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Abstract

In this paper, we propose a hierarchical game approach teintioel energy efficiency maximization
problem where transmitteindividually choose their channel assignment and power control. We @bndu
a thorough analysis of the existence, uniqueness and d¢bdration of the Stackelberg equilibrium.
Interestingly, we formally show that a spectrum orthogmadion naturally occurs when users decide
sequentially about their transmitting carriers and powedgdivering a binary channel assignment. Both
analytical and simulation results are provided for assgssind improving the performances in terms
of energy efficiency and spectrum utilization between theuianeous-move game (with synchronous
decision makers), the social welfare (in a centralized regnand the proposed Stackelberg (hierarchical)
game. For the first time, we providight closed-form bounds on the spectral efficiency of such a model
including correlation across carriers and users. We shaw ttie spectrum orthogonalization capability
induced by the proposed hierarchical game model enablewiteéess network to achieve the spectral

efficiency improvement while still enjoying a high energyiaéncy.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Ecological concerns are steadily attracting more and mibeatson in wireless communications
[1], [2]. From the operators’ perspective, energy effickenot only has great ecological benefits
and represents social responsibility in fighting climatargfe, but also has significant economic

benefits. Therefore, innovative solutions that suppoffitcrancrease and maintain a limited energy
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consumption need to be considered at both system and dewvieks lin order to address environ-
mental and operational costs. Recently, Cisco systemsgwméd out that the global mobile data
traffic will increase nearly tenfold between 2014 and 2010@ng incentive for service providers to
reduce their OpEx by reducing their energy consumptionT8]s suggests to shift from pursuing
optimal capacity and spectral efficiency to efficient enarggge when designing wireless networks.
Indeed, spectral efficiency has been a traditional requargrof wireless architectures, especially
when their access is limited to scarce spectrum. As a ragakent trends in mobile client access
tend to support both spectral and energy efficiency at theesiaime while addressing a wide

variety of delay and throughput objectives [4].

CONTRIBUTIONS

To address these crucial issues among others, we proposady energy efficient wireless
networks in which we introduce a degree of hierarchy amomgsud/ore specifically, we consider
energy efficient multi-carrier wireless networks that canrbodeled by a decentralized multiple
access channel. The network is said to be decentralizedeirs¢hse that each user can freely
choose his power control policy and carrier assignment dewoto selfishly maximize a certain
individual performance criterion, called utility (or pdf)oin the context of game theoretic studies.

We formally prove that the hierarchical structure of the gamaturally leads to a spectrum
orthogonalization pattern where the components of the ortiWvave incentive to transmit on dif-
ferent carriers. This orthogonalization feature acrossmiultiple interfering devices is particularly
appealing, not only from an interworking perspective (agsult of reduced infrastructure), but
also for increasing both network coverage and data capadiityut the need to split the available
spectrum. In this sense, we prove that the advantage of @marbhical (Stackelberg) model that
we propose over the simultaneous-move model in [5] is ragiggrificant.

One could wonder that, as soon as the number of carriers g mterference can be avoided
with high probability. We show next that users still expade interference even when the number
of carriers to number of users ratio exceeds a few units, cepe for synchronous decision
makers. Moreover, to the best of our knowledge, performdmoeands have never been derived in
the multiple carrier context. This allows us to provitight closed-form bounds on the spectral
efficiency of such a model. We formally prove that the speuntrorthogonalization capability
induced by the proposed hierarchical game model enablesvitieédess network to achieve the
spectral efficiency improvement while still enjoying a highergy efficiency. In particular, we
show that the orthogonalization feature makes correlatiar carriers suitable for energy efficient
systems as it brings more orthogonalization over the sygtmd thus leads to higher spectral

efficiency), while correlation over users is not suited agdeigrades the spectral efficiency.



RELATED LITERATURE AND NOVELTY OF THE WORK

To reduce the network energy consumption, [6] proposed &éimaptraffic aware scheme using
an online stochastic game theoretic algorithm.[lh [7], etghproposed a joint transmitter and
receiver optimization for the energy efficiency in orthogbfrequency-division multiple-access
(OFDMA) systems. Energy efficient power control game hasdest proposed by Goodmaat
al. in [8] for flat fading channels and re-used hy [5] for multiHear systems.[[9] proposed an
energy efficient topology control game for wireless ad hotwneks in the presence of selfish
nodes. All these works do not consider hierarchy amongréiffieactors in the system. However,
as mentioned in_[8] the Nash equilibrium in such games caneg energy inefficient. Note that
the Stackelberg formulation arises naturally in many odndé practical interest. For example, the
hierarchy is inherent to cognitive radio networks (CRNs)eventhe user with the higher priority
(i.e.,, the leader or the primary user (PU)) transmits first, thesm uker with the lower priority
(i.e., the follower or the secondary user (SU)) transmits aftersisgy the spectral environment
[10]-[12]. This is also a natural setting for heterogenewnirgeless networks due to the absence
of coordination among the small cells, and between smdl eeld macro cells [13]=[15]. There
have been many works on Stackelberg garnes [16]-[18], butdbaot consider energy efficiency
for the individual utility as defined ir_[8]. They rather caaar transmission rate-type utilities (see
e.g.,[19], [20)).

In a prior work [21], we proposed a hierarchical game theomibdel for two-user—two-carrier
energy efficient wireless systems. It was shown that, forviet majority of cases, users choose
their transmitting carriers in such a way that if the leadansmits on a given carrier, the follower
has incentive to choose the other carrier. One major mativalf this paper is to extend the original
problem in [21] to some general models that can be widely usguractice by considering an
arbitrary number of carriers.

The work that is most closely related to ours [is|[22], where fierarchical game was for-
mulated for the energy efficiency maximization problem ie #ingle carrier system. Notably, it
has been proved that, when only one carrier is available Herplayers, there exists a unique
Stackelberg equilibrium. However, multi-carrier systeh@ve gained intense interest in wireless
communications, making the use of multi-carrier transmiss much more appealing for future
wireless systems, such as LTE. In fact, the multi-dimeraioature of such a problem along with
the physical properties of the transmission phenomenoreriakextension to an arbitrary number
of carriers problem much more challenging than the singteezamodel. We will see later in the
paper that, contrary to [22], we show that, when we come upgudysmulti-carrier hierarchical
games, the degree of freedom increases laading becomes better thaiollowing. This means

that a player can often take advantage of playing first (adehéer), but not always. Indeed, if



the players are in the same conditions, a player can imprvetitity by playing after observing
the action of the other player.

In the light of the above, the paper is structured as folloWse general system model is
presented in Se€.]ll. Sec.]lll reviews the simultaneousemgame and presents the hierarchical
game problem. Then, in S€c.]IV, we characterize the Staekgkquilibrium, and we evaluate the
performance of the Stackelberg approach in Séc. V.[Séc. aiges numerical results to illustrate
and validate the theoretical findings derived in the prewvieactions. Additional comments and

conclusions are provided in Séc. VII.

[I. ENERGY EFFICIENT WIRELESSNETWORK MODEL

We consider a wireless network, in which mobile users adoetse spectrum in an asynchronous
way. We assume that the overall bandwidth can be dividedantarbitrary number of narrow-band
carriers(K > 2), and that the carriers are narrow enough to undergo flat dadiet us further
suppose that the channels are quasi-static flat fadingthe.channel gains are constant during
each frame but may change from one frame to the next.

Without the constraint of exclusive assignment of eachieafor users, we generally formulate
the problem of energy efficiency maximization by allowingtta carrier could be shared by
multiple users. One can think of heterogeneous networke\gts) or ultra-dense networks (UDNSs)
composed of different cellular layers and multiple acceshnologies. In order to improve the
efficiency of spectrum use, multiple overlapping networkgrate on the same frequency bands,
causing (co-channel) interference, which, in turn, canseaoarmful throughput degradation. To
be specific, in the following, we will consider a decentralizmultiple access channel composed
of a leader — indexed by, having the priority to access the medium, and a follower dexed
by 2 that accesses the medium after observing the action of #ueteThis setting is particularly
relevant for CRNs with the PU as the leader and the SU as thened, with the difference that
no guarantee of service to the PU is considered while shahagspectrum with the SU. It is
also suited for sparse mobile networks in which one may eghe possibility of simultaneous
interference of more than two users. An extension of the gwegd model to multiple users with
multi-hierarchical levels can be found in [23], where twaarlg-optimal algorithms that ensure
complete spectrum orthogonalization across users wepopea. Notice that closed-form solutions

for the multi-user hierarchical game is in general very diffi to obtain.
Accordingly, for any usern € {1,2} andm # n, the received signal-to-noise plus interference
ratio (SINR) is expressed as

'YS o gfipﬁ

—m:pfiﬁﬁ; for k=1,... K W
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We will call iAL’fL the effective channel gajrdefined as the ratio between the SINR and the trans-
mission power of the other users over ttié carrier.g* andp® are resp. the fading channel gain
and the transmitted power of usertransmitting on carriek:, whereas>? stands for the variance
of the Gaussian noise. We statistically model the channielsgg to be independent identically
distributed (i.i.d.) over the fading coefficients. It fols from the above SINR expression that the
strategy chosen by a user affects the performance of otlees usthe network through multiple-
access interference.

The system model adopted throughout the paper is based @ethi@al paper 8] that defines
the energy efficiency framework. In order to formulate theveo control problem as a game,
we first need to define a utility function suitable for data laggtions. Let us first define the
“efficiency” function f(-), which measures the packet success rate. In brief, when &N@ry
low, data transmission results in massive errors and thdmddrate conditioned to errors) tends to
0; when SINR is very high, data transmission becomes ere&-éind the rate grows asymptotically
to a constant. However, achieving a high SINR level requinesuser terminal to transmit at a
high power, which in turn results in low battery life. Thisgtfomenon is concisely captured by
an increasing, continuous and S-shaped “efficiency” foncfi(-). A more detailed discussion of
the efficiency function can be found in [24]-]26]. The follog utility function allows one to
measure the corresponding tradeoff between the trangmis&nefit (total goodput over th&

carriers) and cost (total power over tié carriers):

K
k=1

K
> ok
k=1

where R, is the transmission data rate of useandp,, is the power allocation vector of user

Uy (P1,P2) = , (2)

over all carriersi.e.,p, = (p., ..., p%X). The quantityR, can be viewed as the gross (transmission)
data rate on the radio interface which only depends on thesusgplication/service induced by
high layers such as the transport and the application layéris target rate may depend on the
type of application, but not on the physical layer or the \eiss environment of the user. The
utility function u,,, that has bits per Joule as units, perfectly captures thedfabetween goodput

and battery life, and is particularly suitable for applioas where energy efficiency is crucial.

[[l. THE GAME THEORETIC FORMULATION

One proposal for designing spectrum sharing is through ghewy which offers basis to model
interactions between interacting users and develop dedeed and/or distributed algorithms for

resource allocation.



A. The simultaneous-move game problem

The interaction between users can be modeled through acuperative game where each user
maximizes his energy efficiency subject to interferencestraints, given adversarial decisions.
An important solution concept of the game under considamas the Nash equilibrium, which is
a fundamental concept in the strategic games. It is a vedtsirategies (referred to hereafter and
interchangeably as actions), one for each plapéty = {p, V¥, po"¥} such that no player has

incentive to unilaterally change his strategy.
Definition 1. A strategy vectop™” = {p;"* p,"*} is a Nash Equilibrium (NE) if and only if:

vp1 # m™P, Ul(PlNEapzNE) > ul(p17p2NE)

and
Vps # ™, U2(P1NE7P2NE) > U2(P1NE7P2)-

In what follows, we define a less robust stable strategy vefcionon-cooperative iames in
(1+
OUn (PN, PNE) > wy(pa, p_nVF) for every actionp, # pnV”, we say that the vector

which the Nash equilibrium is a too strong concept. If thexests ane > 0 such th

pNE = {p1VF poNE} is ane-Nash equilibrium.

The Nash equilibrium concept assumes that the players eletmnultaneously. One important
framework of non-cooperative games is to assume that oryemptan observe the decision of the
other player before deciding. This concept can be relateasyonmetric information/decision in

non-cooperative games and is related to the concept of &kaalg equilibrium.

B. The hierarchical game problem

Hierarchical models in wireless networks are motivatedhgyitiea that the utility of the leader
obtained at the Stackelberg equilibrium can often be imgdoaver his utility obtained at the
Nash equilibrium when the two users play simultaneously.[lt7has been proved, in [22], that
when only one carrier is available for the players, therstexa unique Stackelberg equilibrium in
which both the leader and the follower improve their utiti The goal is then to find a Stackelberg
equilibrium in this bi-level game_[27].

In this work, we consider a Stackelberg game framework irchvyhéa foresighted follower adapts
his power allocation vectqgs,, based on the power vector of the leaggrchosen in advance. The
power allocation of the shortsighted leader will re-embodthe form of interference introduced to

the foresighted follower as given by E@l (2). At the core ties idea that, the foresighted follower

1The —n subscript on vectop stands for “except uset".



will extract the useful asymmetry information in order tokaanore efficient hierarchical decision

making.

Definition 2. (Stackelberg equilibrium):
A vector of actionsp = (p1,p2) = (p1,...,0%, ps, ..., p&) is called Stackelberg equilibrium if
and only if:

p1 € arg max u1(p1,D2(P1)),

where for allp;, we have

Do(P1) € arg H;%XUQ(PL P2),
andpz = D, (p1)-

Remarkl. Note that, for sake of clarity, we will only consider the mogeresting (and non-trivial)
regime where the transmit powers are less than maximal ptavefs. However, all the results

can be easily extended to the case of finite powers.

IV. CHARACTERIZATION OF THE STACKELBERG EQUILIBRIUM

We first determine the best-response function of the follodepending on the action of the
leader. This approach is similar to backward induction mégpie. This result comes directly from
Propositionl of [5]. For making this paper sufficiently self-containede weview here the latter

proposition.

Proposition 1 (Given in [B]). Given the power allocation vectgr; of the leader, the best-response

of the follower is given by

*( 2 k k
N fy (U —:glpl)’ for k — L2(p1)
Ps(P1) = 92 (3)
0, for all k£ # Ly(p1)

with Ly(py) = arg ml?xﬁ’g(p’f) and~* is the unique (positive) solution of the first order equation
x f'(x) = f(x) (4)

Note that Eq.[(4) has a unique solution if the efficiency fiorctf () is sigmoidal [28]. The
last proposition says that the best-response of the follasvi® use only one carrier, the one such
that the effective channel gain is the best.

Let us first present a useful result that will allow us to regltise complexity of the original

problem (with K carriers) to a simpler one where we only focus on the two basters.

Proposition 2. Denote byB; and S; two carriers for the leader for whicl! is the highest and

the second highest respectively, while Byand S, the ones with two highegt (that is, for the



follower). If the Stackelberg game has an equilibrium, titdras an equilibrium where the leader
transmits on one of the carrier§B,, S;}, while the follower transmits on one of the carriers
{B27 SQ}

For the clarity of the exposition, all the propositions areven in the Appendix.

Given this result, we may only concentrate on strategiesevhach of the players uses one of
his two best carriers. The proposition below gives the algarto compute the equilibrium power
allocations for both players. Before the proposition, weaduce additional notation, namely
9> — 95"

9%

Proposition 3. If By # B, then equilibrium power allocation of each of the players is

4=

S ’Y;;‘LQ whenk = B,
! 0 otherwise
If B; = B, then the equilibrium power allocations of the players arenpoited in three steps:

1) If 4 < ~* then equilibrium power allocation of the leader is

* 2
r7 whenk = B,

0 otherwise

and that of the follower is

2
17 whenk = 5,
—k gk
P =

0 otherwise

Otherwise, go to steps 2 and 3.

2) Find all the solutionsr < m to the equation

(z —a*y") f'(x) = f(x) (5)
If there are solutions different than= 0, choose the one for whieﬁw is the highest.

Let 5* be this solution.

3) Compare four valu

v, = BNy R SR B
1 /8*0_2<1 —'—’}/*) ) 1 ;5/0_2 M
CfOER e R

If Vg, is the greatest, then equilibrium power allocations of teader and the follower are
B*(149*)o? _
ﬁ'f _ Fl—r"5") whenk = B;
0 otherwise

20f courseV can only be computed f* exists.



and

v (1+8*)o? _
]‘9’5 _ ) whenk = B,
0 otherwise

Next, ifiWp, Is the greatest, then equilibrium power allocations of tsader and the follower

are
)
2~ whenk = B;
—k gk
b1 = .
0 otherwise
and
* 2
12 whenk =5,
—k g5
Py =

0 otherwise

If Us, is the greatest, then equilibrium power allocation of thader is

v*o? _
ﬁ’f _ p when k:. S1
0 otherwise

and that of the follower is

v*o? _
L o whenk = B,
Py = .

0 otherwise

Finally, if Vi3, is (the only) greatest, then the game has no equilibrium.

While the formulation of Pro.]3 is rather complicated, ihd# explained in a simpler manner.
It describes essentially the way the choice is made by tluetgghe follower adjusts to it according
to Prop.[1). If the best carrier of the leader is differentnthiaat of the follower, he transmits on
his best carrier with power corresponding to SINR If their best carriers are the same, the leader
tries to optimize his power on his best carrigr, by choosing between two powers corresponding
to two values of SINR:5*, which gives the highest value of the leader’s utility if tfalower
transmits on the same carrier as the leader, creating enéerée, ory, which is the smallest value
of SINR forcing the follower to change his carrier and redtioe interference orB;. If he can
obtain a better utility than the best of the two on some otlerier S;, he chooses to transmit

there with the power corresponding 16.

Remark2. Note that the equilibria computed Prdd. 3 are unique as laghannel gains for
different carriers are different and as longlag # W, # Us,. Also the response of the follower
at equilibrium is unique as long as channel gains for diffecarriers are different and’s, is not

the greatest value in step 3) of the algorithm described byhborelﬁ The matter of uniqueness

3Note that, in case there are multiple equilibria, becalise = Us, > W, , the response of the follower to both equilibrium

strategies of the leader is unique.
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of the follower’s response is obviously very important, agase there are multiple best responses
to an equilibrium strategy of the leader, the follower hasimeentive to follow his equilibrium
policy. In our case the equilibrium strategy can be imposethé follower when he has multiple
best responses to the leader’s policy by using a simple:tuidtieneverliV, appears to be the
greatest in step 3), the leader has to use power infinitelsiraadaller than that prescribed by his
equilibrium policy. This gives him a minimally smaller utyl, but at the same time makes the

best response of the follower unique.

Remark3. The reasoning behind Prdg. 2 works also for the model whenemothat players can
use are limited to the sef8, P,...|, SO also in this case each player transmits on only one of his
two best carriers. Propl 3 gives the form of a Stackelbergibgum in case each user has enough
power in[0, P,,..] to reach the SINRy*. Otherwise, it can be shown that all the computations of
Prop.[3 can be repeated under assumption that wheneverghedealue of the SINR cannot be
reached within the constrained regime, the users trandntitesr maximum power. In that way
we also obtain an equilibrium in the model. However, considepower constraints will induce
additional cases where the equilibrium is such that somesassnsmit with their maximum power

P,..., complicating the formulation of the results, without charg their general sense.
The next proposition characterizes the degenerate casa thieee is no equilibrium in the

Stackelberg game.

Proposition 4. The Stackelberg game has no equilibriumBif = By, 4 > v* and

~ * * * S * * Q%
£/(0) > max {f(v)(;ﬂ ) fr i) %  LEN0rs >} 7 (6)

but for anye > 0 there aree-equilibria of the form

. a(e) whenk = B
P1 (6) = .
0 otherwise

for the leader and

* 0.2 kOé €
I e ( 49‘,2;"1 ©)  \whenk = B,
Do (6) = .
0 otherwise

for the follower, wherex(¢) is an arbitrarily small value, guaranteeing that the utjliof the leader

is within e from V3 .

Remark4. It is important to notice that the case considered in Prajosd is indeed possible

for some sigmoidal functiorf. One example of sucli is one of the form:

1 . 3
= — L TS
f(z) = :
T+V17 13+43V17T . >3
4 3204+2/17—18’ — 4
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One can check thaf is concave on intervdD, 2] and convex or2, co). Moreover, f and f’ are
continuous andim, ... f(z) = ”T‘/ﬁ so it is definitely a sigmoidal function. It is straightfoawvd
to compute that* = 1 for this function. Unfortunately, Equatiofi(5) has no s@os on(0, o),
which can be computed either numerically or using Tayloramsion of the function/1 — z.
Finally, f'(0) = 1, and so forg, >> ¢5* andg{" > g7, the inequality () will be satisfied.

On the other hand, any of the two following assumptions:
(A1) f'(07) =0,
(A2) f'(0%) >0 and f;((f:)) > 29,
implies that[(6) is never satisfied, and so the game undeiidenasion always has an equilibrium.

In particular, for the most standard form ¢f[5],
flz)=(1—-e™M, M>1

not only there always exists an equilibrium in the Stackejbmodel (becaus¢g satisfies (Al)),
but also the procedure in Propositioh 3 slightly simplifies;

1) Eq. [4) can be written ad/z = ¢* — 1,

2) Eqg. [B) can be written ad/(x — z*y*) = ¢® — 1, moreover it has exactly one positive

solution.

V. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

This section is dedicated to present some key propertiegparfdrmances of the Stackelberg
equilibrium we derived in the previous section. We first sttige individual performance of each
player. Then, we evaluate the global performance of theesysh terms of energy efficiency and

spectral efficiency.

A. Individual Performance Evaluation

1) Spectrum orthogonalizationn this section, we shall first look for what values of channel
gains for each of the users there is a possibility that bathieader and the follower transmit on
the same carrier. In the sequel, we will refer to the case evhisers transmit on the same carrier
as there is no orthogonalization between users, 3.&.] p* # 0 for n = {1,2}. Then, we will

compute the probability that there is no orthogonalizatietween the players.

Proposition 5. The set of{g, ..., g%}, n = 1,2 for which there is no orthogonalization between

users is a proper subset of the €& of g*s satisfying

By = Byand g/ > (1+7%)gy"; forn=1,2. (7)



12

Note thatG, is exactly the set of''s for which there is no orthogonalization in the simultareou
move game considered in![5]. Thus, introducing hierarchyhi game induces more spectrum
orthogonalization than there was in the simultaneous-nsoeaario.

In the next proposition, we will show that the probability md orthogonalization between the

players is always small and decreases fast as the numberr@rsarows.

Proposition 6. Assume that the channel gains for different carriers of eaicthe users are i.i.d.
Rayleigh random variables. Then, the probability that ¢hes no orthogonalization between the
players at the Stackelberg equilibrium is bounded above by
* * K -1 * * —(14~*)
1+ 9B + 7°K) | ==+ (1+7)BA+7"K)|  ~ 0K ) (@)
where 5 denotes the Beta function, which is the exact probabilitp@forthogonalization in the

simultaneous-move version of the model.

Remark5. In the above proposition, we suppose that the channel gdidgferent players are

not correlated, which is typically the case when carriers far enough[[29]. Otherwise, the
probability computed there can be treated as an upper bamce$pective probabilities, when
there is a positive correlation between different carr@rsach of the users, which is much more
realistic. We will see later in the paper (see Fig. 1 Bhd 2), inathe case of positive correlation

over carriers, these probabilities will be even smalled(ao faster decreasing ).

Remark6. Now, the opposite situation to that analyzed in Pfdp. 6 isweth users experience
the same channel gains. The probability that there is nagdhalization between the players in

the Stackelberg game is then bounded above by
K(1+799)B(1+7% K) 9)

which is still decreasing t® as K goes to infinity, butK times bigger than the bound in Eq.
(8). The intuition behind this is that, if the channels offeliént users are not correlated, then
with probability (K — 1)/ K users have different best channels and with dnli” users have the
same best channels (and interference is an issue in this taseers experience the same channel
gains, they have the same best channel with probalilitlso, if the number of carriers( is
big, both users will have two best carriers of similar gqyals the channel gains are chosen at

random, so the probability that they choose the same cdrdeomes very small (see Fld. 3 and
).
2) Payoffs comparisonThe leader is not worse off on introducing hierarchy (whistalways

the case in Stackelberg games if both the leader and theviilase their equilibrium policies),
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but the follower loses on it in some cases. The propositidovbgives more insights on what the

latter depends on.

Proposition 7. For any sigmoidal functiory the following three situations are possible:

1) B; # Bs. Then, for both players, the payoff in the Stackelberg gastbae same as that in
the simultaneous-move game.

2) Both players use the same carri&; = B, in equilibria (or e-equilibria) of simultaneous-
move and Stackelberg games. Then, the payoff of the follmmre Stackelberg game is
always bigger than what he receives in the simultaneousrgawme.

3) By = B, and both players use different carriers in equilibria of sitaneous-move and
Stackelberg games: the leader in the Stackelberg game Bgebut in the simultaneous-
move game he uség in equilibrium, the follower in the Stackelberg game usgswhile
in the simultaneous-move game he uBgsn equilibrium. Then, the payoff of the follower

in the Stackelberg game is smaller than what he receivesnulsaneous-move game.

3) Comparison between leading and followinigis known from [22], that if there is only one
carrier available for the players, it is always better to be tollower than to be the leader. The

situation changes when the number of carriers increases.

Proposition 8. Suppose that the Stackelberg game has exact equilibriavelogém player 1 is the
leader and when he is the follower. Then, the utility at Se#lmdrg equilibrium of playen if he
is the leader is not less than his utility if he is the followkeone of the following conditions is

satisfied:
1) Bj # Bo. o
2) B; = B2 and min{‘qlsl s ‘qQSZ } <14~*
91 92
3) Bi=Byandfori=1,2,7#1,

9 " _ )
() >max{f<v*>gf’ f(ﬁ*)(lw*ﬁ*)}

B; B. I * *
‘J.LT‘L _1 f\/*gj] B (1+’\/ )
9i
4) B; = Bao, .
957 _1)
FEA =) ) F)er f(g?
prl+) T vt ey
S2
92
and 5
a4
(% >> (e £ =87
B -~ max B N . -
9l V%95 ° Br(1+%)
S1
91
5) Bi = Ba,

%\ .S1 f (g - 1) * * Q%
F(v*)gr > max 952 F(B)A —v*B%)
Vot o? | B+
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2

B*(1+~%) yrgB2

at
BN =78 max{f(v*)g? (%) }

and
B *
gll < 1+3
gis'l — 1*7*6*

6) B1 = Bo,

! (,;2 - 1) s
9 o a4 FO09 FOM)(A = 7B7)
B yrgBr T (L)

and

Bx(1+7%) vies? o

* * %\, 52 f(gizl 71)
fEHA=yp) F(v")gs gt
-1

Although the formulation of the proposition is rather coroated, its general meaning is simple.
It states that, in most of the cases, different users haverelift best carriers, so there is no
difference between leading and following. The two remajnoases are when both players have
the same best carrier. In the first one, each of the playersohlgsone good carrier and the
same for both. This situation reduces to the problem corsidan [22] where only one carrier
is available, and so every user can obtain better energyeeffiatility by decreasing its priority
from leading to following. The reason behind this phenonmeisbasically the construction of
the energy-efficient utility. In the simultaneous-movesien of this model each user transmits
with the power corresponding to the SINR. Under Stackelberg regime, the leader can increase
his utility by reducing his power consumption to the levetregponding to the SINR* < ~*,
which reduces the overconsumption due to interference.optienal answer of the follower will
still be to use the power giving him the SINR of though. The result of the shift in the power
used by the leader without a similar change in that of theotadlr is that both utilities increase
simultaneously, but the increase of the utility of the faléy is bigger than that of the leader. In
the second case, both players have the same best carriendof them prefers to use his second
best carrier instead (that is — the second best carrier isnnch worse than the best one). In this
situation, it is the leader who is better off on introducingriarchy, so this becomes similar to
most of the Stackelberg moc&lsﬂ is worth noting though that if}* are i.i.d. Rayleigh random
variables, one of the two first cases of Propositibn 8 willwaeith probability significantly bigger
thanl — (1 +~*)B(1 + ", K) [ + (1 +9")B(1 +v*, K)], and so it will be very close ta
even for small values of. We will show later in the paper (see Figlre 9) that, in patit is

the last situation that prevails whenever the players haveast two carriers at their disposal.

“Notice that in basic standard economic problems, it is comyn&nown that a firm does always better by preempting the

market and setting its output level first (e.g., in Courriké-lcompetition games) [30].
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B. System Performance Evaluation

1) Energy efficiencylet us now compute the social welfare in our model, definechasstim
of utilities of both players. In the following propositiome give upper bounds on the possible
decrease of social welfare when we introduce hierarchy engdime, as well as a bound on the
ratio of the maximum social welfare obtainable and that efckélberg equilibrium in the game.

The latter can be treated as the price of anarchy [31] in oorega

Proposition 9. The social welfare when the players apply Stackelberg #giuim policies equals

both maximum social welfare obtainable in the game and $eeogdfare in Nash equilibrium of

the simultaneous-move game whenedeet B;. WhenB; = B,, the social welfare in Stackelberg
equilibrium:

By By | . . ey -
1) Is at most% times worse than that in simultaneous-move game equitiriu

Ri1gy " +Rag

1 2 . . . . .
2) Is at most% times worse than the maximum social welfare obtainableergdmme.

Ry 91 +R292

Note that, wheng* are i.i.d. Rayleigh variables (as assumed in Propos[tiontt&n a) the
region where Stackelberg equilibrium is not the social mptn shrinks fast as the number of
carriers increases; b) even in case there is no orthogatializin Stackelberg equilibrium, the
ratios appearing in the above proposition are small wittb@bdity increasing with the number
of carriers.

2) Spectral efficiencyAlong with energy efficiency, spectral efficiency — definedraesthrough-
put per unit of bandwidth — is one of the key performance eat#bn criteria for wireless network
design. These two conflicting criteria can be linked throtigdir tradeoff [32], [33]. Therefore,
it is often imperative to make a tradeoff between energy ieficy and spectral efficiency. In the
following, we give a closed-form expression of the lower bdwn the sum spectral efficiency of

the proposed Stackelberg model.
Proposition 10. The spectral efficiency in case there is a orthogonalizakietween the users at

the Stackelberg equilibrium is strictly bigger than

K
which is equal to the spectral efficiency in the simultaneoase game.

loga(l + v)|1 — (1 + IBA + 1K) - (Emw)e(lw,mﬂ (10

The computation done in Propositionl 10 holds in case themti®mgonalization between the
players. This means that this is only a lower bound for thel tgpectral efficiency in our model.
However, by Propositionl6, it becomes very tight Esgoes to infinity. An easy consequence
of this is that the spectral efficiency in the limit model (wign infinite number of carriers) can

be computed exactly, and is equalltg,(1 + +*). Notice that, when users experience the same
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Rayleigh channel gains, the spectral efficiency in caseetiemla orthogonalization between the

users at the Stackelberg equilibrium is strictly biggemtha

logy(1+97) [1 = K(14+~")B(1++", K)] (11)

VI. SIMULATION RESULTS

We consider the energy efficiency functiof{;z) = (1 —e=*)™, well-known in power allocation
games, wheré/ = 100 is the block length in bits. For this efficiency function; ~ 6.4 (or 8.1
dB). Simulations were carried out using a rdtg = 1 bps forn = {1,2}. We have simulated

10000 scenarios to remove the random effects from Rayleigh fading

A. The probability of no orthogonalization

Let us first consider a quasi-static correlated Rayleiglnfa channel model. Fid.J1 arld 2
reflect the effect of the correlation ovearriers (i.e., the correlation between different carriers of
each of the users) on the probability of no orthogonalirata the simultaneous (Nash) and the
hierarchical (Stackelberg) game respectively. The catie model follows the model in_[34]. As

we expected in Sectidn V-A1 (see Remark 4), results show ithalhe case of correlated carriers,
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the probability of no orthogonalization is smaller and sstéa decreasing t0 even for a moderate
number of carrierss.

From now on, we will only consider the case of no correlati@ween different carriers of
each of the users. In case of correlated carriers, perfaenaesults obtained in the remainder
have to be considered as a worst case performance.

Fig. [3 and[4 investigate the effect of the correlation ous#'s (i.e., the correlation between
different users’ fading channel) on the probability of nahogonalization for the Nash and the
Stackelberg game respectively. The correlation factor etiog the dependencies between the
users isd. In both figures, results show that, as the correlation betwdfferent users decreases,
the probability of no orthogonalization gets even smalled @0 faster decreasing tg which
corresponds to what Remark 5 claims. In order to assess theaay of the theoretical bounds,
we also compare the simulated probability of no orthogaa#sibn with the theoretical upper-
bounds. More specifically, for i.i.d. users, we compare tbgcal curve derived in EqL8) with
simulated curve fo® = 0. For correlated users, we compare theoretical curve in @gwith
simulated curve fol® = 1. We see that the simulated and theoretical curves matchy pretl.
Now, when we look at the Stackelberg equilibrium in Hig. 4jsitclearly illustrated that the
theoretical upper-bounds derived in Egl. (8) and Ef. (9) turhto be greater than the simulated

probabilities of no orthogonalization, which confirms theewaracy of the results. Remember that
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the theoretical curves derived in E@QJ] (8) and Ed. (9) cooadpto the exact probability of no
orthogonalization in the simultaneous-move game, but ahg epper-bounds in the hierarchical
version of the model, which is clearly confirmed by Hig. 3 ahd 4

Fig.[8 and[6 depict the probability of no orthogonalizatiam fifferent schemes considering
independent userd.€., for 6 = 0) and correlated users.€., for & = 1) respectively. Both
curves follow the same trend, tending to increase the odhalgzation between the users as
the number of carriers grows, which validates the obtaihegretical results. A rather significant
gap between Nash and Stackelberg curves suggests thaducitng hierarchy results in much
more orthogonalization between the players. Particulaotieworthy is the fact that, at the social
optimum, we always obtain strict orthogonalization betwasers. This means that, in a centralized
system, if maximizing the energy efficiency is the goal,adtricing hierarchy moves the solution
closer to the social optimum.

To sum it up, we can argue that correlation across carriees ssitable feature as it brings
more orthogonalization (and thus leads to a better speefiialency), desirable from the social
point of view, while correlation across users is not suiteditaincreases the probability of no

orthogonalization. This results is of practical interest it suggests that designing the power
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control for multi-carrier networks shall be developed degld to the physical properties of the

transmission phenomenon.

B. Energy efficiency

We then resort to plot the average energy efficiency at thdilegum for increasing number
of carriers K. The curves obtained in Fi§] 7 for independent usees, for ¢ = 0) exhibit a
different trend than ones in Figl 8 for correlated useées,for # = 1). Indeed, we remark that the
Stackelberg perform almost the same as the Nash gamg $of, whereas, fo¥ = 1, the gap
between the Nash game and the Stackelberg game increases.spxifically, the Stackelberg
model achieves an energy efficiency gain up to 25% with reégjeethe Nash model fox = 4
carriers. As the number of carriedls goes large, both configurations tend towards having the
same average energy efficiency. This can be justified by tttdHat, when the number of carriers
increases, the probability that users transmit on diffecanriers is high (see Section V-A1) and
thus, users are less sensitive to their degree of hierarcthyei system (see Prdg. 9). Interestingly,
in both the independent and correlated users’ cases, tlokeftarg game achieves almost the
same energy efficiency as at the social welfare, which temdslidate results in Prop] 9.

Fig.[Q illustrates the per-user energy efficiency with inelegient users. Interestingly, we see from
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follower respectively.

Fig.[d that, at the Stackelberg equilibrium, the energy iefficy of the follower in the Stackelberg
game is smaller than in the simultaneous-move game. Thigests that, for the vast majority
of cases, Situation 3) in Propl 7 is more likely to occur foroa Inumber of carrierds. As K
increases, Situation 1) in Prdp. 7 is more likely to occutdiig the same energy efficiency for
both the leader and the follower in the Stackelberg game #seisimultaneous-move game. This
is justified by the fact that, with probability/ K, resp.(K — 1)/K, users have the same, resp.
different, best channels. It is then easy to see that, for Aowusers are more likely to have the
same best channels and interference is an issue in this egddeng to Situation 3) in Profd.]7,
whereas, for sufficiently largé’, users are more likely to have different best channels wigld
to Situation 1) in Prod.]7. Moreover, Figl 9 also shows thad profitable to be the leader which

corresponds to what Propl. 8 points out.

C. Spectral efficiency

In Fig.[10 and 11, we compare the closed-form expressionseopectral efficiency derived in
Eq. (10) for i.i.d. usersif., for 6 = 0) and in Eq. [(1) for correlated userise(, for § = 1) with
the simulated spectral efficiency. Of particular interssthie fact that the closed-form expressions
turn out to be very tight. We can also observe that the Sthekglgame performs better than
the Nash game in terms of average spectral efficiency péatlguor correlated users while still
performing very close to the social welfare. As an exampde, = 2 carriers, the Stackelberg
game yields only a negligible spectral efficiency 104% bps/Hz with respect to the social welfare

and approximately).22 bps/Hz of spectral efficiency gain beyond the Nash game.

D. Spectral efficiency — Energy efficiency Tradeoff

In order to illustrate the balance between the achievalike aad energy consumption of the

system, we plot in Fid._12 arid 13 the spectral efficiency asatifon of the energy efficiency for
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independent and correlated users respectively. Surglysiit is clearly shown that, for both the
independent and correlated cases, the proposed Stackeldesion approach achieves a flexible
and desirable tradeoff between energy efficiency and thmowigmaximization compared to the
social welfare and the Nash model. In particular, it is shdwat the Stackelberg scheme maximizes
the energy efficiency while still optimizing the spectraii@éncy at the Stackelberg equilibrium.
Notice that this contrasts with most related works so far mclv the optimal energy efficiency
performance often leads to low spectral efficiency perforceaand vice versa [35]—[38]. This
feature has a great impact on the network performance anddpsgoa convincing argument that
hierarchical communication is the proper context to desigd optimize energy efficient wireless

networks.

VII. CONCLUSION

The growing interest in energy efficient research from digmacessing and communication
communities has spurred an increasing interest in the rgeams. There have been a large number
of proposals for all communication layers, but the systemastructure has not been clearly
defined. In this paper, we have proposed a hierarchical gammetlel distributed joint power and
channel allocation for multi-carrier energy efficient gst since it has the advantage of leading

towards more realistic or even simpler distributed powenrticd algorithms. We have established
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the existence of the Stackelberg equilibrium and gave nsé&b expression. The proposed scheme
achieves better performances as compared to those of otisting schemes, notably the Nash
model proposed in[[5]. In particular, we have proved thatokhticing hierarchy across users
induces a spectrum orthogonalization which substantimigroves system performances. For
the first time, we have derived the spectral efficiency of sacmodel with exact expressions
for the throughput scaling. The proposed scheme can acliespectral efficiency scaling of
logy(147*) [1 — O(K~1)], while a vanishing fraction of the carriers may suffer froratmal
interference as the number of the carriers goes large. 8tronl results have been presented
to exhibit the effectiveness of the proposed scheme to baldime achievable rate and energy

consumption of the system.
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APPENDIX
A. Proof of Proposition2

Lemma 1. For any finite sequence of pairs (a, b;) such thata;, > 0 and b, > 0 the following

inequality is true: p
M < max{%,k =1,...,n}.
Zk:l be

b,
The equality is only possible if each ratﬁ? is equal.

Proof: We proceed by induction with respectitoForn = 2, let us assume that the hypothesis

is not true and thus:

a;+as _ as

— > =
by + by by

ai + ag ay

—>— and
by + bo by

This can be rewritten as
a1b; + azby > a1b1 + a1by and a1by + asby > ashy + asbs

or equivalentlyasb; > a1by > asby, which is a contradiction.

Next, assume that our hypothesis is true for &ry K. Then, we can proceed as follows:
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K K
D k=1 Ok Zk 1 'ag +ax < maX{Zk—lak a_K}

Zlf:l br, ZkK 11 by +bx Zklx(:l by, bk
< max max{a—k,kzl,...,Kfl},a—K
by, br

= max{%,k:l ..... K}
k

If there is at least one pair, b;), whose ratio is bigger than the other ones we can show along
the same lines that the inequality is strong (we only needike these:, andb, from the sums

S ar, SOn by, in the above considerations insteadaf and by
Now we can prove Propositidn 2.

Proof: Note that by Lemmall
K k k
Zk=1§1f(71) < max R1f£71)7
> k1 DY Eoop)
so the leader in the Stackelberg game cannot use more thanaomer simultaneously, as de-

U1(p17p2) =

creasing power to zero on every carrier different from the ogalizing maximum above would

be beneficial. Thus he will choose only one carrier for which

fo) 1 gtp}
i) = Py ok (02+g§z‘?’5(p1))

(wherep} is computed according t61(3)) is the greatest. Note howenagrgince the follower will
k
. Foaara s , ,
chose only one carrierff(p%) will be equal to “z(lﬂpl)f” oiel only for one carrier, say carrier

1

. . . glpl) . . .. * 52
k*, and for any other carrier it will be equal {éi which is maximized fop# = ’Y—‘T and then

f(” ) . But this last value depends on the carrier only throgfjhso will be maximized

equal to——41
for k = 31 |f only k* # B;. Thus the equilibrium strategy of the leader will put all thewer
on carrier B; in that case. Ifk* = B, then the biggest value of*(p¥) for k # k* will be for
k = S1, and either all the power of the leader will be put on thisiearor onk* = B;.

As for the follower, by Propositioﬁ]l his best response isagisvto put all his power on the

carrier maximizinghk (pt) = 2+ piom P which will be equal tov”’—2 for all but one carrier. Now the

reasoning made for the leader can be applied here as well.

B. Proof of Proposition13

Proof: First consider the case whes, # B,. The biggest possible value of the raﬁgﬁ—)

obtainable for playen on a single carrier (when his opponent does not maximize dysffy but

also the payoff of playen) is M max;, gF = (vfgf” gB~. Just this is obtained by both players
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when they apply strategies, defined in the theorem. Thus none of them will be interested in

changing his strategy.

Now we move to the case whel; = B,. Suppose the leader uses only carrigr in his
equilibrium strategy. Then, by Propositidh 2 the followeses one of carrier®; = B, or S,. If

he usesB; then by Propositionl1 the following has to be true:

"B/ B QBI QSQ 78/ S
2 2
ha (1) = o2 + g7 pt = o? = ha* (7).

Rewriting this we obtain that the follower choosBs when

o2(g5" — 95°)

B
P < B1 S
919"

(12)

and .S, otherwise. Having this in mind, we can compute the utilityttod leader at the equilibrium

using carrierB;, namely

P

o2 * « B1_B1
Rl (14~ );‘17 91 P1 (13)
Py

2. By Sy
whenp?t < 1% _—97) (;’glgs? ) and
1 2

By Bi
fEgl)
P

otherwise. Next we need to find the valuesp§f maximizing [I3) and[{14) respectively. Before

R, (14)

we obtain the first one we rewrite the SINR in that case in tlieiong way:

1 1
W=\ e (15)
I+ =as

and differentiate it with respect tof’*, obtaining:

ot g 16
opBr 2(1 +4)(1 + r B 31)2 (16)
Py g Y 02(1+7*)gl Y41
_ gr'o*(L+77)
(02(1+7%) + 790" p))?
1 a*(14+7) B
- B m ()
Pt gl Py
Next, we can transforni_(15) into
Yot v 17
o(1+77) 1=yt
and put it into [(16), obtaining:
Oy _ 11—y 1 .
= =) = (" = (™)), (18)

optt prt oy I
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Now we write the first order condition for the maximization @3):

o(RaLny Oy + F(y Bl)a’%lpl
0 = Py = Rl B2
op?” (")

If we substitute[(118) into it, we obtain the following equoati

— FOP) + (0 =Y () F (). (19)

f (’Yl

If we find the best solution to this equation (that is, maximiz—3—), 5*, we get the power

allocation of the leader in case_{12), which can be computaah T(ﬂ) as
w BP0+
gt (L =)

Similarly, when we write the first order condition for the nraization of (14), we obtain

(20)

Rif(71}
a( flv ))

0— Pt :_f< )+”Y1 f( ')
apy"! (p")? ’
whose unique solution is*. The corresponding value gf" is
* 2
.o
Pt = s (21)

Now, we put(Z20) and(21) in(13) and(14) respectively, alitag the value functions corresponding
to p* and p**:

(B —~*B%)97" Ry and U :f(v*)gflRl

VB, = EASAYLS k)
B 6*0.2(1+,y*) 1 ,Y*O.Z

Note that the first one is always smaller than the second oeea(lsey* maximizes the ratio
@ and~*, 8* > 0). So, in case* satisfies the condition opposite {0 [12), the leader willage
to transmit onB; with this power, while the follower will choose (according (1)) to transmit
on S, with power *5‘22.

92

Next, whenp* satisfies [(IR2), the situation becomes more complex. Theetelhas to choose

between one of the three possibilities: to choose the pgivesn carrierB;, giving him the value

of Vj,, to choose powep = ’Y" on carrier By, which now gives the biggest value in case the

91

follower chooses to use carrieh, WB1 = 0o B (72952 L, or to choose to use his second-best carrier
. . %) .51
S, instead of B;, with power ps, = X, which would give him the valud/s, = 7’0(771{‘12 i
91

Choosing the biggest one froi;,, Wp, andUs, will give the leader’s equilibrium payoff (and
corresponding equilibrium strategy) in the Stackelbermeaunless/z, is not the biggest value
obtainable by the leader in cade](12). This is only possibhenwthe biggest value of (113) is

obtained on one of the ends of the inter{@dl Thus, we compute these two values:

T ()

VO _ i ) =gt Baf' ()9
Pros0 o1+ o*(1+7%)
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. s 5
Rif (70— ¥ ) )9
e )
0 B
oo
Yo

1
Ve, =

= Rl

V3, is clearly smaller thariV,, so it cannot be the biggest value obtained by the leader. The
value V3, though can be the biggest one, and so in dg$eis bigger thanmax{Vs,, Wp,, Us, }

it is optimal for the leader to use the smallest power possdn carrierB; (which is not an
equilibrium strategy, as for any arbitrarily small poweett exists a smaller power, for which the
value function of the leader is closer 1§} . The power allocations of the follower in each of the

cases of[(12) are computed according to Proposition 1.

C. Proof of Proposition 4

Proof: The inequality[(B) is a rewriting of the conditidr}) > max{Vs,, Wg,,Us, }, appear-
ing in the proof of Theoreml2, where the optimal behavior & thader in the case when this
condition, together with3, = B, and¥ > ~* is satisfied, was also described. The behavior of the

follower follows from Propositiom]1. [ |

D. Proof of Proposition b

Proof: By Propositiori B, no orthogonalization between the plaigeonly possible ifB; = Bs,
y> (22)

and
max{Vp, , Vg } > max{Wp,, Us, }. (23)
(22) can be rewritten agfzg—j’s2 > ~*, which is then equivalent tg2? > (1 + 7*)g5>. On

, B
the other hand((23) implies that} > Us,, which can be written aél((fjil > szgl . Now,

using the definition ofy* and the fact thatf’(0) < f’(v*) (see [28]) we can conclude that

! (117 > f'(7")g¢", which impliesg?® > (1 ++*)¢5", ending the proof.

E. Proof of Propositiori 16

Proof: By Proposition[b, no orthogonalization is only possibleAf = B, and g5 >
(14++*)g3» for n = 1,2 (which is an exact condition for no orthogonalization in Hieultaneous-

move model). The probability of this can be computed as
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1-— (24)

K-1 P 1-PP] 1-P 1_2)
K

x "kt K K K)
where P denotes the probability that for one of the playef§ < (1 + 7*)gf". We can easily

compute that

0 00 o0 (14+7")g?
P:K!/ ngK/ dgf*l.../ dg?/‘ AK e AXI1 97 ggl,
0 9 9 H

If we introduce new variables! = \(g} — ¢2), 2% = A(g? — ¢3), ..., o571 = \(gl*~

= \¢gX, we can write it as

221
K'/ Az’ / dxE-1 /cz:c/7 T e Dl ket gy

If we substitute it into the bound of no orthogonalization

— gF),

and further asl — W

probability (24), we obtain

) =(1+~")B(1+~" K) [% + (1 +")BA+~",K)|.

(K —1)! (Kfl N (K —1)!
@2+y).. (K+y)\ K 2+ (K +v%)

It can be immediately seen that this is no less thas 1*)B(1 + ~*, K'). The fact that this last
quantity isO(K~1+7) is well known (seee.g.,pp. 263 in [39]). |

F. Proof of Propositiori 7

Proof: First note that the players in the Stackelberg game both asgecB; = B, in

(e-)equilibrium When andg — satisfy

2

f(B*)(lf“/*B*) f'(0) f('v)
max{ Br(L+~*) 14 }g ST 7 r* (29)

f(% —1)
: (26)

max d LB =7"8%)  f'(0)
e
B B
which is true for% and % big enough (where the latter is a consequence of the facthkat
91 9o
B
RHS of [26) converges t6 as % goes to infinity). If we intersect the set obtained with the se
92

B B

where% and% are bigger thaqf—w* we get the desired set where there is no orthogonalization
91 9o

in equilibria of both the Stackelberg and simultaneous-engames.

Now let us compute the payoffs of the follower in this sitoati The payoff in the simultaneous-

move game equald™” 92,;5712 7R \while that in the Stackelberg game 4§ 22 22((11+';3 f* B2 The
latter is bigger ifl —~* < 1;16{5 , Which is equivalent toy* > g*. This is always true, as any

solution to [b) has to be smaller than.
Next, suppose th&ts—1 <14+9* and g > 1+ ~*, and thus player 1 uses carrir, while
player 2 uses carrleB2 in the only eqU|I|br|um of the simultaneous-move game. Therobtain

the situation where it is player 1 who uses his best carridr@ayer 2 who uses his second-best
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one in the Stackelberg game, the mequahﬁg—

52

y(x) the solutioH of the equation =1y (z) = gl = 109 we may rewrite the above three inequalities

as .
9 g 9
v(7%) 1 2 (27)
92 91 92
Now note that since the functiofiis S|gm0|dal fle=1) strlctly decreases on the set> 1 +~*.

Combining this with the fact thﬂf'((llf )) D1 (7 ) one can see that far > 1 +~* the curve
y(x) is strictly increasing, and thus the set of pa(ﬁ&l, 52) satisfying [(27) is not empty.
The payoffs of the follower in the simultaneous- move gane &rackelberg game (respectively)

«\ B S
are in this situatior ”%%;RQ and (”WZ%QZRQ. Clearly the former is greater than the latter.

The final case is obvious, as in case when+ B, the strategies the players use are the same

in the simultaneous-move and Stackelberg games.

G. Proof of Propositiori 18

Proof: To prove this prop., we only need to compare the utilitiesgiayer 1 when he is the

leader and when he is the follower in each of the cases of Bop.

H. Proof of Propositioi P

Proof: The first part of the proposition is obvious. To prove 1) of $leeond part first note that
the social welfare in equilibrium of the simultaneous-mgaene can only be bigger than that in
Stackelberg equilibrium when the payoff of the follower e tStackelberg game decreases. This is
only possible when the carrier he uses in equilibrium charigem B; = B, in the simultaneous-

«\ B
move game taS; in the Stackelberg game. In such a case his utility changes ﬁ%jm to

fi )92 Ry

if the leader also changes the carrier he uses ffprto B; or from 1o )(17*” 2)922R2 to

M if the leader uses carrigB; in both simultaneous-move and Stackelberg equilibria. On

the other hand the utility of the leader in the Stackelbengilgagium is L in the former
Ry

case and not smaller that” 17,;2)91 in the latter one (this is because this is his utility in
Nash equilibrium of the simultaneous game, and the utilitthe leader increases in Stackelberg

game). Straightforward computations yield the desiredndoon the decrease of social welfare.

®It follows from the fact that@ is decreasing for: > 1 4 ~* that there is always only one sugh
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To prove part 2) first note that the maximum utility that canobéained in this game is bounded

above by NS NS
f(y) g Ra N F(7") g5 Ry

7*02 7*0-2

(28)

as this is the sum of maximal utilities of both players (but nbtainable at the same time if

By = Bj). Next note that if the leader uses carrigr in Stackelberg equilibrium, the sum of

'J(V*)lelRl f(v*)gngRz 1'%157{31-1-3292]32 R1951+R29282 .
the utilities of both players is=—>— + ——4—, o gl < oo™t fng times less than
(28). On the other hand if he usé$ in Stackelberg equilibrium, his utility cannot be smaller

s
i)

* %\ S
than % while that of the follower not less that:fcww)f%;R2 (if they were not, each of them

B B
would change his carrier t8; or S;). But the sum of these utilities i%% times less than

191 +R292
(289).

|. Proof of Propositiori 10

Proof: No orthogonalization in the simultaneous-move game isiptesgxactly whenB; =
By andg®» > (1+~*)g3" for n = 1,2. 1 minus the exact probability of that region is computed in
Propositior 6, and this is also the lower bound on the samieapibity for the Stackelberg game.
The spectral efficiency in case there is orthogonalizatietwben the players can be computed
as the expected value &dg,(1 + ) over this region. Note however that= ~* there, and so
the bound on spectral efficiency is exacttyg,(1 + +*) times (the bound on) the probability of

orthogonalization, which ig — (1 +~*)B(1 +~*, K) [522 + (1 +v%)B(1 ++*, K)]. |
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