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Abstract

In this paper, a Stackelberg game is built to model the hibrarpower allocation of primary
user (PU) network and secondary user (SU) network in OFDBebaognitive radio (CR) networks.
We formulate the PU and the SUs as the leader and the follpwespectively. We consider two
constraints: the total power constraint and the interfegeto-signal ratio (ISR) constraint, in which
the ratio between the accumulated interference and thévegtceignal power at each PU should not
exceed certain threshold. Firstly, we focus on the sindgdedhd multi-SU scenario. Based on the
analysis of the Stackelberg Equilibrium (SE) for the pragabStackelberg game, an analytical hierarchic

power allocation method is proposed when the PU can acduéradditional information to anticipate
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SUs’ reaction. The analytical algorithm has two steps: 1¢ PtJ optimizes its power allocation with
considering the reaction of SUs to its action. In the poweinaigation of the PU, there is a sub-game for
power allocation of SUs given fixed transmit power of the Pble Existence and uniqueness for the Nash
Equilibrium (NE) of the sub-game are investigated. We alsippse an iterative algorithm to obtain the
NE, and derive the closed-form solutions of NE for the pefyexymmetric channel. 2) The SUs allocate
the power according to the NE of the sub-game given PU’s @tpower allocation. Furthermore, we
design two distributed iterative algorithms for the gehehamnnel even when private information of the
SUs is unavailable at the PU. The first iterative algorithm &iguaranteed convergence performance, and
the second iterative algorithm employs asynchronous poydate to improve time efficiency. Finally,

we extend to the multi-PU and multi-SU scenario, and a dhisted iterative algorithm is presented.

Index Terms

Cognitive radio, hierarchic power allocation, distritdiéerative algorithm, Stackelberg game.

. INTRODUCTION

Cognitive radio (CR) technology has gained much attentienabhse of its capability of
improving the spectrum utilization efficiency/[1]. In CR metks, the CRs transmit in an
opportunistic way or coexist with the primary systems sianously under the constraints
that the primary systems will not be harmed.

Due to scarcity of power and hostile characteristics of g channels, efficient power
allocation schemes are necessary for design of high-pedioce CR networks. Meanwhile, as the
game theory is suitable for analyzing conflict and coopemaéimong rational decision makers,
it has emerged as a very powerful tool for power allocatio@ih networksl[[2],[[3]. In the game
theory based power allocation frameworks, the nodes aresl@dds self-interested or group-
rational players, and compete or cooperate with each abth@iakimize their utilities by viewing
the power as the strategies. The cooperative game theamgiiwach of optimal power control

for secondary users (SUs) in CR networks has been proposp; ithe authors transformed
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the coupled interference constraints into a pricing fuorcin the objective utility, and then the
Kalai-Smorodinsky (KS) bargaining solution and the Nasinghming solution (NBS) of the
reformulated game were investigated. In [5], a fair localghaing framework was proposed
for spectrum allocation, and two bargaining strategiesethas one-to-one fairness bargaining
and feed poverty bargaining were presented. The oppotitigsisectrum access problem was
addressed by utilizing the cooperative game theorylin [Biee bargaining solutions were
compared and analyzed, and a distributed algorithm thatachieve the NBS for the spectrum
sharing game was presented. [n [7], the authors investigidte resource allocation in CR
networks by using the coalitional game theory, and a disteith dynamic coalition formation
algorithm was proposed. A distributed power control protdor the secondary network based
on non-cooperative game was studied_in [8]. Utilizing thetlresponse, a distributed algorithm
to obtain the Nash Equilibrium (NE) of the game was develogadthermore, based on the
distributed algorithm, a network protocol for power cohtwas presented. Dynamic spectrum
sharing with multiple strategic primary users (PUs) and Sus investigated by using the
noncooperative game inl[9], two cases under complete ammplete information assumptions
were discussed. The dynamic power control problem witlri@tence constraints in CR networks
was studied in[[10]. By enforcing the interference constréirough pricing, a non-cooperative
game model was developed. A kind of Generalized Nash Equilib (GNE) with the shared
constraints, named as the interference equilibrium, wesstigated.

The Stackelberg game, which is also referred to as the Idali@ewver game, is a game in which
the leader moves first and then the followers move sequbnflde problem is then transformed
to find an optimal strategy for the leader, assuming thatdhewers react in such a rational way
that they optimize their objective functions given the keéslactions|[11]. In[12],[[13], [L@L the

Stackelberg game was applied for the multi-user power obptoblem in interference channels.

In [14], the Stackelberg equilibrium is a special case ofdbejectural equilibrium.
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The Stackelberg game was used for power control in a detigettamultiple access channel

in [15]. Moreover, in [16], it has been proved that comparedhe standard non-cooperative
power control game, the utilization of the Stackelberg gati@eves performance improvement
for both the individual and the global system. Distributethy selection and power control for

multiuser cooperative communication networks were adeesn [17]. In [18], the Stackelberg

game was utilized to study the hierarchical competition eflutar networks that is comprised

of the macrocells underlaid with femtocells.

As the Stackelberg game is defined for the cases in which arbler of actions exists
between players, it is a natural fit for the CR scenario. Treckatiberg game was employed
to CR networks in[[19],[[20]. A Stackelberg game model wasppsed for frequency bands in
which a licensed user has priority over opportunistic cogairadios. In[21], the Stackelberg
game was applied for the utility-based cooperative CR nidsvdn [22], the resource allocation
in CR networks was studied by using the Stackelberg game doacterize the asymmetry of
PUs and SUs. Allocation of under-utilized spectrum resesiitom PUs to multiple SUs was
modeled as the seller-buyer game. Similar work can also tedfan [23] though the authors did
not claim the use of Stackelberg game explicitly. A decdiaed Stackelberg game formulation
for power allocation was developed in [24]. Distributedioptation for CR networks using the
Stackelberg game was considered_ in [25]. Distributed p@wegtrol method for SUs and optimal
pricing for PU were obtained, and the algorithm for finding tptimal price was proposed. In
[26], the authors focused on how the SU chooses its powel fevebtain maximal cognitive
network capacity with guaranteeing the performance of tbe Power allocation in the down-
link of the secondary system was considered by using th&k&8taerg game in [27]. Constraints
such as protecting PUs and maximum power limitations of Iséastons (BSs) were considered.
Distributed power control for spectrum-sharing femtocedkworks was investigated by using
the Stackelberg game in [28]. The Stackelberg equilibri®g)(was studied, and an effective

distributed interference price bargaining algorithm wgiraranteed convergency was presented
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to achieve the equilibrium.

Recently, orthogonal frequency division multiplexing [@¥) has been recognized as an
attractive modulation candidate for CR systems. In practice efficient algorithm of allocating
power to sub-carriers in OFDM-based PU network is also irigmir However, most above
mentioned works focus on the power control of the SU netwibr,hierarchic power allocation
for OFDM-based PU network and SU network by using the Stéekgl game has not been
extensively studied yet. When the power control for the Ptivoek and SU network are jointly
considered, we should consider not only the interferencengn8Us, but also the interference
among PUs as well as the mutual interference between the Rldbrkeand the SU network. To
meet quality of service (QoS) requirement of the PU pregjgéle interference-to-signal ratio
(ISR), which is defined as the ratio between the accumulatiedference and the received signal
power, should be less than a constant at the PU. Then the @doeation of both PU network
and SU network are tightly coupled. In addition, the trarssioin from the primary transmitter to
its receiver needs to be analyzed. The utility function efftU takes the transmission merit, such
as rate, into consideration. Due to the above reasons, énarbhic power allocation algorithm
is challenging especially when the PU network cannot aegprivate information of the SU
network. Even when the private information is availablés difficult to design the time-efficient
algorithm because of complexity of the game.

In this paper, the main contributions are summarized asvili

« A Stackelberg game is formulated to describe the prioritthefpower allocation for the PU

network. We analyze the mutual effect between power aliocgbr the PU network and
that of the SU network in two aspects: ISR constraint and alutierference between the
PUs and SUs. The former impacts the feasible power allataet, and the latter influences
the utility.

« When there is only one PU, the Stackelberg game can be wagt@m optimization problem

that contains a non-cooperative sub-game. The sub-gamieecaiewed as the power game
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of the SU network given the PU’s power. We analyze existemcetlie NE of the sub-
game, and give a sufficient condition of uniqueness. More@reiterative algorithm, which
converges to the NE, is presented for the general channelitomm and the closed-form
solutions for the NE are derived in the perfectly symmetharmel.

. Based on the Stackelberg game analysis, the hierarchicrpdleeation algorithms for the
PU network and SU network are proposed. Considering avttijabf the private informa-
tion for the SUs at the PU, two scenarios are investigateden\the private information
is available and the perfectly symmetric channel cond#&ioan be satisfied, the PU can
allocate power by solving a specific optimization problend &éime SU can allocate power
analytically. Otherwise, the iterative distributed povediocation algorithms are presented.
We also investigate convergence and effectiveness of thygoped iterative algorithms.

« The extension to the multi-PU and multi-SU scenario is dised, and we present an
iterative distributed algorithm for the hierarchic powdpeation.

The reminder of the paper is structured as follows. In Sadtiove introduce the system model
under consideration, and formulate the Stackelberg gam&ettion Ill, the game analysis is
performed. In Section 1V, the hierarchic power allocatioethods for PU and SUs are proposed.
Next, the numerical results are presented in Section V. B dikcuss the extension to the multi-

PU scenario in Section VI. Finally, we conclude the paperegt®n VII.

[I. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION
A. System model

We consider a spectrum-sharing scenario in which a PU systexists with a SU system. The
PU system consists of a transceiver pair (i.e., PU) using @FLhe SU system is an OFDM-
based ad hoc network in which CR transceiver pairs (i.e.,) $&is simultaneously transmit with
the PU. The PU is denoted as user 1 and the SUs are denoted & useuserL, respectively,

i.e., the PU sef? = {1} and the SU sef = {2,---,L}. It is assumed that the total number
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of OFDM sub-channels i8/, and each sub-channel experiences flat fading. The samigieal s

on the f-th sub-channel at useris y! = \/P/h! ol + 3. oo/ P/ 0]ja! + w!, where P/

and h{ ; denote the transmitted power of ugeand the channel coefficient between transmitter
of useri and receiver of usej on the f-th sub-channel, respectively:{ is the transmitted
symbol of user; at sub-channelf and is assumed to have unit energ;{. is the additive
white Gaussian noise (AWGN) with/ ~ CA/(0, N/). Each user has a limited power budget,
ie, Y}, P/ < P, vj e PUS. Treating the interference as noise and assuming Gaussian

signalling, the maximum rate that usgrcan obtain on thef-th sub-channel can be expressed
ijlhf-,jF
Zi#y‘eﬂ’us Pif‘h{,j ‘2+N1f

asR] =log (1 + ) (nats/s/Hz).

B. Stackelberg game formulation

We formulate the PU as the leader and the SUs as followers PThérst selects its trans-
mission power by maximization of its utility, in which it &s to anticipate the SUs’ reactions to
its action. And then, based on the PU’s power, the SUs compitheeach other to maximize
its own rate by adjusting transmit power. The ISR constraﬁvﬁ% < p with p being the
ISR threshold, needs to be satisfied to guarantee primavjcgr |

Given the PU’s transmit power, the SUs’ non-cooperative-gaiime can be mathematically
formulated as= {Q,{Si},cq . {ui}icq ), WhereQ = S is the set of active players. The set of
admissible power allocation strategies for usés given by S; = {Pi = (P, P? ... PN):
S Pl < e vfe{1,2,--- N} P/ > 0}. The utility function of useri is defined as
u; (P, P_y) = 30, R/ A whereP_; .= {Pi}, 01y

2 We only need to guarantee that the power allocation in tHelesttate, i.e., the Stackelberg equilibrium (its defimitisil
be given in the following) or the convergent outcomes of tieeative algorithm, should satisfy the ISR constraint.

3The utility function can be defined in other forms, i.e., thegmsed framework is general enough to allow different didims
of the utility function. concerning the obtained conclugipsome are independent on the utility function definitiod athers
can be adapted easily for new definitions of the utility fimrmct
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For the PU, if it can anticipate SUs’ reactions to its actie, have the following problem

N Pl
max u; = log [ 1+ ; 1
B 2 g( Sica PRI 12+ N 1)
N _pfpf 2
S.t.z Plf < leax7Pf > 0’ Zzeﬂf zf| 2z,1| <,
= P/ |nf,|
wherePy = (P!, P2+, PN), P} = (Y, P¥,--- ,PY*) with i € Q, and (P}, P~,) is the

NE of G whenP; is givevH.

IIl. GAME ANALYSIS

In this section, the existence, uniqueness, and solutiorini® NE of the sub-gamég are
analyzed. An iterative algorithm to obtain the NE of the galme is given. We also investigate
the convergence of the iterative algorithm. Furthermadne, ¢closed-form solutions for the NE
are derived for the perfectly symmetric channel.

First, for sub-gamgj, its NE is defined as as follows:
Definition 1. (P;,P*,) is the NE ifu; (P}, P*;) > u; (P;,P*,) for all P; € S; andi € Q.
With respect to the existence of the NE 1@y we have the following proposition.
Proposition 1. The sub-gamé& has at least one pure NE.

Proof: Due to the page limitation, we give the sketch of proof. Fiv®, P’ € S;, we have
aP+ (1 —a)P €S; (e €[0,1]), i.e., S; is a convex set. Meanwhile, 3" < oo, S; C EV
is closed and bounded, so it is compact. Next,P, P_;) is continuous inP_;. V7 € R, we

can prove that the upper contour 8ét= {P; € S;, u; (P;,P_;) > 7} is convex. Consequently,

4The definition of NE will be given in the following Sectior.)(is the formulated Stackelberg game, where it contains the
sub-gamej. We should observe that the ISR constraint is not considieréfl But as the ISR constraint is considered[ih (1),
the solutions of the Stackelberg game comply with the ISRstamt.
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u; (P;, P_;) is quasi-concave i#?;. Using the Debreu-Fan-Glicksberg theorem| [29], the lemma
can be proved. ]

The unigueness of the NE can be given by

Proposition 2. Define

> ]+ Pf |h{ﬂ+zlegh{-|‘4‘ﬂm} oy
— MaXye[1,N] { 7 T pinl 2 , TF T
M, = i N p{ ] 2)
If M is a positive definite matrixg has a unique NE.
Proof: Define A; (P) = —Vp,u; (P;,P_;) with Vp, (-) being the gradient vector with

respect toP;, and denoteS = S, x --- X Sgi41 With a Cartesian structure. WheMl is a
positive definite matrixyP = (Py,--- ,Pig11),P’ = (P's, - ,P/jg+1) € S, 3 a > 0 such
that maxieq {(P; — P";) [A; (P) — A; (P')]} > of [P — P'|[3, wherel|.||; is the spectral norm.
Consequentlyg has a unique NE_[30]/ [31]. [ |

Remark: The conditions in Propositidm 2 can be viewed as teakwnterference condition
|nf;I?
NT+P T

N/ +P] |h, 1245 cq |PE 12 PP
|h] |2

since and denote the interference level.
In the following, we give an iterative algorithm to obtairethNE. The best response for user
1 (1 € Q) can be expressed as

fpf )2 f1uf 12 £\t

1 Plhy P+ cqu PR+ N;

P/ = BR <P1f,Pfi> _ (__ ! j;zm\? ) Il | -
Hi i

where P/, (k) = {ij(k)} (-)* = max(-,0), u; is a constant satisfying"}_ | P/ < Pmex,

jeQfi
Based on[(3), an iterative distributed algorithm (Algamitii), which can converge to the NE,
can be given.

In the algorithm, SUi only has to obtain its own channel statg;,, and measure the aggre-

gated interference it receiveﬂ’,lf\h{ﬁ + > jeqyi ij(k)\hii\z, therefore it can be implemented

distributively.
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Following the existing literature (such as [10], [33]), fsciEnt conditions for the convergence

of Algorithm 1 can be given by the following proposition.

Proposition 3. Definec/; = |hf,[2/|h] |2, [C')ii1jo1 = ¢l i # j € Q, and[C/];; = 0. If
Vf e [1,---,N], ||C|| < 1, where]|.|| is any induced matrix norm with its corresponding

vector norm being monotone, Algorithm 1 converges.

Proof: Please refer td [10]/ [33]. The proof is omitted due to theepkgpitation. [ |

Under a special circumstance, i.e., perfectly symmetranael, we derive the closed-form

solutions of NE.

Proposition 4. When |/ /|/|h],| = |hl|/|hl)| < 1, N/ /|hL? = NI /|nl, 2 and |B]|/|R)| =
\hd,|/|h| for £, f =1,---, N andi # j € (, the perfectly symmetric channel conditions hold.

Then, for L = 3, the NE ofG has the following closed-form solutians

tr— S0 f e (1, ky);

Pl*=q ti—o5,  fElk+1k]; (4)

07 fE[k1+1,N],

BOr 0 f e (1, k)
ppr=) e JELR ©)

07 fe[k2+]-7N]a

where = [b] 2012, op = (NY 4 PIRLIE) IBEI72 15 = kgt [(1+ )PP+ X2, ]

SWithout loss of generality, we assuni&"® > P, 4, is only distinguished by the number of sub-channels in jotisfe
symmetric channel, the sub-channels can be re-numbereddaug to the strength of received PU’interference pluseorhus,
it is also assumed that; < o2 < --- < on. Sub-carriers should be re-numbered at the beginning, andesd to recover the
number of sub-carriers in the final.
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wherek, can be found fromp?, < Py" < o ., with

LS (op—03), 1<k<N;

1+c

0, k=N+1.

o = (6)

k 1 k
P2max+ziik2+l o-l--l,-m Zzil (Ct;—i-O'i)
k1

ty = , wherek; = ky when P> < ¢ .+ Otherwise,k; is the

solution of o, < Py < ¢, ., andy; is defined as

St i(on = o0) + 1 2 (1 + o
or = —ai—ct§>,k€ [y + 1, N; (7)

00, k=N+1.

Proof: Let |Q2| be the cardinality of the seé?. Sinceu; (P;,P_;) is concave orP;, using

the KKT conditions [3:2],(P2, e ,P|Q‘+1) is the NE if and only if there are non-negatig; }

satisfying
f -1
Ou; (P, P_;) _ Pf+NZ.f+Pf|hfi|2 > i sica PN -
opr/ Z B2 B2
-1 = i, Pq,f > Oa
= [Pf—i-a ey j] 9)
J#iE < i Pif —0
Consequently, let) = -1 (M eyl 1) with \; < --- < A\, each NE is
of the form as
Q
m(ﬂf —0y),0¢ < T‘|Q|‘;
f Ql+k+1—r Q|+k—r
Py = 1+(|Q\—11—7"+k)c<7-7]‘€ - Uf)vﬂ‘mH <oy < T|‘Q\|+ € [k+1,9Q[); (10)

k
O,Tm‘ < oy.
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For user(|€2| + 1), we have

N
;o /
Zle P = Zof<73 Plarn
1 ] o
14 (19— De ng<T3 (Tm\ - Uf) < Plaft1- (11)

ko
1+(Q)-1)e) P, +5 9 o
kol

When the equality holds, we ha\mﬁ* _ , where ko is given by

gb',f?{‘u < Pty < ¢|/§Eu+1 and gblkm = mz;zl(ak — oy). Consequently, the equilibrium
power allocation for usef|<2| + 1) is given by

12

e fe Lkl
fx +(Q-De’ » QY
P = (12)
0, f € [k + 1, N].
Q=1 _ 14+(|Q-1)c_[?|-1 c 1€2] i
Tiol-1 = Tria2eTjol | — Trqaroe o+ then regarding usefl],
3 B = T g ey (B =)
=1 1T T (1Q = 1)e Sopar VIR 5
1 0]-1 max
P T D 2y ert (ol " = o) < P (13)
(I20-1) S ST e (I21-2)

: —1)x max =k|o =1\T(e[—2)c ' 7 +(Q[=2)c
Utilizing the equality, we get g, = (PQI Sl T e ) ( - ) :
wherek o, is derived by

max ‘Q|_1 .
kio-1 = ki), P‘Q| < ¢k‘m+17 (14)
Q-1 max Q-1 .
quKluil < Pgr < Cb/‘k‘glu,ﬁl’ otherwise.
with
-1 _ \F Op — Oy Kol 1
F Zf=k\m+1 1+ (|9 —2)c Zle 1+ (|9 = 2)c
1+ (2] —1)e c Qs
e e —_— . 15
(1 T P Ay o Ty P (15)
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Then

[$2] =
cT

T‘(S‘;‘Nfl)* %—‘,—0}
1+(Q=2)c 1+(9Q-Dec f S [Lklﬂ\]?
Pl = T\(s‘zsf‘il)*—of . (16)
] 1+(]92]—2)c ? f S [k\ﬂ| + 1, k\ﬂ|—1]a
0, fe [/{E‘Q|_1—|—1,N].
As |2 = 2, we arrive at the proposition, which completes the proof. [ ]

Remark: The above proposition is for the 2-SU scenario, kewedollowing the proof of
this proposition, the closed-form solutions for the m@&t- scenario can be obtained similarly.
Using Propositior ¥4, the power for SUs in the perfectly sytimehannel can be allocated
analytically with simple computation. Moreover, if we sape that{ P™**},.q is known at user
i (i € Q), useri (i € Q) only needs to obtaimr (i.e. hfﬂ. and h{i) and measure the received
interference from PUP/|hy;|2. Thus Propositiofi}4 can be distributively applied.

Equations[(#) and_{5) as well as Algorithm 1 can be used toimlhe NE ofG in the 2-SU
scenario. When the perfectly symmetric channel conditioolsl, the analytical solutions are

given in [4) and[(b); Otherwise, Algorithm 1 can find the swlotfor the general case.

V. POWER ALLOCATION ALGORITHM

In this section, we consider the hierarchic power allocafiar the PU and SUs. If the PU
can acquire the additional information about the SUs tocgrate SUS’ reactions to its action,
we propose an analytical power allocation algorithm. Ofleg, the iterative power allocation

algorithms are developed.
A. Analytical power allocation algorithm
The definition of the SE is given by

Definition 2. (P1, P*, P*)) is a SE for the proposed Stackelberg game when it satisfies

1) w (PP PY) > u (PP, P) Vie QP €S,
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2) (P;,P;,P*_i) > uy (Py, P, P*,) for any feasibleP;.

Remark: In the definition, inequality 1) implies thd@* P*.) is the NE ofG givenP:. As
(P;,Pr,) denotes the NE of givenP;, we have an equivalent definitiofP;, Ne(P})) is a
SE ifu; (P}, Ne(PY)) > uy (P, Ne(Py)) for any feasibleP;, where Ne(x) denotes the NE of
G givenP; = .

The following lemma gives the solution of the SE for the prega Stackelberg game.

Lemma 1. The SE of the proposed Stackelberg game can be obtainedlassoll) Solving
@) to obtainP%. 2) Let P, = P*, solving the NE ofg, (P*,P*,). Then,(P*, P P*,) is a SE.

Proof: (P, P*,) is the NE solutions of; given P%, so we have
ui (P, P1P,) > i (PP, PL) Vie QP €S, (17)
Furthermore, sinc®7 is the optimal solution ofC(1), then
” <P’{, P, P*_Z) — uy (P}, Ne(P})) > uy (P, Ne(Py)) = uy (P, PL,P) (18)

for any feasibléP;. Combing [I7) and(18), we claim thé®P*, P*, P* ) is a SE, which competes
the proof. [ ]
Based on Lemmal 1, we get the analytical power allocation aaketRirst, the PU obtains the
optimal power allocationP*, by solving [1). Then, SUs allocate the power according #® th
NE of G, (P, P*,), givenP, = P*. For the 2-SU scenario with perfectly symmetric channels,
substituting[(#) and_(5) intd{1), the PU problem becomesraetional non-convex optimization
problem. By solving the probleinwe obtain the optimal power allocation strategy of ARj,

ReplacingP; by P71 in () and [5), we get the NE df given the optimal power allocation of

®The PU should know, hf,, hf, hl,, P™> (i € Q, f = 1,---,N) and its own channel stati], to solve the problem
numerically.
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PU, denoted byP;, Pz). Then, SUs allocate the power accordingitp and P, respectively.

Observe thatP*, P;, P%) is the SE of the Stackelberg game according to Lerfima 1.

B. Iterative power allocation algorithm

If the private information of the SUs is unknown to the PU, #d cannot set an optimal
power level by solving the non-convex optimization problewen under the perfectly channel
conditions in Proposition]4. Alternatively, the iteratiadgorithms are needed to identify the
power level.

The outcomes of the iterative algorithms are not the SE isolufo play SE, the PU must
have the ability to anticipate the SUs’ reactions to its@ctHowever, it is impossible to exactly
anticipate the SUs’ reactions to the PU’s action when the &uhat obtain the private information
about the SUs. The PU should know the SUs’ private infornmagiach as the strategy set (please
refer to footnote 6 to find the exact information needed) tticgrate the SUS’ reactions to its
action. Although SE can be viewed as a special case of congatquilibrium (CE) [[14], CE
assumes that the foresighted user knows its stationargfer@ace and the first derivatives with
respect to the allocated power (ISR constraint is not cemsdlin [14]). Hence, no algorithms
can derive the SE solution in the case that the PU cannotrotitai private information about
the SUs, especially when the ISR constraint is considered.

The PU sets an initial power level in Step 1. In each iterati@msed on PU’s power allocation
in the former iteration, SUs allocate their power levgB,(n) = (B'(n),---, P(n))}, ¢ ac-
cording to the NE of the SUs’ sub-game by using Proposition Algorithm 1. Given the novel
power levels of the SUs, the PU updates its power by maximi#s utility under total power

and interference constraiHIé..e., P{(n+1) is the solution of the following convex optimization

"Please refer td{1). To some extent, the ISR constraint is&®g on PU network in the iterative algorithm. [n][28], the
interference constraint has been imposed on PU to decreasmimplexity of the power allocation algorithms. Here wedase
ISR constraint on PU network for the similar reason.
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problem,

N A
max u; = g log| 1+ ——— 19
Pro f=1 g( If(n) + N/ (19)

ZN 1/ (n)
f max f
S.t. f:1P1 Spl 7P1207 fi1.f 2§p7
P |h1,1|

where I/ (n) = 3. ¢ Pz.f(n)\h{lP is the received interference at the PU. The ISR constraint

! . . , . .
Pf{lh({?iIQ < p in (@9) is equivalent to a minimal power constragﬁ% < P/. Consequently,

it can be solved by a 2-step algorithm. The minimal power tethike ISR constraint is first
allocated to each sub-channel, i.e., we aIIocp h1,172 for sub-channelf; Then, subtracting the
allocated power fromP™®* and allocating the remaining power to the sub-channels loygus
water-filling method. The iteration continues until coryemce. We observe that the PU only
needs to know its own channel informatidi, , and the received interferend€,(n). The specific
distributed power allocation algorithm is described in @éighm 2.

Remark: When the private information of the SUs (followees)not be acquired by the PU
(leader), the PU has no information at the beginning and ihrat anticipate the interference
from the SUs with respect to its own power allocation, theydhing it can do is to randomly set
an initial feasible power allocation. Then according to tA&’s power allocation, the SUs play
their sub-game to obtain the power allocations. Next, detfwes:-th (n = 1, 2...) round as “the
PU allocates its poweP;(n), and the SUs allocate the pow€P;(n)|i € 2} subsequently”. In
then-th round, the PU can only know the interference of the SUB keispect to the PU’s former
power allocation (power allocation in the former roundkg.i.I/(n — 1) (history information of
the interference and can be obtained by measuring the totalference it received), it cannot
exactly anticipate the interference of the SUs with respedhe PU’s allocation in the same
round, i.e.,I’(n) (future information of the interference), so it can onlyoakte the power by

utilizing the history information’/(n — 1). Then, based on the PU’s power allocation, the SUs

play their sub-game to obtain the power allocations in thensaround. In addition, the ISR
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constraint should be considered in the power allocation.

Due to the condition that the PU cannot obtain the privateoinfation about the SUs,
the PU cannot exactly anticipate the future information loé ﬁnterferen% and it can only
utilize the history information of the interference. In cusion, the unavailability of the private
information and the ISR constraint lead to Algorithm 2. hare many methods to utilize the
history information, we choose the simplest one in our atpar.

Regarding the convergence of Algorithm 2, we have the fahgwemma.

Lemma 2. When P, h;;, and N; (i, j € SUP) are fixed, there exists a constant- 0, and

whenn < &, Algorithm 2 converges.

Proof: Denote

4 N
X(Pi(n)) = I'(n) + )\_M

,0|h{,1|2 [ ? f:1’
= (x1, -+ ,x,). Then

Pi(n+1) = (1 =n)Pi(n) + nx(P1(n)) := F (P1(n)). (20)

First, VP{" # P{¥ in PU’s feasible power set, 85} , P/ < P"> for i € PUS, 3 8 > 0

satisfies
T
(P = PP [x(@) —x(@P)] = - — PP (21)

8Based on the history information of the interference, therRay predict the future information of the interference bings
prediction methods, but it is not exact prediction.
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Next, from [20), we get

(P 0) [ (02) £ (2] =00 () (002

T (a)
+ (PP —PP) [x(P) —x(PP)] =1 -+ pm PV - PPIE (22)

where(a) holds sincel(21). On the other hard > 0, [|x(P{") = x(P)||» < 6||PY =P,

Consequently, we derive

(7 00) [ (07) -+ (55)]

> (11— 1+ 8)mo~YIx(P) — x(PP)|[2. (23)

Whenn < (14 )7L, F() is co-coercive with constaril — (1 + 3)5]60~2. Then, applying Th.
12.1.8 in [30], ifn < 2[1 — (1 + B)n]0~2, i.e.,n < 2[2(1 + B) — %], the iterative algorithm
converges. In conclusion if < min{(1+ 8)"%2[2(1+8) —0*"'} = (1 + B8)~! := &, the
iterative algorithm converges, which completes the proof. [ ]

Remark: The upper bound of convergent step-size for Algaori2 is fixed. If the algorithm
does not converge with a certain step-size, we can chooskesistep-size to make the algorithm
converge. Lemmia 2 guarantees the existence of such convetge-size.

In [14], conjecture-based rate maximization (CRM) aldoris are developed even if the
foresighted user has no a priori knowledge of its competitprivate information. The CRM
algorithm can achieve better performance tharm.Nffowever, there are shortcomings of CRM
algorithm: 1) It is not guaranteed to converge to a CE. 2) riincd be utilized for the scenarios in
which multiple foresighted users coexist. 3) The numbereddiency bins should be sufficiently
large. In contrast, there are no constraints on the numbdregtiency bins in our proposed
algorithm, and it has guaranteed convergence performavicesover, our proposed algorithm

can be extended to the multi-leader case (see Section Whall¥i no ISR constraints are

°Observe that the CRM algorithm cannot derive the SE.
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considered in [LQ. As explained in the paper, the ISR constraint will greatiyple the power
allocations of the PU (leader) with the power allocationsh&f SUs (followers). That is to say,
the CRM algorithm cannot be applied under our system mod&revthe ISR constraint should
be considered. In a word, we deal with a more complicatedlenobin this paper.

In Algorithm 2, the PU waits for the convergence of the powefifes of the SUs (Step 2), it
then updates its power. It will be time-consuming especiathen the number of SUs is large.
For the purpose of further improving time efficiency, we pysp the asynchronous algorithm in
Algorithm 3.

Remark: The PU asynchronously updates its power allocatigXigorithm 3. It does not need

to wait for the convergence of SUs’ power allocation. Consaqly, it is more time-efficient.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we perform simulations to verify our an&y3he convergence of the iterative
algorithm as well as the rate performance for analyticaliterdtive algorithms are given numer-
ically in this section. In the simulation, the channel caidints are modeled as independently
circular symmetric Gaussian distributed random variafleshe convenience of illustration. We
also assume that the channels do not change during one implation of the algorithm and
“average”(e.g., average power, average rate) is taken i®echannel realizations.

First, we compare the analytical solutions (4) ahd (5) witlyokithm 1 in the perfectly
symmetric channel case. In the simulations, we/$et 3, P, = [7 1 3], P}*** =5, P"™> =1,
Ny = N3 = [0.5 0.5 0.5], hay = hgg ~ CN (0,1 1 1]), hys = ki3 ~ CN (0,[v0.2 V0.3 V0.4]),
and hys = hgy = 0.5 X hyy (i.€., ¢ = 0.25). Using [4) and , we obtain the average NE
power P; = [1.4242 2.0709 1.5049], P% = [0.2676 0.4432 0.2892]. Fig.[d shows the results

0The system model considered [n[14] is the interference riian

1Sub-carriers should be re-numbered before usihg (4)@nauiB)we need to recover the number of sub-carriers in the final
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of Algorithm 1. Observe that Algorithm 1 converges to the samsults as analytical solutions
since theb-th iteration.

Next, we evaluate the convergence performance of the iiteraterarchic power allocation
algorithms. The inner iteration for Algorithm 2 (iteratiéor Algorithm 1) is set to bd0. Iteration
denotes the number of the outer iterations in Algorithm 2Algorithm 3, we letr, = 3 x k.

On one hand, we evaluate the convergence performance eratff channel states with the
same ISR constraint, the same total power constraints anslattme step-size. In the simulations,
we setN =3, Ny = Ny = N3 = [1 1 1], p = 0.2, P> = 15, Py"®* = 5, Py = 6, and
step-sized = n = 0.1. Fig.[2 plots the convergence performance of Algorithm 2 Atgbrithm
3 with different channel parameters. The PU and SUs are mmijolocated in a square area of
10 x 10. The channel gains are generatedhas = d;fﬁivj, whered, ; represents the_distance
between the transmitter of Uséland the receiver of Uset, anda = 2 is the path |OQ. It is
observed that both Algorithm 2 and Algorithm 3 converge t® slame results with the channel
parameters 1 and channel parameters 2, respectively.itklgp? converges since about the 50-
th iteration, and Algorithm 3 converges since the 100-thatien. We should notice that there
are 10 inner iterations in each iteration of Algorithm 2,rthgorithm 3 is more time-efficient.
Moreover, we can see that the rate performance with the ehgrarameters 2 is better. This
can be explained as follows: Comparing the channel paramated in the simulations, there
is stronger interference in the channel parameters 1. Thempérformance with the channel
parameters 2 will be better.

On the other hand, we evaluate the convergence performarite isame channel state with
different step-sizes. Parameters are chosen as folldws:3, Ny = Ny = N3 =[111], p=0.1,
Prax — 95 pmax — 3 pmax — 4 iy~ CN(0,[0.4 0.5 0.6]), hys ~ CN(0,[0.5 0.5 0.3]),

1200 = 2 corresponds to to free-space propagation.

June 9, 2021 DRAFT



21

CN(0,[0.5 0.5 0.5]), hyy ~ CN(0,[1 1 1]), hgy ~ CN(0,[1 1 1]), hss ~ CN(0,[1 1 1]). Fig.[3
and Fig.[4 demonstrate the convergence performance of itigor2 with different step-sizes.
We can observe that the algorithm converges with stepsgize0.1. However, when; = 0.9,
the algorithm does not converge, it oscillates. It can berpreted by using Lemm@ 2. The
upper bound for convergent step-size for all channel ratdins lies between.1 and0.9, i.e.,
0.1 < min¢ < 0.9, so whenn = 0.1, the condition in Lemm&]2 can be satisfied, then the
algorithm converges for all channel realizations and theragye rate converges. When= 0.9,

n < & does not hold, the convergence cannot be guaranteedlIFigd Fig.[6 illustrate the
convergence performance of Algorithm 3 with different ssiges. Similarly, we observe that
the algorithm converges when the step-size is set t0.beand it oscillates when the step-size
equals t00.9.

In the perfectly symmetric channel, both analytical andatige power allocation for PU
and SU can be appli@i Fig.[@ shows the rate performance of the analytical hibiarpower
allocation and iterative power allocation for the PU and Slith different power constraint for
the PU, P"**. We can observe that the rate performance of the PU decrelgbdy in the
iterative power allocation because of the unavailabilityst)s’ private information, but the rate
performance of the SUs is almost the same as the analytgaiigddm. This verifies effectiveness

of the iterative power allocation.

VI. EXTENSION TO THE MULTI-PU AND MULTI-SU SCENARIO

When considering the multi-PU scenario, there are mullgdelers in the Stackelberg game,
they compete with each other to maximize their individudityt Each PU considers not only
the power allocation of other PUs, but also the rational treacof SU network to the power
allocation of the PU network. And we need to guarantee all’RBR constraints. By minor

adjustments, the proposed algorithms can be applied in th&-RUJ and multi-SU scenario.

BAnalytical method is applied when private information isadable, and iterative method is used otherwise.
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In Algorithm 1, SU1 still measure the aggregated received interference, leuinterference is
generated by all PUs and other SUs in this scenario. In Algor2 and Algorithm 3, the update
of each PU’s power can still utilize the former method. B thceived interference should take
other PUs’ power allocation into consideration. In Algbnt 2, the convergence of PUs’ power
allocation should be achieved before the next iteration uitifPU case. A renewed algorithm
of Algorithm 2 for multi-PU is outlined as Algorithm 4.

Fig.[8 plots the rate performance when there are 2 PUs (used Liser 2) and 2 SUs (user
3 and user 4). In the simulation, the parameters are chosll@ass: N = 3, p = 0.1, /™ =
Ppax — 15, Ppax = 2, P = 6, Ny = Ny = N3 = N, = [1 1 1], hyp ~ CN(0,[0.5 0.2 0.1]),
hig ~ CN(0,[0.5 0.5 0.3]), hys ~ CN(0,[0.4 0.5 0.6]), hyy ~ CN(0,]0.1 0.6 0.1]), hog ~
CN(0,[0.5 0.6 0.3]), hag ~ CN(0,[0.6 0.6 0.5]), hgy ~ CN(0,[0.30.70.2]), hgy ~ CN(0,[0.20.10.5]),
hss ~ CN(0,[0.6 0.8 0.6]), hyy ~ CN(0,[0.4 0.3 0.2]), hus ~ CN(0,]0.2 0.3 0.3]), g ~
CN(0,[0.5 0.6 0.7]), h1y ~ CN(0,[1 1 1]), hgy ~ CN(0,[1 1 1]), has ~ CN(0,[0.5 0.5 0.5]),
has ~ CN(0,]0.5 0.5 0.5]) and the step-size; = 0.001 for i € P. The average rate is averaged
over 10° channel realizations. From Figl 8, we can see that the #fgorconverges from the

60-th iteration.

VIlI. CONCLUSION

We consider the power allocation for the PU network and SWvosk jointly by using the
Stackelberg game to describe the hierarchy. The PU netvgodomsidered as the leader, and
the SU network acts as the follower. We consider the ISR caimstto guarantee the primary
service in the Stackelberg game. Based on the analysis @tdukelberg game, the hierarchic
power allocation algorithms are given. Analytical methedresented when PU can obtain the
information for SU. Once PU cannot obtain the information$&J, distributed iterative methods

are proposed.
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Algorithm 1: Iterative Distributed Algorithm
for Obtaining NE

Step 1:k =0,

initialize feasible{P;(0) = (F5'(0),---, B (0)) },.q-
Step 2:P/(k +1) = BR, <P1f , Pfi(k)>

foreveryie Qandf=1,--- N.

Step 3:k =k + 1, go to Step 2 until convergence.

Algorithm 2: Joint Iterative Distributed Power Allocation
Algorithm for PU and SUs (single-PU and multi-SU)

Step 1:n = 0, initialize P1(0) = (P(0),---, P{¥(0)).

Step 2: GivenP,(n), the SUs allocate the NE power according

to (4) and [(5) when the perfectly symmetric conditions can be

satisfied in the 2-SU scenario. Otherwise, the SUs apply

Algorithm 1 in the general scenario. Denote the allocatedguo

for SUs as{P;(n) = (B'(n),---, PN(n))}, s

Step 3: Update PU’s power by usingﬂf(n +1) =

¥ n Im)+N{\ T
(=) [ 2+ (3 - )
where )\ is a constant to meet

1/ (n) If(")+N * max i
Zf1|:|hf|2+()‘_ [h1 |2):|<P l.e.,

N o+N T _ pmax 14
Zf=1( N \h{ﬁl) < B - X 1p\hf \2’—
andn € (0,1) is a fixed step-size.

Step 4:n =n+ 1, go to Step 2 until convergence.

[31] T. Alpcan, T. Basar, R. Srikant, and E. Altman, “CDMA X power control as a noncooperative gam@freless
Networks vol. 8, no. 6, pp.659-670, 2002

[32] S. Boyd and L. Vandenbergh€onvex OptimizationCambridge, U.K.: Cambridge Univ. Press, 2004.

[33] K. W. Shum, K.-K. Leung, and C. Sung, “Convergence ofdtwe waterfilling algorithm for Gaussian interference
channels,"IEEE J. Sel. Areas Commungl. 25, no. 6, pp. 1091-1100, Aug. 2007.

f . . .
vppe > ‘Ihf(”)P is assumed in this paper.
Py 1
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Algorithm 3: Asynchronous Joint Iterative Distributed Pow er
Allocation Algorithm for PU and SUs (single-PU multi-SU)

Step 1in =0, k = 1, initialize P (0) = (P}(0),---, P(0)) and
{Pi(0) = (P}(0),++ , P¥(0))} .5 P1(0) and {P;(0) }ics}

satisfy their respective total power constraints and the

ISR constraint.

Step 2: GivenP,(n), the SUs update power allocation
{Pi(n+1)= (B (n+1),---,PY(n+1))},, according to

(@) and [(5) in the 2-SU scenario when the perfectly symmetric
conditions can be satisfied. Otherwise

Pl(n+1) = BR, (P{(n), sz-<n>)
foreveryie Sandf =1,--- N.
Step 3: Let{7;}32, be a subsequence oh}oo , with

Tl — T < oo for finite k.
The PU updates its power asynchronously by

Plin+1)=
f(n fin T
(1-8)P/(n )+5[I|T+Q+(A—%) }
n = T,

P/ (n), otherwise.
f=1,2--- N, whered € (0,1) is the fixed step size.
If n=m, k; =k+1.
Step 4.n =n+ 1, go to Step 2 until convergence ar= N4, .
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Average Power

0.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

lteration

Fig. 1. Power allocation of the SUs by using Algorithm 1 in therfectly symmetric channel case, there are 3 sub-carriers
and PU’s power isP; = [7 1 3].
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Fig. 2. Convergence performance of Algorithm 2 and Alganit!8 with convergence performance of Algorithm 2 and
Algorithm 3 with different channel parameters. Channebpagters 1h12 ~ CA (0, [0.7 0.5 0.6]), h1z ~ CN(0,[0.5 0.5 0.7]),
hor ~ CN(0,[0.4 0.5 0.6]), ha1 ~ CN(0,[0.5 0.5 0.4]), hos ~ CN(0,[0.5 0.5 0.5]), hsz ~ CN(0,[0.5 0.5 0.5]
hi1 ~ CN(0,[1 1 1]), haa ~ CN(0,[1 1 1]), haz ~ CAN(0,[1 1 1]). Channel parameters 212 ~ CAN(0,[0.4 0.5 0.6]
his ~ CN(0,[0.5 0.5 0.3]), ha1 ~ CN(0,[0.6 0.5 0.6]), har ~ CN(0,[0.7 0.5 0.4]), has ~ CN(0,[0.5 0.3 0.9]
haz ~ CN(0,[0.4 0.5 0.6]), h11 ~ CN(0,[2 2 2]), haz ~ CN(0,[1 1 1]), haz ~ CN(0,[1 1 1]).
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Fig. 3. Convergence performance of Algorithm 2 with stegesi = 0.1
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Fig. 5. Convergence performance of Algorithm 3 with stepesi = 0.1
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Fig. 6. Convergence performance of Algorithm 3 with steqesi = 0.9
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Fig. 7. The rate performance of the analytical power aliocaand iterative power allocation in the perfectly symrgethannel
with different P***. The other parameters ar&f = 3, Ny = N> = N3 = [0.5 0.5 0.5], p = 0.1, P3** = 5, P =1,

hi1 ~ CN(0,[1 1 1]), haz = haz ~ CN(0,[1 1 1]), hi2 = hiz ~ CN(0,[v0.2 v/0.3 v/0.4]), ha1 ~ CN(0,[0.3 0.6 0.5]),

hs1 ~ C./\/‘(O7 [0.4 0.5 0.4]), ho3 = hzs = 0.5 X hos (i.e., c= 0.25).
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Algorithm 4: Joint Iterative Distributed Power Allocation
Algorithm for PUs and SUs (multi-PU and multi-SU)

Step 1:
n = 0, initialize P;(0) = (P! (0),---, PN (0)), i € P.

Step 2:
Given {P;(n)};cp, the SUs allocate the NE power according to
(@) and [5) when the perfectly symmetric conditions can be
satisfied in the 2-SU scenario. Otherwise, the SUs apply
Algorithm 1 in the general scenario (Observe tidth] |
should be replaced by, , P/ (n)|h{,|?)
Denote the allocated power for SUs as
{Pz(n) = (le(n)v T 7PZN(n)) }ieS'

Step 3:
Sub-step 3.1k = 0, P;(k) = P;(n) for all i € P.
Sub-step 3.2: For everye P, PU i updates its power by using
P/(k+1)

_ (1 \pf RO AN
- mm(k)w[hm +(a i )]

where/ (k) = > izier I (K )|h il? + 2 jes I !(n )|h i is
the total received interferenca is a constant to meet
I (k i ()+N \ T e
Zf 1[p|hf|2+<)‘ T T ThaP ) ] < P, e,
+Nf * max N sz(k)
Zf 1 ()\ - |hf|2 ) < P)z - Ef:l p‘h{,i‘w
andn; € (0,1) is a fixed step-size.
Sub-step 3.3k = k + 1, go to Sub-step 3.2 until convergence.
Sub-step 3.4P;(n + 1) = P;(k) for i € P.
Step 4:
n =n+ 1, go to Step 2 until convergence ar= N,,...
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Fig. 8. Rate performance of the distributed iterative athar (Algorithm 4) for the multi-PU and multi-SU scenario
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