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Abstract—The concept of device-to-device (D2D) communica- iS interference management. With spectrum reuse, D2D com-
tions underlaying cellular networks opens up potential beefits munication can improve spectral efficiency and thus enhance
for improving system performance but also brings new challeges  gystem throughput. However, intracell interference coldd
such as interference management. In this paper, we propose . . . .

a pricing framework for interference management from the SEVere in a_ddmon to mter_cell interference, because D2D
D2D users to the cellular system, where the base station (BS)COmMmunication also causes interference to the cellulavarét
protects itself (or its serving cellular users) by pricing he cross- users. Therefore, methods for efficient interference meanag
tier interference caused from the D2D users. A Stackelberg ment and coordination must be developed to both cellular
game is formulated to model the interactions between the BS g4 pop ysers for taking full advantage of D2D communi-
and D2D users. Specifically, the BS sets prices to a maximize _,. o

its revenue (or any desired utility) subject to an interference cations. On the cher hand, it is important to Quaramee that
temperature constraint. For given prices, the D2D users com D2D communications do not generate harmful interference to
petitively adapt their power allocation strategies for individual — cellular communications since cellular networks operate o
utility maximization. We first analyze the competition among |icensed bands. This is similar to cognitive radio systems,
the D2D users by noncooperative game theory and an iterative 4 gne of the major differences is that D2D communications

based distributed power allocation algorithm is proposed.Then, .
depending on how much network information the BS knows, we @ be controlled by cellular base station (BS) [3]-[5], [8]

develop two optimal algorithms, one for uniform pricing with yvherea_s_secondary users are not controlled by primary users
limited network information and the other for differentiat ed in cognitive radio networks.

pricing with global network information. The uniform prici ng There are several works for interference management in
algorithm can be implemented by a fully distributed manner D2D communications[[9][13]. For instance, authors [ih [9]

and requires minimum information exchange between the BS f lated the ch | . ¢ bl ixed int
and D2D users, and the differentiated pricing algorithm is ormulate € Channel assignment probiem as a mixed inte-

partially distributed and requires no iteration between the BS ger nonlinear programming and proposed a greedy heuristic
and D2D users. Then a suboptimal differentiated pricing sceme algorithm to maximize total throughput while maintaining

is proposed to reduce complexity and it can be implemented in signal-to-interference-plus-noise ratio (SINR) reqoigsts of
a fully distributed fashion. Extensive S|mula't|ons are cowmlucted all users. In[[1D], power allocation was studied for thropgh
to verify the proposed framework and algorithms. maximization with minimum and maximum SINR constraints.
Index Terms—Device-to-Device (D2D), interference manage- Both [9] and [10] assumed that one channel can be occupied by
ment, distributed power allocation, pricing, and game theey.  5; most one D2D-cellular user pair. Interference managemen
schemes were presented[inl[11] based on a predefined interfer
ence limited area. The authors In[12] adopted a combiredtori
I. INTRODUCTION auction approach to assign the cellular users’ channels to

Incorporating device-to-device (D2D) communications d48€ D2D users for total throughput maximization. Optimal
an underlay to cellular networks attracts considerabkrésts Centralized and distributed mode selection between egllul
due to its potential benefits, like spectral/energy efficgen COMmunication and D2D communication for each user were
improvements, coverage extension, and traffic offloadinghs investigated in[[18]. Joint channel and power allocatiomgis
a heterogenous network consisting of infrastructure-dvasel " combinatorial auction was also studied inl[14].1[15] .
ad hoc networks can achieve better performance than in 4" @ realistic spectrum-sharing network, the interests of
pure cellular or ad hoc networKI[2]2[5]. Very recently, p2pjhe D2D-tier :_:md _the cellular-tier may be inconsistent due
in cellular networks has been studied and standardized gy the cross-tier (i.e., D2D-to-cellular and cellularx@D)
the Third Generation Partnership Project (3GPP) Long Terfiferference. To this end, in this paper, we target at jpintl
Evolution Advanced (LTE-A)[5],I7]. optimizing the possibly conflicting objectives of the twers,

However, the D2D enabled cellular networks pose nefhich is essentially different from the above mentionedksor
challenges which are quite different from those of eithdPl-[12] Which are system-wide optimization by resource

cellular networks or ad hoc networks, and thus significantiflocations.

complicate the network design. One of the most crucial issue SPecifically, to ensure that the aggregate received imterfe
ence at the BS is kept below an acceptable level, we impose

This paper was presented in part at the IEEE Internationaffe@ence on an interference temperature constraiat the BS, and the BS

Communications (ICC), Sydney, Australia, June 2014 [1]. __ prices the received interference caused from the D2D users.
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the BS and primary user’s prices are used to maintain thiée also note that NE often leads to network performance
interference temperature constraint but not to maximize tdegradation compared with a globally optimal solution.rdsi
utilities of themselves, i.e. the BS and primary user have tloe idea of pricing in Stackelberg game, we propose two
utility. Though [16] considered the BS's incentive, thetars optimal algorithms for uniform and differentiated pricing/e
mainly focused on sparse-deployment users, i.e., the mutbiather propose a suboptimal differentiated pricing schem
interferences among users can be neglected. with closed-form to reduce complexity. We show that the
Unlike these previous works, in this paper, by imposingroposed uniform pricing algorithm can be implemented by
the interference temperature constraint at the BS side, thdully distributed manner and requires minimum informatio
interference tolerance margin at the BS is treated as alulis exchange between the BS and D2D users, the proposed
resource to be sold among the D2D users. This is becawgdimal differentiated pricing algorithm is partially dibuted
enabling D2D communications underlaying cellular netvgorland requires no iteration between the BS and D2D users, and
brings severe interference to the original cellular systkra the proposed suboptimal differentiated pricing algoritisn
to spectrum-sharing. Thus D2D users pay extra prices (codtdly distributed and without iteration.
for causing undesirable interferences to the cellularesyst  Note that the basic idea of pricing used in our paper is
This is the idea of interference pricing. Moreover, integfece  common with [16], but the proposed optimal algorithms for
pricing is used not only as a game-theoretic approach aaiform and differentiated pricing are new, which is the mai
balance the objectives of the D2D-tier and cellular-tiart b contribution of our paper. Specifically, the wofk [16] mainl
also as a mediator among the mutually interfered D2D usefscused on sparse deployment (i.e. without interferenaengm
These aspects make our pricing framework distinctly differsers) and solved the problem by using Lagrangian duality
from the related works on interference temperature comstramethod for both uniform and differentiated pricing. For gen
in heterogeneous networks and cognitive radio networks, (e deployment (i.e. with interference among users), the asatho
[16]-[22]). in [16] solved the problem by exhaustive search over all
It is worth noting that it hardly solves the resource allocdeasible spaces for both uniform and differentiated pgcin
tion problems in interference channel with globally optiman our paper, we focus on dense deployment because it is
solutions in general even in a centralized environment.l@n tmore general in practice. For the uniform pricing, we shrink
other hand, game theory offers a set of mathematical toolstbe search space of price into a specific range by analyzing
study complex interactions among rational players and taddlpe properties of the problem, which significantly reduces
their choices of strategies. Therefore, game theory istaldei the complexity. We further reduce the search complexity by
tool to model and analyze the resource allocation problems £xploring the structure of the power allocation. For thédedlif
D2D networks. In game theory, tiietitious prices are usually entiated pricing, we first express the revenue function ef th
used as interaction information to coordinate and contrel tBS in terms of transmit powers at the Nash equilibrium point
transmissions of network nodes. In other words, the prices the user-level subgame. Then the revenue maximization
have the economic interpretations but are actually systgroblem is transformed into a linear programming problem.
parameters designed in resource allocation schemes. By solving the linear programming problem, we can get the
In this paper, we model the interactions between the cellulmptimal prices and, in turn, enforce the users to transnat th
tier and D2D-tier as a Stackelberg game. In D2D networkdesired powers at the Nash equilibrium point of the usegtlev
the BS provides services and the D2D users are controlleddyybgame. We further propose a suboptimal algorithm with
the BS for interference management. Thus the relationshipaosed-form for differentiated pricing to reduce comptexi
the BS and D2D users is a bit like the hierarchical structurehich can be implemented in a fully distributed manner.
(i.e. leader and followers) of Stackelberg game. Mored¥er, Therefore, we conclude that the proposed three algorithis a
nodes may be myopic and maximize their own profits througandamentally different from the exhaustive search method
competition. This is our motivation of using Stackelbergga [16].
As the leader, the BS sells interference to maximize itsmege  The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section
(or any desired utility) under a maximum interference toleil describes the system model and game-theoretic problem
ance margin. As the followers, the D2D users then purchaeemulation. In Section IIl, a distributed power allocatio
interference from the BS to maximize their payoffs. Moralgorithm for the D2D users as well as pricing algorithms are
specifically, the D2D users are modeled as selfish players ateleloped. Comprehensive simulations are provided irn@ect
form a noncooperative power control subgame, where edtsh Finally, we conclude the paper in Section V.
D2D user optimally chooses its own transmit power based on
local channel state information (CSI) in response to thegyow
allocation strategies of the other D2D users. We propose an
iteratively distributed power allocation algorithm to e A System Model
the unique Nash equilibrium (NE) point. Such a user-level We consider a single two-tier cellular network as shown
subgame is a classical noncooperative Nash power game. Théig. [, where totalN D2D users share the sanuplink
merit is that, given any price, the power outputs converge $pectrum of the cellular system and are allowed to transmit
a stable solution with a distributed fashion. This is impatt simultaneously, i.e. frequency reuse factor of 1. When a D2D
in D2D networks because D2D users communicate with easburce transmits information to its dedicated destinatibn
other by ad-hoc manner and they are usually self-organizedt only harms other D2D destinations (co-tier interfeenc

IIl. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION
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Fig. 2. The proposed Stackelberg game.

their immediate expected payoffs and do not intentionally
affect the strategies of others.

There are a variety of pricing schemes for wireless resource
Fig. 1. System model of D2D communication underlaying autaiinetwork, allocations. For instance, individual users are chargegrin
where the solid and dotted lines denote desired and interder signals, portion to transmit power [23]=[26], spectrum tradingless
respectively. [27], [28], received SINRI[[29]E31], and throughput [32]-

[34]. For the problem considered in this paper, the BS must
but also interferes with the BS (cross-tier interferendd)is guarantee that the aggregate received interference from al
paper focuses on controlling the cross-tier interferenee, users should be below the predefined threshold. Hence, it is
the interference from D2D sources to the BS, since it neeg=asonable that the BS charges each usby a price;
to protect the original cellular system if integrating D2bne-  corresponding to its caused interferenge; to the BS.
munications. Denote the D2D users as a/get= {1,--- , N} Denotew := {m,--- ,mn}. Here we treat the BS as the
and each D2D user refers to a source-destination pair. 3tackelberg leader. The goal of the BS is to set the optimal
what follows, we use “user(s)” instead of “D2D user(s)” fointerference pricesr to maximize its revenue charged from
convenience. the users within its tolerable aggregate interference marg

We assume that the transmission is based on slot basfgthematically, the optimization problem at the BS’s side c
the fading remains unchanged during each transmission dietexpressed as
but possibly varies from one slot to another. Each slot is N
assumed to be divided into two phases: the signaling phase Pl: max up(m) = Zpigm (1a)
and the transmission phase. The signaling phase is used for w0 Py
information interaction (or iteration until convergencend N
the transmission phase is used for data transmission with s.t. Zpigi < I, (1b)
constant power strategies fixed in the signaling phase. Here i=1

it is assumed that a slot can be designed long enoughiere 1. is the maximum interference that the BS can
the system so that the overhead of the signaling phasey|fyate  and [[Ib) is the interference power constraint or
negligible. As shown in Fid.]1, the channel gain from sourgie terence temperature constraint, which means thetotaé

t1o dest_inatior_}j is denoted by:; ;, and the sourcebetween o qiyeq power from D2D users at the BS should be below a
the BS is denoted by;. All channel gains are modeled asy ashold.

large-scale path loss along with small-scale Rayleighnigadi A the ysers' side, the received SINR of usean be written
The additive noise at the destination of usés assumed to be ¢

independent circularly symmetric complex Gaussian random pihi i

variables with zero mean and variance The transmit power %i(Pisp-i) = S . pih :1- + o2’ (2)
of useri is denoted byp;, and denote := {p1,--- ,pn}. AT

wherep_; := {p1, -+ ,pi—1,Pi+1, - ,pn} iS the vector of
power allocation of all the users except for user
B. Stackelberg Game Formulation The achievable rate of uséris given by
We consider the Stackelberg game between the BS and the Ri(Vi(pi,p—i)) = log(1 + ;i (pis p—s))- (3)

users as shown in Fifll 2. The BS is the Stackelberg leader,

it first measures the interference temperature and then set¥/e define the payoff of useras
the interference prices in Stage |I. The users are followers
and choose their actions of power allocation to maximize
their individual payoffs in Stage Il, according to the pdgcewhere w; is the weight of useri. The payoff function of
announced from the BS in Stage |. We assume that the selfedith user is the difference between its transmission rate
players are myopic, which means that the players maximiaad the payment that it needs to make to the BS for the

wi(pi, p—i, ™) = wiR;(Vi(pi, p—i)) — PigiTi, 4)



caused interference. Note that the proposed algorithmtsisn tAlgorithm 1 lIterative Distributed Power Allocation
paper are not affected if the transmission rates are replace: Given price vectorr = 0.
by general utility functions that are differentiable, stiy ~ 2: Sett = 0 and initializep®) as any feasible vector.
increasing, and concave. We consider the transmissios raté: repeat
as the utility functions only for ease of exposition. 4:  t+t+1;
At the users’ side, each uséraims to maximize its own 5 p!“™1) « B (p).
payoff by power adaption for given price; set by the BS, 6: until p converges.
this problem can be formulated as

P2: max ui(pi; p—i; mi) (5a) p ;.= [1,.; P; as the set-valued function that assigns the
st. 0<p; <P (5b) best powers to each interference power ve/ptqre P_i, t/hen
_ _Bi(pﬂ') = {pi € Pilui(pi,p—i,m) > wi(p}, p—i, ™), V0 €
Note_ that the BS’s prices and the_ u_sers’ power alloggthni}, The best response functioB;(p_;) reflects the best
strategies are coupled in a very sophisticated way. Spaiyfic power useri should transmit in response to the other users’
the BS's pricing decisions influence the users’ power alocpower strategies for the given price set by the BS.
tion strategies which, in turn, impact the BS's revenuehia t |t is easy to verify that the objective function BR in (B) is
following, we propose a Stackelberg game approach to stugtyncave irp;, and the constraint is affine. Th@ is a convex

their interactions. problem and its optimal solution must satisfy the Karush-
Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions[[36]. By taking the partial
[1l. USER AND BASE STATION OPTIMIZATION derivative of u;(p;, p—;, ;) with respect top; and equating

The Stackelberg game falls into the class of dynamic gar{t¢ result to zero, the best response funcibty ;) can be
and the objective of the game is to find the Stackelbeflfrved as the following closed-form:

Equilibrium (SE) point(s) wh.i_ch.can be obtained by findirE‘g.it By ) [ Ailp_y) D; .
subgame perfect Nash equilibrium (NE). The typical solutio i(p—i) = ﬁ T hia g (")
for determining SE is backward induction [35]. Therefore, X ) ' 0

we will start the Stackelberg game by analyzing the usefdhere [z]; = max{min{z,b},a} and Ai(p_;) :=

behaviors in Stage Il given the BS's pricing decisions. Theh., Pilj.i + o is the interference-plus-noise (IpN) term.
we will investigate the BS's pricing strategies considgrihe ~ DenoteB(p) := {Bi(p-1), B2(p-2),--- , Bn(p-n)}, then
interference temperature constraint in Stage I. In thigesta W& Present an iterative distributed algorithm for the nareo
we propose two optimal pricing schemes, i.e., uniform prci €rative power allocation subgangein Algorithm 1.~

and differentiated pricing. Notice that the backward iniare At the beginning of Algorithm 1, each usérarbitrarily
captures the sequential dependence of the decisions in $H80S€S 't% initial power level in its own strategy spage
two stages. Then a suboptimal differentiated pricing atgor  2nd thenp(®) is feasible. . _

is further proposed to reduce complexity. At the end of this FO @ noncooperative game, it is of great important to study
section, we simply discuss the complexity of the proposd@€ existence of the pure NE point and the convergence of
algorithms. the |terat!ve process, which are crltlcgl .for the outcomda_ljef
game being stable and eventually arriving. Before leaviig t
subsection, we give the following proposition to guarartbee
existence and uniqueness of the NE point in the user-level
Noncooperative game-theoretic approaches are effedivesubgame and the convergence of the proposed Algorithm 1.

characterize the selfish behaviors of self-interested epfay Proposition 1. For any given price vector » 0, the pure

Knowing the prices set by the BS, the competition among trﬁE point of the user-level subgangeexists and is unique.

users can be mathematically formulated as a noncooperatiye . .
oreover, Algorithm 1 always converges to the unique NE
power control subgame

point for any initial feasible power vectqs(©).

G = N, {Pi}, {uit}, 6) Proof: Please see Appendix A. ]
where NV is the set of p|ayers (Or usergy’i is the strategy It is worth noting that the existence of a fixed point (even
space of each userc N and defined as the interval; := it is unique) of an iterative process does not necessarily
{pi,0 < p; < p;} that contains the power allocation choicegnaintain the convergence, and the existence of a fixed point
andu; is the payoff of each usere A defined in [[@). and convergence are two separate concepts of an iterative

The common concept for solving the noncooperative garRéocess. We can prove that the proposed iterative distibut
problems is the NE at which no user can increase its payoff Bigorithm in Algorithm 1 can converge to the unique NE since
unilaterally changing its own transmit power. Mathemdljca the best response function is standard and each user hak a pea
the power profilep* = {p},p5, - ,pi} is the NE point for power constraint [37].
the user-level subgamg if, for every useru;(pf,p*,, ) > o
wi(pi, p* ), Vpi € Pi, Vi € N. B. Interference Pricing

Another common concept in game theory is thest re- Now we turn to look at how the BS makes the pricing
sponse function;(p_;) for each player. Formally, definedecisions for revenue maximization with interference con-

A. Distributed Power Allocation



straint in Stage I. Finding the optimal solution &1 in Algorithm 2 Uniform Pricing for interference management
(0 always resorts to exhaustive search over all ranges df The BS initializes the interference price a%.

7 = 0. Due to the prohibitively computational complexity of 2: 7 =0 ande is a small positive constant.

the exhaustive search, we alternatively propose two efficie 3: repeat

pricing algorithms, one for uniform pricing and the other fo 4 7 <+ 7+ 1;

differentiated pricing with limited and global network oxf ~ 5:  Every user runs Algorithm 1;

mation, respectively. The uniform pricing algorithm assig 6: The BS measures the total received interference and

an identical price to all users, while the differentiatecting computes revenue;

algorithm charges different received interference poweels  7:  if S0 pigi < I, then

by different prices. 8: ot 7() ¢
1) Uniform Pricing with Limited Informationin this case, 9: else

the BS sets and broadcasts a uniform price to all usens; 7 (),

ie, m = m--- = mwny = m. Then the interference- 11 break;

constrained revenue maximization problemHa reduces to 12: end if

a one-dimensional search problem over price> 0. To 13 until 7"tV < 7,

demonstrate more insights into the interaction between the: Outputr* « argmax, - ug(7(").
BS and users, we first analyze the properties of the revenue

functionup(m) in the following proposition.

Note that the monotonicity ofiz(7) between the interval

Proposition 2. The optimal uniform pricer* must satisfyr’ < _ o
P P P < [x!, 7] is very complex. However, the above analysis signif-

7 < 7%, wherer" and =! are the upper and lower bounds

icantly reduces the complexity. By exploiting these obaerv

of © tions, we propose a feasible way to find the optimal price: We
1% — max wihiﬂ” (g8) first divide the price interva[r!, 7] into sufficiently small
ieN gio? intervals, and for each small interval, the BS picks a price
7l — min wihi,i _ 9) that falls into the small interval and estimates the aggeega
i€N g; (ﬁihi,i +Ai(1_9_i)) received interference. The BS bargains with the users over

all candidate prices and finally chooses the price that tesul
in the maximum revenue while maintaining the interference
temperature constraint. Formally, we present the digkibu
uniform pricing algorithm in Algorithm 2.

The BS’s revenue functiars (7) has the following properties:
1) up(mw) >0;
2) up(m) < oo if the number of users is finite;

up 7T)
j; uB(W% ; 0 g:?vnd_?n‘lﬁf';d_oonfri:oiﬂ ’< . There are several points need to be noted. First, in Algo-
up(m) =73 i Pigi ynoswsm. rithm 2, the initial price is selected as* rather thanz!. If
Proof: Please see AppendiX B. m chooser! as the initial price, it only requires to slightly modify
The above proposition yields the following interpretatiorAlgorithm 2 and the details are omitted here for brevity.
the optimal price lies in a certain range, depending on cblann Second, in the process of price bargaining, the BS gradually
conditions, user weights, interference, and peak power catecreases the price with the step sizas the initial price is
straints; the BS’s revenue is always nonnegative becawse Y. The algorithm ends as long as the interference temperature
transmit powers of the users are nonnegative; the maximwonstraint is active and there is no need for bargainingéke r
revenue is bounded if the number of users is finite; the rewemaf price candidates. This is due to the fact that the transmit

vanishes if the price is too high or too low. power of each user is decreasing with the pricesih 7],
According to Propositiofi]2, we derive the following coroland so is the the total received interference at the BS, which
lary. have been proved in the proof of Corollddy 1.

c . . Third, it is easy to calculate the revenue. In the proposed
orollary 1. Whenr > =, the peak power constraint of each . L )

. . o uniform pricing framework, the revenue is the product of
user is not active at the NE point in the user-level subgar‘rt}?e uniform price and the total received interference at the
G. In this case0 < B;(p—;) <p;, Vi € N. P e -

v BS. Therefore, the BS can obtain its revenue directly after
Proof: Please see AppendiX C. B measuring the total received interference. One also observ

Based on the above analysis, we know that, 1) # 7 < that, in Algorithm 2, the message passing between the BS and
7!, each user transmits its maximum power and the aggregtte users is only the broadcasted value of the price in each
received interference at the BS is upper bounded, and iteration.
corresponding payment to the BS is linear with the price. The2) Differentiated Pricing with Global InformationtHere we
intuitive explanation is that, if the BS’s price is low enduyg consider the general case where different users are charged
every user can afford the payment charged by the BS albyl different prices at the BS, i.e., differentiated pricifaiso
will transmit power at a high level; 2) Whem > 7!, every known as price discrimination in economics), by assumirag th
user reduces its transmit power due to the increased paymhet BS knows the global network information.
charged by the BS, and the transmit power of each user iDenotew = {m,--- ,7ny} and p* = {p},--- ,pi} the
decreasing with the price; 3) The BS’s revenue finally vagsshcorresponding optimal power vector on the NE point of the

if m> 7", user game. By reorganizingl(7), the optimal prieceand the



optimal power vector on the NE poipt* have the following
relationship:

wih; i

VieN.
N o«
Gi (Zj:l pj hji + 02)

™ = (10)

)

Using [10), we can express the revenue function of the

Algorithm 3 Differentiated Pricing for interference manage-
ment
1: Given any price vectosr, every user runs Algorithm 1.
2: The BS collects the global network information for solving
the problem in[(IR), and then finds the optimal price vector

7 using [10).

BS in terms of transmit powers at the NE point of the user-

level subgame. As a consequence, the interference-cimestra
revenue maximization problem i1 can be rewritten as

N
P;—kwihi,i

for computing prices. This is possible since D2D users are
controlled by the BS[]3]£[5]. We also need to point out that,
the BS does not need to intelligently tell or control the sser

max up(w(p®)) = Z SN pthii+ o2 (18) \hich power strategies to make, that is, the power allonatio
N =1 Sg=1E of the users still remain a distributed fashion with locall CS
. Hence, Algorithm 3 is gartially distributed algorithm.
st ;pigz < Len (116) 3) Suboptimal Differentiated PricingAlgorithm 3 finds
N the optimal differentiated pricing policy, but it needs te b
0<pi<p,VieN. (11c) computed numerically when solving{(12). Here we propose
By letting a suboptimal differentiated pricing scheme which has dese
Vi = —= i form and thus significantly reduces the computational com-
Zj:l pihyi+ o? plexity. The suboptimal scheme is based on two assumptions:
and (i) See [Ib), strongey; yields to higher utility from a seller’s
- 1 perspective. Thus the BS may just pre-set the interference
! Z§i1p;hj,i 402’ tolerance margin for all users in proportion {g;}, then the
the problem in[[II) can be transformed as interference temperature constraint[in](1b) can be wrigtgn
. Pigi < =2 Vi €N, (13)
max wzh“yz (123) ZiEN gi
iz} o (ii) The transmitter-receiver distance of a D2D conneci®n
N usually very short, thus we assume tiat; > h;; (V5 #
s.t. Zgiyi —Iipz <0,Vie N (12b) ;) due to the effects of path-loss when the D2D users are
i=1 uniformly distributed. In this case, the IpN tery;(p_;) =
Yi =Pz < 0,Vie N (A2¢) 3. pihji+o* ~ ¢, Vi, and the optimal power of user
N can be approximated as
> hjyi+zo’ =1¥ie N (12d) -
j=1 « wi o” [
| pim | (1)
y; > 0,2, >0,Vi € N. (128) 9iT; hz,l 0

By doing so, it can be easily shown that the problem in Substituting [(IB) and[(14) intd1, the problem can be
(I2) is a standard linear programming problem][36], ar@ecogpled to/N parallel subproblems and each having an
thus a global optimum can be computed very efficidhtlyidentical structure:

After finding the optimaly; and z; by solving [12),p* can
be recovered using} := y;/z¥, Vi, and thenwm* can be
determined usind (10).

Note that [[(ID)I(IR) are used for determining the optimal

pricesz. Though the optimal powep™ can also obtained in

this process, it is exactly the same as the NE point of user-

level gamep* (7r) for given optimal pricer: the BS broadcasts
the pricesw to the users and, in turn, enforces the users
transmit the desired powepg at the NE point of the user-level

2 .
max w; — % (15a)
w; .’02 } L,

5.t BN (PN U (15b)

Liﬂfi D Dien Yi
wih;; wih; i

_Wilha i 15¢
Giihig +02) = 7 gio? (150)

here [A5k) ensures < pf < p,. The optimal pricer; can

be obtained as

subgame. This is true since we have proved in Propodifion 1

that the user-level subgangealways converges to the unique

NE point for any given price vector.
Finally, we summarize the differentiated pricing algomith

in Algorithm 3. Note that the proposed Algorithm 3 does not
need to iterate between the BS and users. NeverthelessStheS

needs to collect the global network information from thersse

IMany numerical solvers for linear programming are avadlabé.g.,
MOSEK and CVX.

wih; i
9i(P;hi,ito?)’

wihi,i
gi< +02) ’

Lenhi,i
Yien gi
One can see that the suboptimal differentiated pricing
gheme only needs the limited network information to coraput
optimal prices, and the BS can interact each user indepen-
dently. Thus the suboptimal differentiated pricing schasna
fully distributed scheme.

if Iin > DD ien 9i

otherwise. (16)




C. Complexity Analysis For the suboptimal differentiated pricing, the only diface

In this subsection, we discuss the complexity of the pr&ompared to the optimal differentiated pricing is that thess
posed three algorithms at the user side and BS side, resgg@nnel gaing; ;};.; are no need by the assumption of the

tively. negligible interference among users.
1) Complexity at User SideFor the optimal uniform and
differentiated pricing, the needed network informatiortras IV. SIMULATION RESULTS

user side are the same because the power allocation of th
users form the noncooperative subgagney the best response
functionB;(p—;) in (@). Note that each useknows its weight
w; andm; is broadcasted by the BB, (p—_;) can be computed
by useri based on local information only, includirtg ;, g;,

and A;(p—;). Specifically, 2;; and g; can be obtained via . X )
training. That is, the source of usérsends training signals D2D users have the same maximum power consraints in dB.

and other nodes receive them, then its own destination angce We focus on controlling the interference from the D2D
BS estimateh, ; and g respecti’vely wheré. - can be sent USers to the BS, we assume that in simulation there are only
1,1 71 ’ 1,1

via feedback channel, and the uplink channel information D2D transmissions for simplicity. Note that this does né¢eif

can be sent through feedback channel or downlink via timgle pro_po_sed aIgorithms since th(_a impacts Qf uplink ce_1|u|a
division duplex (TDD) mode. In addition, the destination offansmissions can be integrated into the noise power in the

useri can measure the IpN terly,;(p_;) and send the value INR expressions of D,ZD USers. . .
to its sourc@ We consider a cell with a radius @0. For an illustration

In summary, at each D2D transmittér only h;,; and purpose, we consideN = 4 D2D users that are randomly

Ai(p_i) are needed, which can be measured at its recei\mjrt uniformly distributed within the coverage of the celher
1 and fed back to transmittér This process can be completecfgurpe'desnnat'on distance of egch D2D user is randomly
by the help of BS. For example, if transmittewants to know distributed betweelt0, 10]. The fading channels are modeled

—o \ i ) O
CSI h;;, it transmits training symbols in broadcast manne?S¢ L7 wherec IS the s_maII scale fgdmg factor w_hph IS
Receiveri first estimates and sends; to BS and then BS ”?Ode'ed by R_ayle|gh fading process, is th_e transmission
sends the information to transmitterSuch an information ac- distance and is the path loss exponent which is set totbe

quisition process for establishing D2D connections is aefin " the Iar.ge-scale fading. o o .
in 3GPP specifications. For a given random channel realization, we first investigate

Moreover, for the optimal differentiated pricing, the csostn€ convergence performance of the proposed iterativedbase
channel gaing/,;};.; additionally need to be estimated afistributed power allocation algorithm in Algorithm 1. As
’ shown in FigB, where the peak power constraintspare 10

the receivers. Since the training symbols are transmitted : e |
broadcast manner, other adjacent D2D receiviets i also dB, Vi, and the price is prefixed as'/10, we can observe that

can receive them and thus estimatg; and then feed back € convergence speed of the proposed Algorithm 1 is very

to BS for computing differentiated p'rices. Note tHa;; }; 2, fast, in specific, only abou$ iterations are _n_eeded for this
are no need for the transmitters. example. Moreover, we observe that the initial power vector

0) _ 0) _ = 1

For the suboptimal differentiated pricing, the needed ne’i.’-( ) =0 "?‘r,]dp( '=p do-nlot affect the final power outputs,
work information at the user side are the same as above, aYH?JCh ygr!f|es thg Propositidd 1 tha(tO;[he NE point is regassile
the only difference is that the power allocatiéml(14) does n8f the initial feasible power vectgy'™. _
need to iterate but the best response funciofp_;) in () Next, for the same channel realization, Fig. 4 studies the
needs iteration. performance of the proposed uniform pricing scheme in Al-

2) Complexity at BS SideEor the uniform pricing at the 90rithm 2, where the peak power constraints gre- 10 dB,
BS side, the needed information are (please Bke (8)@nd )In Fig. [4(a), we observe that the revenue is linear with

channel gaing:; ; and g;, IpN A;(p_;), weightw; and peak hé price at the start and nonconvex after a certain poat (i.

X iy i\P—1i)s i . I . .
power constraing;. For the optimal differentiated pricing at'oWer bound pricer’) and f|_naILy becomes zero at a certain
the BS side, the needed information are (pleaselSge (11)) chgPint (i-e., upper bound price*). One also observes from
nel gainsh; ;, h;; (j # i) andg;, weightw; and peak power Flg.l@ that the powers keep maximum at the start (i.e.,
constraintp,. Comparing the needed network information of); ™ |) and are decreasing with the price, so is the aggregate
the uniform and the optimal differentiated pricing, the yoniinterference at the BS in Fig. 4[c). These observationsrare i
difference is that the uniform pricing needs IpN (p_;) and accordancelwnh our analysis given in Section IlI-B.
the optimal differentiated pricing needs interferencerctea 1 N€n we investigate the convergence performance of Algo-
gains among users; ; (j # i). The dimensions of A; (p_;)} rithm 1 with 100 D2D users in Fid.]5 for a given channel

and{h;;};» areN x 1 andN x (N — 1), respectively, where realization, where we sg; = 10 dB, Vi, andr = 7*/10. We
N is the number of users. can observe that Algorithm 1 converges fast even with 100
users, i.e. 4 iterations in this example. This demonstriies
2The destination can measure the total received power \ézemée signals effectiveness of Algorithm 1.

(defined in 3GPP LTE) and is also aware of the desired powen ft® own M . . . f th if . .
source. By extracting the desired received power from ttzé teceived power, oreover, we Investigate impact of the uniform price In

Ai(p_;) is obtained. Algorithm 1 on users’ transmit power in Fifl 6 for a given

?n this section, we conduct comprehensive simulations to
evaluate the performance of the proposed algorithms for
distributed power allocation and interference managernrent
D2D cellular networks. Without loss of generality, we leeth
weightsw; = 1 and the noise powers? = 1. We assume all
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Fig. 5. Convergence performance of Algorithm 1 with 100 D2ir@ where Fig. 6. The number of D2D transmitters of Algorithm 1 withfdient prices,

p; = 10 dB, Vi, and7 = 7% /10. where N = 100 D2D pairs andp; = 10 dB.

channel realization, where we spf = 10 dB, Vi, and users are not willing to transmit (i.ep; = 0). This also

N = 100 D2D pairs are considered. We can observe thatincides with our analysis in Section III.

all users will transmit their maximum power when = 0, In Figs.[1 andB, we evaluate and compare the statistical (or

which is accord with the conclusion in[30] that it is a regulaaverage) performance of the three proposed pricing algosit
noncooperative power control game in this case. We albased on two distinct performance metrics, i.e., sum rates
observe that if the price is becoming larger, more and moaed revenue. A total 01000 channel realizations are used.
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Fig. 7. Performance of the three proposed pricing algosthmhere the Fig. 8. Performance of the three proposed pricing algosthmhere the
interference temperature constraint is sef ags= 0.05. peak power constraints are set@s= 20 dB, V.

For each channel realization, the location and the sourdeo differentiated pricing schemes have the similar reeenu
destination distance of each D2D user are random. For tperformance when SNR is belows dB, and the optimal
uniform pricing scheme in Algorithm 2, the step size of théifferentiated pricing scheme outperforms the suboptiome
price is selected as= (7* — 7')/1000. when SNR is higher tham5 dB.

In Fig. [1, we fix the interference temperature constraint In Fig.[8, we fix the peak power constrairis = 20 dB,
L, = 0.05. It is observed that the revenue of the BS witlYi. For the performance of sum rates, Hig. B(a) shows that
the differentiated pricing schemes is generally largenttat the uniform pricing scheme outperforms the two differetetia
with the uniform pricing scheme, while it is reverse for th@ricing schemes, and the suboptimal differentiated pgicin
sum-rate of the D2D users. Note that the D2D users and heme is better than the optimal differentiated pricirigeste
BS have the conflicting objectives. That is, higher utilitiy oin term of sum-rate of the users. The reason is mentioned in
the D2D users means lower utility of the BS, and vice versabove. For the performance of revenue, [fig. |8(b) illustrate
Hence, more efficient pricing scheme yields to higher ytitit that the optimal differentiated pricing scheme has the best
the BS but lower utility of the D2D users. We observe fror@erformance as expected. The uniform pricing scheme istett
Fig. [7(@) that, when SNR is below5 dB, the suboptimal than the suboptimal differentiated pricing scheme wignis
differentiated pricing scheme and the uniform pricing soke Stringent, and the uniform pricing scheme is worse than the
perform closely in terms of sum rates of the D2D users, b&tboptimal differentiated pricing scheme whap is loose.
the uniform pricing scheme has better performance if SNR is
higher thanl5 dB. Fig.[7(b) shows that the two differentiated V. CONCLUSION
pricing schemes outperform the uniform pricing scheme in In this paper, we studied distributed power allocation and
terms of revenue over a wide range of SNR. Moreover, thaterference management for the D2D enabled cellular net-
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works. The interference temperature constraint was applie « Positivity: B(p) > 0;

at the BS to ensure that the aggregate received interference Monotonicity: if p > p, thenB(p) = B(p);

from the D2D users is below a threshold. The interactionse. Scalability: for allc > 1, ¢B(p) > B(cp).

between the BS and D2D users were modeled as a Stackellgsge we omit the routine details of the proof.

game. Based on the noncooperative game theory, we proposeédis worth noting that the existence of a fixed point (even it
an iterative distributed power allocation algorithm forethis unique) of an iterative process does not necessarilytaiain
D2D users, and proved that there always exists a unigtie convergence, and the existence of a fixed point and
NE point. We proposed a uniform pricing algorithm for theonvergence are two separate concepts of an iterative gwoce
interference-constrained revenue maximization at theS, We prove that the proposed iterative distributed algorithm
der the assumption that the BS only knows the limited netwopdgorithm 1 can converge to the unique NE since the best

information. Then a differentiated pricing algorithm wdsoa response function is standard and each user has a peak power
presented by assuming that the BS has the global netwednstraint([37].

information. We also proposed a suboptimal differentiated

pricing scheme to reduce complexity. It was shown that the APPENDIX B

uniform pricing algorithm can be implemented with distiti&di PROOF OFPROPOSITIONZ]

manner and requires minimum information exchange betweerproperties 1) and 2) can be easily observed.&@) = p
the BS and the D2D users. We also showed that the optimgld 3(p) = 0, we can obtaint! and 7, respectively. If

and suboptimal differentiated pricing algorithms aredtesm- wihs

free between the BS and the D2D users, and they are partially 7> 7 £ max 2 (17)
and fully distributed, respectively. The proposed framewo €N gio
and algorithms are useful and practical for resource allod@en wihs
tion and interference management in spectrum-sharing D2D ™> ——2, Vi, (18)
communications. 9io

There are several research directions for future work. i thvhich means that )
paper, the network nodes are assumed to be cooperativé) whic Wi < g , Vi. (19)
means that the BS and users follow the proposed algorithms, gim = hig
including the BS announcing the correct price signals aed tRombining the fact that
users transmitting their pilots/beacons at the correctguow 2 2 B o
levels. A challenging extension is to provide incentives fo o 7 2 gpiPitii Al(p’z), (20)
players to report the correct signals truthfully, or design hii hii hii
punishment policies against cheating behaviors. Moredrer We conclude that
nodes are assumed as myopic and the solution is NE, it is also wi Ai(p—i) Vi (21)
interesting to consider the foresight players such thahtukes gm = hig

aim to maximize their long-term payoffs instead of immeeliatPlugging it into the best response functidh(p ), it is

payoffs. concluded thaB;(p_;) = 0 forall : € N and thusug(7) = 0.
Moreover,up(m) = 0 if 7= 0 obviously holds.
APPENDIXA o ;
Similarly, if
PROOF OFPROPOSITIONI h
Here we only describe the key points and briefly to prove I min —— ; i X —, (22)
Propositior 1L as follows. iEN i (Pihii + Ai(P_))
To prove the existence of NE, we can show that: in subgartien
g, for every user, the power strategy spageis a nonempty, m < — — , Vi, (23)
convex, and compact subset of a Euclidean space, and the gi (pihi,i +Ai(ILi))
payoff functionw;(p;, p—;, m;) is continuous inp and quasi- which means that
concavll in p;, for all i € N [38]. - wi | Bt AP) __ AG) o,
Next, we prove the uniqueness of NE. By definition, the g = Y =p;+ Th (24)
NE is the fixed point in the best response function set that . v o
satisfiesp = B(p). For the two extreme cases Bi(p) = 0 O eduivalently v AP)
and B(p) = p, wherep = {p,,--- ,bx}, the fixed point of " > P (25)
the best response function is unique and corresponds to the gim hi,q
peak transmit power and zero transmit power for all useBlugging it into the best response functidh(p—_;), it is
respectively. For the other cases, we prove the uniqueneescluded thatB;(p_;) = p, for all i € AN and thus

relying on the concept aftandard functior{37]. It has been up(r) = Wzij\ill_?igi-

proven in [37] that the NE point (if it exists) in a standard On the other hand, ifiz(7) = 0, thenw = 0 or p; = 0 for
function is unique. A functiorB(p) is said to be standard if all i. The former case is trivial and for the later case, it should
for all feasible powelp , the following conditions hold [37] be w Alp)

3Quasi-concave is a generalization of concave. g;T hi.i
,

<0, Vi. (26)



This leads to b
m> S, (27)
gi0
which means
T > max Wiltii 2 u (28)
iEN g;0
Similarly, if ug(r) = 7 3.~ , B,g:, it should bep; = p; for
all 4, or A
Wi Bilpo) 5 5y (29)
giT™ hi,i
This means that
Cow ANi(p—i)
_ > 7.
?Gli\r/l g;m h/zz - (30)
and thus
0 <7< min—-— wihig — 2 gl (32)
N g; (Pihiyi + Ai(D_;))

The two extreme caseS(p) = 0 and B(p) = p are also
the NE points for given price. Then the properties 3) and 4
can be proved.

APPENDIXC
PROOF OFCOROLLARY [

By differentiating the best response functiBa(p_;) with
respect tow, it can be shown that3;(p_;) is a strictly
decreasing function ofr when 7! < 7 < #%. As stated

in the proof of Proposition]2B;(p_;) = p; whenr

== 7Tl.

Therefore the peak power constraint of usés not active if
rh<n<a¥ ie, 0< Bi(p—i) <p;, Vi € N. When > 7%,
Bi(p—;) =0, Vi € N. This completes the proof.
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