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Abstract

In cognitive radio (CR) networks, there are scenarios wlieeesecondary (lower priority) users intend to
communicate with each other by opportunistically utilzithe transmit spectrum originally allocated to the
existing primary (higher priority) users. For such a scenaa secondary user usually has to trade off between
two conflicting goals at the same time: one is to maximize s dransmit throughput; and the other is to
minimize the amount of interference it produces at each gmymeceiver.

In this paper, we study this fundamental tradeoff from awrmfation-theoretic perspective by characterizing
the secondary user’s channel capacity under both its owmsri#-power constraint as well as a set of interference-
power constraints each imposed at one of the primary reseilreparticular, this paper exploits multi-antennas at
the secondary transmitter to effectively balance betwgatial multiplexing for the secondary transmission and
interference avoidance at the primary receivers. Convexnigation techniques are used to design algorithms
for the optimal secondary transmit spatial spectrum thaiexes the capacity of the secondary transmission.
Suboptimal solutions for ease of implementation are alssgmted and their performances are compared with
the optimal solution. Furthermore, algorithms developedthe single-channel transmission are also extended
to the case of multi-channel transmission whereby the skngruser is able to achieve opportunistic spectrum
sharing via transmit adaptations not only in space, butmretand frequency domains as well. Simulation results
show that even under stringent interference-power cansdrasubstantial capacity gains are achievable for the
secondary transmission by employing multi-antennas atsde®ndary transmitter. This is true even when the
number of primary receivers exceeds that of secondaryrrtr@ntennas in a CR network, where an interesting

“interference diversity” effect can be exploited.
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. INTRODUCTION

Fixed spectrum allocation is the major spectrum allocatimthodology for traditional wireless communication
services. In particular, in order to avoid interferencégegént wireless services are allocated with differergtised
bands. With the popularity of various wireless technolegiexed spectrum allocation strategy has resulted in
scarcity in radio spectrum, due to the fact that most of thalalle spectrum has been allocated. Because of
the spectrum scarcity, one immediate consequence is tlle there are a lot of research activities dealing
with technical issues related to the fourth-generation)(d@lular systems, it is still unclear which frequency
band is available for such systems. On the other hand, reaueasurements by FCC and others have shown
that more than 70% of the allocated spectrum in United Statewt utilized [1]. Furthermore, the spectrum
utilization varies in space, time and frequency. This nai¢ the invention of cognitive radio (CR) network [2]-
[3], which supportsopportunistic spectrum sharing by allowing the secondary (lower priority) users to shae th
radio spectrum originally allocated to the primary (higipeiority) users. By doing so, the utilization efficiency
of the radio spectrum can be significantly enhanced.

In CR networks, the primary users have a higher priority th@secondary users in utilizing spectrum resource,
therefore, one fundamental challenge by introducing dppdstic spectrum sharing is to ensure the quality-of-
service (QoS) of the primary users while maximizing the aeable throughput of the secondary users. Recently,
there has been a great deal of research related to thisgtitgrgoroblem. When the primary users are legacy
systems that do not actively participate in transmit powsertiol, the QoS of the primary users is maintained by
introducing interference-power constraint measuredaptimary receiver. That is to say, the interference power
received at the primary receiver should be less than a tbleesbinder this setup, a seminal work in [4] studied
the channel capacity of a single secondary transmissioeruadet of receiver-side power constraints instead
of the conventional transmitter-side power constraimg5sl, the ergodic capacity of the secondary transmission
link in a fading environment is studied under instantanemuaverage interference-power constraint at a single
primary receiver. When multiple secondary users shareglesirequency channel advertised by the primary user,
the authors in [6]-[7] utilize the game theory to maximize gum of the utility functions of the secondary users
under the interference-power constraint at some measwiatl prhile in [8]-[9] transmit resource allocation for
the secondary users is studied by applying the graph-theor®dels. Recent information-theoretic studies on

CR networks can also be found in, e.g., [10]-[15].



Most prior research on radio resource allocation for CR peta/focuses on time and/or frequency domains,
while assuming single antenna employed at both primary endralary transceivers. Wireless transmissions via
multiple transmit antennas and multiple receive antenmathie so-called multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO)
transmissions, have received considerable attentiomglulie past decade. Multi-antennas can be utilized to
achieve many desirable functions for wireless transmissisuch as folded capacity increase without bandwidth
expansion (e.g., [16]-[18]), dramatic enhancement ofgmaission reliability via space-time coding (e.g., [19]-
[20]), and effective co-channel interference suppres$imnmultiuser transmissions (e.g., [21]). However, the
role of multi-antennas in a CR network is yet completely ustt®d. Generally speaking, multi-antennas can
be used to allocate transmit dimensions in space and hepg@erthe secondary transmitter in a CR network
more degrees of freedom in space in addition to time and é&ecyiso as to balance between maximizing its
own transmit rate and minimizing the interference powerthatprimary receivers. This motivates the research
of this paper to be done, with an aim to address fundameritadyMIMO channel capacity of a secondary user
under optimum spectrum sharing in a CR network.

The main contributions of this paper are summarized asvistio

« This paper formulates the design of capacity-achievingsimat spatial spectrum for a single secondary link
in a CR network under both its own transmit-power constramd a set of interference-power constraints
at the primary receivers as a sequencecafivex optimization problems. Thanks to convexity of these
formulated problems, efficient numerical algorithms arepmsed to obtain the optimal secondary transmit
spatial spectrum for any arbitrary number of secondarystrahand receive antennas, as well as primary
receivers each having single or multiple antennas.

« In the case where the secondary user’'s channel is multipletisingle-output (MISO), i.e., there is only a
single antenna at the secondary receiver, this paper pthaebeamforming is the optimal strategy for the
secondary transmission. For the special case where thenelyisone single-antenna primary receiver, we
are able to derive the closed-form solution for the optinedrforming vector at the secondary transmitter.
For the more general MIMO case where multiple antennas angpeed at both the secondary transmitter
and receiver, this paper presents two suboptimal algosittortradeoff betweepgpatial multiplexing for the
secondary transmission and interference avoidance atrilmany receivers. One algorithm is based on the

singular-value decomposition (SVD) of the secondary gssBHMO channel directly and is thus referred



to as theDirect-Channel SVYD (D-SVD); and the other is based on the SVD of the secondary ®IM
channel after the projection into the null space of the ckaffom the secondary transmitter to the primary
receivers (thereby removing completely the interferertcallgprimary receivers) and is thus referred to as
the Projected-Channel SVD (P-SVD).

« In the case of multiple primary receivers with single or nplét antennas, aybrid D-SVD/P-SVD algorithm
is proposed to remove partially, as opposed to completelhéncase of P-SVD, the interferences at the
primary receivers. An interesting and novelerference diversity effect is discovered and exploited.

« At last, this paper extends the developed algorithms foisthgle-channel transmission to the case of multi-
channel transmission whereby the secondary transmittablis to adapt transmit resources like transmit
spatial spectrum, power and rate in both space and timefirezy for opportunistic spectrum sharing. This
paper shows that the multi-channel resource allocatiohlene can be efficiently solved using thagrange
dual-decomposition method that decomposes the original problem into a set of smailter-subproblems

each for one of the sub-channels.

In [4], Gastpar also considered the MIMO channel capacityttie spectrum sharing scenario. Since only the
interference-power constraint is considered in [4], ituiegs that there exist multiple primary receivers/antenna
such that the channel matrix from the secondary transntittéhe primary receivers/antennas is invertible, and
by doing so, an upper-bound of the secondary user's MIMO blcapacity is derived by transforming the set
of receiver-side power constraints into a transmitteegidwer constraint. In contrast, in this paper we consider
the MIMO channel capacity for the secondary user under Haghrtterference-power constraints at the primary
receivers as well as an explicit transmit-power constriontthe secondary user. With addition of this explicit
transmitter-side power constraint, we are able to quaritié/exact channel capacity for the secondary user for
any arbitrary number of primary receivers/antennas.

This paper is organized as follows. Sectidn Il provides §sesn model of a CR network under opportunistic
spectrum sharing, and presents the general problem fotiotulfor transmit optimization of the secondary user.
Section1ll presents the solution for the simplest case wiltleere is only one single-antenna primary receiver,
and both primary and secondary users share the same shieal for transmission. Sectién]IV and Section
V] extend the solutions to incorporate multiple primary feees/antennas and the multi-channel transmission,

respectively. Section VI provides the simulation resufinally, Sectiorl VIl concludes the paper.



The following notations are used in this pape¥| denotes the determinant, afid(.S) the trace of a square
matrix S, and S > 0 means thatS is a positive semi-definite matrix. For any general maftik M’ denotes
its conjugate transpose, amdnk(M ) denotes its rankI denotes the identity matriXE[-] denotes statistical
expectationC**¥ denotes the space af x y matrices with complex entries. The distribution of a ciesiy-
symmetric-complex-Gaussian (CSCG) vector with the meartover and the covariance matriX is denoted
by CN(x,X), and ~ means “distributed as”. The quantityin(z,y) and max(x,y) denote, respectively, the
minimum and the maximum between two real numbersand y, and (z)* = max(z,0). The quantity||z||
denotes the Euclidean norm of a vector (also for a scalaike., ||x||*> = Tr(zx!). Re(z) andIm(z) denote the

real and imaginary part of a complex numherrespectively.

[I. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

This paper considers a CR network wilfh primary receivers and a single pair of secondary transmbel
receiver as shown in Fidl 1. It is assumed that all the primagrs and the secondary user share the same
bandwidth for transmission. This paper considers the stenghere multiple antennas are equipped at the
secondary transmitter and possibly at the secondary mcaind each of the primary receivers. It is assumed that
the MIMO/MISO channels from the secondary transmitter t® skecondary and primary receivers are perfectly
known at the secondary transmitter. Under such assumptiomsecondary transmitter is able to adapt its transmit
resources such as transmit rate, power, and spatial spebased upon the channel knowledge so as to optimally
balance between maximizing its own transmit throughput @araiding interferences at the primary receivers. In
practice, the channel from the secondary transmitter toptiteary receiver can be obtained at the secondary
transmitter by, e.g., periodically sensing the transmitsggnal from the primary receiver provided that time-
division-duplex (TDD) is employed by the primary transniss In a fading environment, there are cases where
it is difficult for the secondary transmitter to perfectitiesate instantaneous channels. In such cases, the results
obtained in this paper provide capacity upper-bounds ferséecondary transmission in a CR network.

Consider first a single-channel transmission (e.g., natramd transmission with deterministic channels) for
both primary and secondary users. The extension to the-ghadtinel transmission (e.g., multi-tone transmission
in frequency or consecutive block-fading channels in tiisejonsidered later in Sectign V of this paper. In the

single-channel case, the secondary transmission can besesped by

y(n) = Ha(n) + z(n). (1)



In the above H € CM~-*M:.: denotes the secondary user's channel (assumed to be fl)l waere M, ; and
M, ; are the number of antennas at the secondary receiver arsinitser, respectivelyy(n) andx(n) are the
received and transmitted signal vector, respectively,aigthe symbol indexz(n) is the additive noise vector
at the secondary receiver, and it is assumed #at) ~ CN(0,I) Let the transmit covariance matrix (or
spatial spectrum) of the secondary user be denoted b$ = E[x(n)x'(n)], where the expectation is taken
over the code-book. Since this paper characterizes theniation-theoretic limit of the secondary transmission,
it is assumed that the ideal Gaussian code-book with infynisgge number of codeword symbols is used, i.e.,
x(n) ~CN(0,S),n=1,2,...,00. The transmit covariance matri can be further represented by its eigenvalue
decomposition expressed as

S=vzvt (2)

whereV e CM:-xd VTV = I, contains the eigenvectors & and is also termed in practice as fhrecoding
matrix because each column ¥f is the precoding vector for one transmitted data stregrd;< 1, g, is usually
referred to as the degree gbatial multiplexing because it measures the number of transmit dimensions (or
equivalently, the number of data streams) in the spatialadonX is ad x d diagonal matrix, and its diagonal
elements, denoted by, 09, ..., 04, are the positive eigenvalues 8f and also represent the assigned transmit
powers for their corresponding data streams. NoticeRhak(S) = d. If d = 1, the corresponding transmission
strategy is usually termed dgamforming while in the case ofi > 1, it is termed asspatial multiplexing. The
transmit powerP for each block is limited by the secondary user's own tramgroiver constraint denoted by
P,, i.e., it holds thatP = Tr(S) = 3%, 0; < P,.

Assuming that there ar& primary receivers in the CR network, each equipped wifh receive antennas,
k =1,...,K. For each primary receiver, there may be a total interfergogmver constraint over all receive
antennas or a set of interference-power constraints apfieeach individual receive antenna. The former case
can be expressed as

M,

ng,]SgLJ < Fk7 k= 1a v aKa (3)
j=1

whereg,, ; € C!*M:.s represents the channel from the secondary transmitteetptthreceive antenna of theth

primary receiver, and';. is the total interference-power constraint over all reeeintennas for thé-th primary

The noise at the secondary receiver may also contain théergace from the primary transmitters (not shown in Eigatyl is thus
non-white in general. However, by applying a noise-whitgriilter at the secondary receiver and incorporating thisrfinatrix into the
channel matrixH , the equivalent noise at the secondary receiver can be asstarbe approximately white Gaussian.



receiver. LetG, € CM*M.. (assumed to be full-rank) be the equivalent channel matdmfthe secondary
transmitter to thek-th primary receiver obtained by stacking gll ;, j = 1,..., My, into G}. Using Gy's, (3)
can be thus rewritten as

TT«%&%)gm,k:L“wK. (4)
The latter case can be represented as

91,80 < G=1....Mpk=1,.. K, (5)

where~; is the interference-power constraint applied to each awateh thek-th primary receiver, and is assumed
to be identical for all of its receive antennas. Notice thidt; = My, the per-antenna power constraint[in (5)
is more stringent than the total-power constraint[ih (3). tba other hand[{5) can be considered as a special
case of[(B) because if each receive antenna is treated aslgpeimdent primary receivel] (5) is equivalentfo (3)
if a total number ofM,., = Ele M, single-antenna primary receivers are assumed. Therdtoréhe rest of

this paper, the total interference-power constraintinof3) is considered as the generalized interference-power
constraint at each primary receiver.

The use of total interference-power constraint at eachammeceiver can be further justified by the following
theorem:

Theorem 1: The capacity loss of thé-th primary transmissiork = 1,2, ..., K, due to the interference from
the secondary transmitter with transmit covariance ma#fithat satisfies the set of total interference-power
constraints in[(4) is upper-bounded hyin(My, N) log, (1 + %) bits/complex dimension, wher&;, and M,
are the number of transmit and receiver antennas fotkttie primary user, respectively, anfj. is the additive
white Gaussian noise power at its receiver.

Proof: Please refer to Appendix I. [ |
From Theorem]1, it follows that by imposing the total integfece-power constraint, it is ensured that the capacity
loss of each primary user due to the secondary transmissiarell regulated. Notice that the obtained upper-
bound for the capacity loss is not a function of the primagéndary user’'s channels, or their transmit covariance
matrices. By choosin@';, to be sufficiently small compared with the noise power at ga@hary receiver, e.g.,

I'; < ¢, the capacity loss due to the secondary transmission canalde arbitrarily small.
At last, we formulate the main problem to be addressed inpghjger. We are interested in the design of the

spatial spectrun$ at the secondary transmitter so as to maximize its transitétunder both its own transmit-



power constraint and a set of total interference-powerttaimss atK” primary receivers. Accordingly, the optimal

S can be obtained by solving the following probleri}:

Maximize  log, ‘I + HSHT‘ (6)
Subject to  Tr(S) < P, (7)
Tr (GkSGD <Tp k=1,... K 8)

S = 0. (9)

The above problem maximizes the secondary user’s chanpatita (in bits/complex dimension) obtained by
computing the mutual information [22] between the channplt and output in({1), assuming that the secondary
user’s channel is also known perfectly at the secondaryiveceThe constraints in({7) andl(8) correspond
to the secondary transmitter power constraint and thef@raErce-power constraints at the primary receivers,
respectively.[(D) is due to the fact that the spectrum masfimust be positive semi-definite. The problem at
hand is a convex optimization problem [23] because its aildunction is a concave function & and all of

its constraints specify a convex set $f Therefore, for any arbitrary number of secondary transmd receive
antennas, and primary receivers each having single or ptauliintennas, this problem can be efficiently solved
by using standard convex optimization techniques, e.g,iterior-point method [23], for which the details
are omitted here for brevity. In the sequel, we will inveatgy further into this problem so as to provide more
insightful solutions for it that may not be obtainable frowmledy a numerical optimization perspective. We will
first consider the simplest case where there is only oneesiagienna primary receiver at present in Sedtidn lIl,

and then consider the general case of multiple primary vec®antennas in Sectign]IV.

[1l. ONE SINGLE-ANTENNA PRIMARY RECEIVER

The scenario where there is only one single-antenna prineagjiver is considered in this section. Consequently,
the channel from the secondary transmitter to the primacgiver is MISO, and can be represented by a vector

g € C*Meus_ et 4 denote the maximum interference power tolerable at thegrsimeceiver. Problen1 can



be then simplified askR)

Maximize  logy ‘I + HSHT‘ (20)
Subject to  Tr(S) < P, (11)
gSg' <, (12)

S = 0. (13)

A. MISO Secondary User’s Channel

Consider first the case where there is only a single antentfzesgecondary receiver, i.€V/, ; = 1 and the
secondary user’s channel is also MISO. Herfleis in fact a vector and for convenience is denotedHby= h,
h € C1*M.: |n this case, we are able to derive the closed-form solutorthe optimalS. First, the following
two lemmas are needed:
Lemma 1: In the case of MISO secondary user’s channel, the optsniar ProblemP2 satisfieRank(S) = 1.
Proof: Please refer to Appendix]Il. |
Lemmall indicates that in the MISO cadmamforming is indeed optimal for the secondary transmitter.

Therefore,S can be written in the form of = vv',v € CM++*1, ProblemP2 can be then simplified as

Maximize  log, (1 + ||hv|[?) (14)
Subject to  |[v]|* < P, (15)
lgvll* <. (16)

The second lemma then provides the optimal structure: of
Lemma 2: In the case of MISO secondary user’'s channel, the optimahf@aning vectorv is in the form
of a,g + Byh 1, Whereg = %H andh, = ﬁ h, = ht —(g"h"g, a, and 3, are complex weights.
Proof: Please refer to Appendix]Il. [ |
Lemmal2 states that the optimal beamforming vector shoeldnlithe space spanned jointly lay and the

projection ofh! into the null space off. Using LemmdR and lek’ = a,g + 81k, the optimal weightsy,
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and 3, can be then obtained by considering the following equivtatgablem of that in[(14)E(D6):

Maximize  |la) oy, + 8] 8, (17)
Subject to HaUHZ + HﬁUHZ < B, (18)
gl ew|* < 7. (19)

The above problem can be solved by using standard geomaeiticeNhat the solution for the above problem is
trivial in the case ofy, = 0 or 5, = 0. Hence, without loss of generality, it is assumed gt 0 and g;, # 0.
To summarize, the following theorem is established:

Theorem 2: In the case of MISO secondary user's channel, the optimaktn#t covariance matrixS for

ProblemP2 can be written in the form of = vv!, wherev = a,g + Bufu, anda, and g, are given by

: LGPl
o Case I Ify > ¥ B

N 5 on. B B 3
v = T 112 1 12 112%h v = T 12 1 na 12Ph:
[lon|[* + 11812 [lown|[* + 1152

o Casell: Ify < 7“”9”2”‘”"”2 P,

ap|[2+||8r[?
VY oap v B
ap=YL G g fp o O Ph
gl el T " gl 116n]]

In Theoren{®2, Case | corresponds to the interference-poamstiint in [(16) being inactive. In this case, it

can be verified that = ﬁh*. Therefore, the optimal beamforming vector is identicathat obtained by the
pre-maximal-ratio-combining (MRC) principle for the camtional MISO point-to-point transmission. On the
other hand, Case Il corresponds to the interference-powrgstaint being active and, hence, the transmit power

||, ||? allocated in the direction of needs to be regulated by

B. MIMO Secondary User’s Channel

In the case that the secondary user’s channel is MIMO, A&,, > 1 and M, ; > 1, there is in general
no closed-form solution for the optima&, and ProblenP2 needs to be solved numerically. Unlike the MISO
case, it is possible thatank(S) > 1 in the MIMO case, which implies thagpatial multiplexing is optimal
instead of beamforming. Without the interference-powerstaint in [(12), the optima$ for ProblemP2 can be
obtained from the SVD o#, along with the water-filling (WF) -based power allocatiang, [16], [22]). The
SVD-based transmission is not only capacity-achieving,dfumore practical significance, it diagonalizes the

secondary user's MIMO channel matrix and decomposes itgatallel AWGN sub-channels, and thereby, reduces



11

substantially the overall encoding/decoding complexitgs independent encoding/decoding can be applied over
these sub-channels. Unfortunately, when the interferpoeeer constraint in[(12) is applied, the optimlis in
general different from that obtained from the channel SVilj hence does not diagonalize the secondary user’s
MIMO channel. As a result, sophisticated encoding and diegoohethods need to be used in order to achieve
the secondary user’s channel capacity. One capacityaaogienethod is to use aingle constant-rate Gaussian
code-book [24] to encode the information bits and then sptha coded symbols to all transmit antennas. At
the receiver, the maximume-likelihood (ML) -based detactand iterative decoding (e.g., [25]) are applied to
decode the whole codeword. Alternatively, the capacity amo be achieved by usingultiple variable-rate
Gaussian code-books each for onelafata streams. At the receiver, these data streams are delgpagtimum
decision-feedback-based successive decoding (e.g-[32§]

This paper presents two suboptimal algorithms that obtlised-form solutions foS in the case of MIMO
secondary user's channel. The computational complexitybfith algorithms is much lower than that of the
interior-point method for Probled2. Furthermore, both algorithms are based on the SVD of thenslery user’s
channel matrix and decompose the secondary MIMO channelgatallel sub-channels. The main difference
between these two algorithms lies in that, in the first one,dhannel decomposition is based on the SVD of
H directly and is thus referred to as tlrect-Channel SVD (D-SVD), while in the second one, the channel
decomposition is based on the SVD of the projectionEbfinto the null space off, and is thus referred to
as theProjected-Channel SVD (P-SVD). Notice that these two algorithms can also be aggliethe previous
case of MISO secondary user’s channel to obtain closed-fbunin general suboptimal) solutions for transmit
beamforming vectow.

1) Direct-Channel SVD (D-SVD): The eigenvalue decomposition Sfis represented by the precoding matrix
V and the power allocatioX in (2). In the D-SVD, the precoding matri¥ is obtained from the SVD of
H, which can be expressed & = QA'?U't whereQ € CM--*M: andU € CM++*M: are matrices with
othornormal columns)M, = min(M, s, M, s), and A is a M x M, diagonal and positive matrix for which its
diagonal elements are denoted by > Xy > ... > Ay Let V = U, and furthermorejj(n) = Q'y(n) and

x(n) = Uz(n), the secondary user's MIMO channel [d (1) can be equivalentltten as

g(n) = Q'HUZ(n)+ 2(n), (20)

= AY2%(n) + 2(n), (21)
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where 2(n) = Q'z(n) and z(n) ~ CN(0,I). Notice that the D-SVD diagonalizes the MIMO channel and

decomposes it intd/, parallel sub-channels with channel gaifs;,i =1, ..., M,.
Let U = [u,ua,...,up], anda; = ||gu;||?,i = 1,..., M,. Considering the equivalent channel [n](21) and

noticing thatE[&(n)&'(n)] = X, the optimal power assignmenis's can be obtained by solving the following

equivalent problemHR3) derived from ProblenP2:

Ms

Maximize Z logy (1 + Xioy) (22)
i=1
M

Subject to Zai < P, (23)
i=1
M

Z ;0 <7, (24)
i=1

The optimalo;’s for the above problem can be shown to have the followingnfof multi-level WF solutions:

1 1\*
a,-=< ' —f> Li=1,..., M, (26)

wherer andp can be shown to be the non-negative Lagrange multipliersd88ociated with the transmit-power

constraint in[(ZB) and the interference-power constrairfBa), respectively, and can be obtained by the following
algorithm @A1):
« Given p € [0, 1]
o Initialize pimin = 0, fimax = f1
o Repeat
1. Sety < §(fimin + fmax)-

2. Find the minimur, v > 0, with which Zf\ii(,ﬂrlow — +)" < P.. Substitute the obtained into (28)

to obtaing;’s.
3. Updateu by the bisection method [23]: IEiAisl ;0 > 7Y, Setmin < p; Otherwise tmax < i.
o Until pimax — pimin < 6, Whered,, is a small positive constant that controls the algorithmuaacy.
Remark 3.1: If the interference-power constraint in {24) is inactivefallows from the Karush-Kuhn-Tacker
(KKT) conditions [23] that, = 0. From [26), the allocated powers can be then writters;as (% — Al>+ , 1=
1,..., M,, which become equal to the standard WF solutions with a aonsmater—leve%. Hence, the D-SVD

is indeed optimal ify is sufficiently large such that the interference-power t@ms is inactive.
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Remark 3.2: If the secondary user’s channel is MISQ, it is not hard tofyetiat the D-SVD algorithm results
in S = vof, wherev = 7WM. Comparing it with the optimalS by Theoren(R, it follows that the
D-SVD is optimal only if Case | of Theorel 2 is true, i.e.is sufficiently large such that the interference-power
constraint is inactive.

2) Projected-Channel SVD (P-SVD): In the P-SVD,S is designed based on the so-called zero-forcing (ZF)
criterion so as to completely avoid any interference at ttimgry receiver. It is noted that the ZF criterion has
also been used in the MIMO broadcast channel (MIMO-BC) faigie of downlink precoding that removes any

co-channel interference between users (e.g., [28]-[29]).the P-SVD, the secondary user’'s chankels first

projected into the null space g@f as
H, —H(I-3g3"). (27)

Let the SVD of the projected chann&l |, be expressed abl | = Q , A (U ). Then, the precoding matrix
V for S is taken asV = U . From [2T), by multiplying both the left-hand-side (LHS)daright-hand-side
(RHS) with g, it can be verified thatU)'g = 0. SinceS = U, X(U )T, it then follows that the resultant
interference power at the primary receiver is zero, ig&g’ = 0, and hence the interference-power constraint
(12) for ProblemP2 is always satisfied for any, v > 0.

Like the D-SVD, the P-SVD also diagonalizes the secondagrsisMIMO channel. To see it, lef(n) =

(Q)fy(n) andx(n) = U, z(n), and the secondary channel i (1) can be equivalently repted by

y(n) = (Q)'HU &(n) + z(n), (28)
= (Q)'(HL + HgghU z(n) + 2(n), (29)
= (Q)'H. U &(n)+2(n), (30)
= (A)"?2(n) + 2(n), (31)

wherez(n) = (Q)z(n) and z(n) ~ CN(0,I), @29) is from [27), and(30) is by'U, = 0. Because the
projection in [27) reduces the channel rank at most by ane,has M} = min(M;; — 1, M, ) diagonal
elements, denoted by > ... > )\J{/[SL. Hence, the secondary MIMO channel is decomposed Mtb sub-
channels with channel gair\gg,z' =1,... M. The power allocatior® for these sub-channels can be then

obtained by considering the equivalent chaniel (31) \iif(n)z(n)] = X, as the standard WF solutions

/ 1\t 1 /o +
o; = (u — A#) , i=1,...,M;, wherev' is the constant water-level such th@ﬁﬁ o; = P
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Remark 3.3: If the interference-power constraint for Problé?@ is indeedy = 0, it is conjectured that the
P-SVD is optimal. This conjecture is proved in AppendiX IV.

Remark 3.4: If the secondary user’s channel is MISO, it is not hard tofydtiat the P-SVD algorithm results
in S = vol, wherev = \/Eﬁﬁl. Comparing it with the optima$ by TheoreniR, it follows that the P-SVD
is in general suboptimal unless= 0 and then Case Il of Theore 2 applies.

3) Performance Comparison: Comparing the computational complexity of the D-SVD and\HBSit is noticed
that the former has a larger complexity for determining i power allocations due to the multi-level WF,
while so does the latter for obtaining the precoding matrire do the additional channel projection. In the
following, the maximum achievable rate (or the capacity)tfte secondary link by the optima, and that by
the two SVD-based algorithms are compared under two extgrararios:P, — 0 and P, — oo, both under
the assumption that is finite and~y > 0. Notice that the former case can also be considered as astycajly
low signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) at the secondary receiifehé transmit powerP takes its maximum valu@)
while the latter case as asymptotically high SNR.

As P, — 0, the D-SVD is the optimal solution. This can be easily vedif@milar like in Remar_3]1 by
observing that the interference-power constrain{id (Mnéually becomes inactive @& — 0. In contrast, the
P-SVD may incur a non-negligible rate loss in this case. Thiso because the ZF-based projection causes part
of the secondary user’s channel energy to be lost. Sind@ as 0, both SVD-based algorithms assign the total
transmit power to the sub-channel with the largest chanaiel @, for the D-SVD and\{ for the P-SVD), it can
be easily verified that the achievable rates of the D-SVD a&V/P becomdog,(1+\; P;) andlogy(1+ M- P,),
respectively. Notice thah; > \{. Becausdog(l + z) = = asx — 0, the following theorem is obtained for

the achievable rate by the optimé&l, the D-SVD and the P-SVD, denoted ., Rp_svp, and Rp_syp,

respectively:

AP,
log2 *

AP
log 2

Theorem 3: As P, — 0, Ropt = Rp—svp = , and Rp_gyp =
On the other hand, aB;, — oo, the achievable rate by the P-SVD becomes close to the sagontannel

capacity achievable by the optimé&l. This is so because a3 increases and eventually exceeds some certain

threshold, any additional transmit power needs to be akatinto the projected chann&l* in order not to

violate the interference-power constraint. Frdm| (31),ah de easily verified that aB, — oo, the achievable

rate of the P-SVD has a linear increase with, P; by a factor of M} = min(M, s, My s — 1), which is usually
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termed as the pre-log factor, the degree of freedom, or theaspnultiplexing gain in the literature. The following
lemma states thak,,; also has a spatial multiplexing gain 8f;-, indicating that the P-SVD is indeed optimal
(in terms of the achievable spatial multiplexing gain)ias— oc.

Lemma 3: As P, — oo, o = min(My.s, My — 1).

Proof: Please refer to Appendix]V. |

In contrast, the D-SVD may suffer a significant rate loss wRer+ co. This can be observed froin (24). Suppose
a; > 0,Vi, the total transmit poweP is upper-bounded a® = ), 0; < ﬁ regardless of the secondary
user’'s own transmit power constraiff. As a result, the achievable rate of the D-SVD eventuallg gaturated

asP; — oo, and the corresponding spatial multiplexing gain can béyesisown equal to zero. The above results

are summarized in the following theorem:

. Ropt  _ Rp_svp __ : _ Rp_svp __ H X s
Theorem 4: As P, — oo, e P = Tz, P = min(M, s, M; s — 1), and om. P = 0ifa; >0,i=1,...,M,.

IV. MULTIPLE PRIMARY RECEIVERS

In this section, the general case of multiple primary reeeiveach having single or multiple receive antennas

as shown in Figl]1 is studied. Hence, ProblBmin (6)-(9) is considered.

A. MISO Secondary User’s Channel

First, we consider the special case where the secondaris ebamnnel is MISO. Like Lemmal 1 in the case
of one single-antenna primary receiver, it can be shown ttatoptimal transmit covariance matr& in the
case of multiple primary receivers/antennas still remama rank-one matrix when the secondary user’s channel
is MISO, i.e., beamforming is optimal. Hence, it follows the = vv'. However, a closed-form solution for
the optimal beamforming vectar seems unlikely when the total number of antennas from athg@ry receivers
M,, = S is greater than one. Nevertheless, the optimal ranksfa ProblemP1 can still be obtained using
numerical optimization techniques like the interior-goinethod. Alternatively, the two SVD-based algorithms
can also be modified to obtain suboptimalas will be illustrated later in Sectidn TV}B when the morengeal
case of MIMO secondary user's channel is addressed.

In this subsection, we first consider Probldth by substitutingS = vwv! into the problem. Then, based on
this reformulated problem, we present alternative nuragéoptimization technigues that, in most cases, can be

more efficient in terms of computational complexity than thierior-point method. The reformulated problem
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of ProblemP1 when the secondary user’'s channel is MISO, il#.= h, can be expressed aB4)

Maximize  |hvl (32)
Subject to  |jv|* < P, (33)
”GkUHZ Srlm k= 17"'7K' (34)

Notice that for the above problem although the two consitisaspecify a convex set far, the objective function
is non-concave ofv and hence renders ProbleR# non-convex in its direct form. However, an interesting
observation here is that # satisfies the two constrainis {33) and](34), so dgés for any arbitraryd, and the
value of the objective function is maintained. Thus, withtnss of generality we can assume tltat is a real

number. Using this assumption, Problé can be rewritten as

Maximize  Re(hv) (35)
Subject to  Im(hv) =0, (36)
[v]* < P, (37)

|G| < Ty, k=1,..., K. (38)

It can be shown that the above problem can be cast as a seodedeone programming (SOCP) [23], which
can be solved by standard numerical optimization software.

Since ProblenP4 is indeed convex, and it can be further verified that the 8tat®ndition [23] that requires
that the original (primal) problem needs to have a non-eniptigrior of the feasible set is satisfied for this
problem, it follows that the strong duality holds for the piem at hand, which ensures that the duality gap
between the original problem and its Lagrange dual problermero, i.e., solving the Lagrange dual problem
is equivalent to solving the original problem. Motivated thys fact, as follows we will present an alternative
solution for ProblenP4 by considering its Lagrange dual problem. First, the Lagiam[23] of ProblenP4 can

be expressed as

K
L(v,v,{ur}) = oihiho — v (’UT’U — Pt> — Zuk ('UTGLGkv — Fk) , (39)
k=1
wherev andug, k = 1,..., K, are non-negative Lagrange multiplier (dual variablepaiged with the transmit-

power constraint in[(33), and each interference-powertcains in (34), respectively. LeD,, be the set specified
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by the constraintd (33) and _(34), the Lagrange dual fund&&h can be then defined as

f(% {/‘k}) = ,gggi ﬁ(’U, v, {:uk}) (40)

The Lagrangian dual problem [23] is then defined as

VZO,I}};}?OW Fv {)- (41)

Notice that the Lagrangian in_(89) can be rewritten as

K K
ol (hTh =Y ukGLGk> v+ vl Y T (42)
k=1 k=1

From the above expression, it follows that for solving thexiiézation problem so as to obtain the dual function

in (40), the dual variables and {;;,} must satisfy

K
h'h —vI =" GGy <0, (43)
k=1

because otherwise, the optimalthat maximizes the Lagrangian ih_{42) will go unbounded tinity, which
contradicts the facts that the optimal value of the primabfem is bounded, and the duality gap is zero. Using

(43), the dual problem if(41) can be expressedR (

K
Minimize P+ Y Ly (44)
k=1
K
Subject to —h'h+ vl + Zka};Gk =0, (45)
k=1
v >0, (46)
>0 k=1,... K. (47)

The above problem can be efficiently solved using the stahskami-definite programming (SDP) software [23].
From the dual optimal solutions, the primal optimal solatfor v can be obtained as any vector (may not be
unique) that satisfieéhTh —vI =YK ,UkGLGk) v =0.

The computational complexity of three different methods dolving ProblemP1, namely, the interior-point
method, the SOCP fdr4, and the SDP foP5, in the case of MISO secondary user’'s channel are compared as
follows. All three methods have the similar order of comjithein terms of the number of (real) variables in each
corresponding problem. For the interior-point method, uh&nown S has M, , real variables anélMt’%l)M*’s
complex variables, results in a total number of real vadalgqual td\/ffs. The SOCP has the unknowrthat has

2M, , real variables. The SDP has the unknown dual variablaad {;.;} that in total contribute td< + 1 real
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variables. Consequently, the SOCP has a much lower congmahtomplexity than the interior-point method.
So does the SDP than the SOCP when, Q<< M, ;. At last, it is noted that the SOCP and SDP have also

been applied for design of downlink precoding for MIMO-BCaclmels (e.g., [31]-[32]).

B. MIMO Secondary User’s Channel

When the secondary user’s channel is MIMO, in general we hawesort to the interior-point method for
solving ProblemP1. Alternatively, the two SVD-based solutions developed gct®n[Ill in the case of one
single-antenna primary receiver can also be modified torparate more than one primary receivers/antennas,
as will be shown in this subsection.

1) Direct-Channel SVD (D-SVD): For the D-SVD, the precoding matriX remains to belJ obtained from
the SVD of H regardless of the number of primary receivers or antennasieMer, the power allocatioX
needs to be adjusted in order to incorporate multiple iaterfce-power constraints inl (3). By introducing a set
of non-negative Lagrange multipliers;, ..., ux, each associated with one &f interference-power constraints
in 3). Like ProblemP3 in the case of one single-antenna primary receiver, thenghtpower assignments;’s

in the case of multiple primary receivers/antennas can laésobtained as thewlti-level WF solutions:

+

1 1

0 = - — ,e=1,..., M, (48)
(V + Z£{=1 Z;Viﬁ Q4 k. K Ai)

whereq; i, ; = ||g;. ;us||*. Algorithm A1 also needs to be modified so as to iteratively search for ttimap and

ur's. Instead of updating a singleby the bisection method in Algorithid1, ;.’'s can be simultaneously updated
by the ellipsoid method [30] by observing that — 3175 M a; j xo; is a sub-gradient of i, k=1,... K.

2) Projected-Channel SVD (P-SVD): Let G € CM-»*M:s denote the channel from the secondary transmitter
to all primary receivers/antennas by taking eagh as the(Zi,zl My —1 + j)-th row of G, where M, = 0.
Alternatively, G = [GT,...,GL]". Let the SVD of G be expressed a6 = QGAlG/QUg. In order to avoid

completely the interference at all primary receivers/angs, the P-SVD obtains the precoding matvixfrom

the SVD of H |, which is the projection of into the null space o', i.e.,
H, =H(I-UgU}). (49)

Notice that the above matrix projection is non-trivial oniyren M; , > M, ,, because otherwise a null matrix

H | is resulted. Let the SVD off | be expressed afl | = Q, (A )?(U,)'. Like the case of a single-
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antenna primary receiver, it can be verified that the seagndser's MIMO channel can be decomposed into
min(M, s, M; s — M, ,,) sub-channels with channel gains given by the diagonal et A | .

3) Hybrid D-SVD/P-SVD: A new hybrid D-SVD/P-SVD algorithm is proposed here in theeaf multiple
primary receivers/antennas, i.84,.,, > 1. In this algorithm, the secondary user’s MIMO channel ig fi®jected
into the null space of some selected subspad@ofs opposed to the whole space spanne@byn the P-SVD.
Then, the D-SVD algorithm is applied to this projected charto obtain transmit precoding matrix as well as
power allocations that satisfy the interference-powerst@amts at the primary receivers. There are a couple
of reasons for using this hybrid D-SVD/P-SVD algorithm. sEirit works even ifM; ; < M,.,, under which
the P-SVD is not implementable. Secondly, in the case of glesiantenna primary receiver, i.€Y,, = 1, in
Theoren B and Theoreh 4, it has be shown that the D-SVD and[P-8@¥ asymptotically optimal aB; — 0
and P, — oo, respectively. It is thus conjectured that wh&f , > 1, the hybrid algorithm is likely to perform
superior than both the D-SVD and P-SVD for some moderateegabf P; (as will be verified later by the
simulation results in Sectidn VI).

One important issue to address for the hybrid D-SVD/P-SV@biathm is on the selection for the projected
subspace o&'. Although the optimal selection rule remains unknown, iis fmaper a heuristic rule is proposed
as follows. First, each channg|, ; in G is normalized by the correspondingl’;, so as to make the equivalent
interference-power constraints at all primary receiveysa to unity. Denote this normalize@ as G. Next, let
the SVD of G be expressed &8 = QéAgQUg, where the singular values 'mgz are ordered b)Aa1 >...>
)‘Gch’ Mg, = min(M; s, M,.,). The hybrid algorithm then projecH into the null space of the space spanned
by the firstb , b < M, column vectors olJ -, denoted byU »(b), corresponding to the firdt largest singular

values ofG, i.e.,

H (b)=H <I —U4(b) (Ué(b))*) . (50)

After applying the precoding matri¥ based on the SVD off | (b), it can be verified that the secondary
user's MIMO channel is diagonalized and decomposed inta()M, s, M; s — b) sub-channels. Notice that if
b < Mg, there may be remaining interference at each primary receimd, hence, the secondary transmitter
power allocationX needs to be adjusted to make the interference-power conistleeing satisfied at all primary
receivers. This can be done by solving a similar problem RkeblemP3 in the D-SVD case.

The rational for the hybrid D-SVD/P-SVD algorithm lies inathonly some selected subspace@ff at the
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primary receivers is removed by the secondary transmitgalieg, while the remaining subspace (ifT is
preserved for the secondary transmission. Notice that diiechsubspace on the average contributes to the most
amount of interference powers at the primary receivers usxdt corresponds to the firgtlargest singular
values ofG. For typical wireless channels, the channel from the semgntiansmitter to each primary receive
antenna (represented by the corresponding row vecté¥)as usually subject to variation or fading over time.
Furthermore, these channels may exhibit quite differeeraye channel gains (e.g., a near-far situation), and
some of them may have certain correlations (e.g., for theivecantennas at the same primary receiver or for

the primary receives located in the same vicinity). All #adactors can result in a more spread distribution

1/2

for the singular values imG

, which thereby makes the subspace projection more efteativemoving the
interferences at the primary receivers. BecaGsé usually independent of the secondary MIMO chanFkel
it is unlikely that the nulled subspace GIT are strongly correlated wittlf, a phenomenon termddterference
diversity. Therefore, by selecting a proper value ipfthe secondary user has a more flexibility in balancing
between spacial multiplexing for the secondary transmsand interference avoidance at the primary receivers.
Notice that the interference-diversity effect is in prplei very similar to themultiuser diversity effect previously

reported in the literature (e.g., [33]-[34]), which is eaipbd for multiuser rate scheduling in a mobile wireless

network.

V. MULTI-CHANNEL TRANSMISSION

So far, we have considered the single-channel transmifsidooth primary and secondary users, and shown that
even when some primary users are active for transmissiersgbondary user is still able to achieve opportunistic
spectrum sharing with active primary users by utilizing tiplg transmit antennas and properly designing its
transmit spatial spectrum. In this section, a more genemdtiithannel transmission is studied where both
primary and secondary users transmit over parallel siolgdainels. This scenario is applicable when, e.g., both
primary and secondary users transmit over multi-tone dnogidnal-frequency-division-multiplexing (OFDM)
channels, or alternatively, over consecutive block-fgdihannels. For such scenarios, in order to achieve optimum
spectrum sharing, the secondary user needs to first degeptithary user’s transmission activities in all available
dimensions of space, time and frequency and then adaptsiitsniit resources such as power, rate, and spatial
spectrum at all of these dimensions. For convenience, smghction we consider the case of one single-antenna

primary receiver in the CR network although the generabrmato multiple primary receivers with single or
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multiple antennas can also be done similarly like in Sedidn

Let Hj, g; andS; be defined the same as in Section Il but now correspondingiéoparticular sub-channel
j,j=1,..., N, whereN is the total number of sub-channels for the multi-band tra@ssion. Each sub-channel
can be considered as, e.g., one OFDM tone in frequency darnaine fading block in time domain. It is assumed
that the interference-power constraints identical at all sub-channels. Probld? can be then extended to the

multi-channel transmission aPg)

N

Maximize Zlog2 ‘I + HijH;'- (51)
j=1
N

Subject to  » Tr(S;) < P, (52)
j=1

S; = 0,Vj. (54)

This problem maximizes the total transmit rate over alNosub-channels for the secondary transmission under a
total transmit-power constraint and a set of interferepoeer constraints each for one df sub-channels. Like
ProblemP2, the above problem can be shown to be convex and, hence, caolma using standard convex
optimization techniques. In the following, tHeagrange dual-decomposition method is applied to decompose
ProblemP6 into N subproblems all having an identical structure. The mairaathge of this method lies in that
if the same computational routine can be simultaneousliexp all N subproblems, the overall computational
time is maintained regardless 8f. Other applications of the Lagrange dual-decompositiothowfor resource
allocation in communication systems can be found in, e3%]-[43].

For the problem at hand, the first step is to introduce the megative Lagrange multiplier associated with

the power constraint ir_(52) and to write the Lagrangian ef dhiginal (primal) problem as

N N
LS v) = log (I+Hjstj.( v Y (8, - B . (55)
j=1 Jj=1

Let D; be the set specified by the remaining constraintd_in (53) @AY ¢orresponding to sub-channglj =

1,...,N. The Lagrange dual function is then defined as
f(v)= max L({S;},v). (56)
S,eD; Vi

The dual problem is then defined asn, > f(v). It can be verified that the strong duality holds for the peoibl

at hand, and hence the duality gap is zero. Therefore, theapproblem can be solved by first maximizing the
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Lagrangianl to obtain the dual functiorf(v), and then minimizingf (~) over all non-negative values of
Consider first the problem for obtaining(v) with some giverv. It is interesting to observe thgt») can be

also written as

N
fw)=>_fjw)+vh, (57)
j=1
where
fi(v) = max log, (I+HijH}( —uTr(S;), j=1,...,N. (58)

S;ep;
Hence, f(v) can be obtained by solvingy independent subproblems, each fﬁ;r(u), j =1,...,N. Each
subproblem has the same structure and hence can be solvesingy the same computational routine. This
practice is usually referred to as tkdeal decomposition. From [58), each of these subproblems can be written

more explicitly as P7)

Maximize log, I+HijH;[- —vTr(S;) (59)
Subject to ngjg;f- <7, (60)
S; = 0. (61)

Compared with Probler®2, the above problem has the difference in that the transavitep constraint in[(111)
is removed and a new termTr(S;) is subtracted in the objective function. This is a conseqeesf a total-
power constraint over alN sub-channels in the multi-channel case instead of the yizcBannel-based power
constraint in the single-channel case. It can be verifiet RinablemP7 is also convex and hence can be solved
by using, e.g., the SOCP or SDP if the secondary user’s chanISO (beamforming is optimal), or the
interior-point method if the secondary user’'s channel iMi@I (spatial multiplexing is optimal).

The dual variabler can be considered as a common price applied to all sub-clsaforeregulating their
allocated transmit powers. It can be verified that in Probmfor each sub-channel, a largerwill result in
a smaller power consumpticfr(.S;) and vice versa. Hence, the optimalcan be found by a bisection search
by comparing the optimal sum-power over all sub-channels for a givem with the transmit-power constraint
P;. In summary, the following algorithmA@2) can be used to solve ProbleR:

» Given v € [0,7]

o Initialize vy = 0, Vipax = ¥
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« Repeat
1. Setv «+ %(Vmin + Vmax)-
2. Solve ProblenP7 for j = 1,..., N independently to obtaigsS}.
3. |If E;-V:l Tr(S;) < P, Setvpay < v; Otherwise vy, « v.
o Until vpax — vmin < 0, Whered,, is a small positive constant that controls the algorithmuaacy.

Algorithm A2 can also be applied when the D-SVD or P-SVD algorithm is useapiproximately solve each
subproblenP7. The selection of the D-SVD or P-SVD at each sub-channelmi#gpen the dual variable and
the channeld?; andg,. BecauseH ; andg; may change over different sub-channels, in order to exihost
diversity, the best selected SVD-based algorithm (the %Y P-SVD) may also change from one sub-channel

to another.

V1. SIMULATION RESULTS

For the simulations, it is assumed that in the CR network lathchannels from the secondary transmitter to
the primary receiveré&, and to the secondary receivEF, are drawn from the family of random vectors/matrices
for which each element is generated by independent CSC@bleamlistributed aS A/ (0,0.1) for G, andCN (0, 1)
for H, respectively. The secondary user’s transmit-power caimstP; sweeps from 1 to 100, which is equivalent
to a range of average SNRs per receive antenna (measuredivéghactual transmit powd? is equal toP;) from
0 dB to 20 dB. Monte Carlo simulations with 1000 randomly gated channel-pair&&, H) are implemented,

and the average achievable rates are plotted versus the 8INE&svThe results are shown for the following cases:

A. Capacity With (w/) versus Without (w/0) Interference-Power Constraint

Fig[2 compares the capacity for the secondary user’s triasf@m w/ and w/o the interference-power constraint
at a single-antenna primary receiver. In the case that tleefémence-power constraint is appliedjs equal to
0.01. For the secondary receiver, it is assumed Mg} = 1, and two antenna configurations are considered for
the secondary transmitter: (1) Single-input single-ou{®ISO) caseM, ; = 1; (2) MISO case:M, , = 4. For
both SISO and MISO secondary user’s channels, it is obsehadhe interference-power constraint reduces the
capacity of the secondary transmission, especially at ifje-BNR regime. However, the capacity improvement
by adding more transmit antennas at the secondary traesnsitbbserved to be substantial. This is so because in

the SISO case, as SNR increases, the capacity is eveniudtyd by the interference-power constraint instead of
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the secondary user’s own transmit power constraint; whilthé MISO case, the secondary transmitter is able to
apply transmit beamforming so as to avoid the interferemtleeaprimary receiver and at the same time, guarantee
its own rate increase with SNR. Therefore, in addition teeant array and diversity gains in the conventional
MISO point-to-point transmission, multi-antennas at tleeadary transmitter play another essential role in a
CR network, i.e., adapting transmit spatial spectrum awasnfthe interfering direction to the primary receiver,

S0 as to achieve a high spectral efficiency for the secondangrission.

B. D-SVD versus P-SVD

Fig.[3 shows the achievable rates of two SVD-based algosittihe D-SVD and P-SVD, and compares them
to the capacity w/ and w/o the interference-power condirais well as the achievable rate by a simple design
for the secondary transmit spatial spectrum, termbite spectrum, for which equal power is allocated to all
transmit antennas, i.e§ = ﬁI. It is assumed that there is a single-antenna primary receiv= 0.1, and
M,, = M, , = 2. It is observed that the achievable rates by the D-SVD and/B-8&re close to the capacity
w/ interference-power constraint at the low- and high-SK¥Bime, respectively. At the high-SNR regime, both
the capacity by the optima$ obtained by numerical algorithm and the achievable ratehleyR-SVD increase
linearly with log, SNR by a factor ofmin(M, s, My — 1) = min(2,2 — 1) = 1 while the achievable rate by
the D-SVD eventually gets saturated, both in accordande Witeoreni 4. Substantial rate improvements by the
optimal as well as the D-SVD/P-SVD solutions over the simphidte spectrum are also observed from low to

high SNR values.

C. Hybrid D-SVD/P-SVD

Fig. [4 compares the achievable rates of the hybrid D-SVD/B-vith different values ofb. The capacity
w/ and w/o the interference-power constraint are also shimwitomparison. It is assumed that the number of
primary receiverd{ = 2 each with a single receive antendg, = 0.1,k = 1,2, andM; ; = M, ; = 4. Because
there are two single-antenna primary receivers, the hyddgdrithm can choose to project the secondary user’s
channelH into either the whole space @T by takingb = 2 (or the P-SVD) or some selected subspacé?éf
with b = 1, or simply choose not to project at all with= 0 (or the D-SVD). It is observed that as SNR increases,
the optimal SVD-based algorithm changes from the D-SVD whhbrid D-SVD/P-SVD withh = 1, and finally

to the P-SVD. This result is consistent with the conjectue vave made previously in Sectién 1V-B.3. The
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rational here is that as the transmit power increases, twngdary user’s transmit spatial spectrum also needs to
allocate a larger portion of total transmit power into thejected channel in order not to violate the prescribed
interference-power constraint at the primary receiver.

Fig.[8 compares the achievable rates of the hybrid D-SVD/P-&ith the D-SVD and P-SVD as the number
of single-antenna primary receivefs increases from 2 to 10. The interference-power constigjint 0.01 is
assumed to be equal at all primary receivers, &nds fixed as 10, and/; ; = M, ; = 4. Notice that for each
given K, b for the hybrid algorithm can take values from 0 dgn(M,,, K). If b = 0, the hybrid algorithm
becomes the D-SVD; while #f = min(M; 5, K), it becomes the P-SVD. In this figure, the achievable ratevaho
for the hybrid algorithm for eaclk is obtained by taking the maximum rate over all possible emlofb. Notice
that if K > M, , the achievable rate by the P-SVD becomes zero because taséfel channel projection
results in a null projected chann&l | in (49). It is observed that a& increases, the achievable rate by any
of these three proposed algorithms decreases due to moesl auterference-power constraints. However, the
hybrid algorithm by dynamically selectingachieves substantial rate improvements compared with /D
and P-SVD because it effectively exploits the interferediversity gain in the CR network. AK becomes much
larger than)M, ,, it is observed that the achievable rates by the hybrid d@hgorand the D-SVD both converge

to be identical. However, such convergence is observed teebeslow with respect td«.

D. Multi-Channel Transmission

A multi-tone or OFDM-based broadband transmission systeoonsidered for a secondary user with ; =
M, s = 2 and a single-antenna primary receiver. The OFDM channelddth primary and secondary trans-
missions are assumed to hale = 64 tones, and four equal-energy, independent, and conseauiilti-path
delays. The interference-power constraint at the primacgiver is set to be = 0.1 at all tones. In this case,
the secondary user is able to allocate variable transndt pawer, and spatial spectrum at different OFDM tones
based on the channeH; andg;, j = 1,..., N. Fig.[6 shows the secondary user’s capacity w/ and w/o the
interference-power constraint, and the achievable rateeoper-tone-based suboptimal algorithm that selects the
best SVD-based algorithm (the D-SVD or P-SVD) at each tonis. dbserved that by exploiting the frequency-
selective fading, the per-tone-based suboptimal alguoridthieves smaller gaps from the actual capacity w/

interference-power constraints compared with the cas@ngfeschannel transmission previously shown in[Big.3.
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VIlI. CONCLUDING REMARKS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Transmit optimization for a single secondary MIMO/MISOKim a CR network under constraint of oppor-
tunistic spectrum sharing is considered. The capacity efsécondary link is studied under both the secondary
transmit-power constraint and a set of interference-p@eastraints at multiple primary receivers. Multi-antesna
are exploited at the secondary transmitter to optimallgecdf between throughput maximization and interference
avoidance. In the case of MISO secondary user’s channemfoeaing is shown to be the optimal strategy for
the secondary transmitter. In the case of MIMO secondargysuskannel, the capacity-achieving transmit spatial
spectrum under the interference-power constraint in ggrEres not diagonalize the MIMO channel and hence
requires sophisticated encoding and decoding methods. sioptimal algorithms based on the SVD of the
secondary user’'s MIMO channel, namely the D-SVD and the B,SAfe proposed to tradeoff between capacity
and complexity. In the case of multiple primary receivans#anas, a hybrid D-SVD/P-SVD algorithm is also
proposed to exploit the inherent interference diversitinga a CR network. The developed algorithms are also
extended to the multi-channel transmission whereby therstary user is able to employ transmit adaptations
in all space, time and frequency domains so as to achieveoptiopportunistic spectrum sharing.

An interesting extension of this paper is to consider momegaized interference constraints at each primary
receiver, especially when it is equipped with multiple ieeeantennas. Instead of considering either the per-
antenna-based power constraint or the total-power canstreer all receive antennas, the interference constraint
at each primary receiver can also be more specifically elédethe primary user's channel capacity. More
interestingly, both primary and secondary transmit adagta can be jointly optimized under mutual interferences
given their unequal priorities for spectrum utilizatiomrdugh either a centralized control or distributed self-
adaptations based on the principle of game theory. Resnttsalgorithms developed in this paper can also be
extended to the case where only statistical knowledge onhthenel, instead of instantaneous channel knowledge
as assumed in this paper, is available at the secondaryrtitdgisfor optimum design of transmit spatial spectrum
under some long-term average interference-power consraturthermore, although this paper addresses a single
pair of secondary transmitter and receiver, it can also ltenebed to incorporate multiple secondary users that
jointly share transmit spectrum with the primary users bysigering different models of the secondary network,
e.g., the uplink MIMO multiple-access channel (MAC), thentdink MIMO broadcast channel (BC), or the

distributed MIMO interference channel (IC).
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APPENDIX |

PrROOF OFTHEOREM[]

Consider thek-th primary transmission represented by

y(n) = Hyxi(n) + zi(n) + qi(n), (62)
where H;, ¢ CM-*Nx denotes thek-th primary user's channel)/;, and N;, are the number of antennas at its
receiver and transmitter, respectively;(n) andx(n) are the received and transmitted signal vector, respégctive

q;.(n) is the additive noise vector at the receiver that assumeae tdidiributed ag(n) ~ CN (0, ¢rI); q(n)

is the interference from the secondary transmitter express

q,(n) = Gyz(n). (63)
It is easy to verify that the covariance matrix f@f(n), denoted byQ, = E[qk(n)ql(n)], is equal tonSGL,
where S is the transmit covariance matrix for the secondary uset.the transmit covariance matrix of the
k-th primary user be denoted by, Si = E[mk(n)m}c(n)]. The capacity of the-th primary transmission (in

bits/complex dimension) can be then expressed as
Cy = logy |+ (&I + Q)™ * HySpHY (611 + Q)17 (64)

On the other hand, if the secondary transmitter if off, itee, interference from the secondary transmittefn)
is nonexistent, the capacity of tiieth primary transmission is expressed as

1
Ok

The capacity loss of thé-th primary transmission due to the secondary transmissidhen equal ta’s — C}.

Cy = logy |T + —HS,H!|. (65)

In order to find an upper-bound for such capacity loss, thiewahg equalities/ineuqalities are provided fOf:

Cr = logy |+ S, H (nI + Q) HyS,|, (66)
> logy |T + ¢k_|1_FkS/1€/2H}LchSllc/2 : (67)
= log, [T + %irkﬂkskﬂz , (68)
> log, ¢kTFk <I+£HkskH;> , (69)
= —min(My, Ni) log, (1 + %) + Oy, (70)

where [66) and[(68) are due tog|I + AB| = log|I + BA

, (€17) is from the facts tha®Q, < T'xI and

log [T + AX,AT| > log|I 4+ AX,AT|, if X; = X, > 0. Using [70), the proof is completed.



28

APPENDIXII

PrROOF OFLEMMA [1]

Because ProblerR2 is convex, the optimalS must satisfy the Karush-Kuhn-Tacker (KKT) conditions [23]

written at below:

R (1 + hShT>_1 ht® = ugtg+ul, (71)
v(Te(S)—P) = 0, (72)

7 (gSgT - ’Y) = 0, (73)

Tr(®S) = 0, (74)

wherev, u, and® are the Lagrange multipliers associated with the constfd), (12) and[(I13), respectively,
v, ;> 0,® = 0. First, consider the case of= 0, from (72), it follows thatP < P,, i.e., P is not limited by the
secondary transmit-power constraint, but instead, by miterference-power constraint. From1(71) and because

P > 0, it follows thatg must be in parallel tch, i.e., g = ch, wherec is a constant. In this case, it can be

easily shown that the optimd is S = Hg’VlTWhTh, i.e.,Rank(S) = 1. Next, consider the case of > 0, i.e.,
P = P,. In this case, the RHS of (1) has a full rank &} ; regardless of.. It then follows that at the LHS of
(71), since the first term has a unit rarRgnk(®) > M, ; — 1. SinceS > 0 and ® > 0, from (74) it follows

that Rank(S) + Rank(®) < M; ;. Hence Rank(S) < 1, and the proof is completed.

APPENDIXIII

PROOF OFLEMMA [2

Let the optimal beamforming vectet = o, g + ,/b, WhereBTg = 0. It can be then verified that replacirbg
with k., does not increase the interference poWev||? in (16) since(le)Tg = 0, but always helps to improve
the SNR at the secondary receiyghv||? in (I4) since||hh || > ||hb||. The proof is then completed by the

fact that the secondary user's capacity always increasthstiaé receiver SNR.
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APPENDIX IV

PROOF FOROPTIMALITY OF P-SVDWHEN~ =0

We show that if in the interference-power constrdinf (12PadblemP2, v = 0, the P-SVD is indeed optimal.

First, using the constraingSg’ = v = 0, (I0) can be simplified as

log, [T + HSHT( (75)
= logy |I+ (H, +Hgg")S(H. + Hgg")'|, (76)
= log, I+HJ_S(HJ_)T , (77)
where [[76) is from[(27). Usind (T7), ProbleR2 with v = 0 can be rewritten as
Maximize  log, ‘I +H,SH,)! (78)
Subject to  Tr(S) < P, (79)
gSg" =0, (80)
S - 0. (81)

Notice that without the constraint_(80), the optimgif for the above problem should have the same form of

U, X(U,)" as by the P-SVD. At last, it remains to check wheth&*g' = 0. This is so becausg¢'U |, = 0.

APPENDIXV

PROOF OFLEMMA [3

The following equalities/inequalities hold:

logy |I + HSH' (82)
= log, |I+ (H + Hgg")S(H. + Hgg")'|, (83)
< logy |I+2H S(H.)' +2Hgg'S(Hgg)'| (84)
< log, |T+ 2HLS(HL)T‘ +log, ‘I + 2HggTS(Hgg)T( : (85)

where [88) is from[(27),[(84) is byA + B)S(A + B)' < 2(ASA" + BSB') for § > 0, (83) is bylog [T +

S+ Ss| <log|I+ S1|+log|I+ S, for S1,S2 = 0. Let Dg denote the set fof specified by[(1l1),[(12) and
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(13), it then follows that

Ropt = max logy (I + HSHT‘ (86)
SeDs

< max logy |T + 2HJ_S(HJ_)T‘ + O(1), (87)
SeDs

<  max log, |2 (I—i— HJ_S(HJ_)T)‘ +0O(1), (88)
SeDs

< Rp_svp + M, s+ O(1), (89)

where [87) follows from[(85) by noticing that due o [12) tleesnd term on the RHS df (B5) is upper-bounded by

some finite constant. Frorm (89) and becai?sg > Rp_gvyp, it follows thatlimp, 10};% =limp, 0 ?(f;};f.
2 2

Since it has already been verified in the main text thatp, % = min(M, s, M; s — 1), the proof is

completed.
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