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Abstract—Radio resource management in modern cellular
networks often calls for the optimization of complex utility
functions that are potentially conflicting between different base
stations (BSs). Coordinating the resource allocation strategies
efficiently across BSs to ensure stable network service poses
significant challenges, especially when each utility is accessible
only via costly, black-box evaluations. This paper considers
formulating the resource allocation among spectrum sharing
BSs as a non-cooperative game, with the goal of aligning their
allocation incentives toward a stable outcome. To address this
challenge, we propose PPR-UCB, a novel Bayesian optimization
(BO) strategy that learns from sequential decision-evaluation
pairs to approximate pure Nash equilibrium (PNE) solutions.
PPR-UCB applies martingale techniques to Gaussian process
(GP) surrogates and constructs high probability confidence
bounds for utilities uncertainty quantification. Experiments on
downlink transmission power allocation in a multi-cell multi-
antenna system demonstrate the efficiency of PPR-UCB in
identifying effective equilibrium solutions within a few data
samples.

Index Terms—Bayesian optimization, radio resource manage-
ment, Nash equilibrium, uncertainty quantification

I. INTRODUCTION

Radio resource management of modern cellular communi-
cation system requires the optimization of complex utilities
which may involve potential conflicts between different seg-
ments of the network. To ensure stable network operations
during optimizations, one promising way is via game-theoretic
methods [1]. For instance, heterogeneous spectrum providers
configure the exclusion zones in dynamic spectrum access
(DSA) networks via analyzing Nash equilibrium (NE) in
a non-cooperative game [2], but conventional mathematical
programming methods for NE often require analytical expres-
sions of the utilities which may not be available in practice.
When the utilities are in the form of black-box functions, the
evaluation of a NE must rely on querying the utilities of each
involved entity.

For concreteness, this paper investigates the downlink trans-
mission power control game with unknown utilities in a multi-
cell multi-antenna communication system [3]. As illustrated in
Fig. 1, a central optimizer assigns a set of transmission power
actions to different players, representing spectrum sharing BSs
managed by mobile network operators (MNOs). The goal is
to design an optimization policy that ensures no players have
incentives to deviate from the allocated power actions. Thus,

the suggested action set aligns closely with the individual
rationality of the players. This equilibrium solution ensures a
stable operation of the network as the players strictly adhere
to the allocated actions of the central optimizer.

To tackle the non-cooperative games with black-box util-
ities, prior works applied reinforcement learning (RL) for
identifying NE solutions [4], [5], and provided practical use
cases in communications systems [6], [7]. In particular, ref-
erence [8] introduced a fully distributed deep RL architecture
for DSA that can be flexibly adapted to general complex
real-world settings. However, RL algorithms typically rely
on large amounts of utilities observations which may incur
undesirable evaluation costs on computational overhead or
communications latency.

Bayesian optimization (BO) is a common sample-efficient
framework for costly-to-evaluate black-box optimization prob-
lems [9], and its variants have been widely applied to applica-
tions in wireless systems [10], [11]. The first attempt to seek
for NE via BO can be found in [12]; while reference [13]
provided a formal NE regret guarantee for using BO with
confidence sets. However, these studies require making strong
assumptions on the function space knowledge regarding the
utilities and evaluating the NP-hard maximal information gain
metrics which are impractical in real-world scenarios.

In this paper, we introduce a novel BO policy, namely prior-
posterior ratio upper confidence bounds (PPR-UCB) that aims
at approximating a pure Nash equilibrium (PNE) solution in a
non-cooperative transmission power control game. The main
contributions are as follows.

« We introduce PPR-UCB, a novel BO policy tailored for
evaluation of approximate PNEs in general-sum games
with black-box utility functions. PPR-UCB adopts mar-
tingale techniques to efficiently construct confidence sets
for the probabilistic utilities and deviation incentives of
each involved players.

« We provide a coverage analysis of the any-time valid
confidence sets constructed by the prior-posterior ratio
martingales. The theoretical results demonstrates the re-
liability of the proposed PPR-UCB policy.

« We validate the performance of the proposed PPR-UCB
in a multi-cell cellular network. Empirical results for
the non-cooperative power control game provide insights
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Fig. 1. This paper studies a setting in which a central optimizer uses BO to
approximate the pure Nash equilibrium (PNE) for a non-cooperative downlink
transmission power control game with costly-to-evaluate black-box utility
functions of N BSs. At any time ¢ + 1, the central optimizer assigns an
action profile x,. to all BSs. As a result, the optimizer receives noisy utility
feedback 1y, ; about the corresponding utility value u, (x;+1) for all BSs
n € N. The goal is to approach a solution in the e-PNE set (5), where
€ > 0 represents the dissatisfaction tolerance.

into the potential benefits of using BO for conflicts
management in communications systems.

II. PrRoBLEM FoRMULATION

To exemplify the application of the proposed sequen-
tial black-box optimization policy, we consider the non-
cooperative game-based downlink transmission power control
problem studied in [3]. The targeting cellular communication
network consists of N cells with one BS, each belonging to a
private MNO that provides service for M user equipments
(UEs). The MNOs in the network operates on a shared
frequency band.

As shown in Fig. 1, the central coordinator is tasked with
selection of an action profile x =[xy, ...,xy] € X for N BSs,
where X, = [xu.1,....xn.0] € RM represents the selected
power action for BS n € N = [1, ..., N] with each entry x,, ,,
describing the downlink transmission power to its serving UE
m e M = [1,..., M]. The propagation channel matrix between
BS n and any UE m associated with BS n’ is modeled as

—PL(d

H, ./ m) =10

n n/(m))

ﬁnn (m)Gnn(m)a (1)

where the pathloss PL(d,, n/(m)) in dB is a function of the
distance from BS n to UE m served by BS n’; the slow
fading factor B, ,(m) depends on whether the corresponding
transmission is in line-of-sight (LOS) or non-line-of-sight
(NLOS) as specified in 3GPP TR 38.901 [14]; and the fast
fading Gy, ,/(m) in the form of Ng X N7 matrix has ii.d.
complex Gaussian entries with N7 being the number of
transmit antennas at each BS and Ng being the number of
receiving antennas at each UE.

Each MNO is self-interested, and attempts to maximize the
utility of its own BS. Specifically, the utility function for BS
n € N at the assigned action profile x is described by the

discounted sum spectral efficiency across the associated UEs,
which is defined as

un(x):—/l(anm) Zlog|l

+ Xp,m I n n(m) (x)H, n(m)Hn n(m)| )

where A > 0 is a non- negative discount factor; I is the Ng X
Npg identity matrix; and Fn (m) (x) represents the Ng X Ng
interference-plus-noise covariance matrix for the transmission
from BS n to its serving UE m, i.e,
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with 0'5 being the channel noise power in dB scale.

Upon receiving the action profile x from the central coor-
dinator, each BS n € N quantifies its dissatisfaction on the
assigned action x via the non-negative regret

Jn(x)

= m‘:ix un(X;pX—n) - un(x) 2 09 (4)
Xn

where x_, represents the actions taken by all BSs except for
BS n. The dissatisfaction (4) indicates that any BS n may
unilaterally deviate from the assigned action x,, if doing so
can improve its utility. These deviation incentives across all
BSs degrade the stability of the network operations. To this
end, the goal of the central optimizer is to seek for a set of
€-PNE solutions x(¢) defined as

X = (x(9) e X|f(x'€)) < € forn e N}, (5)

for some tolerance parameter € > 0.

Evaluating the utility functions (2) and the regret (4) for all
feasible action profiles to find the e-PNE set (5) is intractable
as the scale of the network increases. Therefore, we adopt an
online learning-based optimizer that sequentially selects an
action profile x, at time 7, and receives the noisy observations
from each BSne N, ie.,

Y = Un(Xe) + Znss (6)

where the observation noise variables z,, ~ N(0,02) are
independent across all BSs. The decision-making process
relies on the collections of previous observations

Dpi-1 = X1, Yn,1)s o0 (Xe—1, Y1)} (7
from all BSs.

III. BO ror NON-COOPERATIVE GAMES

In this section, we introduce prior-posterior ratio upper
confidence bounds (PPR-UCB) by first presenting the con-
fidence sets construction for utilities and regret, and then
detailing the action profiles acquisition process. We start with
a brief review of the surrogate model adopted in BO policy.



A. Gaussian Process

As anticipated, BO does not require a precise expression
of the utility function for calculating the e-PNE set (5), but
works on black-box evaluations of the utility that is modeled
by a probabilistic surrogate model. Gaussian process (GP) is
the typical model of choice as it provides analytical posterior
inference with small datasets.

Specifically, for each BS n, a separate GP is deployed at
the central optimizer to model the individual utility function
u,(x) by assuming that, for any collection X; = [x|, ...,xt]T
of action profiles, the corresponding utility observations y, ; =
[y,,,l,...,yn,t]T follow a multivariate Gaussian distribution
N(0,K(X;)), with # X 1 zero mean vector 0, and 7 X ¢
covariance matrix K(X;) given by

k(XI,Xl) k(x1,X;)
K(X;) = : : , ®)

k(X;-1,X1) k(X;, %)

where each entry is obtained via a positive semidefinite kernel
function k(x,x’). Intuitively, the role of the kernel function
is to measure the similarity between inputs x and x’ in terms
of the respective utility values. The kernel function may be
chosen, for instance, as the radial basis function (RBF) kernel

x=xP?
212 ’

where the lengthscale parameter [ > 0 controls the smoothness
of the kernel function.

Given the collected dataset D, ; in (7), the posterior
distribution of utility value u,(x) at any action profile x is
a Gaussian distribution

k(x,x") = exp ( 9

P (X)|Dir) = N (tns (X), 07 (X)), (10)

where
fne (%) = k(%) T (K(X,) + 0°D) "y, (11a)
o2 (x) = k(x,x) -k (x) (K(X;) + o) 7'k, (x),  (11b)

with the ¢ X 1 cross-variance vector k;(x) =
[k(x,X1), ..., k(x,%;)]T. Note that, the GP posterior variance
o-f (x) in (11b) is the same across all players since it only
depends on the previously selected action profiles X; and the
current action profile x to be measured.

B. Prior-Posterior Ratio Confidence Sets

To quantify the residual uncertainty on the inference of the
utility function u, (x) at any candidate action profile x, PPR-
UCB constructs the confidence sets for the model parameters
with probabilistic coverage guarantee. To proceed, we make
the following regularity assumption on the utility functions of
each BS n e N.

Assumption 1 (Probabilistic Utility Function). The utility
SJunction u,(X) at each BS n can be decomposed as

Un (X) = Y (x) 765, (12)

where Y, (X) is a D X 1 feature vector; and the unknown
parameters vector 0%, € RP*! is drawn from an isotropic
Gaussian prior distribution p(0), i.e., 0, ~ N(0,Ip). The
vectors {0} }nen are mutually independent.

Assumption 1 can serve as an arbitrarily accurate approx-
imation of the typical assumption that the utility functions
are drawn in an i.i.d. manner from the GP model in (10) with
RBF kernel [15]. In fact, the RBF kernel can be approximated
arbitrarily well by the inner product

k(x,X') = P, (%) T (X))

with a sufficiently high-dimensional feature vector ¥, (x) €
RP*! In practice, consider the random Fourier features
(RFFs)

(13)

Un(x) = [V2/D cos (sy ;x + bui) 12,

with dx1 vectors s, ; drawn i.i.d. from N (0, 2/1;) and scalars
b,.; sampled i.i.d. from the uniform distribution over the
interval [0,2x]. With an increasing dimension D — oo of
the RFFs, the approximation error in (13) vanishes with high
probability [15].

At each time ¢, PPR-UCB evaluates the posterior distribu-
tion of parameters vector 6, for BS n € N under Assumption
1 as follows

P(0,41Dy1) « p(0,)p(Dnl0,) = Ny, 7?50, (15)

where

(14)

TIPS ek JA (16a)

L. =Y, W, +0p (16b)

with ¥, ; = [ (X1), ..., ¥n(X;)]T being the t x D matrix of
the feature vectors. Therefore, the mean and variance of the
GP posterior distribution (10) for the utility value u,(x) can
be obtained as

fhnr (%) = Y () T2 VT s, (17a)
02 (%) =Y (%) T, (%)
U (X)) (L W + 0 ID) T g ().
(17b)

Using the posterior (15) of the parameters vector 6,, for BS
n at each time 7, PPR-UCB evaluates the prior-posterior ratio

p(6,)

p(0n|Dn,l‘)
D

o 1
= — =116,
exp 2I| Il

\det(Z, ;)

(071 - Iln,t)TEn,t(gn - ”n,t) >

5n,t(an) =

+ 752 (18)
where det(X,, ;) is the determinant of covariance matrix X, ;.
Smaller values of the prior-posterior ratio indicates that the
parameters vector 6, has a large posterior probability density,
suggesting that 8, aligns better with the evidence provided by
the collected data under Assumption 1.



At any time ¢ > 1, using the prior-posterior ratio in (18),
PPR-UCB builds confidence sets for parameters vector 6, as

Cn,t = {0n|€n,t(0n) < 1/5}

= {0018 = 1) B0t (8 = p1,) = 16l

< 2[In(det(Z,,,)) - In(c” )]} (19)
for all players n, where § € (0, 1] is a hyperparameter. The
confidence set (19) indicates that with high probability, i.e.,
¢ is sufficiently small, the mean estimate g, , is included.

Lemma 1 (Utility Parameters Coverage Guarantee of
PPR-UCB). Under Assumption 1, the confidence set (19) is
anytime valid at level 1 — § in the sense that it includes the
ground truth parameters 0, with probability no smaller than
1 -6 for all time t > 1:

Pr(0, € Coy, forallt > 1) >1-6. (20)
In (20), the probability is evaluated with respect to the ground
truth distribution

!
P(Duil8}) = [ | pGnsr %, 65). 1)

t'=1

Proof. By taking the expectation of the prior-posterior ratio
{n.+(6)) conditioned on the collected dataset D, ;_; and
applying Fubini’s theorem, we have

Ep(yix,.00) (€. (03)1Dni-1]

ﬁ Ep(gnIDn,r)p(yn,l" IX[’v 0}1)

= Ep(yix.0;) [ Dn,t—l] (22)

b p(yn X, 67)
* P(n,elXs, 05)
=K Cnr-1(07)E o | LT TR
P(On|Dn,e) | nst 1( n) p(yIx:.07,) [p(Yn,t|Xt, 02)
Dn,t—l} (23)
< gn,t—l(erz)' (24)

The inequality (24) shows that the prior-posterior ratio se-
quence {€, ;(0})}:>1 is a test supermartingale for the ground
truth distribution p (D, (|6;,). By applying the Ville’s inequal-
ity [16], we have

Pr(0) € Cy,, forall r > 1) = 1 - Pr(36;,,£,.,(0),) > 1/6)

(25)

2 1-0E[£.4(6,)] (26)

=1-9, 27

which completes the proof. m}

Using the confidence set C,, in (19), PPR-UCB then
evaluates the confidence sets for the utility functions u;,(x)
and regret f,(x) for all BSs.

Algorithm 1: PPR-UCB
Input Total number of iterations 7', lengthscale /, parameter

é
Output Optimized solution x*

1 ‘Initialize observation dataset Dyo = 0 for all BSs, iteration
t=0

2 while 7 < T do

3 | Evaluate the prior-posterior ratio €, ,(6,) as in (18) for all

BSs

4 | Build the confidence set C,; as in (19)

5 | Obtain the utility confidence intervals {U,, ;(X)},cn as in

(28)

6 | Obtain the regret confidence intervals {5, ;(X)},en as in

29

7 | Report the action profile X,4+; via (30)

8 | Select the exploring action profile x("+1) via (32)

9 | Produce the final decision Xx;4; via (33)

10 | Evaluate x,.; and update datasets as

Dpis1 = Dut U (X141, Yne41) for all BSs n e N

11 | Update the GP posterior using D, ;41 as in (17a) and

(17b) for all BSs n e N

12 | Set iteration index t =t + 1

13 end

14 Return x* = xp

C. Acquisition Process

For the action profile acquisition process, PPR-UCB starts
by evaluating a confidence interval for the utility function
u,(x) of each BS n at time ¢, which is obtained as

q/{n,t(x) = [ﬁn,t(x)’ﬁn,t(x)]
= [,min ¢, (x)"0,, max Y (x)76,].

0,€Cnt Jt

(28)

Notably, unlike conventional confidence intervals-guided BO
schemes [17], [18], PPR-UCB does not require perfect knowl-
edge on the utility function space, e.g., reproducing kernel
Hilbert space (RKHS) norm. Using the confidence interval
U, (x) in (28) for the utility function, PPR-UCB also evalu-
ates the confidence set for the regret f,,(x) in (4) of each BS
n as

Fni(X) = [fnt (x), fn,t (x)]

= Hl'le ﬁn,t (X;17 X—n) - ﬁn,t (X),
Xn

max dn; (X5, X—p) = 11 (X) |- (29)
X"
Accordingly, the optimizer reports an action profile X, for
possible execution at next time ¢ + 1 via
X,+1 = arg min max fn,t(x). (30)
X neN
The intuition behind the reported action profile (30) is to
minimize the optimistic estimate f,,(x) of the regret (4)
obtained by any BS n € N that has the strongest incentive
to deviate. To allow for exploration, the central optimizer
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Fig. 2. Sum spectral efficiency against the number of optimization iterations
T for PE (blue dash-dotted line), UCB-PNE (orange dashed line), and PPR-
UCB with parameter & = 0.05 (green solid line).

also searches for the BS 7, with the maximum regret upper
bound under the reported action profile X, in (30), i.e.,

Npp1 = agmax fr ¢ (Xee1), 3D
neN
and obtains an exploring action profile as
n . ~ ’ =
X)) = | et AT MAX Ay o (XK pi) | (32)

Xni

The exploring action profile x("+1) attempts to improve the
utility gain for the BS n,4; that the central optimizer believes
to have the strongest incentive to deviate from X;41.

Then, the final decision for the next action profile at time
t + 1 is selected between the reported action profile X,.; in
(30) and the exploring action profile x"#+!) in (32) that brings
higher uncertainty, i.e.,

max o2 (x). (33)

Xr+1 = arg
X€ {Xp4, x40}

The rationale of the choice (33) refers to a double application
of the so-called optimism in the face of uncertainty (OFU)
principle in [19], that is, to encourage maximally reducing
uncertainty of potentially promising actions provided by (30)
and (32).

The overall procedure of PPR-UCB is summarized in
Algorithm 1.

IV. NuMERICcAL RESULTS

In this section, we empirically evaluate the performance
of the proposed PPR-UCB on the non-cooperative game-
based downlink power control problem introduced in Sec. II.
Throughout this section, the cellular communication network
has M = 10 UEs with Nr = 4 receiving antennas in each BS
with Ny = 16 transmit antennas. The propagation pathloss
PL(dp, v (m)) and channel fading models in (1) are simulated
following the urban microcellular (UMi) street canyon sce-
nario as specified in 3GPP TR 38.901 [14].
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Fig. 3. Regret gap against the number of optimization iterations 7' for PE
(blue dash-dotted line), UCB-PNE (orange dashed line), and PPR-UCB with
parameter 6 = 0.05 (green solid line).

For the cellular network topology configurations, we con-
sider the service coverage of each BS to be a planar grid with
radius being 200 meters, and UEs positions are uniformly
generated in the interval [20,200] meters. The maximum
transmit power of each BS is constrained by Z%:I Xnm <
Pmax = 6.5 Watt (38.13 dBm); the channel noise power is set
to 0',3 = —86.46 dBm; and the discount factor in (2) is set to
A=0.1.

We consider the following BO schemes as the benchmarks
in all experiments are: 1) Probability of equilibrium (PE) [12],
which selects action profiles x; with the goal of maximizing
the probability of obtaining a PNE; and UCB-PNE in [13],
which relies on Gaussian bandits optimization techniques [18]
to explore the e-PNE solutions. The GPs used in all schemes
are configured with lengthscale / = 0.85 and observation noise
variance o> = 0.67. The dissatisfaction tolerance level € in
(5) is selected as the best achievable level €* obtained by grid
search, which is expressed as

€* = inf{e € R|IX(€) # 0}. (34)

All results are averaged over 100 random realizations of
observation noise signals and channel matrices in (1), with
error bars to encompass 90% confidence level.

In Fig. 2, we set the parameter § = 0.05 for PPR-UCB and
plot the sum of discounted spectral efficiency across N = 7
BSs as a function of the number of optimization iterations
T. It is observed that PE obtains the worst performance,
since the probability of equilibrium is zero for every action
profile when the best achievable tolerance level €* > O.
Furthermore, our proposed PPR-UCB outperforms UCB-PNE
after 40 optimization rounds, and its improvement over all
benchmarks is evident as the number of iterations increases,
demonstrating the superior data efficiency of PPR-UCB in
approximating the €*-PNE solutions.

In Fig. 3, we evaluate the regret gap between €* with
the best achievable € obtained by each scheme, i.e., € — €,
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and plot the regret gap as a function of the number of
optimization iterations 7. Confirming the discussions in Fig.
2, the proposed PPR-UCB converges to its best achievable
dissatisfaction level € closer to the global optimum €* than
all other benchmarks when the number of iterations 7" > 40.
These results demonstrate that the provident confidence sets
evaluation approach adopted in PPR-UCB accurately captures
the residual uncertainty of the utilities and regret for each
BS, thus significantly improves the stability of the downlink
transmission power allocation process.

Finally, we study the impact of the number of BSs N on
the regret gap in Fig. 4. We set the total number of iterations
to T = 200 for all schemes. The regret gap of PPR-UCB is
continuously better than other benchmarks on the increasing
size of the cellular network, showing that the proposed PPR-
UCB is scalable to strategic games with high dimensional
action profiles. One way to further improve the performance of
PPR-UCB on higher dimensional action spaces is to increase
the size D of the RFFs vector in (14), as this metric adjusts
the accuracy of the kernel approximation in (13).

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduced a centralized BO framework for
identifying approximate PNE solutions in a non-cooperative
downlink power control game with costly-to-evaluate utility
functions. By leveraging martingale techniques to construct
confidence sets for the black-box utilities at each BS, the
proposed PPR-UCB efficiently converges toward network
configurations that approximate PNE solutions. Future work
may address theoretical performance guarantees in the forms
of game-theoretic regret bounds. Furthermore, it would be
interesting to investigate the applications of BO to beam
scheduling games [20] or multi-fidelity optimizations in game
settings [21].
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