arXiv:1305.6091v1 [cs.IT] 27 May 2013

Robust Power Allocation for Energy-Efficient Location-Aware Networks

William Wei-Liang Li, Member, IEEE, Yuan Shen, Student Member, IEEE, Ying Jun (Angela) Zhang, Senior Member, IEEE, and Moe Z. Win, Fellow, IEEE

Abstract—In wireless location-aware networks, mobile nodes (agents) typically obtain their positions through ranging with respect to nodes with known positions (anchors). Transmit power allocation not only affects network lifetime, throughput, and interference, but also determines localization accuracy. In this paper, we present an optimization framework for robust power allocation in network localization to tackle imperfect knowledge of network parameters. In particular, we formulate power allocation problems to minimize the squared position error bound (SPEB) and the maximum directional position error bound (mDPEB), respectively, for a given power budget. We show that such formulations can be efficiently solved via conic programming. Moreover, we design an efficient power allocation scheme that allows distributed computations among agents. The simulation results show that the proposed schemes significantly outperform uniform power allocation, and the robust schemes outperform their non-robust counterparts when the network parameters are subject to uncertainty.

Index Terms—Localization, wireless networks, resource allocation, semidefinite programming (SDP), second-order conic programming (SOCP), robust optimization.

I. INTRODUCTION

Positional information is of critical importance for future wireless networks, which will support an increasing number of location-based applications and services [1]–[9]. Example applications include cellular positioning, search and rescue work, blue-force tracking, etc., covering civilian life to military operations. In GPS-challenged environments, wireless network localization typically refers to a process that determines the positions of mobile nodes (agents) based on the measurements with respect to mobile/static nodes with known positions (anchors), as illustrated in Fig. 1. With the rapid development

Manuscript submitted December 20, 2011; revised June 19, 2012, and December 21, 2012; accepted December 21, 2012. This research was supported, in part, by the GRF grant (Project number 419509) established under the University Grants Committee (UGC) of Hong Kong Special Administrative Region, the National Science Foundation under Grant ECCS-0901034, the Office of Naval Research under Grant N00014-11-1-0397, and MIT Institute for Soldier Nanotechnologies. This paper was presented in part at the IEEE International Conference on Communications, Kyoto, Japan, June 2011 and Ottawa, Canada, June 2012.

W. W.-L. Li was with Department of Information Engineering, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, Shatin, New Territories, Hong Kong, and is now with Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, University of California, Santa Barbara, CA 93106 USA (e-mail: wlli@ieee.org).

Y. J. (A) Zhang is with Department of Information Engineering, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, Shatin, New Territories, Hong Kong (email: yjzhang@ie.cuhk.edu.hk).

Y. Shen and M. Z. Win are with the Laboratory for Information and Decision Systems (LIDS), Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 77 Massachusetts Avenue, Cambridge, MA 02139 USA (e-mail: shenyuan@mit.edu, moewin@mit.edu).

Fig. 1: Location-aware networks: the anchors (red circle) localize the agents (blue dot) based on inter-node range measurements.

of advanced wireless techniques, wireless network localization has attracted numerous research interests in the past decades [10]–[20].

Localization accuracy is a critical performance measure of wireless location-aware networks. In recent work [5], [6], the fundamental limits of wideband localization have been derived in terms of the squared position error bound (SPEB) and directional position error bound (DPEB). It shows that localization accuracy is related to several aspects of design, including network topology, signal waveforms, and transmit power. Power allocation for wireless network localization plays a critical role in reducing localization errors or energy consumption, when the nodes are subject to limited power resources or quality-of-service (QoS) requirements [21]–[23]. Optimal or near-optimal trade-off between localization errors and energy consumption can be obtained by optimization methods, which have played an important role in maximizing communication and networking performance under limited resources [24]–[31]. The authors in [32] formulated several optimization problems for anchor power allocation in wideband localization systems, and derived the optimal solution for single-agent networks. In [33], it exploited the geometrical interpretation of localization information to minimize the maximum DPEB (mDPEB).^1 In [34], it investigated the localization using MIMO radar systems, and adopted the constraint relaxation and domain decomposition methods to obtain sub-optimal solutions for power allocation. In general, how to optimally allocate the transmit power in location-aware networks still remains as an open problem.

Power allocation schemes should be adapted to the instan-

1The mDPEB characterizes the maximum position error of an agent over all directions.

taneous network conditions, such as network topology and channel qualities, for optimizing the localization performance. Previous work on power allocation in location-aware networks assumes that the network parameters such as nodes’ positions and channel conditions are perfectly known [32]–[34]. However, these parameters are obtained through estimation and hence subject to uncertainty. The power allocation based on imperfect knowledge of network parameters often leads to suboptimal or even infeasible solutions in realistic networks [35]– [37]. Therefore, it is essential to design a robust scheme to combat the uncertainty in network parameters.

In this paper, we present an optimization framework for robust power allocation in network localization to tackle imperfect knowledge of network parameters. Specifically, we treat the fundamental limits of localization accuracy, i.e., SPEB and mDPEB, as the performance metrics. The main contributions are summarized as follows.

• We formulate optimization problems for power allocation to minimize SPEB/mDPEB subject to limited power resources, and prove that these formulations can be transformed into conic programs.^2 • We propose a robust optimization method for the worstcase SPEB/mDPEB minimization in the presence of parameter uncertainty. The proposed robust formulations retain the same form of conic programs as their nonrobust counterparts.

• We develop a distributed algorithm for robust power allocation, which decomposes the original problem into several subproblems enabling parallel computations among all the agents without loss of optimality.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we describe the system model and introduce the performance metrics. In Section III, we formulate the power allocation problems into conic programs. In Section IV, robust power allocation schemes are proposed to combat the uncertainty in network parameters. In Section V, we further decompose our robust formulation into several subproblems that can be independently solved by each agent. In Section VI, the performance of the proposed schemes is investigated through simulations. Finally, the paper is concluded in Section VII.

Notations: We use lowercase and uppercase bold symbols to denote vectors and matrices, respectively; det(A) and tr(A) denote the determinant and trace of matrix A, respectively; the superscript (·)^T and ‖ · ‖ denote the transpose and Euclidean norm of its argument, respectively; matrices A ⪰ B denotes that A − B is positive semidefinite. We define the unit vector u(ϕ) = [ cos ϕ sin ϕ ]^T. We use calligraphic symbols, e.g., N , to denote sets, and E{·} and Pr{·} to denote the expectation and probability operators, respectively.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

In this section, we describe the system model, and introduce two performance metrics of location-aware networks.

2Conic programs can be efficiently solved by off-the-shelf optimization tools [27], [38]

A. Network Settings

Consider a 2-D location-aware network consisting of N_a agents and N_b anchors, where the sets of agents and anchor are denoted by N_a = {1, 2, . . . , N_a} and N_b = {N_a + 1, N_a + 2, . . . , N_a + N_b}, respectively. The 2-D position of node k is denoted by p_k. The angle and distance between nodes k and j are given by ϕ_{kj} and d_{kj} , respectively. The anchors are mobile/static nodes with known positions, and subject to limited power resources. The agents aim to determine their positions based on the radio signals transmitted from the anchors. For instance, agents can obtain the signal metrics such as time-of-arrival (TOA) from the received signals, and then calculate their positions via triangulation [5].

The multipath received waveform at agent k from anchor j is modeled as [5]

r_{kj} (t) = L_{kj}∑

l=1 √ x_{kj} · α^{(l)}_{kj} s ( t − τ^{(l)}_{kj} ) + z_{kj} (t), t ∈ [0, T_{ob}) (1)

where x_{kj} is the power of the transmit waveform from anchor j to agent k, s(t) is a known transmit waveform, α^{(l)}_{kj} and τ^{(l)}_{kj} are the amplitude and delay, respectively, of the lth path, L_{kj} is the number of multipath components, z_{kj} (t) represents additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN) with two-side power spectral density N_0/2, and [0, T_{ob}) is the observation interval.

We consider that the measurements between anchors and agents do not interfere each other by using medium access control, and the network is synchronized such that the inter-node distance is estimated using one-way time-of-flight (TOF).^3 Our work can be extended to asynchronous networks where roundtrip TOF is employed for distance estimation, and it will be discussed in Section III.

B. Position Error Bound

The SPEB introduced in [5] is a performance metric that characterizes the localization accuracy, defined as

P(p_k) ≜ tr { J^{−1}_e (p_k; {x_{kj} }) } (2) where J_e(p_k ; {x_{kj} }) is the equivalent Fisher information matrix (EFIM) for agent k’s position p_k. Using the information inequality [39], we can show that the squared position error is bounded below as E { ‖p̂_k − p_k‖^2 } ≥ P(p_k)

where p̂_k is an unbiased estimate of the position p_k. The EFIM in (2) can be derived based on the received waveform in (1) as a 2 × 2 matrix [5]

J_e(p_k ; {x_{kj} }) = ∑ j∈N_b ξ_{kj} x_{kj} J_r(ϕ_{kj} ) (3)

where J_r(ϕ_{kj} ) = u(ϕ_{kj} )u(ϕ_{kj} )^T is a 2 × 2 matrix, and ξ_{kj} is a positive coefficient determined by the channel properties,

3There are two common ways for inter-node distance estimation based on TOA: one-way TOF (only anchor transmits) or round-trip TOF (both anchor and agent transmit). The former requires anchors and agents to be synchronized for distance estimation.

given by,^4 ξ_{kj} = 8π^2W^2 c^2

(1 − χ_{kj} )

(α^{(1)}_{kj} )^2

N_0 (4) with W as the effective bandwidth, c as the light speed, χ_{kj} as path-overlap coefficient characterizing the effect of multipath propagation for localization, N_0 as the noise spectrum density.^5

Since the SPEB characterizes the fundamental limit of localization accuracy and is achievable in high SNR regimes, we will use it as a performance metric for location-aware networks, and allocate the transmit power to optimize the system performance by minimizing the SPEB.

C. Directional Decoupling of SPEB

We then introduce the notations of DPEB and mDPEB [6]. The EFIM (3) can be written, by eigen decomposition, as

J_e(p_k; {x_{kj} }) = U_{θk} [ μ_{1,k} 0 0 μ_{2,k} ] U^T_{θk}

where μ_{1,k} and μ_{2,k} are the ordered eigenvalues of EFIM (μ_{1,k} ≥ μ_{2,k}), given by μ_{1,k}, μ_{2,k} = 1 2 ( ∑ j∈N_b ξ_{kj} x_{kj} ± ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ j∈N_b ξ_{kj} x_{kj} u(2ϕ_{kj} ) ‖ ‖ ‖ )

and U_{θk} is a rotation matrix with angle θ_k, given by

U_{θk} = [ cos θ_k − sin θ_k sin θ_k cos θ_k ] . Geometrically, the EFIM for agent k can be viewed as an information ellipse given by {z ∈ R^2 : z^TJ^{−1}_e (p_k; {x_{kj} })z = 1} (see Fig. 2), where 2√μ_{1,k} and 2√μ_{2,k} give the major axis and minor axis, respectively.

Definition 1: The directional position error bound (DPEB) of agent k along the direction φ is defined as

P(p_k; φ) ≜ u(φ)^T[J^{−1}_e (p_k , {x_{kj} })]u(φ).

Proposition 1: The mDPEB of agent k is max φ∈[0,2π) {P(p_k; φ)} = 1 μ_{2,k} . (5)

Proof: See Appendix A.

Proposition 1 can also be understood via the information ellipse of EFIM. The information for localization achieves the maximum along the major axis and the minimum along the minor axis. Due to the reciprocal, the SPEB is dominated by the mDPEB, which is the inverse of the smaller eigenvalue of the EFIM. Therefore, in order to improve the localization performance, it is more helpful to maximize the smaller eigenvalue of EFIM, equivalently to minimize the mDPEB that characterizes the maximum position error of an agent over all directions. We will use mDPEB as another performance metric of localization accuracy.

4The derivation of ξ_{kj} is given in [5], and this parameter can be obtained through channel estimation.

5Although the structure of SPEB is derived based on the received waveforms for wideband systems in [5], it is also observed in other TOA- or RSS-based localization systems, e.g., [16], [40]–[42].

PSfrag replacements

Fig. 2: Geometrical interpretation of the EFIM for agent k.

III. OPTIMAL POWER ALLOCATION VIA CONIC PROGRAMMING

In this section, we formulate the power allocation problem using SPEB and mDPEB as the objective functions, respectively. We show that the SPEB minimization is a semidefinite program (SDP) and the mDPEB minimization is a secondorder conic program (SOCP).

A. Problem Formulation Based on SPEB

We first consider the problem of optimal power allocation that minimizes the total SPEB while the network is subject to a budget of power consumption. The problem can be formulated as^6

P_1 : min_{{xkj }} ∑ k∈N_a tr { J^{−1}_e (p_k; {x_{kj} }) } (6) s.t. ∑ k∈N_a ∑ j∈N_b x_{kj} ≤ P^{tot} (7) x_{kj} ≥ 0, ∀k ∈ N_a, ∀j ∈ N_b (8) where (7) gives the total transmit power budget P^{tot} for all the anchors. We first show the convexity of the above problem in the following proposition.

Proposition 2: The problem P_1 is convex in x_{kj} .

Proof: See Appendix B.

Since P_1 is a convex problem, the optimal solution can be achieved by the standard convex optimization algorithms, e.g., interior point method. We next show that such problem can be converted to a SDP problem, which is a more favorable formulation since many fast real-time optimization solvers are available for SDP [43], [44].

To obtain an equivalent formulation to P_1, we replace the EFIMs in (6) with auxiliary matrices M_k, and add another constraint M_k ⪰ J^{−1}_e (p_k; {x_{kj} }).

Since J_e(p_k ) is a positive semidefinite matrix, due to the property of Schur complement, the above inequality is equivalent to [ M_k I I J_e(p_k ; {x_{kj} }) ] ⪰ 0 . 6The structure of the problem retains with additional linear constraints, such as the maximum transmit power from anchor j to agent k, and the maximum total transmit power from anchor j. See Remark 2 for more discussion.

Then, we can obtain a SDP formulation P^{SDP}_1 equivalent to P_1,

P^{SDP}_1 : min {x_{kj} }, M_k ∑ k∈N_a tr {M_k}

s.t. [ M_k I I J_e(p_k; {x_{kj} }) ] ⪰ 0 , ∀k ∈ N_a (7) – (8).

Hence, the optimal solution of P_1 can be efficiently obtained by solving the SDP formulation P^{SDP}_1 .

B. Problem Formulation Based on mDPEB

We now consider the minimization of total mDPEB as our objective. The problem can be formulated as

P_2 : min_{{xkj }} ∑ k∈N_a 1 μ_{2,k} s.t. (7) – (8)

which can be equivalently converted to

P^{SOCP}_2 : min_{{xkj ,rk }} ∑ k∈N_a 1 ∑ j∈N_b ξkj xkj − rk s.t. r_k ≥ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ j∈N_b ξ_{kj} x_{kj} u(2ϕ_{kj} ) ‖ ‖ ‖, ∀k ∈ Na (9) (7) – (8).

The constraints (9) define N_a second-order cones given by

Q_k = {(r_k, z_k) ∈ R × R^2 : r_k ≥ ‖z_k‖}, ∀k ∈ N_a

where z_k = ∑ j∈N_b ξkj xkj u(2ϕkj ). Moreover, the objective

is convex in {x_{kj} , r_k }, since the denominator is a positive linear combination of {x_{kj} , r_k}, and the reciprocal is a convex and decreasing function which preserves convexity [45]. Thus, we obtain a nonlinear SOCP problem which is convex in x_{kj} .

Remark 1: We consider a general model where each anchor can use different transmit power, and our work can be applied to the anchor broadcasting scenario by simply adding constraint x_{kj} = x_j , ∀k ∈ N_a.

Remark 2: Additional linear constraints on transmit power can be imposed depending on the realistic requirements of location-aware networks. For example, we can consider P^{min}_{kj} ≤ x_{kj} ≤ P^{max}_{kj} where P^{min}_{kj} and P^{max}_{kj} are the lower and upper limit of the transmit power from anchor j to agent k, respectively; or ∑ k∈N_a xkj ≤ P tot j where P^{tot}_j is the upper limit of the total transmit power from anchor j. Due to the linearity of these constraints, the convexity of the problem is retained, and the optimal solution can be obtained via conic programming.

Remark 3: For the asynchronous networks where round-trip TOF is employed for distance estimation, we need to allocate the transmit power for both anchors and agents. Let x^′_{kj} denote the power of the transmit waveform from agent k to anchor j. In addition to the total anchor power constraint in (7), we also impose a total power constraint on agents, i.e., ∑ k∈N_a ∑ j∈N_b x^′_{kj} ≤ P^{′tot} (10) where x^′_{kj} ≥ 0, ∀k ∈ N_a, ∀j ∈ N_b. (11) It can be shown that the EFIM of agent k is given by

J_e(p_k; {x_{kj} }) = ∑ j∈N_b ξ_{kj} g(x_{kj} , x^′_{kj} ) J_r(ϕ_{kj} )

where the equivalent power g(x_{kj} , x^′_{kj} ) = 4 ( x^{−1}_{kj} + x^{′ −1}_{kj} )_{−1} . To derive the maximum total equivalent power, we consider the following problem max {x_{kj} ,x^′_{kj} } ∑ k∈N_a ∑ j∈N_b g(x_{kj} , x^′_{kj} ) s.t. (7) – (8) (10) – (11).

Using the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker conditions [46], it can be proved that the optimal value is reached as a constant g(P^{tot}, P^{′tot}) if and only if x^′_{kj} = P^{′ tot} P^{tot} x_{kj} . (12)

Hence, in order to achieve the maximum total equivalent power, the power allocated on anchors and agents should be proportional and consequently, the EFIM for asynchronous network is

J_e(p_k; {x_{kj} }) = ∑ j∈N_b ξ_{kj} 4P^{′tot} P^{′tot} + P^{tot} x_{kj} J_r(ϕ_{kj} )

which is with the same structure as the EFIM of synchronous network in (3). Therefore, the power allocation on both anchors and agents in asynchronous networks can be equivalently converted into anchor power allocation in synchronous networks.

C. Formulations with QoS Guarantee

We next briefly show that the proposed framework also applies to another two types of problem formulations based on different QoS requirements.

1) Energy-efficient Formulation: The objective is to minimize the total transmit power subject to the requirements for agents’ SPEBs, i.e., min {x_{kj} } ∑ k∈N_a ∑ j∈N_b x_{kj} s.t. tr { J^{−1}_e (p_k ; {x_{kj} }) } ≤ γ_k, ∀k ∈ N_a (13) (8).

Similarly, a formulation for the mDPEB case can be obtained by replacing (13) with 1 μ_{2,k} ≤ γ_k , ∀k ∈ N_a. (14)

2) Min-max SPEB Formulation: The objective is to minimize the maximum SPEB among all the agents, i.e., min {x_{kj} } max_k { tr { J^{−1}_e (p_k; {x_{kj} }) }} s.t. (7) – (8).

It can be equivalently transformed into min {x_{kj} }, γ γ s.t. tr { J^{−1}_e (p_k; {x_{kj} }) } ≤ γ , ∀k ∈ N_a (7) – (8)

which turns out to be with the same structure as the energyefficient formulation. Similarly, a min-max formulation for the mDPEB case can be obtained by replacing the SPEB with the mDPEB in the constraint.

Note that since the above formulations with QoS guarantee have the same structure as P_1 or P_2, which can be solved efficiently by conic programing, we will focus on P_1 and P_2 in the following.

To obtain the optimal solutions of P_1 and P_2, it requires the network parameters, i.e., the channel parameter ξ_{kj} and the angle ϕ_{kj} . However, ξ_{kj} ’s and ϕ_{kj} ’s are usually not perfectly known in realistic networks, and only estimated values are available. When ξ_{kj} ’s and ϕ_{kj} ’s are subject to uncertainty, the formulation P_1 or P_2 may fail to provide reliable solutions, since the actual SPEB/mDEPB is not necessarily minimized. Therefore, it is essential to design a power allocation scheme which is robust to the uncertainty in network parameters.

IV. ROBUST POWER ALLOCATION UNDER IMPERFECT KNOWLEDGE OF NETWORK PARAMETERS

In this section, we consider the location-aware networks with imperfect knowledge of network parameters, and propose robust optimization methods to minimize the worst-case SPEB/mDPEB under parameter uncertainty.

A. Robust Counterpart of SPEB Minimization

In realistic location-aware networks, the network parameters, i.e., ξ_{kj} and ϕ_{kj} , can be obtained through channel estimation or inferred based on the prior information of agents’ positions,^7 and hence are both subject to uncertainty. We adopt robust optimization methodology, which is developed in recent years to handle the optimization problems with data uncertainty [36]. Typically, the data defining the optimization problem is assumed to lie in a certain bounded set, referred to as uncertainty set. Here we consider the actual channel parameters and angles lie in linear uncertainty sets, i.e.,^8 ξ_{kj} ∈ S^ξ_{kj} ≜ [ ξ̂_{kj} − ε^ξ_{kj} , ξ̂_{kj} + ε^ξ_{kj} ] ϕ_{kj} ∈ S^ϕ_{kj} ≜ [ ϕ̂_{kj} − ε^ϕ_{kj} , ϕ̂_{kj} + ε^ϕ_{kj} ] 7The prior position information is available in applications such as navigation._8

We consider the parameter ξ_{kj} related to the channel properties to be always positive, i.e., ξ̂_{kj} − ε^ξ_{kj} > 0.

where ξ̂_{kj} and ϕ̂_{kj} denote channel parameter and angle with uncertainty, respectively, and ε^ξ_{kj} and ε^ϕ_{kj} are both small positive numbers denoting the maximum uncertainty in the channel parameter and angle, respectively.^9

To deal with the network parameter uncertainty, we adopt robust optimization techniques to guarantee the worst-case performance. Instead of using the estimated values, we consider minimizing the largest SPEB over the possible set of actual network parameters, i.e.,

P_{R-0} : min_{{xkj }} max {ξ_{kj} ∈S^ξ_{kj} , ϕ_{kj} ∈S^ϕ_{kj} } ∑ k∈N_a tr { J^{−1}_e (p_k; {x_{kj} }) }

s.t. (7) – (8).

Since tr { J^{−1}_e (p_k ; {x_{kj} }) } is a monotonically nonincreasing function of ξ_{kj} , the maximum SPEB over ξ_{kj} is independent of ϕ_{kj} . Hence, the maximization over ξ_{kj} simply follows that

~ξ_{kj} ≜ arg max {ξ_{kj} ∈S^ξ_{kj} } tr { J^{−1}_e (p_k; {x_{kj} }) } = ξ̂_{kj} − ε^ξ_{kj} . On the other hand, however, the maximization over ϕ_{kj} is not trivial, because {~ϕ_{kj} } ≜ arg max {ϕ_{kj} ∈S^ϕ_{kj} } tr { J^{−1}_e (p_k; {x_{kj} }) }

= arg max {ϕ_{kj} ∈S^ϕ_{kj} } ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ j∈N_b ξ_{kj} x_{kj} u(2ϕ_{kj} ) ‖ ‖ ‖^2 (15)

and the right-hand side of (15) is not a convex problem. Hence, it is difficult to obtain a close-form solution of {~ϕ_{kj} } since it depends on {x_{kj} }.

We next consider a relaxation for the robust optimization with respect to {ϕ_{kj} } and introduce a new matrix

Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} , δ_{kj} ) = J_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) − δ_{kj} · I (16)

to replace J_r(ϕ_{kj} ) in the SPEB in (2). We will show that the worst-case SPEB over ϕ_{kj} can be bounded above by the new function for sufficiently large δ_{kj} . The details are given in the following proposition.

Proposition 3: If ∑ j∈N_b ξkj xkj Qr(ϕ̂kj , δkj ) ⪰ 0 and δ_{kj} ≥ sin ε^ϕ_{kj} , the maximum SPEB over the actual angle ϕ_{kj} is always upper bounded as max {ϕ_{kj} ∈S^ϕ_{kj} } tr { J^{−1}_e (p_k; {x_{kj} }) }

≤ tr {( ∑ j∈N_b ξ_{kj} x_{kj} Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} , δ_{kj} ) )_{−1}} . (17)

Moreover, the tightest upper bound in (17) is attained by

sin ε^ϕ_{kj} = arg min_{δkj} tr {( ∑ j∈N_b ξ_{kj} x_{kj} Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} , δ_{kj} ) )_{−1}} . Proof: See Appendix C.

In the rest of the paper, we take the minimizer δ_{kj} = sin ε^ϕ_{kj} and denote the matrix

Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) = J_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) − sin ε^ϕ_{kj} · I

9If uncertainty exists in anchor positions, it can be equivalently converted into the uncertainty in channel qualities [6].

by omitting the variable δ_{kj} in (16) for simplicity. Then, we replace the matrix J_r(ϕ_{kj} ) with Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) in the previous formulation, and propose a robust counterpart of P_1 given by

P_{R-1} : min_{{xkj }} ∑ k∈N_a tr {( ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} x_{kj} Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) )_{−1}}

s.t. ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} x_{kj} Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) ⪰ 0, ∀ k ∈ N_a (18)

(7) – (8).

Again by the property of Schur complement as in P^{SDP}_1 , the problem P_{R-1} is equivalent to a SDP formulation, given by

P^{SDP}_{R-1} : min {x_{kj} }, M_k ∑ k∈N_a tr {M_k}

s.t. [ M_k I I ∑ j∈N_b ~ξkj xkj Qr(ϕ̂kj ) ] ⪰0, ∀k ∈ N_a (19) (7) – (8).

Remark 4: The formulation with QoS guarantee proposed in Section III-C can also be extended to its robust formulation using the above method. By such, the SPEB of each agent is always guaranteed to satisfy its position error requirement. However, if using the non-robust formulation, the requirements for agents’ SPEBs, e.g., (13) or (14), can easily be violated due to imperfect knowledge of network parameters.

Note that from Proposition 3, the new formulation P_{R-1} is a valid relaxation for P_{R-0} when the condition (18) holds. Since Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) is not positive definite due to det ( Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) ) = sin ε^ϕ_{kj} (sin ε^ϕ_{kj} − 1) ≤ 0, such a condition does not necessarily hold for all power allocation {x_{kj} }. However, we will show that it holds for the optimal power allocation of P_{R-0} with high probability (w.h.p.) when the number of anchors is large or the uncertainty in angle is small.

Before giving the proposition, we introduce an equivalent expression for the channel parameter ξ_{kj} in (4) as ξ_{kj} = ζ_{kj} /d^{2β}_{kj} , where ζ_{kj} is a positive coefficient characterizing shadowing effect and small-scale fading process, and β is the amplitude loss exponent.^{10}

Proposition 4: Consider a network where all the nodes are uniformly located in a R × R square region, the minimum distance between two nodes is r_0, and the coefficient ζ_{kj} has a support on [ζ_{min} ζ_{max}] where 0 < ζ_{min} ≤ ζ_{max}. Let {x^∗_{kj} } be the optimal solution of P_{R-0}, and δ = sin ε^ϕ where ε^ϕ = max{ε^ϕ_{kj} }, then (a) when N_b → ∞ and δ ≤ δ_{max}, where δ_{max} is the smallest positive root of equation 4δ^4 −4δ^2 −2ζ_{max}/ζ_{min}δ+1 = 0, we have Pr { ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} x^∗_{kj} Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) ⪰ 0 } = 1 − O ( exp(−η·N_b) ) , ∀k ∈ N_a 10We introduce the path loss model here to facilitate the proof of the Proposition 4. However, the robust power allocation schemes do not require β, since the channel parameter ξ_{kj} can be obtained directly through channel estimation.

where η is a fixed positive number; (b) when ε^ϕ → 0, we have Pr { ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} x^∗_{kj} Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) ⪰ 0 } = 1 − O ( (ε^ϕ)^{Nb/2} ) , ∀k ∈ N_a. Proof: See Appendix D.

Remark 5: Proposition 4 implies that the condition (18) holds w.h.p. at the rate indicated by the O notation, where O(f(n)) means that the function value is on the order of f(n) [47].

Remark 6: Note that Proposition 4 holds for {x^∗_{kj} }, which implies that the optimal solution of the original robust formulation P_{R-0} is included in the feasible set of the proposed formulation P_{R-1} (or P^{SDP}_{R-1} ) w.h.p.

B. Robust Counterpart of mDPEB Minimization

We investigate the robust power allocation based on mDPEB formulation P_2. To circumvent the intractable maximization in (15), we consider the robust SPEB formulation P_{R-1}. Specifically, the objective of P_{R-1} can be written as tr {( ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} x_{kj} Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) )_{−1}} = 1 ~μ_{1,k} + 1 ~μ_{2,k} (20)

where ~μ_{1,k} and ~μ_{2,k} are the two eigenvalues of the matrix ∑ j∈N_b ~ξkj xkj Qr(ϕ̂kj ), given by ~μ_{1,k}, ~μ_{2,k} = 1 2 ( ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} x_{kj} (1 − 2 sin ε^ϕ_{kj} )

± ‖ ‖ ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} x_{kj} u(2ϕ̂_{kj} ) ‖ ‖ ) . (21)

Geometrically, ~μ_{1,k} and ~μ_{2,k} are similar to the DPEB’s in two orthogonal directions. Using Proposition 4, we can show that ~μ_{2,k} ≥ 0 w.h.p. when N_b is large or ε^ϕ is small. Since ~μ_{1,k} ≥ ~μ_{2,k}, the smaller eigenvalue ~μ_{2,k} dominates the function in (20). Hence, we formulate a robust counterpart of P_2 based on ~μ_{2,k}, given by

P_{R-2} : min_{{xkj }} ∑ k∈N_a 1 ~μ_{2,k} s.t. ~μ_{2,k} ≥ 0, ∀k ∈ N_a (22) (7) – (8).

Given that ~μ_{2,k} ≥ 0, the problem P_{R-2} is equivalent to the following SOCP problem:

P^{SOCP}_{R-2} : min_{{xkj ,rk }} ∑ k∈N_a 1 ∑ j∈N_b ~ξkj xkj ( 1 − 2 sin ε^ϕ_{kj} ) − r_k (23)

s.t. r_k ≥ ‖ ‖ ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} x_{kj} u(2ϕ̂_{kj} ) ‖ ‖, ∀k ∈ N_a (24) r_k ≤ ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} x_{kj} (1−2 sin ε^ϕ_{kj} ), ∀k ∈ N_a (7) – (8).

Note that the uncertainty in angle ε^ϕ_{kj} only exists in the objective, and does not affect the second-order conic constraint (24). Hence, the problem P^{SOCP}_{R-2} retains the same structure of P^{SOCP}_2 , and its optimal solution can be efficiently obtained.

V. EFFICIENT ROBUST ALGORITHM USING DISTRIBUTED COMPUTATIONS In this section, we designed a distributed robust algorithm for both SPEB and mDPEB minimization, which decomposes the original formulation into two-stage optimization problems and enables parallel computations among all the agents. The proposed algorithms achieve the global optimal solution with improved computational efficiency.

A. Algorithm for SPEB Minimization

Despite the convexity of the robust SDP formulation P^{SDP}_{R-1} , there are multiple positive semidefinite constraints imposed for multiple agents, and the computational complexity depends on the number of SDP constraints. To efficiently obtain the power allocation decision for multi-agent networks, we design a distributed implementation for P^{SDP}_{R-1} , which can be solved using parallel computations among the agents.

Specifically, we let x_{kj} = ρ_{kj} x_k where x_k is the total power assigned for locating agent k, and ρ_{kj} ∈ [0, 1] is a fractional number denoting the percentage of x_k allocated to anchor j. By introducing the two variables ρ_{kj} and x_k, the robust formulation for power allocation can be written as min {ρ_{kj} ,x_k} ∑ k∈N_a 1 x_k tr {( ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} ρ_{kj} Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) )_{−1}}

s.t. ∑ j∈N_b ρ_{kj} ≤ 1 (25) ρ_{kj} ≥ 0, ∀k ∈ N_a, ∀j ∈ N_b (26) ∑ k∈N_a x_k ≤ P^{tot} (27)

x_k ≥ 0, ∀k ∈ N_a. (28)

Since the constraints on ρ_{kj} and x_k are separable, and x_k and ρ_{kj} are only related to the SPEB of agent k, we can decompose the above problem into two stages. In Stage I, given the total power budget x_k for agent k, we consider the optimal allocation of x_k among all the anchors, i.e.,

P^{(I)}_{R-1,k} : min_{{ρkj }, Mk} tr {M_k} /x_k

s.t. [ M_k I I ∑ j∈N_b ~ξkj ρkj Qr(ϕ̂kj ) ] ⪰ 0 (25) – (26).

The optimal solution of P^{(I)}_{R-1,k} is denoted by ρ^∗_{kj} , and it is independent of the total power for agent k since x_k only appears as a scaler in the objective and can be removed. Since the problem P^{(I)}_{R-1,k} is formulated for agent k, there are totally N_a problems to be solved in Stage I.

In Stage II, we allocate the total x_k for localizing agent k. The objective is the total SPEB of the agents, where the parameter ρ^∗_{kj} ’s are from Stage I P^{(I)}_{R-1,k}. In particular, we let T_k = tr {( ∑ j∈N_b ~ξkj ρ ∗ kj Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) )_{−1}} and formulate the problem as:

P^{(II)}_{R-1} : min_{{xk }} ∑ k∈N_a T_k x_k s.t. (27) – (28).

The problem P^{(II)}_{R-1} is convex in x_k, and the optimal solution is given in a closed form as follows.

Proposition 5: Given that ρ^∗_{kj} is the optimal solution of P^{(I)}_{R-1,k}, the optimal solution of P^{(II)}_{R-1} is given by

x^∗_k =

P^{tot} √ T_k ∑ k∈N_a √ T_k . (29)

Proof: See Appendix E.

The optimal power allocation for the location-aware network is

x^∗_{kj} = ρ^∗_{kj} x^∗_k (30)

where x^∗_k is given in (29). The detailed algorithm is described in the Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Robust power allocation algorithm for multipleagent networks

Require: the angle ϕ̂_{kj} and the distance d̂_{kj} between anchor j (j ∈ N_b) and agent k (k ∈ N_a) 1: Set x_k ← 1, ∀k ∈ N_a 2: Solve the Stage I problems P^{(I)}_{R-1,k} which gives the optimal solution ρ^∗_{kj} 3: Set ρ_{kj} ← ρ^∗_{kj} , ∀k ∈ N_a, ∀j ∈ N_b 4: Solve the Stage II problem P^{(II)}_{R-1} by using (29) to compute the optimal solution x^∗_k 5: Set x^∗_{kj} ← ρ^∗_{kj} x^∗_k, ∀k ∈ N_a, ∀j ∈ N_b

Remark 7: Since each Stage I problem P^{(I)}_{R-1,k} in Algorithm 1 is with a single SDP constraint, its complexity is much lower than the original problem P^{SDP}_{R-1} which contains N_a SDP constraints. Moreover, the N_a Stage I problems P^{(I)}_{R-1,k} can be separately solved by the N_a agents, since each agent itself does not require any information from other agents. Thus, the computation efficiency can be improved by N_a times using the parallel computations among the agents.

Remark 8: The proposed distributed algorithm can also be applied to the robust power allocation with individual power constraint, e.g., ∑ k∈N_a xkj ≤ P tot j . In particular, we replace such constraint with ∑ k∈N_a ρkj xk ≤ P tot j in the Stage II formulation P^{(II)}_{R-1}, while the Stage I formulation P^{(I)}_{R-1,k} remains the same. In such case, the close-form solution in (30) is not available, however, the optimal solution of the Stage II problem can still be efficiently obtained since the problem is convex. Consequently, we can obtain a sub-optimal solution for the overall problem.

B. Algorithm for mDPEB Minimization

A similar decomposition method can be applied to the mDPEB minimization P_{R-2}, i.e., by introducing two variables

PSfrag replacements

Fig. 3: The location-aware network consisting ten anchors (red circle) and one agents (blue dot), where the anchors are uniformly distributed in the square region.

ρ_{kj} and x_k. Instead of solving SDP in SPEB minimization, each agent will separately solve a SOCP problem with linear objective for the mDPEB minimization. Specifically, we rewrite (21) as ~μ_{2,k} = x_k 2 ( ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} ρ_{kj} ( 1 − 2 sin ε^ϕ_{kj} )

− ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} ρ_{kj} u(2ϕ̂_{kj} ) ‖ ‖ ‖ ) . Then, the two-stage formulations are given by

P^{(I)}_{R-2} : max_{{ρkj }} ~μ_{2,k}/x_k

s.t. ~μ_{2,k} ≥ 0 (25) – (26) and P^{(II)}_{R-2} : min_{{xk }} ∑ k∈N_a 1 ~μ_{2,k} s.t. (27) – (28)

respectively. The optimal power allocation is the product of the optimal solutions of the two-stage problems, given by (30). The algorithm for mDPEB minimization is similar to that of Algorithm 1, and hence, we omit the details here.

VI. SIMULATION RESULTS In this section, we investigate the localization performance by the proposed power allocation schemes. The total power for localization is normalized to P^{tot} = 1, and the channel parameter is given by ξ_{kj} = 10^3/d^2_{kj} .^{11} The proposed optimization of power allocation, i.e., SDP and SOCP, are solved by the standard optimization solver CVX [49].

11We choose the free-space propagation model where the path loss exponent is 2 [48].

Fig. 4: The SPEB in single-agent networks with respect to the number of anchors, obtained by different power allocation schemes.

A. Power Allocation with Perfect Network Parameters First, we investigate the SPEB with power allocation as the number of anchors or agents changes. Three schemes of power allocation are compared: the allocation via SPEB minimization formulated in P^{SDP}_1 , the allocation via mDPEB minimization formulated in P^{SOCP}_2 , and the uniform allocation which assigns P^{tot} equally over all the anchors. Given the number of anchors and agents, we run Monte Carlo simulation to generate 10^3 deployments of agents or anchors that are uniformly distributed in a squared region, i.e., U( [−10, 10]×[−10, 10] ), and then compute the average SPEB obtained by each scheme.

In Figs. 3 and 4, we consider the network with a single agent at the center and anchors uniformly distributed. An example of the network topology is illustrated in Fig. 3. We plot the SPEBs obtained by the above-mentioned three schemes in Fig. 4. A decreasing tendency in SPEB is observed as the number of anchors increases. This is reasonable since the agent has more freedom to choose “good” anchors when there are more anchors. Moreover, the results show that the mDPEB minimization outperforms the uniform allocation by about 46%, and achieves a SPEB close to the one obtained by SPEB minimization.

Next, we consider a network with multiple agents. Ten anchors are placed with fixed locations, and the agents are uniformly distributed in the region (see Fig. 5). Similarly, we compare the SPEB obtained by the three schemes with respect to the number of agents in Fig. 6. It shows that, even in multiple-agent case, the mDPEB minimization still achieves a similar performance as the SPEB minimization, and remarkably outperforms the uniform allocation. It implies that mDPEB is a meaningful performance metric for the optimization of power allocation. In addition, we observe that the average SPEB increases linearly with the number of agents. This is because each agent tends to obtain less power when the total power budget is fixed. As indicated by the slope, the speed of SPEB increase of optimized allocation is about 60%

Fig. 5: The location-aware network consisting ten anchors (red circle) and eight agents (blue dot), where the agents are uniformly distributed in the square region.

slower than that of uniform allocation.

Furthermore, we investigate the performance of the twostage optimization proposed in Section V which exploits the distributed computations among multiple agents. In Fig. 6, we plot the SPEB obtained by the two-stage optimization for both SPEB and mDPEB minimization. The results show that the SPEB solved by two-stage optimization perfectly matches that of one-stage optimization, which validates that the two-stage scheme can obtain the optimal solution while requiring much less computational time.

B. Robust Power Allocation with Imperfect Knowledge of Network Parameters

We then investigate the performance of the power allocation with imperfect knowledge of network parameters. We compared the following schemes: allocation by the robust formulation P^{SDP}_{R-1} and P^{SOCP}_{R-2} , allocation by the non-robust formulation P^{SDP}_1 and P^{SOCP}_2 , and uniform allocation. We consider the agent’s actual position lies within a circle of radius ε^d centering at its estimated position. Then the maximum angular uncertainty is determined by ε^ϕ_{kj} = arcsin(ε^d/d̂_{kj} ).^{12} The normalized uncertainty set size on network parameters is defined to be ε = 2ε^d/20 which is normalized by the length of the squared region.

In Fig. 7, we investigate the actual SPEB with respect to the number of anchors. We consider a single-agent network, and set the normalized uncertainty set size ε to be 0.2, i.e., ε^d = 2 m. The results show that the robust SPEB minimization (P^{SDP}_{R-1} ) outperforms the non-robust SPEB minimization (P^{SDP}_1 ) by 20%, and outperforms uniform allocation by 35%; the robust mDPEB minimization (P^{SOCP}_{R-2} ) outperforms the non-robust mDPEB minimization (P^{SOCP}_2 ) by 30%, and outperforms uniform allocation by 70%. Moreover, we observe that the actual SPEB of robust mDPEB minimization

12Without loss of generality, we set ε^d_{kj} = ε^d for all k, j.

Fig. 6: The average SPEB in multiple-agent networks (N_b = 10) by different power allocation schemes. Both one-stage and two-stage optimization are considered.

is smaller than that of robust SPEB minimization, and the same observation is on the non-robust schemes. It implies that the mDPEB minimization is more robust to the network parameter uncertainty, compared with the SPEB minimization. This can be explained as follows: the robust mDPEB minimization can be viewed as a doubly robust optimization, since it first minimizes the maximum positional error over all the directions. Therefore, P^{SOCP}_{R-2} outperforms P^{SDP}_{R-1} when the uncertainty in network parameters is not negligible (e.g., ε = 0.2).

In Fig. 8, we investigate the actual SPEB with respect to the normalized uncertainty set size ε. We consider a single-agent network with ten anchors deployed on a circle (similar to Fig. 5). As we observe, the actual SPEB of non-robust schemes quickly increases as the normalized uncertainty set size goes large. When the normalized uncertainty set size is larger than 0.22 and 0.27, respectively, the non-robust SPEB minimization and non-robust mDPEB minimization even perform worse than the uniform allocation, while the robust schemes always achieves better SPEB than all the other schemes. Moreover, the robust mDPEB minimization outperforms the non-robust mDPEB minimization and robust SPEB minimization by 30% and 23%, respectively, when ε = 0.15. Both Figs. 7 and 8 have demonstrated the advantage of the proposed robust power allocation schemes, especially the mDPEB minimization, in the practical location-aware networks with imperfect knowledge of network parameters.

VII. CONCLUSION In this paper, we presented an optimization framework for robust power allocation in network localization based on the performance metrics SPEB and mDPEB. We first showed that the optimal power allocation with perfect network parameters can be efficiently obtained via conic programming, and then proposed robust power allocation schemes to combat uncertainty in network parameters for practical systems. Moreover, we designed an efficient algorithm for robust power allocation

Fig. 7: The actual SPEB with respect to number of anchors, obtained by different power allocation schemes with imperfect knowledge of network parameters (ε = 0.2).

that allows distributed computations among agents. The simulation results demonstrated that the robust power allocation remarkably outperforms the non-robust power allocation and uniform allocation. Furthermore, we showed that, compared with the SPEB minimization, the mDPEB minimization is more robust to network parameter uncertainty for power allocation.

APPENDIX A PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1

The maximization on DPEB in (5) follows that: max φ∈[0,2π) {P(p_k; φ)} = max φ∈[0,2π) u(φ)^T[J^{−1}_e (p_k; {x_{kj} })]u(φ)

= max φ∈[0,2π) u(φ)^T(U^{−1}_{θk} )^T [ μ^{−1}_{1,k} 0 0 μ^{−1}_{2,k} ] U^{−1}_{θk} u(φ)

= max φ^′∈[0,2π) u(φ^′)^T[J^{−1}_e (p_k; {x_{kj} })]u(φ^′) (31)

where the last equality is due to the fact that the product of a unit vector and a rotation matrix U_{θk} is still a unit vector. Now, let φ^′ = θ_k in (31), then we have max φ∈[0,2π) {P(p_k; φ)} = max_{θk} { μ^{−1}_{1,k} cos^2 θ_k + μ^{−1}_{2,k} sin^2 θ_k }

= μ^{−1}_{2,k} where the last equation is due to μ_{1,k} ≥ μ_{2,k}.

APPENDIX B PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2

Since (7)–(8) are all linear constraints, we only need to show the objective in (6), i.e., the SPEB, is a convex function in x_{kj} . We write the transmit power of agent k as a vector

Fig. 8: The actual SPEB with respect to the normalized uncertainty set size on network parameters, obtained by different power allocation schemes.

x_k = [x_{k1} x_{k2} · · · x_{kNb} ]^T, and the SPEB is a function of x_k, given by

f(x_k) ≜ tr {( ∑ j∈N_b ξ_{kj} x_{kj} J_r(ϕ_{kj} ) )_{−1}} .

We choose two arbitrary x_k, x^′_k ∈ R^{Nb}_+ . Given any α ∈ [0, 1], we have

f(αx_k + (1 − α)x^′_k )

= tr {( ∑ j∈N_b ξ_{kj} ( αx_{kj} + (1 − α)x^′_{kj} ) J_r(ϕ_{kj} ) )_{−1}}

= tr {( α ∑ j∈N_b ξ_{kj} x_{kj} J_r(ϕ_{kj} ) + (1− α) ∑ j∈N_b ξ_{kj} x^′_{kj} J_r(ϕ_{kj} ) )_{−1}}

≤ αf(x_k) + (1 − α)f(x^′_k ). (32)

The inequality (32) holds since the function tr { X^{−1} } is convex in X ≻ 0 [45]. If the matrix X is singular, the inequality (32) still holds. Since ξ_{kj} is a positive scaler, f(x_k) is convex in x_k.

APPENDIX C PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3

Let ϕ^+_{kj} = ϕ_{kj} + ϕ̂_{kj} and ϕ^−_{kj} = ϕ_{kj} − ϕ̂_{kj} , we have

J_r(ϕ_{kj} ) − Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} , δ_{kj} ) = [ δ_{kj} − sin ϕ^+_{kj} sin ϕ^−_{kj} cos ϕ^+_{kj} sin ϕ^−_{kj} cos ϕ^+_{kj} sin ϕ^−_{kj} δ_{kj} + sin ϕ^+_{kj} sin ϕ^−_{kj} ] . We can show that J_r(ϕ_{kj} ) − Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} , δ_{kj} ) is positive semidefinite if { δ_{kj} ≥ sin ϕ^+_{kj} sin ϕ^−_{kj} , δ_{kj} ≥ | sin ϕ^−_{kj} | .

PSfrag replacements

Fig. 9: Geometrical illustration of the proof of Proposition 4(a) where agent is inside the square region. We choose two anchors i and i^′ in the shaded region.

Since |ϕ^−_{kj} | ≤ ε^ϕ_{kj} , the above two inequality conditions are guaranteed by δ_{kj} ≥ sin ε^ϕ_{kj} . Given that ∑ j∈N_b ξkj xkj Qr(ϕ̂kj , δkj ) ⪰ 0, we have tr {( ∑ j∈N_b ξ_{kj} x_{kj} J_r(ϕ_{kj} ) )_{−1}}

≤ tr {( ∑ j∈N_b ξ_{kj} x_{kj} Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} , δ_{kj} ) )_{−1}}

for all ϕ_{kj} ∈ S^ϕ_{kj} . Furthermore, we can show that Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} , δ_1) ⪯ Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} , δ_2) for 0 ≤ δ_2 ≤ δ_1, which implies that the function tr {( ∑ j∈N_b ξkj xkj Qr(ϕ̂kj , δkj ) )_{−1}} is a nondecreasing function of δ_{kj} . Hence, the minimum value of the right-hand side of (17) is obtained when δ_{kj} = sin ε^ϕ_{kj} .

APPENDIX D PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4 We first consider the network with a single agent, and then extend the proof to the multiple-agent case. For a given k ∈ N_a, we need to show that the condition (18) holds for {x^∗_{kj} } w.h.p. for both cases (a) and (b). Note that since ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} x^∗_{kj} Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) ⪰ ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} x^∗_{kj} J_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) − ζ^{max} r^{2β}_0

P^{tot} δ_{kj} I

it is sufficient to show that w.h.p. tr {( ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} x^∗_{kj} J_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) )_{−1}} ≤ r^{2β}_0 ζ_{max} 2 P^{tot} δ

(33)

where δ = sin ε^ϕ with ε^ϕ = max{ε^ϕ_{kj} }.

For (a): we pick two anchors i and i^′ in the region (see Fig. 9) such that 1) r_0 ≤ ~d_{ki}, ~d_{ki}′ ≤ ϱr_0 with ϱ > 1;

2) 0 ≤ ϕ_{ki} ≤ Δ^ϕ and π/2 − Δ^ϕ ≤ ϕ_{ki}′ ≤ π/2 for a small positive Δ^ϕ.

Note that if the agent is at the corner or on the boundary of the square area, we can rotate the angles accordingly to find such a region.

It can be shown that there exists at least one such pair of anchors with probability 1 + (1 − 2p_0)^{Nb} − 2(1 − p_0)^{Nb} , where p_0 = (ϱ^2 − 1)r^2_0 Δ^ϕ/2R^2. Since the probability goes to 1 exponentially with N_b, such a pair of anchors can be found w.h.p.

Consider a power allocation scheme {P̆_{ki} = P̆_{ki}′ = P^{tot}/2}, and we show this scheme satisfies the condition (33) for a sufficiently small δ. Based on the definition of the optimal power allocation, we have tr {( ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} x^∗_{kj} J_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) )_{−1}}

≤ max_{{ϕkj }} tr {( ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} P̆_{kj} J_r(ϕ_{kj} ) )_{−1}}

≤ max_{{ϕkj }} tr {( ζ_{min} ϱ^{2β}r^{2β}_0

P^{tot} 2 (J_r(ϕ_{ki}) + J_r(ϕ_{ki}′ )) )_{−1}}

= ϱ^{2β} r^{2β}_0 ζ_{min} 2 P^{tot} 2 sin^2(π/2 − 2Δ^ϕ − 2ε^ϕ) . Therefore, a sufficient condition for (33) is

ϱ^{2β} r^{2β}_0 ζ_{min} 2 P^{tot} 2 sin^2(π/2 − 2Δ^ϕ − 2ε^ϕ) ≤ r^{2β}_0 ζ_{max} 2 P^{tot} δ

which is equivalent to

2ϱ^{2β} sin ε^ϕ cos^2(2Δ^ϕ + 2ε^ϕ) ≤ ζ_{min} ζ_{max}

(34)

where δ = sin ε^ϕ. Note that the left-hand side of (34) is an increasing function in ϱ, Δ^ϕ and ε^ϕ, when Δ^ϕ and ε^ϕ are both small positive numbers. Thus, the maximum ε^ϕ (or equivalently, maximum δ) to satisfy (34) can be obtained by taking the limit ϱ → 1 and Δ^ϕ → 0. It follows that

2 sin ε^ϕ cos^2(2ε^ϕ) ≤ ζ_{min} ζ_{max}

and the inequality holds when 0 < δ = sin ε^ϕ ≤ δ_{max}, where δ_{max} is the smallest positive root of the equation

4δ^4 − 4δ^2 − 2 ζ_{max} ζ_{min} δ + 1 = 0 .

We give some numerical examples: δ_{max} = 0.318 when ζ_{max}/ζ_{min} = 1; δ_{max} = 0.096 when ζ_{max}/ζ_{min} = 5.

For (b): Consider a small angle √ 2aε^ϕ as ε^ϕ → 0, where a = (2^{β+1}R^{2β} ζ_{max})/(r^{2β}_0 ζ_{min}). The probability that all N_b anchors locate in such a small angle of the R × R region is at most ( √ 2aε^ϕ)^{Nb} , which goes to 0 at the rate of polynomial power N_b/2 as ε^ϕ → 0. Hence, we can find two anchors, i and i^′, whose angle separation is larger than √ 2aε^ϕ and smaller than π − √ 2aε^ϕ w.h.p.

We allocate the power equally on these two anchors, and it follows tr {( ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} x^∗_{kj} J_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) )_{−1}}

≤ max_{{ϕkj }} tr {( ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} P̆_{kj} J_r(ϕ_{kj} ) )_{−1}}

≤ max_{{ϕkj }} tr {( ζ_{min} ( √ 2R)^{2β}

P^{tot} 2 (J_r(ϕ_{ki}) + J_r(ϕ_{ki}′ )) )_{−1}}

= 2^βR^{2β} ζ_{min} 2 P^{tot} 2 sin^2( √ 2aε^ϕ − 2ε^ϕ) . Finally, we need to show that

2^βR^{2β} ζ_{min} 2 P^{tot} 2 sin^2( √ 2aε^ϕ − 2ε^ϕ) ≤ r^{2β}_0 ζ_{max} 2 P^{tot} sin ε^ϕ

or equivalently, a ≤ sin^2( √ 2aε^ϕ − 2ε^ϕ) sin ε^ϕ . The above inequality holds as ε^ϕ → 0, since the limit of its right-hand side is 2a.

Now, we extend the above proof to the multiple-agent case. In Section V, we decomposed the one-stage problem P^{SDP}_{R-1} into two-stage optimizations. Let ρ^∗_{kj} and x^∗_k denote the optimal solution of P^{(I)}_{R-1,k} and P^{(II)}_{R-1}, respectively. Since the Stage I problem P^{(I)}_{R-1,k} is formulated for each single agent, we can show by the above proof that ∑ j∈N_b ~ξ_{kj} ρ^∗_{kj} Q_r(ϕ̂_{kj} ) ⪰ 0

holds w.h.p. for agent k. Moreover, the optimal power allocation is given in (30) as x^∗_{kj} = ρ^∗_{kj} x^∗_k, where x^∗_k obtained in Stage II does not affect ρ^∗_{kj} . Hence, we can show that the condition (18) holds w.h.p. for multiple-agent networks.

APPENDIX E PROOF OF PROPOSITION 5

The Lagrangian function is given by L(x_k , u_k, v) = ∑ k∈N_a T_k x_k − ∑ k u_kx_k + v ( ∑ k∈N_a x_k − P^{tot} )

where u_k, v ≥ 0. The KKT conditions [46] can be derived as ∂L ∂x_k = − T_k x^2_k

− u_k + v = 0 (35)

u_kx_k = 0 v ( ∑ k∈N_a x_k − P^{tot} ) = 0.

Since x_k is always positive, we have u_k = 0, which leads to x_k = √ T_k/v in (35). Moreover, the objective is monotonically decreasing in x_k, which implies the optimal allocation must use all the power resource, i.e., ∑ k∈N_a xk = P tot. Hence, the optimal solution is given by (29).

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors gratefully acknowledge Z.-Q. Luo for his insightful discussion of the content of the paper, and H. Yu and W. Dai for their helpful suggestions and careful reading of the manuscript.

REFERENCES

[1] M. Z. Win, A. Conti, S. Mazuelas, Y. Shen, W. M. Gifford, D. Dardari, and M. Chiani, “Network localization and navigation via cooperation,” IEEE Commun. Mag., vol. 49, no. 5, pp. 56–62, May 2011.

[2] A. Sayed, A. Tarighat, and N. Khajehnouri, “Network-based wireless location: challenges faced in developing techniques for accurate wireless location information,” IEEE Signal Process. Mag., vol. 22, no. 4, pp. 24–40, 2005.

[3] K. Pahlavan, X. Li, and J.-P. Mäkelä, “Indoor geolocation science and technology,” IEEE Commun. Mag., vol. 40, no. 2, pp. 112–118, Feb. 2002.

[4] N. Patwari, J. N. Ash, S. Kyperountas, A. O. Hero, III, R. L. Moses, and N. S. Correal, “Locating the nodes: cooperative localization in wireless sensor networks,” IEEE Signal Process. Mag., vol. 22, no. 4, pp. 54–69, Jul. 2005.

[5] Y. Shen and M. Z. Win, “Fundamental limits of wideband localization – Part I: A general framework,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 56, no. 10, pp. 4956–4980, Oct. 2010.

[6] Y. Shen, H. Wymeersch, and M. Z. Win, “Fundamental limits of wideband localization – Part II: Cooperative networks,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 56, no. 10, pp. 4981–5000, Oct. 2010.

[7] S. Gezici, Z. Tian, G. B. Giannakis, H. Kobayashi, A. F. Molisch, H. V. Poor, and Z. Sahinoglu, “Localization via ultra-wideband radios: a look at positioning aspects for future sensor networks,” IEEE Signal Process. Mag., vol. 22, no. 4, pp. 70–84, Jul. 2005.

[8] R. Verdone, D. Dardari, G. Mazzini, and A. Conti, Wireless Sensor and Actuator Networks: Technologies, Analysis and Design. Elsevier, 2008.

[9] H. Wymeersch, J. Lien, and M. Z. Win, “Cooperative localization in wireless networks,” Proc. IEEE, vol. 97, no. 2, pp. 427–450, Feb. 2009, special issue on Ultra-Wide Bandwidth (UWB) Technology & Emerging Applications.

[10] D. Dardari, A. Conti, C. Buratti, and R. Verdone, “Mathematical evaluation of environmental monitoring estimation error through energyefficient wireless sensor networks,” IEEE Trans. Mobile Comput., vol. 6, no. 7, pp. 790–802, Jul. 2007.

[11] D. Dardari, A. Conti, U. J. Ferner, A. Giorgetti, and M. Z. Win, “Ranging with ultrawide bandwidth signals in multipath environments,” Proc. IEEE, vol. 97, no. 2, pp. 404–426, Feb. 2009, special issue on Ultra-Wide Bandwidth (UWB) Technology & Emerging Applications.

[12] E. Paolini, A. Giorgetti, M. Chiani, R. Minutolo, and M. Montanari, “Localization capability of cooperative anti-intruder radar systems,” EURASIP J. Adv. Signal Process., vol. 2008, pp. 1–14, 2008.

[13] A. Rabbachin, I. Oppermann, and B. Denis, “ML time-of-arrival estimation based on low complexity UWB energy detection,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. on Ultra-Wideband, Waltham, MA, Sep. 2006, pp. 599–604.

[14] A. Conti, M. Guerra, D. Dardari, N. Decarli, and M. Z. Win, “Network experimentation for cooperative localization,” IEEE J. Sel. Areas Commun., vol. 30, no. 2, pp. 467–475, Feb. 2012.

[15] K. Yu, J.-P. Montillet, A. Rabbachin, P. Cheong, and I. Oppermann, “UWB location and tracking for wireless embedded networks,” Signal Process., vol. 86, no. 9, pp. 2153–2171, Sep. 2006.

[16] S. Mazuelas, R. Lorenzo, A. Bahillo, P. Fernandez, J. Prieto, and E. Abril, “Topology assessment provided by weighted barycentric parameters in harsh environment wireless location systems,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 58, no. 7, pp. 3842–3857, Jul. 2010.

[17] Y. Shen, S. Mazuelas, and M. Z. Win, “Network navigation: Theory and interpretation,” IEEE J. Sel. Areas Commun., vol. 30, no. 9, pp. 1823–1834, Oct. 2012.

[18] M. Nicoli and D. Fontanella, “Fundamental performance limits of TOAbased cooperative localization,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. Commun., Dresden, Germany, Jun. 2009, pp. 1–5.

[19] U. A. Khan, S. Kar, and J. M. F. Moura, “Distributed sensor localization in random environments using minimal number of anchor nodes,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 57, no. 5, pp. 2000–2016, May 2009.

[20] ——, “DILAND: An algorithm for distributed sensor localization with noisy distance measurements,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 58, no. 3, pp. 1940–1947, Mar. 2010.

[21] F. Meshkati, H. V. Poor, and S. C. Schwartz, “Energy-efficient resource allocation in wireless networks,” IEEE Signal Process. Mag., vol. 24, no. 3, pp. 58–68, May 2007.

[22] M. Gorlatova, P. Kinget, I. Kymissis, D. Rubenstein, X. Wang, and G. Zussman, “Energy-Harvesting active networked tags (EnHANTs) for ubiquitous object networking,” IEEE Wireless Commun. Mag., vol. 17, no. 6, pp. 18–25, Dec. 2010.

[23] M. Gorlatova, A. Wallwater, and G. Zussman, “Networking low-power energy harvesting devices: Measurements and algorithms,” in Proc. IEEE Conf. on Computer Commun., Shanghai, China, Apr. 2011, pp. 1602 – 1610.

[24] R. Ahuja, T. Magnanti, and J. Orlin, Network flows: theory, algorithms, and applications. Prentice hall, 1993.

[25] F. P. Kelly, A. K. Maulloo, and D. K. H. Tan, “Rate control for communication networks: Shadow prices, proportional fairness and stability,” J. Oper. Res. Soc., vol. 49, no. 3, pp. 237–252, Mar. 1998.

[26] S. Boyd and L. Vandenberghe, Convex Optimization. Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 2004.

[27] Z.-Q. Luo and W. Yu, “An introduction to convex optimization for communications and signal processing,” IEEE J. Sel. Areas Commun., vol. 24, no. 8, pp. 1426–1438, Aug. 2006.

[28] W. W.-L. Li, Y. J. Zhang, A. M.-C. So, and M. Z. Win, “Slow adaptive OFDMA systems through chance constrained programming,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 58, no. 7, pp. 3858–3869, Jul. 2010.

[29] Y. Huang and B. D. Rao, “Performance analysis of heterogeneous feedback design in an OFDMA downlink with partial and imperfect feedback,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 61, no. 4, pp. 1033–1046, Feb. 2013.

[30] G. J. Foschini, “Private conversation,” AT&T Labs-Research, May 2001.

[31] L. A. Shepp, “Private conversation,” AT&T Labs-Research, Mar. 2001, Middletown, NJ.

[32] Y. Shen and M. Z. Win, “Energy efficient location-aware networks,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. Commun., Beijing, China, May 2008, pp. 2995–3001.

[33] W. W.-L. Li, Y. Shen, Y. J. Zhang, and M. Z. Win, “Efficient anchor power allocation for location-aware networks,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. Commun., Kyoto, Japan, Jun. 2011, pp. 1–6.

[34] H. Godrich, A. Petropulu, and H. V. Poor, “Power allocation strategies for target localization in distributed multiple-radar architectures,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 59, no. 7, pp. 3226–3240, Jun. 2011.

[35] D. Bertsimas, D. B. Brown, and C. Caramanis, “Theory and applications of robust optimization,” SIAM Rev., vol. 53, no. 3, pp. 464–501, Aug. 2011.

[36] A. Ben-Tal, L. E. Ghaoui, and A. Nemirovski, Robust Optimization, ser. Princeton Series in Applied Mathematics. Princeton University Press, Oct. 2009.

[37] T. Q. S. Quek, M. Z. Win, and M. Chiani, “Robust power allocation of wireless relay channels,” IEEE Trans. Commun., vol. 58, no. 7, pp. 1931–1938, Jul. 2010.

[38] Z.-Q. Luo, J. F. Sturm, and S. Zhang, “Conic convex programming and self-dual embedding,” Optim. Methods Softw., vol. 14, no. 3, pp. 169–218, 2000.

[39] H. L. Van Trees, Detection, Estimation, and Modulation Theory, 1st ed.

New York, NY 10158-0012: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1968. [40] D. B. Jourdan, D. Dardari, and M. Z. Win, “Position error bound for UWB localization in dense cluttered environments,” IEEE Trans. Aerosp. Electron. Syst., vol. 44, no. 2, pp. 613–628, Apr. 2008.

[41] H. Godrich, A. M. Haimovich, and R. S. Blum, “Target localization accuracy gain in MIMO radar-based systems,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 56, no. 6, pp. 2783–2803, Jun. 2010.

[42] Y. Qi, H. Kobayashi, and H. Suda, “Analysis of wireless geolocation in a non-line-of-sight environment,” IEEE Trans. Wireless Commun., vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 672–681, 2006.

[43] L. Vandenberghe and S. Boyd, “Semidefinite programming,” SIAM Review, vol. 38, no. 1, pp. 49–95, Mar. 1996.

[44] Z.-Q. Luo, W.-K. Ma, A. M.-C. So, Y. Ye, and S. Zhang, “Semidefinite relaxation of quadratic optimization problems,” IEEE Signal Process. Mag., vol. 27, no. 3, pp. 20–34, May 2010.

[45] S. Boyd and L. Vandenberghe, Convex Optimization. Cambridge, UK:

Cambridge University Press, 2004.

[46] D. P. Bertsekas, A. Nedic, and A. E. Ozdaglar, Convex Analysis and Optimization. Belmont, MA: Athena Scientific, 2003.

[47] T. H. Cormen, C. E. Leiserson, R. L. Rivest, and C. Stein, Introduction to Algorithms. Cambridge, MA and Boston, MA: MIT Press and McGraw-Hill, 2001.

[48] A. F. Molisch, L. J. Greenstein, and M. Shafi, “Propagation issues for cognitive radio,” Proc. IEEE, vol. 97, no. 5, pp. 787–804, May 2009.

[49] M. Grant and S. Boyd, “CVX: Matlab software for disciplined convex programming, version 1.21,” http://cvxr.com/cvx, Aug. 2010.

William Wei-Liang Li (S’09-M’12) received his Ph.D. degree in Information Engineering from the Chinese University of Hong Kong (CUHK), Hong Kong in 2012. He received a B.S. degree (with highest honor) in Automatic Control Engineering from Shanghai Jiao Tong University (SJTU), China in 2006.

Since 2012, he has been with Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, University of California, Santa Barbara, where he is currently a Postdoctoral Scholar. From 2006 to 2007, he was with the Circuit and System Laboratory, Peking University (PKU), China. From 2009 to 2011, he was a Visiting Student at the Wireless Communications and Network Science Laboratory, Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT). His main research interests include optimization and estimation theory, and their applications in wireless communications and networking.

Dr. Li served as a Theory Session Chair of ACM MobiHoc S^3 Workshop in 2010, a Steering Committee Member of MIT 15th Annual LIDS Student Conference in 2010, a member of the Technical Program Committee (TPC) for the IEEE ICCVE in 2012, and the IEEE WCNC in 2013. During the four years of undergraduate study, he was consistently awarded the firstclass scholarship, and graduated with highest honors from SJTU. He received the First Prize Award of the National Electrical and Mathematical Modelling Contest in 2005, the Global Scholarship for Research Excellence from CUHK in 2009, and the Award of CUHK Postgraduate Student Grants for Overseas Academic Activities and in 2009 and 2011.

Yuan Shen (S’05) received his B.S. degree (with highest honor) from Tsinghua University, China, in 2005, and S.M. degree from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), Cambridge, MA, in 2008, both in electrical engineering.

Since 2005, he has been with Wireless Communications and Network Science Laboratory at MIT, where he is now a Ph.D. candidate. He was with the Wireless Communications Laboratory at The Chinese University of Hong Kong in summer 2010, the Hewlett-Packard Labs in winter 2009, the Corporate R&D of Qualcomm Inc. in summer 2008, and the Intelligent Sensing Laboratory at Tsinghua University from 2003 to 2005. His research interests include statistical inference, network science, communication theory, and information theory. His current research focuses on network localization and navigation, generalized filtering techniques, resource allocation, intrinsic wireless secrecy, and cooperative networks.

Mr. Shen served as a member of the Technical Program Committee (TPC) for the IEEE Globecom in 2010–2013, the IEEE ICC in 2010–2013, the IEEE WCNC in 2009–2013, and the IEEE ICUWB in 2011–2013, and the IEEE ICCC in 2012. He is a recipient of the Marconi Society Paul Baran Young Scholar Award (2010), the MIT EECS Ernst A. Guillemin Best S.M. Thesis Award (first place) (2008), the Qualcomm Roberto Padovani Scholarship (2008), and the MIT Walter A. Rosenblith Presidential Fellowship (2005). His papers received the IEEE Communications Society Fred W. Ellersick Prize (2012) and three Best Paper Awards from the IEEE Globecom (2011), the IEEE ICUWB (2011), and the IEEE WCNC (2007).

Ying Jun (Angela) Zhang (S’00-M’05-SM’11) received her PhD degree in Electrical and Electronic Engineering from the Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, Hong Kong in 2004. She received a B.Eng in Electronic Engineering from Fudan University, Shanghai, China in 2000.

Since 2005, she has been with Department of Information Engineering, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, where she is currently an Associate Professor. She was with Wireless Communications and Network Science Laboratory at Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) during the summers of 2007 and 2009. Her current research topics include resource allocation, convex and non-convex optimization for wireless systems, stochastic optimization, cognitive networks, MIMO systems, etc.

Prof. Zhang is on the Editorial Boards of IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON WIRE-

LESS COMMUNICATIONS, IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON COMMUNICATIONS,

and Wiley Security and Communications Networks Journal. She was a Guest Editor of a Feature Topic in IEEE COMMUNICATIONS MAGAZINE. She has served as a TPC Vice-Chair of Wireless Communications Track of IEEE CCNC 2013, TPC Co-Chair of Wireless Communications Symposium of IEEE GLOBECOM 2012 Publication Chair of IEEE TTM 2011, TPC Co- Chair of Communication Theory Symposium of IEEE ICC 2009, Track Chair of ICCCN 2007, and Publicity Chair of IEEE MASS 2007. She is now a Co- Chair of IEEE ComSoc Multimedia Communications Technical Committee. She was an IEEE Technical Activity Board GOLD Representative, 2008 IEEE GOLD Technical Conference Program Leader, IEEE Communication Society GOLD Coordinator, and a Member of IEEE Communication Society Member Relations Council (MRC). She is a co-recipient of 2011 IEEE Marconi Prize Paper Award on Wireless Communications, the Annual Best Paper Award of IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications. As the only winner from Engineering Science, she has won the Hong Kong Young Scientist Award 2006, conferred by the Hong Kong Institution of Science.

Moe Z. Win (S’85-M’87-SM’97-F’04) received both the Ph.D. in Electrical Engineering and M.S. in Applied Mathematics as a Presidential Fellow at the University of Southern California (USC) in 1998. He received an M.S. in Electrical Engineering from USC in 1989, and a B.S. (magna cum laude) in Electrical Engineering from Texas A&M University in 1987.

He is a Professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT). Prior to joining MIT, he was at AT&T Research Laboratories for five years and at the Jet Propulsion Laboratory for seven years. His research encompasses fundamental theories, algorithm design, and experimentation for a broad range of real-world problems. His current research topics include network localization and navigation, network interference exploitation, intrinsic wireless secrecy, adaptive diversity techniques, and ultra-wide bandwidth systems.

Professor Win is an elected Fellow of the AAAS, the IEEE, and the IET, and was an IEEE Distinguished Lecturer. He was honored with two IEEE Technical Field Awards: the IEEE Kiyo Tomiyasu Award (2011) and the IEEE Eric E. Sumner Award (2006, jointly with R. A. Scholtz). Together with students and colleagues, his papers have received numerous awards including the IEEE Communications Society’s Stephen O. Rice Prize (2012), the IEEE Aerospace and Electronic Systems Society’s M. Barry Carlton Award (2011), the IEEE Communications Society’s Guglielmo Marconi Prize Paper Award (2008), and the IEEE Antennas and Propagation Society’s Sergei A. Schelkunoff Transactions Prize Paper Award (2003). Highlights of his international scholarly initiatives are the Copernicus Fellowship (2011), the Royal Academy of Engineering Distinguished Visiting Fellowship (2009), and the Fulbright Fellowship (2004). Other recognitions include the Laurea Honoris Causa from the University of Ferrara (2008), the Technical Recognition Award of the IEEE ComSoc Radio Communications Committee (2008), and the U.S. Presidential Early Career Award for Scientists and Engineers (2004).

Dr. Win is an elected Member-at-Large on the IEEE Communications Society Board of Governors (2011–2013). He was the chair (2004–2006) and secretary (2002–2004) for the Radio Communications Committee of the IEEE Communications Society. Over the last decade, he has organized and chaired numerous international conferences. He is currently an Editor-at-Large for the IEEE WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS LETTERS, and serving on the Editorial Advisory Board for the IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON WIRELESS COMMUNICA-

TIONS. He served as Editor (2006–2012) for the IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON

WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS, and served as Area Editor (2003–2006) and Editor (1998–2006) for the IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON COMMUNICATIONS. He was Guest-Editor for the PROCEEDINGS OF THE IEEE (2009) and IEEE JOURNAL ON SELECTED AREAS IN COMMUNICATIONS (2002).