exclude
the BS’s that have rejected it and offers a price to its mosirdele BS among the remaining ones. For the service
provider, it adopts the same strategy. If the number of bédgived for a BS outnumbers the load capacity of that
BS, the service provider only keeps tlie most desirable users on the waiting list and rejects therstiiekeeps
all users on the waiting list if the number of offers receivgtess than a BS'’s load capacity. This two stages repeat
until convergence is achieved.

Lemma 6. The sequence of bids made by a user is non-increasing in #és ygeference list.



Proof: Before a user makes an offer, it computes the satisfacticalldhe BS’s to obtain a preference list.
Since a user aims to maximize its utility, it first proposeshte BS with the highest satisfaction. If it is rejected by
the BS, it will propose to the BS with the second highest ftf®on, and so forth. Note that even if a user may
be on the waiting list of a BS, it may be removed from that wagjtlist at a later stage. If that happens, this user
will start bidding to other BS. A user will repeat this proced until it is finally in a BS'’s serving list or rejected
by all BS’s. This concludes the proof. ]

Lemma 7. The sequence of bids a BS put on the waiting list is non-dsitrgan its preference list.

Proof: Given the fact any BS has a finite load capacity did> Z}-]:1 L;, all the base station will have at
least one user bidding to it at some stage of the game. Sin& airBs to maximize its utility, it puts all the users
who make an offer on the waiting list. On the condition tharéhare too many users, it will reject the users who
it will never served. In the next round of game, the BS willepfthave more or at least the same amount of bids
compared to its current waiting list. This means that the BS tmore choices. The BS again only keeps the most
profitable ones and reject or remove the others from the mgplist. So the sequence of bids a base station put on
the list is non-decreasing in its preference list. [ ]

Theorem 5. The repeated bidding game converges.

Proof: Based on Lemmds 6 andl 7, we prove this theorem by contradic®ioppose that this repeated game
does converge. Then there must be a stage of the game thhaer@ is a usek and BS; pair so that usek is
connected to another B or is not connected to any BS; (ii) uskrprefers BS;j to BS ;' or prefers to be not
connected; and (iii) BS prefers usek to a userk’ who is on its serving list.

Consider the case where useis served by BS/’. Since the sequence of bids made by a BS is non-decreasing,
it must be the case that uskrhas never bidden to B$ during the game. Otherwise, if uskrhas bidden to BS
j, BS j would not have ended up with choosikgover k. In this case, uset would never have bidden to B8
either, since usek prefersj to j/ and the bids (see Lemnid 6). However, ukds now served by BS’, userk
must have bidden to B$, which contradicts that usér would never have bidden to BS.

The same reasoning holds for the case when kssrnot connected to any BS. If B prefersk to k' on the
serving list, BSj would never reject user while keeping usek’.

Therefore, the game converges when every user is either aitmgylist or has been rejected by every BS, and
the game will converge. [ ]

From the proof, we can actually see that the game terminadtes whe least popular BS becomes fully loaded.

Theorem 6. The outcome of the repeated bidding game is optimal for Huthusers and service provider.

Proof: Suppose that the outcome of the game is not optimal for a kiseto is connected to B$. Then
there must be another Bg, which has higher ranking than BSin the preference list of usér and has a serving

list of users{j{,jg, e 7j’L,/}. Since BSj’ serves these users, it means that Bgrefers them to user and BS
J

4’ is at the top of the preference lists of these users. If at sstage, usek is in the waiting list of BS; (or it is
inserted by force), the game must have not terminated.
Since usetk is in the waiting list, then one of the final useifs j5, - - - , j; , must be currently off the list, say
J

userj; . Then userj;  will immediately bid for BS;’, since BS;’ is at the top of its preference list among all
J J

the remaining BS’s. And BS’ will remove userk from its waiting list, since usek has a lowest ranking in the
preference list of B§’. Thus when the repeated game terminates, the outcomes tameabfor each user. It is
obvious that the outcome is also optimal for the service idervas well. ]

From TheoremE]5 arld 6, we conclude that the game converghs tdE when the game terminates.

V. SIMULATION STUDY
We validate the proposed user association schemes withiations. Throughout the simulations, we assume

Lix=1/(1+ (%)3-5) for the path loss between a user and the massive MIMO BS/,anet 1/(1 + (djé")‘*) for
the path loss between a user and a small cell[BS [11]. We asthah¢he power of small scale fading follows a
uniform distribution from[0.8, 1]. We fix the location of the massive MIMO BS at the center of te#. The other
BS’s are randomly placed across in the cell. Users are ralydplaced in the area. The other parameter settings

are listed in Tabl&ll. The error bars in the plots are 95% cenfié intervals.




TABLE |
SYSTEM CONFIGURATION

Parameter | Value H Parameter | Value

Mmassive 100 M 4

Lmassive 10 L 4

Piassive 40 dBm P 40 dBm

Area 1000 x 1000 m? || J 11
TABLE Il

RATE MAXIMIZATION OF CENTRALIZED CONTROL

K | 50 100 150 200 250

Optimal Rate Maximation| 382.9 483.4 543.1 5723 594.0
Greedy Algorithm 1| 363.5 480.0 5404 5711 592.6
Greedy Algorithm 2| 191.0 279.6 340.6 3715 3925

TABLE Il
LOG RATE UTILITY OF CENTRALIZED CONTROL

K | 50 100 150 200 250

Optimal Log Rate Max.| 128.7 1555 167.7 172.7 176.0
Greedy Algorithm 1| 115.0 153.3 166.9 1724 175.7
Greedy Algorithm 2| 67.5 97.7 122.0 1335 140.0

Table[dl presents a comparison of rate maximization with dfpéimal solution and the two proposed greedy
algorithms. Tabeldll shows a comparison of rate maxim@attonsidering proportional fairness with the optimal
solution and the two proposed greedy algorithms. We canreee ihoth tables that the optimal solution achieves
the highest network utility. We also notice that as the nundfeusers increases, the gaps between the optimal
utility and the greedy solutions become more and more narolhis is because that as there are more users, the
user diversity effect becomes stronger. So the greedyitligts and the optimal user association algorithm tend to
produce similar solutions.

Throughout this paper, the constraint for each usezi'ié:l xy,; < 1. It should provide upper bounds for the

problem with the constrainz;.’:1 xy, = 1. A comparison of these two different constraints is presem Fig.[1.
For a fair comparison, we have exactly the same number ofeausers as the load capacity for all the BS’s. For
instance, when the system load capacit?i8, we haveJ = 51 BS’s andK = 250. We can see that the inequality
constraint problem indeed upper bounds the equality cainstproblem. This is because the inequality constraint
problem could eliminate the users whose rate is too low wittegative utility.

Table[IM presents a comparison of the optimal joint resowalt@cation and user association algorithm and the
two proposed greedy algorithms. We find that the optimal sehachieves the highest utility. Moreover, the gap
between the optimal scheme and the greedy schemes is qaie Véle also consider the equality constraint problem
as a benchmark for the comparison. For a fair comparison,atv¢he sum capacity of this system equal to the
number of users. So there are totalkly = 50 active users in the system. The optimal solution of probRBn2
achieves a network utility of59.8462, while the optimal solution of problerh (2) has a networkitytiof 29.5433.

We also found that if we connect every user, some edge us#irbevarmful for the network utility.

Fig. @ shows the utility of the service provider and all usetsen the service provider sets the price (as in
SectionIV-A). It can be seen that the repeated game convexfger8 rounds. Furthermore, the utility of all users
is monotonically decreasing. That is because once a usefgation is known to the service provider, the service
provider will set prices for the highest profit, which resuih 0 utility for that user. As discussed, the utility for
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Fig. 1. A comparison of the centralized algorithms with léthenic rate utility under inequality and equality congtita.

TABLE IV

JOINT RESOURCEALLOCATION AND USERASSOCIATION

K | 50 100 150 200 250

Optimal Joint Resource Allocation 42.3 50.8 55.8 56.1 62.0
and User Associatio

Greedy Algorithm 4| 35.3 379 39.3 39.9 403

Greedy Algorithm 5| 35.1 379 39.3 39.8 40.2

250
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200k~ B " Sum Utility of Users |
150+ i
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100+ i
50r = N B
~
\n. ~
3. _
0 -
2 4 6 8 10

Round of Game

Fig. 2. Convergence of the repeated game when the servisderaets the price an&” = 100.

the service provider is not monotonically increasing, simltiring the game, the load capacity constraint may be
violated. Fig[B plots the utilities of the service providerd users versus the number of users. We can see that
as the number of user increases, utility of the service pmvalso increases. This is mainly due to the effect of
multi-user diversity. We can also observe that the gameiteties after about rounds no matter how many users
are active.

Fig.[4 depicts the process of the game when users bid for BS'm(Sectiol IV-B). Here we deplay = 41 BS's.
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Fig. 4. Convergence of the repeated game with respect to &b5wden users bid.

The massive MIMO BS had/ = 400 antennas. There ar& = 350 users. The left-hand-sidg-axis represents
the load of thetl BS’s. The right-hand-sidg-axis represents the utility of the service provider. We tinel game
converges in about0 rounds, and the utility of the service provider is monotaiiicincreasing as the game
continues.

To encourage offloading from the macro BS, we consider rae furr the BS’s in this experiment. Specifically,
we multiple the rate of the massive MIMO BS with a factor(®$ to encourage connection to the PBS’s. . 5
shows the result when configuration shown in Tdble I. It carobserved that the utility with rate bias is higher
than the utility without considering rate bias. This resigimonstrates the efficacy of rate bias and offloading. It
can be seen that both games terminate in less 8hamunds.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we investigated the user association proieanmassive MIMO HetNet from the centralized and
distributed perspectives. Particularly, by leveragingltg unimodularity we developed optimal algorithms fotera
maximization and rate maximization with proportional fegss problems. We also developed optimal algorithms
to the joint resource allocation and user association problith primal decomposition and dual decomposition.
Modeling the behavior and interaction of the service prevahd users with repeated games, we developed effective
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Fig. 5. Utility of the service provider with or without ratéas, and convergence of the games under different numbearseos.

distributed algorithms with proven convergence to the NEufation results verify the efficacy of the proposed
schemes.
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